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ABSTRACT

Lubis, Novia Pinkan. 2022. An Analysis Of Conversational Implicature In Inside Job Sitcom.
Undergraduate Thesis. Department Of English Literature, Faculty Of Humanities,
Universitas Islam Negeri Maulana Malik Ibrahim Malang. Advisor: Abdul Aziz, M.Ed,.
Ph.D.

Key word: Conversational Implicature, The Non-Observance Maxim, Inside Job Sitcom

Conversational implicature is an important aspect to understand the implied meaning in a
conversation. In carrying out a conversation, the speaker must carry out the conversation well and
clearly so that the interlocutor is able to understand the intent of the speaker's utterance. This study
identifies the types of implicatures that appear based on the non-observance maxim in the main
character's conversation in the sitcom Inside Job. The reason the researcher chooses this sitcom as
the object of research is because the utterances in this sitcom explain a lot of government conspiracy
theories that have many implied meanings and are conveyed through adult sitcom animations. This
study uses the conversational implicature theory proposed by Grice (1975). The method used in this
study is a qualitative descriptive method. Data collection in this study was done by watching the
sitcom Inside Job. Then, the data were collected and recorded for analysis based on Grice's (1975)
theory. After analyzing the Inside Job sitcom, the researcher found the types of conversational
implicatures that appeared on the Insise Job sitcom. In this study, two types of conversational
implicatures were found, namely generalized conversational implicature and particularized
conversational implicature. There are 24 conversational implicatures that occur in this study
consisting of 13 generalized conversational implicatures and 11 particularized conversational
implicatures. Generalized conversational implicature is a conversational implicature that is often
used in this sitcom. The researcher recommends for future researchers who want to do research on
the same topic to conduct research with different objects in order to find more conversational data.
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ABSTRAK

Lubis, Novia Pinkan. 2022. Analisis Implikatur Percakapan Dalam Sitkom Inside Job. Skripsi.
Jurusan Sastra Inggris. Fakultas Humaniora. Universitas Islam Negeri Maulana Malik
Ibrahim Malang. Pembimbing: Abdul Aziz, M.Ed,. Ph.D.

Kata Kunci: Implikatur Percakapan, Maksim Ketidaktaatan, Sitkom Inside Job

Implikatur merupakan aspek penting untuk memahami makna tersirat dalam suatu
percakapan. Dalam melakukan percakapan penutur harus melakukan pecakapan dengan baik dan
jelas agar lawan tutur mampu memahami maksud dari ujaran penutur. Penelitian ini
mengidentifikasi jenis implikatur yang muncul berdasarkan the non-observance maxim dalam
percakapan karakter utama dalam sitcom Inside Job. Alasan peneliti memilih sitkom ini sebagai
objek penelitian karena ujaran dalam sitkom ini banyak menjelaskan teori konspirasi pemerintah
yang memiliki banyak makna tersirat dan disampaikan melalui animasi sitkom dewasa. Penelitian
ini menggunakan teori implikatur percakapan yang dikemukakan oleh Grice (1975). Metode yang
digunakan dalam penelitian ini adalah metode deskriptif kualitatif. Pengambilan data dalam
penelitian ini dilakukan dengan menonton sitkom Inside Job. Kemudian data dikumpulkan dan
dicatat untuk dianalisis berdasarkan teori Grice (1975). Setelah menganalisis sitkom Inside Job,
peneliti menemukan jenis implikatur percakapan yang muncul pada sitkom Insise Job. Dalam
penelitian ini ditemukan dua jenis implikatur percakapan yaitu generalized conversational
implicature dan particularized conversational implicature. Terdapat 24 implikatur percakapan yang
terjadi pada penelitian ini yang terdiri dari 13 generalized conversational implicature dan 11
particularized conversational implicature. Generalized conversational implicature adalah implikatur
percakapan yang sering digunakan dalam sitkom ini. Peneliti menyarankan untuk peneliti
selanjutnya yang ingin melakukan penelitian dengan topik yang sama untuk melakukan penelitian
dengan objek yang berbeda agar menemukan lebih banyak data percakapan.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

A. Background of the Study

Conversational implicature is a process of understanding the implied
meaning when the speaker conveys an opinion or idea that will be understood
by the interlocutor in the communication, but many of the speech partners do
not understand the meaning of the message or information conveyed by the
speaker or speech partner. The implied meaning contains a special meaning
different from the structure of the language used and needs to be interpreted
with conversational implicatures. According to Yule (1996) conversational
implicature is an implied meaning of an utterance. This means that
conversational implicature that has additional meaning in a conversation.
According to Grice (1975), there are two kinds of conversational implicatures
such as generalized conversational implicature and particularized

conversational implicature.

The occurrence of conversational implicatures in an utterance is due to
a flouting of the cooperative principle. Flouting of the cooperative principle in
conversation is called the non-observance maxim. There are five maxims
included in the non-observance maxim which include flouting maxim,
violating maxim, opting out maxim, infringing maxim, and suspending maxim.
Thomas (1995) states that speakers are said to fail to obey the maxims in
conversation because they cannot speak clearly, or sometimes the speaker

deliberately chooses to lie.



The researcher is interested in investigating the conversational
implicature in Inside Job sitcom because there is an utterances that contain
conversational implicature. Inside Job sitcom is releasing on October 22, 2021.
Inside Job is an American TV series created by Shion Takeuchi that airs on the
Netflix website. This sitcom tells of an antisocial genius who works for the
government where at work, there are many conspiracy theories centered on
American government organizations. The study of conversational implicatures
is important because it can help us understand the implicit meaning of the

utterances in the sitcom.

The study on the conversational implicature has been analyzed before.
Researchers obtained several studies with appropriate topics for comparison.
The first previous research was conducted by Akmal & Yana (2020), which
analyzed the conversational implicatures in the film script by William
Monahan entitled "Kingdom Of Heaven". This study used a qualitative
approach for data collection and analysis. In this research, he found
particularized conversational implicature as the most frequently used
implicature and generalized conversational implicature. In addition, in this
study, there are three violations of maxims, and the maxim that is most

frequently violated is the maxim of quantity.

The second previous study is the conversational implicature of
Indonesian students in daily conversations conducted by Martini (2018). The
qualitative method is the method used in this research. This study examines the

conversational implicatures in everyday conversations used by Indonesian



students who take the English Education Department at the University of
Kuningan. In this research, there are generalized conversational implicature
and particularized conversational implicature found in this study. The function
of the two implicatures can lead to different assumptions based on the non-

observance maxim with Grice's cooperative principle

The third previous research is conversational implicatures in the
presidential candidate debate on Metro TV conducted by Soekarno (2019). The
qualitative method is the method used in this research. The data is obtained by
identifying speeches that have implicatures using Yule's theory. This study
found two kinds of conversational implicatures, namely particularized
conversational implicatures whose meaning requires special knowledge from
the listener. Meanwhile, generalized conversational implicature is an
implicature whose meaning does not require special knowledge to be

understood.

The fourth previous research is a study conducted by Hadi (2018) which
analyzes conversational implicature in the Jakarta Post sports newspaper. This
study uses a qualitative method. There are two types of implicatures that are
most often used in the headlines of The Jakarta Post, namely conventional and
conversational implicatures. Conventional implicatures are general to know the
meaning of a certain thing based on existing conventions. Meanwhile,
conversational implicatures are also used to express circumstances in certain

or special contexts in these findings.



The fifth previous research was research conducted by Iswahyuni
(2019) which analyzed the conversational implicatures in the drama script
entitled Sid River. This study analyzes the conversational implicatures used by
each character in the drama script. The qualitative method is the method used
in this research. In this study, there are flouting the maxim committed by the
characters in the drama script, such as maxim quantity, maxim quality, maxim
relation, and maxim manner. The character's most frequently used flouting in

this study is the flouting maxim of quality.

Fajri  (2017) analyzes conversational implicatures in print
advertisements. The qualitative method is the method used in this research. The
data in this study were taken from ten advertisements taken in men's and
women's magazines in English and the Indonesian language, published in 2016
and 2017. In this study, the flouting of the cooperative principle is often used
in print advertising because it creates a communicative effect that will lead to
conversational implicatures. This study shows that conversational implicatures

make advertisements more effective, persuasive, memorable, and interesting.

Williyan (2018) analyzes conversational implicatures in social contexts
in family member conversations. The qualitative method is the method used in
this research. This study analyzes a person producing conversational
implicatures between family members influenced by social context. This study
found flouting of maxims and conversational implicatures such as generalized

conversational implicature and particularized conversational implicature. This



study shows that conversational implicatures are strongly influenced by social

contexts such as a person's age, power, and social status.

The next previous research is the analysis conducted by Mufidah (2017)
which analyzes the generation of conversational implicature strategies used in
the Ellen Show video. This study uses qualitative methods to provide the results
of exploratory data analysis. Eight maxims are observance based on the maxim
of quality and three maxims are violated based on the violation of the maxim
quantity. In the conversation on the video Ellen Show, it can be concluded that
more often observance of the cooperative principle provides interesting results

for the audience.

The next previous research is the analysis conducted by Sadra (2019)
which analyzes the non-observance of cooperative principle and its implicature
in America TV sitcom FRIENDS. This study used the descriptive qualitative
method. In this study, the most frequent of the non-observance maxim is the
flouting maxim of quality because it provides a sarcastic moment. The
occurrence of the non-observance maxim and implied meaning depends on the

context of the conversation.

The next previous research is the analysis conducted by Ansori (2021)
which analyzes conversational implicatures in the movie entitled Maleficent
season 2 Muistress Of Evil. This study used the descriptive qualitative method.
There are 15 conversational implicatures found in the movie Maleficent season

2 (Mistress of Evil). There are 5 data included in the generalized conversational



implicature and 10 data included in the particularized conversational

implicature, which is explained based on contextual meaning.

Based on the previous study above, there is study that is almost the same
as this study is Sadra (2019) because this study also analyzez the conversatioanl
implicature in sitcom. The difference with this study is that the object is taken
from an adult animated sitcom conversation entitled Inside Job. The researcher
chose Inside Job sitcom because this sitcom describes how government
conspiracy theories have many implied meanings and are conveyed through
adult sitcom animation. This study analyzes the conversational implicature and
its contribution to the utterances used in the six main characters in the sitcom,
while Sadra (2019) only analyzes the types of the non-observance maxim and
how the conversational implicature occurs. The reason why the researcher
analyzes conversational implicature is to make the reader understands the
implied meaning when interacting with other people and to avoid
misunderstandings between them. This study uses Grice's conversational
implicature theory to determine the types of conversational implicature based

on the non-observance maxim and their contributions used in this sitcom.

. Research Question
Based on the background that has been shown, the problem identified

are as follows:



1. What are the types of conversational implicatures based on the non-
observance maxim in the utterances between the characters of Inside Job
Sitcom?

2. How does the conversational implicature contribute to the utterances
between the characters of Inside Job sitcom?

C. Objectives of the Study
The researcher has some objectives to be achieved based on the

problem study above, which include :

1. To find out what are the types of conversational implicatures based on the
non-observance maxim in the utterances between the characters of Inside Job
sitcom
2. To analyze how the non-observance maxim contributes to the conversational
implicature in the utterance of Inside Job sitcom?
D. Scope and Limitation

This study focuses on the conversational implicature of utterances in
the Inside Job sitcom. Inside Job sitcom has 10 episodes with a duration of 30
minutes each episode. The researchers analyzed all episodes of Inside Job
sitcom. The researcher choose these three episodes because they contain a lot
of conspiracy theories about the government that are conveyed based in the
implicit meaning. The writer chooses the utterances of the six main characters
in the sitcom namely Reagan, Brett, Glenn, Andre, Gigi, and Mych. The writer

chose the six main characters in this sitcom because they played more roles and



created more conversation in the sitcom. Therefore, the researcher will focus

on the resulting utterances.

E. Definition of Key Terms
There are several key terms given by the researcher to avoid

misunderstanding the meaning such as :

1. Conversational Implicature
Conversational implicature defined as a process of understanding the
implied meaning when the speaker conveys as opinion or idea that will be
understood by the interlocutor in communication. Conversational
implicature is a pragmatic implication contained in a conversation that
arises as a result of the non-observance maxim. In this regard, Mey (1994)
argues that conversational implicature is something that is implied in a
conversation, that is, something that is left implicit in the actual use of
language. Conversational implicatures occur because of the fact that an
utterance that has the implication of a proposition is not actually part of the
utterance nor is it a necessary consequence of the utterance.
2. Generalized Conversational Implicature
Generalized conversational implicatures is implicature whose presence
in conversation does not require a special context. If special knowledge is
not required to take into account the additional meaning conveyed, this is
called generalized conversational implicature (Nadar,2009). In this case,

understanding an utterance does not require the same background



knowledge. This means that the interlocutor can understand directly what
the speaker is talking about.
Particularized Conversational Implicature

Particularized conversational implicature is implicature whose
appearance requires a special context. Particularized conversational
implicature defined as meanings derived from conversation by knowing or
referring to the (social) context of the conversation, the relationship between
the speakers and their shared knowledge. Only with this special knowledge,
implicatures can be spoken.
The non-observance maxim

The non-observance maxim is a cooperative principle that is often
flouts and not obeyed and will lead to misunderstandings between speakers.
The non-observance maxim occurs when a person does not follow the rules
of the cooperative principle.
Inside Job Sitcom

Inside Job sitcom is a sitcom tells about the story of an antisocial genius
who works within a government institution to guard against conspiracies.
This sitcom also tells about work ethic and the reality in the work

environment.



CHAPTER I

REVIEW ON RELATED LITERATURE

This chapter discusses about conversational implicature, conventional

implicature, cooperative principle, and the non-observance maxim.

A. Conversational Implicature
Conversational implicature is one part of pragmatics proposed by Paul
Grice. Conversational implicature refers to the conclusions made by listener
about intended meaning of the speaker from the use of literal meanings as well
as from what the speaker said, the principle of the conversation and its maxims
(Paltridge, 2012, p. 51). Implicatures are produced intentionally by the speaker

and may or may not be understood by the listener (Thomas, 1995, p. 58).

Conversational implicature explains what the speaker can suggest,
imply or mean that can be distinguished from what the speaker literally says
(Li, 2016). Implicature is defined as expressing itself more than what the

speaker says.

Yule (1996, p. 35) defines that conversational implicature occurs when
someone listens to an expression, so we must assume that the speaker intends
to communicate something. Something that can be in the form of more than the

meaning of words which is an additional meaning conveyed by the speaker.

According to Meyer (2009, p. 56), conversational implicature is an

utterance that accepts an interpretation that goes beyond the words spoken.

10
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Conversational implicature comes from the general principles of a conversation

and the maxims that speakers usually obey (Brown and Yule, 1983, p. 31).

Grice (1975) states that conversational implicature implies a
conversation's implied meaning. Implicature provides an explicit explanation
of how an utterance has more meaning than what is actually said. There are two
types of conversational implicatures, such as generalized conversational
implicature and particularized conversational implicature which will be

explained further.

1. Generalized Conversational Implicature

Generalized conversational implicature is a conversational implication
that does not have the special knowledge needed in the context to find out the
additional meaning conveyed (Yule, 1996, p. 41). The context used in the
conversational implication generalized conversational implicature uses a
general conversation that makes the listener immediately understand what is
meant in a conversation. Grice (1975) states that generalized conversational
implicature is a conclusion that refers to a non-explicit meaning that occurs by
default in all types of contexts. As an example, the writer presents a
conversation adopted from Yule (1996) :

Doobie: Did you invite Bella and Cathy?
Mary: | invited Bella

In the conversation above, Doobie asked Marry if he invited Bella and
Cathy, but Mary only said that he invited Bella. During the conversation, it was

understood that Mary had not invited Cathy.
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Other generalized conversational implicatures are usually
communicated on a value scale, called scalar implicatures. Scalar implicature
is conveyed by choosing a word that expresses the value of a value scale (Yule,
1996, p. 41). The utterances of scalar implicatures include all, most, many,
some few, always, often, and sometimes. An example of an implicature scalar:
"I'm studying linguistics and I've completed some of the required courses.” By
selecting the word “some”, the speaker wants to say that (not all) the course
has been completed. So, this is what is called a scalar implicature. It can be
concluded from the example above that generalized conversational implicature
is a conversational implicature that does not depend on certain features of the

context.

1. Particularized Conversational Implicature

Particularized conversational implicature is a conversational
implication whose meaning refers to the social context of the conversation, the
relationship between speakers and their shared knowledge. Yule (1996, p. 42)
states that a conversation that takes place requires a specific context to be
assumed, which is called a particularized conversational implicature. The

following is an example of a particularized conversational implicature :

Mary: Did you go to the party?

Lia: My father is coming

In the example above, Mary must know Lia's relationship with her

father. When Lia comes to the party, it means that Lia tries to avoid her father
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at every opportunity. However, Lia's answer refused, but she didn't say "no"
and only gave a statement that her father would come. Therefore, producing a
particularized conversational implicature requires shared knowledge between

the speaker and the listener.

. Conventional Implicature

Conventional implicature is different from conversational implicature
because it is not based on cooperative principles or maxims. According to Yule
(1996, p. 45), conventional implicature does not have to occur in a conversation
and does not depend on a particular context. In addition, conventional
implicatures are associated with certain words to convey the resulting

additional meaning.

. Cooperative Principle

The cooperative principle is one of the principles of conversation in
pragmatic studies. This principle emphasizes the existence of cooperative
efforts between the speaker and the speech partner in a conversation. According
to Yule (1996, p. 37), cooperative principles are a basic assumption in a
conversation that speakers use to make the necessary contributions in the
conversation process. Cooperative principle Grice (1975) states that
fundamental communication is communication that speech participants in
various correct communications need. In addition, the cooperative principle

aims to contribute to the conversation as needed (Paltridge, 2012, p. 44).
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The principle of cooperation states that in a conversation, both parties
share the principle of cooperation which serves to increase understanding (Li,
2016, p. 493). Listeners and speakers must speak effectively to create the
cooperative principle. Grice divides the cooperative principle into four maxims
which include maxim of quantity, maxim of quality, maxim of relation and
maxim of manner. Grice uses this maxim to mean that the speaker is

cooperative when speaking.

1. Maxim of Quantity

The maxim of quantity requires the speaker to contribute as much as
the interlocutor needs. This means that the speaker must provide information
according to the interlocutor’s needs, no less and no more. Grice (1975)
expressed the principle of the maxim of quantity, namely as a speaker must
provide the information needed and not make more information than what is

required. The following is an example of the maxim of quantity :

A: How do you like your steak cooked?
B: Medium rare, please
In the example above, A wants to know the level of steak done by B.
Then B answers clearly and appropriately to question A. Therefore, Answer B
is considered to fulfil the maxim of quantity because it does not exaggerate

the required information.
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2. Maxim of Quality

The maxim of quality requires the speaker to tell the truth. It means that
the speaker should not provide incorrect information. The maxim of quality
states that a person should only say what they believe to be accurate and have

sufficient evidence. The following are examples of maxims of quality :

A: Where is Jane?
B: She is in her room.
In the conversation above, B answered A's question honestly, and A's
statement could indeed be proven because Jane was really in her room.
Therefore, Answer B fulfils the maxim of quality because it is in accordance

with the truth.

3. Maxim of Relation

The maxim of relation requires the speaker to make a contribution that
is relevant to the problem of the conversation. This means that an utterance
must be relevant to the content of the current conversation. The following are

examples of maxims of relation :

A: Why do you learn English?
B: I learn it because of my hobby
In the example above, Answer B is related to the question posed by A.

Therefore, the conversation above fulfils the maxim of relation.
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4. Maxim of Manner

Maxim of manner requires the speaker to be clear about what is being
said and avoid ambiguity in a conversation. The rule of the maxim of manner
IS to avoid ambiguity, be brief and be orderly. The following are examples of

maxims of manner :

A: Do you love me?
B: Of course | do.
The conversation above is included in the maxim of manner because B

gives an orderly answer to A's question.

. The Non-Observance Maxim

The non-observance maxim is when a person does not follow the rules
of the conversational maxim. The occurrence of flouts of maxims in
conversation will result in the listener having its meaning in understanding the
speaker’s intent and resulting in unsuccessful communication. According to
Cruse (2000, p. 360), the speaker violates the maxim to tell the listener that he
is not following the cooperative principle. Therefore, Grice realized that
conversation was difficult to manage and formed five violations of maxims,
including flouting a maxim, violating a maxim, infringing a maxim, opting out,

and suspending maxim (Thomas, 1995, p. 64).

1. Flouting a Maxim

In communicating, a speaker conveys a certain message, and the

listener will catch the message conveyed to create successful communication.
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However, often a message is not conveyed correctly and cannot be understood
by the listener because the speaker does not obey the conversational maxims in

communicating, which are called flouting a maxim.

a. Flouting Maxim of Quantity
Flouting of maxim quantity occurs because the speech
participant provides less or excessive information than what is needed

by the speech partner. As an example :

A: Can we have a cup of tea?

B: Sure. We may have something more if you want.

From this example conversation, B provides too much
information that is needed. The answer A needs is "Sure" and does not

need to add any other information.

b. Flouting Maxim of Quality

Flouting maxim of quality occurs when the speech participant
says something not in accordance with the truth and existing evidence.

As an example :

A: Why did you look sad?
B: My mother has been scolding me again and again for small

mistakes of mine.

From the above conversation, B said that his mother kept

scolding him. In fact, his mother only scolded him once in the morning.
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Therefore, this conversation flouts the maxim of quality because it does

not match the facts.

c. Flouting Maxim of Relation
Flouting maxim of relation occurs when the speech participant
provides information that is inappropriate or irrelevant to the topic of

discussion. As an example :

A: When can you hand your paper in?

B: It's a beautiful day

In the conversation above, the answer "It's a beautiful day" is
irrelevant to question A. This shows that the conversation flouts the

maxim of relation.

d. Flouting Maxim of Manner

Flouting maxim of manner occurs when the speech participant

provides information that is not clear and ambiguous. As an example :

A: Who broke the vase?

B: It was one of your two children.

In the above conversation, it is unclear who broke the vase, and
B's answer is confusing. Therefore, the conversation flouts the maxim

of manner because it provides ambiguous information.
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2. Violating the Maxim

Violating the maxim occurs when the speaker deliberately refrains
from applying certain maxims in his conversation to cause misunderstandings
between the interlocutors or to achieve other goals (Grice, 1975). According
to Andresen (2013, p. 5), violation of the maxim occurs when the speaker fails
to comply with the conversational maxims to deceive the recipient and often

uses implicatures with misleading intent.

a. Violating Maxim of Quantity

Violating maxim of quantity occurs when the speaker does not
provide enough information to the listener to know what is being said
because he does not want the listener to know the complete picture. As

an example :

A: Does your dog bite
B: No

C : (Bends down to stroke it and gets bitten) Ooow! You said your

dog doesn’t bite!
D : That is not my dog

(Taken from Cutting, 2002, p. 40)

In the example conversation above, B knows that A is talking to
the dog in front of him and not the dog at his house. However, B does not
provide sufficient information to A and causes a failure to convey

information which is called violating the maxim of quantity.



20

b. Violating Maxim of Quality
Violating maxim of quality occurs when the speaker gives

wrong information to the interlocutor. As an example :

A: How much did those jacket?

B: 200$ (The correct price of the jacket was 300$)

In the conversation above, a violation maxim of quality occurs
because B provides incorrect information. Supposedly, B told me the

actual price of the jacket.

c. Violating Maxim of Relation

Violating maxim of relation occurs when the speaker provides
irrelevant information in the conversation and creates a strange effect.

As an example :

Teacher: Why didn't you do your homework?
Student: May | go to the toilet?
In the conversation above, a violation maxim of relation
occurred because the student's answers were not relevant to the
questions given by the teacher. The student should answer questions

from the teacher and not give questions to the teacher.

d. Violating Maxim of Manner
Violation maxim of manner occurs when the speaker provides
ambiguous or unclear information in a conversation and makes the

information misleading to the listener. As an example :
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A: How much your a pearl necklace cost?
B: It's cheap. Not to spend your money.

A violation maxim of manner occurred in the conversation
above because B gave an ambiguous and unclear answer. Supposedly, B

directly answered A's question and avoided ambiguous answers.

3. Infringing Maxim

Infringing a maxim occurs when the speaker has limitations in
language, is unable to speak clearly, has cognitive impairment or perhaps the
speaker lacks knowledge about the topic being discussed.

4. Opting Out the Maxim

Opting out the maxim often occurs in public life, and speakers do not
cooperate by complying with the maxim requirements. In addition, opting out
the maxim occurs when the speaker actually has to violate the maxim because

of a code of ethics for reasons of propriety or norms and law.

5. Suspending the Maxim

Suspending the maxim occurs because of a certain culture or tradition
that forces the speaker not to say something directly because it is taboo to talk
about. For example, there are cultural differences in an area where there is an
event that requires the speaker not to mention the name of a dead person or

something taboo.



CHAPTER 11

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This research is conducted based on a methodology that has a substantial
role in implementing this research. This part consists of the research design,
research instrument, data and data source, data collection, and data analysis to

answer the research questions.

A. Research Design

The research method used in this research is descriptive qualitative.
This method focuses on developing explanations for social phenomena such as
interactions between characters in the Inside Job sitcom. Descriptive
qualitative research aims to obtain an overview of the human point of view
related to opinions, ideas or perceptions. This research is a conversational
implicature analysis based on Grice's theory. The author uses this method to
help describe the data and analyze the data. Descriptive means in the form of

spoken words or utterances spoken by the characters in the Inside Job sitcom.

B. Research Instrument
Research instruments is an important part of obtaining research result.
The researcher uses human instruments in this study because the author is the
main instrument in planning, obtaining, collecting, and analyzing data.
According to Moloeng (2008), the author's status is very complex in qualitative
research. Therefore, in order to investigate the conversational implicature, the

researcher as the main instrument collects, interprets and analyzes data sources.
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C. Data and Data Source

The data in this study are in the form of utterances of the six main
characters namely Reagan, Brett, Glenn, Gigi, Andre, and Mych. From the
data, the writer analyze the types of conversational implicature based on the
non-observance maxim and contribution of conversational implicatures in the
utterances between the main characters in the Inside Job sitcom. The data
source for this research is taken from the Inside Job sitcom, which was
published on October 22, 2021 in Netflix site. This sitcom has ten episodes
with a duration of 30 minutes each. The researcher analyzed all episodes. The
researcher choose all episodes because they contain a lot of conspiracy theories

about the government that are conveyed based in the implicit meaning.

D. Data Collection

There are several steps the author uses to collect accurate data and
findings. First, the researcher downloads Inside Job sitcom from the Netflix
site. Second, the researcher observed three sitcom episodes as a whole to
understand the utterances in the sitcom. After that, the researcher grouped six
main characters in several scenes. Then, the researcher identifies each
utterances that contains the types of conversational implicature based on the
non-observance maxim. These steps are very important because they are useful
for research. The steps taken will facilitate this research so that this research

can be completed properly.
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E. Data Analysis

To answer the formulation of the research problem, several steps were
carried out. After getting the data, the researcher analyzed them using Grice's
conversational implicature theory. The writer classifies the data into
conversational implicature types based on the non-observance maxim and the
contribution to the utterances in the Inside Job sitcom. The type of
conversational implicature are generalized conversational implicature and
particularized conversational implicature. Then the last step, the researcher

concludes the research results.



CHAPTER IV

FINDING AND DISCUSSION

A. Research Finding

In this chapter, the data is taken from 10 episodes in the Inside Job
sitcom. Researchers carried out four stages to obtain data in this study. In
the first stage, the researcher watched the Inside Job sitcom on the Netflix
site. In the second stage, the researcher understands the utterances in the
sitcom Inside Job to get research data. Third, the researcher categorizes the
types of conversational implicature based on the non-observance maxim.
Then the last stage, the researcher analyzed the contribution of
conversational implicatures in the utterances of Inside Job sitcom. This
chapter will present two sections covering research findings and research

discussion.

Datum (1)

Reagan: So, how did you get this job?

Brett: | graduated Yale top of my frat, spent some time as a lobbyist
because | love lobbies, and last weekend, | was at a barbecue with J.R.,
and he said he liked how firm my handshake was. Next thing you know,

they're throwing a bag over my head, and then boom, I'm here.

In datum 1, the dialogue occurred when Reagan and Brett talked
about how Brett could be accepted at Cognito Inc.'s company. Reagan just
wanted to know how Brett got to work for this company. Brett explained at

length how he got to work in this company. Brett blatantly provided more

25



26

information. Brett utterance’s shows that Brett is flouting the maxim of

quantity.

In this conversation, the implicature occurs when Reagan asks Brett
how he got a job at Cognito Inc, and then Brett answers in a long and
rambling way. Brett's speech does not require special knowledge to
understand it in this conversation. Thus, it is classified into generalized

conversational implicature.

Datum (2)

Reagan: Good morning Mr President. Would you like some coffe?

Brett : Sure, sweetheart. And I'll take a little sugar with that, if you know

what | mean.

In datum 2, there is a conversation between Reagan and Brett.
Reagan conducted experiments on Brett. Brett to be tested and seen by all
his colleagues. Reagan experimented on the Brett for all his coworkers to
test and see. Reagan asked if he wanted coffee to the Brett and Brett
responded by asking Reagan for more. The conversation is included in the

flouting maxim of quantity because it exaggerates the existing information.

In this conversation, there is no need for special knowledge when
Brett wants additional sugar in his coffee and other additions in his coffee.
Reagan knew the meaning of the utterance’s Brett. So, the utterances of the
Brett was very easy for Reagan to understand. Therefore, the Brett

utterances is included in the generalized conversational implicature.
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Datum (3)

Glenn: Hello, Mych? It's me. Arm all the nukes and set targets to
everywhere.

Mych: He wants us to launch the nukes

Andre: Should we really just blindly follow these orders?

In datum 3,the dialogue occurred when Glenn ordered the Mych to
launch nuclear weapons with the aim of destroying America. But, Mych was
doubtful and discussed it with Andre. Then, Andre asked the Mych again.
In the conversation, Andre flouted the maxim of the conversation. The
statement is included in the floating maxim of quantity because Andre did

not answer the Mych statement clearly.

The conversation above did not require special knowledge when
Glenn ordered Mych to launch nuclear. They will obey the orders of Glenn
and do what the Glenn tells them because that is their job. Therefore, the
speech of Glenn was easy for them to understand and include in the

generalized conversational implicature.

Datum (4)

Glenn: Hey, four-eyes, who the hell are you, and what are you doing in my

living room?

Brett: Uh, I'm the new boyfriend.
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In datum 4, the dialogue above occurs when Glenn, returns home
after being away for a few days and finds an unknown man. Glenn asked
Brett what he was doing here, but Brett didn't make it clear and simply said
that he was Reagan's new boyfriend. Brett should have answered Glenn's
question completely and clearly. Brett utterance in the dialogue above is
included in the floating maxim of quantity because it provides insufficient

information.

The conversation above does not require special knowledge to
understand it. Glenn found out that if it was Reagan's boyfriend who came
to his house, it meant he was dating Reagan. Therefore, the conversational
implicature in the dialogue above is a generalized conversational
implicature because it does not require special knowledge to understand the

utterance's meaning.

Datum (5)

Glenn: Hey, four-eyes, who the hell are you, and what are you doing in my
living room?

Brett: Uh, I'm the new boyfriend.

Reagan: | see you've meet Brett. He completes me.

Glenn: I visit Julian Assange for two days, and this whole place goes to
hell. I'm out of here.

In datum 5, the conversation above occurred when Brett, Reagan's
new boyfriend, was at Reagan's house for two days. Then Reagan's friend

Glenn came home after two days of visiting Julian Assange and was
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shocked to see his messy house. Glenn's utterance does not obey the maxim
of conversation because his utterance does not really prove his house is a
mess like a hell. How could a messy house look like a hell. Therefore, in
this case, Glenn's utterance is classified as a flouting maxim of quality
because it says something not in accordance with the truth of the existing

evidence.

The conversation above shows that Brett had messed up Glenn’s
house so that it looked very messy and like hell when he was left away for
two days. From Glenn's utterance, we can understand the meaning of the
utterance. Glenn's statement that his house looks like hell defines that his
house can't be helped anymore because it really fell apart when Brett was in
his house. In this case, the utterance does not require special knowledge to
understand. Therefore, the above conversation is classified as a generalized

conversational implicature.

Datum (6)

Brett: Why? Why? (sobbing)

Glenn: Hey, man, | know you're hurting. Is there anything that could cheer
you up? Driving a tank through a bombed-out Soviet village? Choking

someone out with a cumberbund?

Brett: Oh, thank you Brett. But no, the only thing that could bring me

peace is finding Reagan's killer

Glenn: Right, her killer. Well, um, I, uh guess it could be anyone.
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In datum 6, the dialogue above occurs when Brett is sad because
Reagan has died, but what actually happened was that Reagan was not dead.
Reagan tricks Brett into getting away from him with the help of his friends.
When Brett was sad, Glenn came to cheer up Brett. Glenn's utterance does
not obey the conversational maxims because Glenn said something not in
accordance with the truth and the existing evidence. In fact, Glenn said it
was just to cheer up Brett. Therefore, Glenn’s utterances are classified as

flouting maxim quality.

In the conversation above, Glenn tries to cheer up Brett because he
has lost Reagan. To cheer him up, Glenn told Brett that he wanted to ask
him to do silly and fun things. However, Brett immediately knew what
Glenn meant. He knew Glenn's offer was just to cheer him up so he wouldn't
be sad that Reagan died. Glenn didn't want to do that either, and he just
wanted Brett not to be sad anymore. In this case, Glenn's utterance does not
require special knowledge to understand because Brett immediately knows
the implicit meaning behind Glenn's utterance. Therefore, Glenn’s utterance

is included in the generalized conversational implicature.

Datum (7)

Andre: That's why I've brought in someone to colead the team.
Reagan: Excuse me? Colead?

Andre: Brett! You can take that silly thing off now that we've microchipped

you.
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In datum 7, the dialogue, Andre discussed about Reagan's good
performance but Reagan's poor social skills, which resulted in many of his
coworkers having complaints. Therefore Andre recruited Brett to be
Reagan's partner in leading the team. When Reagan wanted to inquire
further about someone who would help lead, Andre suddenly greeted Brett
who had just arrived at his office and made Andre's speech inconsistent with
Reagan's question. Andre's answer is totally irrelevant to Reagan's question.
Andre's utterance are classified as flouting maxim of relation. Andre should

have answered Reagan's question first before starting another conversation.

Reagan is the most brilliant young researcher in his company. This
context draws the knowledge assumption that Andre. wanted to try to
replace Reagan with a new employee named Brett. Andre's remarks implied
that he didn't want to further answer Reagan's question and changed the
subject. When a special context is required to interpret the additional
meaning conveyed, it is classified as a particularized conversational

implicature.

Datum (8)
Glenn: Reagan, you wanna hate-watch Cosmos with me?
Reagan: Hey Glenn, on a ten-point scale, how unlikable am 1?
Glenn: What's going on?
Reagan: It's nothing.
In datum 8, the conversation above occurred while Glenn was

watching his favourite television show and asked Reagan to mock Cosmos
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together. When Glenn invited Reagan, Reagan did not answer his friend's
invitation with a sad face but asked about how annoying he was to his friend
because Reagan felt his position in the company was threatened. In the
dialogue, Reagan did the flouting maxim of relation. Reagan didn't answer
his friend's question and instead asked again about himself, and the question

was irrelevant.

In the dialogue above, Glenn knows that Reagan is not doing well
because he doesn't answer Glenn's invitation and instead returns to asking
questions about himself. Without Reagan explaining, Glenn, who is his
father knows that something happened at the company where Reagan works
because the only thing that can make Reagan sad is about the company
where he works. Glenn does not need any special knowledge to understand
his speech. Therefore, this conversation is included in the generalized

conversational implicature.

Datum (9)

Reagan: Well, that's the last of Glenn’s stuff.
Tamiko: It doesn't spark joy, which is why I'm getting rid of it.
Ridley: Are you talking about me?
Tamiko: I'm not dealing with this! I'm filled with light and love.

In the datum 9, the dialogue above shows the conversation between
Reagan and Tamiko, who was packing the belongings of Reagan's father,
Ridley. Reagan packed his father's things because his parents were divorced.

While Reagan was packing his father's things, he heard his father's voice
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from outside the house and asked Reagan's mother. But Reagan's mother
gave an answer that did not match the question of Reagan's father.
Therefore, Reagan's mother did the flouting maxim of relation because she

gave an answer that didn't match Ridley's question.

The dialogue above shows the conversation when Ridley asks
Reagan and his mother. Reagan's mother didn't answer Ridley's question
clearly. When Reagan's mother answered like that, Ridley understood the
meaning of that answer. The utterances of Reagan's mother implies the
meaning that Reagan's mother's life is happy. Therefore, the utterance is
classified as generalized conversational implicature because it does not

require special knowledge to understand.

Datum (10)

Brett: I'll make us an English breakfast. How do you take your beans?
Reagan: Yeah, my day is, uh kind of packed.

In the datum 10, the conversation above occurred when Reagan was
at Brett's house. Brett wants to make breakfast for Reagan but Reagan
refuses saying that he had a busy schedule today. Reagan's utterance does
not obey the conversational maxim. He blatantly gave an answer that was
irrelevant to Brett's question. In this case, Reagan did the flouting maxim of
relation. Reagan didn't want to cut off the conversation, but he hoped Rafe

would know what he meant.
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To make Reagan's remarks relevant in this conversation, we must
have the assumed knowledge that Reagan is in a situation trying to convey
something. Reagan said he had a busy schedule. This shows that he doesn't
want to have breakfast with Brett. Therefore, the above conversation is
included in the particularized conversational implicature because it requires

special knowledge to understand it.

Datum (11)

Reagan: If we wanna save Noel's job, we have to prove that he's still worth
his salary. I'm just gonna let one little JFK clone loose for gramps to re-

assassinate. He'll be a hero. I'll be a hero. Win-win.

Brett: Are you sure this is a good idea? Because | had the exact same idea,
but | was embarrassed to say it.

Reagan: Go get Noel, now.

In the datum 11, the dialogue above occurs when Reagan wants to
create Noel, who his company will fire, by freeing the clone. Reagan frees
the clone to be killed by Noel, and the company considers Noel still useful
in his company. Brett was unsure when Reagan explained his idea and asked
Reagan again, but Reagan ignored Brett and immediately told Brett to pick
up Noel. The dialogue above shows that Reagan did not comply with the
cooperative principle. Regan did the flouting maxim of manner because he

gave unclear information and suddenly told Brett to pick up Noel.

In the conversation above, the statement when Reagan asked Brett

to pick up Noel implies that he is very confident in his idea and no longer
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needs the approval of Brett, who is his work partner. Brett doubted Reagan's
idea and asked Reagan again, but Reagan ignored him. Therefore, Reagan's
words when he ordered Brett to pick up Noel implied that he believed that
Brett also agreed with his idea and understood Reagan's intentions. In this
case, this conversation is included in the particularized conversational
implicature because it requires a special context to interpret someone's

implied meaning.

Datum (12)

Reagan: Andre, can you synthesize a chemical compound that can dissolve
a giant flesh monster thing?

Andre: If it can kill you, I've made it and sold it to Monsanto.

In datum 12, the dialogue above occurs when Reagan tells Andre to
make a chemical compound that is used to dissolve giant meat monsters
because there is a monster threat in his company. Then, Andre gave
ambiguous answers and Andre's utterances did not indicate whether he
could make it or not. Andre should have answered Reagan's question
clearly. Therefore, Andre's speech is included in the flouting maxim of
manner because he does not obey the conversational maxims by not giving

a clear answer and making the listener confused.

In the conversation, In the conversation, Andre's utterances implies
that, to understand this statement, Reagan must know Andre more as a
colleague in his company to find out Andre's performance in doing his job.

So, Reagan needed special knowledge to understand it. Thus, the
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conversational implicatures in the dialogue above are classified into

particularized conversational implicatures.

Datum (13)
Reagan: Glenn, how powerful is that blowhole of yours?
Glenn: I've been kicked out of several Jacuzzis.

The dialogue above occurs when Reagan prepares a strategy to
prevent the threat of monsters in his company. Reagan wanted to try using
Glenn's body against the monsters. However, Glenn responded to Reagan's
remarks with an irrelevant answer. Therefore, Glenn's utterance is included
in the flouting maxim of relation because it does not obey the conversational

maxims.

In the conversation above, Reagan said when he asked Glenn, he
wanted to know if Glenn had a strong blowhole or not. But, Glenn utterances
implies that the blowhole is so strong that it makes him kicked out of the
Jacuzzi. In this utterance, no special knowledge is needed because Reagan
already knows the meaning of Glenn's utterance. Therefore, the above

conversation is included in the generalized conversational implicature.

Datum (14)
Reagan: How the hell am | gonna remember that shutdown code?

Glenn: I've had a lot of blackouts. Trust me when | say the baggage is still

there somewhere.
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In datum 14, the dialogue above, it occurs when Bear-O, a robot
Ridley made to be Reagan's childhood friend, turns into a killer robot and
messes with Cognito Inc. Reagan tried to deactivate the Bear-O
assassination system, but Reagan forgot the password. After all, Glenn was
the only person who knew Bear-O's password. Then, Reagan asked his
friend how to remember the password. However, Glenn responded to
Reagan's question with another answer. Glenn's utterance classified as the
flouting maxim of manner because he provided Reagan with unclear and

inappropriate information.

In the dialogue above, Glenn said that he forgot his memory. To
know the meaning of Glenn's utterance does not require a special context to
understand it. In fact, Glenn never lost his memory. He said he had memory
loss to trick Reagan into not remembering the password. Glenn utterances
is classified as a generalized conversational implicature because does not

require a special context to understand it.

Datum (15)

Brett: Hey, how about on this mission, we all really immerse ourselves in
the 1980s? No phones, no social media, just a group of six-way best

friends connecting face-to-face.
Myc: Sometimes | don't like talking to people.

In datum 15, the dialogue above, the Reagan team has a mission to
spread memory-erasing chemicals in Still Valley, Wyoming. These

chemicals will affect a person's memory to remain trapped in the 1980s.
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Brett was very enthusiastic about the mission and suggested his idea to his
team but his team didn't like Brett's idea. Myc opposes Brett's idea and gives
an ambiguous response to Brett's idea. Myc's utterance does not obey the
conversational maxims because he is flouting the maxim of manner because
his utterances is ambiguous, and he only gives information that he doesn't

like humans.

To understand the conversation above does not require special
knowledge to understand it. Myc's utterances when he said he didn't like
humans indicated that he disagreed with Brett's idea because he felt that life
without cellphones and social media was very boring. Socializing with
humans is not fun. Moreover, Myc is a robot shaped like an octopus, and it's
clear that he doesn't like humans because humans can be very cruel. In this
case, Myc's speech is easy to understand and does not require special
knowledge because the Reagan team knows the meaning behind Myc's
speech. Therefore, the utterance is included in the generalized

conversational implicature.

Datum (16)
Bear-O: Finally, | found them. What if | kill you?

Robot: Hey, when I'm done with you, you'll be playing banjo in a strip-

mall pizza arcade.
In datum 16, the dialogue above shows a conversation between
Andre and Brett to kill each other. Bear-O messes with the company to kill

Reagan's friends while the robots fight Bear-O to protect Reagan's friends.
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Robot utterances that threatens Bear-O is included in violating the maxim

of quality because the Robot gave an incorrect response to Bear-O.

The conversation above does not require a special context to
understand Robot's speech. He threatens Bear-O because he wanted to
distract Bear-O from killing Reagan's friends. Robot's words were also not
really done by him because how could he make Bear-O, which looks like a
bear will play the banjo at the pizza mall arcade. When the Robot says that,
it does not require special knowledge to understand its meaning because we
know the meaning of the robot to take its eyes off Bear-O and scare Bear-O
with his utterancess. Therefore this utterances is classified as a generalized

conversational implicature.

Datum (17)
Brett: Reagan, did you take care of your hug problem?
Reagan: Let's just say I've got it in the bag.

In datum 17, the dialogue above shows the conversation between
Brett and Reagan, who was attending a noble family party. Brett wants to
sign a business contract with a noble family. Brett used Reagan to lure the
noble family by giving him a warm hug because the noble family liked him
so much. However, Regan has a problem with hugs. She can't hug someone.
Therefore Reagan should be able to solve the problem with a hug. Then
Brett asked Reagan if he had solved the problem. Reagan did not answer

Brett's question with certainty and confused him with what Reagan meant.
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Therefore, Reagan violated the cooperative principle in conversation

because it violating maxim of relation.

In the conversation above, Reagan's utterance implies additional
meaning. But Brett did not understand what Reagan meant. He didn't
understand Reagan's point because how could the cuddling problem be
solved with the stuff in Reagan's bag. Whereas before Reagan came to the
royal family's party, he had made a robotic arm that he could use to hug
anyone so he could overcome his hug problem. Therefore, Brett must know
what Reagan meant by having special knowledge to understand this
utterance. In this case, the conversational implicatures in the dialogue above

are classified as a particularized conversational implicature.

Datum (18)
Brett: | can feel it, guys. This is gonna be the best summer ever.
Andre: Whatever happens, we'll always be best friends.

The dialogue above occurs when Brett and Andre are cycling in the
afternoon. Brett and Andre are cycling happily because the weather today is
so sunny. Brett feels that this summer will be the best summer ever. Andre
also answered Brett's utterances but Andre's statement does not comply with
the cooperative principle because it violating maxim of relation. Because
when Andre provides irrelevant information in a conversation and creates a

strange effect.
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Special context is needed to interpret the implied meaning of Andre's
utterance. Andre said he and Brett would be friends no matter what. Andre's
utterances have a special meaning behind them whatever the season,
whether it's winter, snow or not, even the best summer ever, Brett and Andre
will be friends forever. In this case, a special contest is needed to be able to
understand the implied meaning of Andre's utterance and the conversational

utterance is included in the particularized conversational implicature.

Datum (19)

Brett: Reagan, I'm sorry for picking Rafe over the team. | get caught up in
the spy game.

Reagan: Brett, you were terrible at it. But it's okay. I'm sorry for leaving

you with that psycho

Brett: So, what do we do about him?
Skullfinger: I'll take it from here.
Reagan: What are you doing in here?

Skullfinger: Something you said stuck with me, Reagan. You're right. Rafe

and | are meant to be.

In datum 19, the dialogue above shows the conversation between
Brett and Reagan, who wanted to get rid of Rafe because he couldn't stand
his behaviour. Brett asked Reagan and Reagan was about to answer Brett's
question, suddenly Skullfinger, who was Rafe's enemy, came and
interrupted their conversation. Then Reagan asked Skullfinger and

Skullfinger responded to Reagan's question with another topic of
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conversation. Skullfinger utterances violates the maxim of conversation by
violating the maxim of relation. Skullfinger provided Reagan with irrelevant
information, and Skullfinger's answer had the odd effect of not
understanding what Skullfinger was saying either. Skullfinger should have
answered Reagan's question by explaining why he had suddenly appeared

to approach Rafe.

In the dialogue above, to understand the utterance of Skullfinger
requires special knowledge because Brett and Reagan do not understand the
meaning of Skullfinger. Skullfinger's words implied that he and Rafe were
destined to defeat each other. So no one could get rid of Rafe but Skullfinger
himself. If a special context is needed to understand the implied meaning in
an utterance, then Skullfinger applies the particularized conversational

implicature.

Datum (20)
Reagan: So why are you taking a kid to homecoming?

Brett: Let's just say I let a friend down, and this is my way of making it up

to you. | mean, her.
Reagan: Do you have brain damage?
Brett: The doctors are not sure.

In the datum 20, the dialogue above occurs when Brett invites
Reagan to attend a reunion party with him. However, Reagan was confused
about why he wanted to invite him. Brett also answered Reagan's question,

and he said that he invited Reagan because he wanted to make amends to
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Reagan. Reagan was confused by Brett's answer, and Reagan's utterance
here does not observance maxim because he violates the maxim of relation

because his utterance is irrelevant to Brett's utterance.

In the context of the conversation above, Reagan found Brett's
answer confusing him. Reagan asked that question because he felt Brett's
answer didn't make sense since he had only met Brett a few minutes ago and
how could he have made such a mistake. Therefore, Reagan's utterances in
the conversation above are classified as generalized conversational
implicatures because it does not require special knowledge to understand

Reagan's utterances when asking Brett.

Datum (21)

Brett: Oh God! The Kennedys are multiplying like Kennedys! Noel, do
your thing!

Noel: I'm out! Do you have a gun?

Brett: No, but I have an Axe!, wow Axe does more than just kills people. It

smells great too.

Noel: You fool, they can't be exposed to heat! Run, lad! I'll stall ‘em as

long as | can!
Brett: But, Noel, what about you?
Noel: Your ambition must be high, kid.
In datum 21, the dialogue above shows the conversation that took
place between Noel, who is a shooter at Cognito Inc and Brett. Brett asks

Noel for help to shoot the Kennedy clones, which are multiplying. However,
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Noel's bullets run out and Brett attacks them with an axe. Instantly the
Kennedy clone turned into a monster. They can't get over the Kennedy clone
and Noel asks Brett to run. Brett is worried about Noel and Noel also
responded to Brett with remarks that were irrelevant to Brett. Noel's
utterances in the conversation above are included in violating the
conversational maxims. He violates the maxim of relation because his
speech is irrelevant to Brett and creates a somewhat strange speech when he

should be saving himself from a monster.

To make Noel's speech easy to understand and relevant to Brett's
question requires a certain understanding. Noel tells Brett that his ambitions
must be high because he is a great shooter at Cognito Inc. He had shot
various monsters during his life. He said that so Brett wouldn't worry about
him. Besides that, Brett can also save himself from the monster. In this case,
Noel's utterance requires special knowledge to understand. Therefore, the

utterance is included in the particularized conversational implicature.

Datum (22)

Reagan: | need some kind of distraction so I can fix the ship's radio and

call for help. Can you guys help me out here?

Gigi: Have you read The Secret? We could try manifesting a little

positivity.
In datum 22, the conversation above occurred when Reagan attended
his mother Tamiko's wedding. While attending his mother's wedding, which

was held on a large ship, suddenly the ship was hijacked by pirates. Reagan
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thought of a way to be free, and Gigi responded to Reagan with a confusing
answer. The conversation above shows that Gigi does not pay attention to
the conversational maxims. Gigi violating the maxim of manner because he
blatantly provided ambiguous or unclear information in a conversation and

made the information mislead Reagan.

To make Gigi's speech unambiguous, we must understand the
context of a particular conversation. Reagan and his mother are held captive
by pirates on a ship and he tries to find a way to get the help that can save
him. However, as Reagan's friend, Gigi does not help Reagan and her speech
is confusing to Reagan because she will do positive things by waiting for
help. Gigi's utterances have a special meaning as we can wait for help by
behaving positively as in the book The Secret. Positive here means not
fighting the pirates and doing what the pirates ask not to be Killed.
Therefore, Gigi's speech is classified as a particularized conversational
implicature because it requires a special context to understand the implied

meaning behind an utterance.

Datum (23)

Reagan: Ugh. Smooth move, Reagan. Try to have a normal, boring fling

and end up with a secret agent.
Brett: Wait a second. You're walking out on me?

Reagan: Super nice meeting you. We should totally do this again
sometime. How about an unspecified time that never comes up? Okay,

bye!
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In datum 23, the conversation above occurs when Reagan has a
relationship with Brett and Reagan plans to leave Brett. As Reagan was
about to leave the house, Brett noticed and Brett asked if he would leave
her. Reagan didn't answer Brett's question clearly. Reagan's statement
shows that he does not obey the maxim of conversation. She violating
maxim of manner because he blatantly by providing ambiguous or unclear
information in conversation and he hoped Brett would recognize the

additional meaning he conveyed.

To make Reagan's speech unambiguous, we must understand a
certain context. Reagan utterances wanted to get out of Brett's house right
away and he said he was very careful not to hurt Brett's feelings. Therefore
Reagan's utterances implied that he did not want to be in a relationship with
Brett anymore and wanted to leave Brett's house immediately. In this case,

Reagan's speech is included in the particularized conversational implicature.

Datum (24)
Bear-O: Now does Reagan need a hug?
Glenn: Oh my God
Reagan: Guys? You came back? To help me?
Gigi: You're our Timberlake, Reagan!
In datum 24, the dialogue above occurs when Bear-O, whose system
is out of control, attacks Reagan. Then Reagan's friends, who initially left
Reagan because they were afraid of being killed by Bear-O, suddenly

returned to help Reagan and surprised Reagan. Gigi, who is one of Reagan's
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friends came and said utterances ambiguous to Reagan. Gigi's utterances
confused Reagan because he didn't understand what Timberlake meant by
Gigi. In this case, Gigi's utterance includes violating the conversation and
violating the maxim of manner because Gigi's utterance is very unclear and
ambiguous. Gigi should have answered Reagan's question by explaining

why she came back and whether or not she came to help Reagan.

Before understanding the implied meaning of Gigi's utterances we
must have special knowledge of Timberlake. Timberlake is the name of the
famous American singer Justin Timberlake. Before Gigi and the rest of
Reagan's friends came to Reagan's rescue, they went to Reagan's lab to hide
from Bear-O. While hiding, they find a replica of Justin Timberlake and his
team. Then, Timberlake said that if you were in a group, things would be a
lot easier. Hearing Timberlake's utterances, Gigi and Reagan's friends rush
to save Reagan from Bear-O. It was the words from Timberlake and his
team that made Gigi save Reagan because without our team we wouldn't be
able to face a problem. Therefore, the above conversation requires special
knowledge to understand what Timberlake is and the utterance included in

the particular conversational implicature.

. Discussion

After analyzing the data by using Grice theory, the researcher find
types of conversational implicature. There are two types of conversational

implicature, those are generalized conversational implicature and
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particularized conversational implicature. Relate to the focus of the
research, those kinds of conversational implicature consist of 13 generalized
conversational implicature and 11 particularized conversational

implicature.

The researcher argues that conversational implicature contributes to
the main character's utterances in Inside Job sitcom. Conversational
implicature makes a positive and supportive contribution to smooth the
conversation so that it can be ended without any offending parties. This
follows what Lubis said that conversational implicatures are carried out to
carry out conversations smoothly and effectively where the participants (the
speaker and the hearer) had to obey the cooperative principle which consists
of four maxims during the conversation (Lubis, 2015). Because the
conversation must follow the cooperative principle, the speaker, the hearer

and the message conveyed has been well understood.

Conversational implicatures contribute to creating politeness. This
is as stated by Risdianto (2011) that conversational implicatures create
politeness principles such as the maxim of tact, generosity, approbation,
modesty, agreement and, sympathy. In addition, conversational implicature
contributes to creating an impression of humor to entertain those who are
having a conversation. This is as stated by Juliana (2015) that humor is
placed in speech that contains special knowledge to understand the humor.
Messages in conversational implicatures are conveyed in the form of humor

by flouting, violating, infringing, suspending and opting out of maxims
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because all of them are violated for a specific purpose. The humor in the

conversational implicature is made to entertain the audience.

In this study, there are differences and similarities that we can see
from episodes one to ten. In early episodes such as episodes one to four, this
sitcom has a type of generalized conversational implicature that occurs
because of flouting the maxim. Meanwhile, in episodes five to ten, this
sitcom has a particularized conversational implicature type that occurs
because it violating the maxim. This happens because the first episode of
Inside Job sitcom is an introduction to the sitcom which makes the speech
in this sitcom understandable directly without the need for a special context.
Then, in the next episode until the last episode, there are many utterances
used by the main characters that make us have to understand what they mean
by having the same background knowledge. In addition, this sitcom has
similarities in non-observance maxims, namely flouting and violating
maxims of relation which are used to form conversational implicatures in

every utterance used by the main character.

From all the finding and discussion above, the researcher shows
that generalized conversational implicature is always frequently used by
most all people. In addition, the speaker has its own purpose in expressing

the implied meaning to produce a conversational implicature.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION

After the previous chapter in the findings and discussion stage, at
this stage the researcher provides conclusions and provides suggestions for
the last stage in this research. The conclusions in this study are based on the
research questions in the previous chapter. While research suggestions can
be used as a means of information for further researchers interested in this

research.

A. Conclusion

In this study, the researcher analyzed what are the types of
conversational implicature based on the non-observance maxim and how
does the conversational implicature contributes to the utterance in the
characters of Inside Job sitcom. Based on the results of data analysis and
discussion in the previous chapter, the conclusion of this study is that
researchers found types of conversational implicatures in Inside Job sitcom
utterances. The types of conversational implicatures that appear in this
sitcom are generalized conversational implicature and particularized
conversational implicature. Generalized conversational implicatures are
implicatures that can be understood in context directly without requiring a
special context. Particularized conversational implicature is an implicature
that requires special knowledge to understand its meaning. In the findings,

the researcher found 24 conversational implicatures consisting of 13
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generalized  conversational implicatures and 11 particularized
conversational implicatures. Generalized conversational implicature is
widely used by the main character because the utterance is easy to
understand. In addition, the researcher also found the intent of the
conversational implicatures used in the dialogue of the main character

Inside Job sitcom.

The researcher also describes the contribution of the conversational
implicature to the main character's speech in the Inside Job sitcom.
Conversational implicature makes a positive and supportive contribution in
the conversation so that it can be ended without any party being offended,
contributes to conveying information clearly directly or indirectly,
contributes to creating an impression of humor to entertain the party having
the conversation, contributes to creating politeness, and contributes in

mocking someone subtly or indirectly.

B. Suggestion

The researcher suggests to readers or further researchers interested
in research in the same field to research conversational implicature with a
different topic of discussion or connect this research with other pragmatic
topics. The topic of discussion regarding the violation of maxims in daily
life is also often done and has become a common phenomenon. Thus, future
researchers can further explore the topic of discussion. In addition, the
sitcom entitled Inside Job is also very interesting to watch because it

discusses world conspiracy theories that are packaged in the form of an
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adult animated sitcom. The author hopes that this research can provide
knowledge to readers about the concept of conversational implicature.
Understanding the topic of this discussion will increase the reader's insight

into communicating properly and correctly.
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APPENDIX

Datum | Speaker Dialogue The Non- Break Maxim Types Of
Observance ional
Maxim Conversationa
Implicature
Qt [Ql | Rl |Mn | GCI PCI
1 Brett | graduated Yale top of my frat, spent some time as a Flouting X X
lobbist because I love lobbies, and last weekends, | was at
a barbecue with J.R., and he said he liked how firm my
handshakes was. Next thing you know, they’re throwing a
bag over my head, and the boom, I’m here.
2 Brett Sure, sweetheart. And I’ll take a little sugar with that, if Flouting X X
you know what | mean.
3 Mych Should we really just blindly follow these orders? Flouting X X
4 Brett Uh, I’'m the new boyfriend. Flouting X X
5 Glenn | visit Julian Assange for two days, and this whole place Flouting X X
goes to hell.




6 Glenn Hey, man, [ know you’re hurting. Is there anything that Flouting
could cheer you up? Driving a tank through a bombed-out
Soviet
7 Andre Brett! You can take that silly thing off now that we've Flouting X X
microchipped you.
8 Glenn What’s going on? Flouting X
9 Tamiko I’m not dealing with this! I’m filled with light and love. Flouting X
10 Reagan Yeah, my day is, uh kind of packed. Flouting X X
11 Reagan Go get Noel, now. Flouting X
12 Andre If it can kill you, I’ve made it and sold it to Monsanto. Flouting X
13 Glenn I’ve been kicked out of several Jacuzzis. Flouting X
14 Glenn I’ve had a lot of blackouts, Kids. Trust me when | say the Flouting
baggage is still there somewhere.
15 Mych Sometimes I don’t like talking to people. Flouting
16 Robot Hey, when I’'m done with you, you’ll be playing banjo in a Violating
strip-mall pizza arcade.
17 Reagan Let’s just say I’ve got it in the bag. Violating X X
18 Andre Whatever happens, we’ll always be best friends. Violating X X




19 Skullfinger | Something you said stuck with me, Reagan. You’re right. Violating
Rafe and | are meant to be.

20 Reagan Do you have brain damage? Violating

21 Noel Your ambition must be high, kid. Violating

22 Gigi Have you read The Secret? We could try manifesting a Violating
little positivity.

23 Reagan Super nice meeting you. We should totally do this again Violating
sometime. How about an unspecified time that never
comes up? Okay, bye!

24 Gigi You’re our Timberlake, Reagan! Violating

GCIl : Generalized Conversational Implicature

PCIl : Particularized Conversational Implicature
Qt : Quantity

Ql : Quality

RI - Relation

Mn : Manner




