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Abstract 
 This study explores the pragmatic strategies employed by 
characters in the BBC television series Sherlock, focusing on how 
speech acts, implicature, and politeness frameworks function 
within deductive dialogue. Utilizing theories by Grice (1975), 
Searle (1979), and Brown & Levinson (1987), the research analyzes 
how linguistic choices reflect cognitive authority, social distance, 
and emotional control. Sherlock Holmes frequently flouts 
conversational maxims to construct epistemic dominance, while 
John Watson mediates interpersonal tension through politeness 
and expressive acts. Conversely, Jim Moriarty disrupts pragmatic 
expectations entirely, using irony, ambiguity, and face-
threatening language to destabilize meaning. These strategies are 
examined through a qualitative textual analysis of key scenes 
across multiple episodes. The findings reveal that language in 
Sherlock serves not only narrative progression but also character 
construction and ideological positioning. This study contributes to 
the field of media pragmatics by demonstrating how fictional 
dialogue mirrors real-world sociolinguistic negotiation, while also 
highlighting the unique role of deductive reasoning in scripted 
language performance. 
Keywords: character identity; implicature; pragmatics; Sherlock 
Holmes; speech acts. 
 

Abstrak 
 Penelitian ini mengkaji strategi pragmatik yang digunakan 
oleh para tokoh dalam serial televisi BBC Sherlock, dengan fokus 
pada bagaimana tindak tutur, implikatur, dan kerangka 
kesantunan berfungsi dalam dialog deduktif. Dengan 
menggunakan teori dari Grice (1975), Searle (1979), dan Brown & 
Levinson (1987), penelitian ini menganalisis bagaimana pilihan 
bahasa mencerminkan otoritas kognitif, jarak sosial, dan kendali 
emosional. Sherlock Holmes kerap melanggar maksim percakapan 
untuk membangun dominasi epistemik, sedangkan John Watson 
meredakan ketegangan interpersonal melalui strategi kesantunan 
dan ekspresi emosional. Sebaliknya, Jim Moriarty justru merusak 
ekspektasi pragmatik dengan menggunakan ironi, ambiguitas, dan 
bahasa yang mengancam muka untuk menggoyahkan makna. 
Strategi-strategi ini dianalisis melalui pendekatan kualitatif 
terhadap sejumlah adegan kunci dari berbagai episode. Hasil 
penelitian menunjukkan bahwa bahasa dalam Sherlock tidak hanya 
berfungsi sebagai penggerak narasi, tetapi juga sebagai alat 
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pembentukan karakter dan posisi ideologis. Studi ini memberikan 
kontribusi terhadap kajian pragmatik media dengan menunjukkan 
bahwa dialog fiksi mencerminkan negosiasi sosiolinguistik di dunia 
nyata, sekaligus menyoroti peran unik penalaran deduktif dalam 
pertunjukan bahasa terstruktur. 
Kata kunci: identitas karakter; implikatur; pragmatik; Sherlock 
Holmes; tindak tutur. 
 

 
INTRODUCTION 

In recent decades, the intersection between language and media has become a fertile 
ground for pragmatic inquiry. The way fictional characters speak in television dramas is not 
random nor purely narrative; it reflects deliberate choices that both mirror and dramatize real-
world sociolinguistic behaviors. Among such dramatizations, BBC’s Sherlock (2010–2017) 
emerges as a compelling case study. It offers rich data for linguistic analysis, especially in 
relation to how language constructs intelligence, authority, emotional distance, and conflict. 
The titular character, Sherlock Holmes, and his interactions with other characters serve as an 
exemplary space for observing pragmatic strategies—particularly in the form of speech acts, 
implicature, and politeness structures. 

Pragmatics, broadly defined, is the study of language in context, concerned with how 
meaning is constructed, inferred, and negotiated between interlocutors (Yule, 1996). One of 
its foundational frameworks is the theory of Speech Acts, pioneered by Austin (1962) and later 
refined by Searle (1979), which posits that utterances perform actions: they do not merely 
convey information but act upon the social world. Similarly, Grice’s Cooperative Principle 
(1975) offers a model for how participants in a conversation are expected to contribute 
meaningfully, clearly, and truthfully to discourse—through the observance (or violation) of 
conversational maxims. Furthermore, Brown and Levinson’s Politeness Theory (1987) 
investigates how speakers manage face wants (positive and negative) through linguistic 
strategies aimed at mitigating threats to social harmony. These theoretical tools are 
particularly valuable when applied to scripted dialogue, where language is consciously crafted 
to express personality, power, and purpose. 

In Sherlock, language is not merely a tool for character interaction—it is a weapon, a 
wall, and a window. Sherlock Holmes’ speech is laced with deductive assertions, violations of 
conversational norms, and affectively detached statements. He routinely flouts maxims, 
especially those of quantity and relation, not as an indication of incompetence but to assert 
cognitive superiority and epistemic dominance. For example, when Sherlock deduces 
someone’s past from a subtle physical cue, he doesn’t explain his reasoning until challenged. 
This delayed exposition generates implicature that forces the hearer—and the audience—to 
attribute elevated intelligence to the speaker. In doing so, Sherlock gains narrative control and 
constructs a pragmatic identity rooted in intellectual authority. 

By contrast, Dr. John Watson plays the role of pragmatic mediator, often using 
politeness strategies to soften Sherlock’s bluntness or to repair social damage after face-
threatening acts. His speech is characterized by positive politeness, efforts to affirm social 
bonds, and mitigated expressions. Through Watson, the viewer is introduced to the human cost 
of Sherlock’s rationalism, and it is through Watson’s language that the series balances its 
emotional landscape. His function is not only narrative but linguistic calibration, making 
Holmes’ brilliance socially tolerable. 
  



  
 
 

3 

ARGOPURO 
Argopuro: Jurnal Multidisiplin Ilmu Bahasa 
Vol 9 No 2  Tahun 2025  
Online ISSN: 2988-6309 
 

On the opposite end of the spectrum stands Jim Moriarty, the series’ primary antagonist, 
whose linguistic behavior is a calculated subversion of cooperative norms. Moriarty plays with 
politeness and impoliteness, using irony, misdirection, and semantic ambiguity to confuse and 
destabilize. His language violates not only Gricean maxims but also the expectations of genre 
and viewer logic, establishing him as a pragmatic anarchist whose unpredictability mirrors his 
psychopathic tendencies. 

While previous studies have addressed the semiotics, narration, or psychology of 
Sherlock, there remains a gap in pragmatic analysis—especially one that integrates multiple 
frameworks to understand character construction. This study seeks to fill that gap by providing 
a layered investigation of how deductive reasoning, social interaction, and linguistic 
manipulation manifest in speech acts and dialogue patterns across the series. 

The central research questions guiding this study are: 
1. How do the primary characters in Sherlock employ deductive language and pragmatic 

strategies to assert identity and power? 
2. In what ways do speech acts and implicature shape the viewer’s perception of character 

roles, such as rational hero, emotional foil, and chaotic antagonist? 
3. What is the role of politeness and facework in maintaining or disrupting interpersonal 

relationships within the series? 
This study employs a qualitative method of textual analysis, using selected scenes from 

major episodes across four seasons. Emphasis is placed on moments of explicit deduction, 
interpersonal tension, and face-threatening interaction. Utterances are analyzed in terms of 
their speech act type, adherence or violation of Grice’s maxims, and politeness strategies, as 
defined by the aforementioned theoretical frameworks. 

Ultimately, this paper argues that BBC’s Sherlock is not just a crime drama but a 
linguistic laboratory, where dialogue is crafted to perform complex acts of reasoning, 
resistance, and emotional negotiation. By examining how characters use and subvert pragmatic 
norms, we gain insight not only into the art of dialogue writing but also into how language 
serves as a mirror and magnifier of social cognition and power dynamics. 

 
MATERIALS AND METHODS 

This study adopts a qualitative descriptive approach grounded in pragmatics and 
discourse analysis, focusing on the spoken interactions and deductive strategies in BBC’s 
Sherlock series. The primary aim is to identify how the characters—particularly Sherlock 
Holmes, John Watson, and Jim Moriarty—utilize speech acts, conversational implicature, and 
politeness strategies to navigate power, reasoning, and social dynamics. By employing key 
frameworks in pragmatics, this study seeks to illuminate how fictional dialogue both reflects 
and dramatizes real-world linguistic phenomena. 
1. Research Design 

The research is qualitative in nature, utilizing textual analysis to explore the meanings 
and functions behind character utterances in selected scenes. According to Creswell (2014), 
qualitative research is best suited for studies that aim to interpret phenomena in context, 
especially when exploring the “how” and “why” of human behavior. In the case of Sherlock, 
the dialogue is not only character-driven but also embedded with strategic language use that 
warrants contextual interpretation. 

Following Flick’s (2009) methodological outline, this study emphasizes interpretive 
pragmatics, which allows for the systematic analysis of how language in media texts constructs 
social actions, identities, and ideologies. The study does not rely on statistical generalization, 
but on theoretical insight and thematic saturation from a purposive sample of episodes. 
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2. Data Source 
The primary data in this research consists of dialogue transcripts from four episodes of 

BBC’s Sherlock: 
1) A Study in Pink (Season 1, Episode 1) 
2) The Great Game (Season 1, Episode 3) 
3) The Reichenbach Fall (Season 2, Episode 3) 
4) His Last Vow (Season 3, Episode 3). 

These episodes were selected for their prominence in character development and the 
density of deductive interaction. Each episode includes pivotal moments where pragmatic 
elements—such as maxims, politeness strategies, and speech act performances—are especially 
pronounced. The scenes were transcribed manually, and all utterances were analyzed in 
context. 

The unit of analysis is the utterance, defined as a discrete stretch of spoken dialogue 
attributed to a specific character. Contextual elements, such as facial expressions and 
surrounding narrative, were also considered to support interpretation. 
3. Analytical Framework 

Three primary theoretical frameworks guide this study: 
1) Grice’s Cooperative Principle (1975): This framework identifies the conversational 

maxims of quantity, quality, relation, and manner, and how these are either observed or 
flouted in communication. Flouting maxims generates implicature, which is particularly 
important in Sherlock’s deductive speech. As Grice (1975) notes, “When a maxim is 
violated in an apparent way, it leads the hearer to infer additional meaning beyond the 
literal”. 

2) Searle’s Speech Act Theory (1979): Speech acts are classified into assertives, directives, 
commissives, expressives, and declarations. This framework helps decode how characters 
use language to perform actions (e.g., insulting, threatening, deducing) beyond simply 
stating facts. Searle emphasizes that “speaking a language is engaging in a rule-governed 
form of behavior”. 

3) Brown and Levinson’s Politeness Theory (1987): This framework focuses on face-
threatening acts (FTAs) and how speakers use positive or negative politeness strategies—
or choose to speak bald-on-record—to manage interpersonal dynamics. This theory is 
crucial in understanding how Watson mediates social interaction and how Moriarty uses 
mock politeness to manipulate power. 
Together, these frameworks allow the study to analyze not only what is said, but how 

and why it is said—providing a layered understanding of language as performance. 
4. Data Analysis Procedure 

The data analysis followed a four-step process, adapted from Creswell’s (2014) model of 
qualitative thematic analysis: 

1) Data Familiarization – Watching selected episodes multiple times, reading and refining 
transcripts, and noting key linguistic behaviors. 

2) Coding and Classification – Marking utterances according to their pragmatic function 
(e.g., implicature, speech act type, politeness strategy). 

3) Interpretive Analysis – Applying the theoretical frameworks to explore how language 
constructs power, deduction, identity, and conflict. 

4) Synthesis and Representation – Organizing findings into major themes and supporting 
them with dialogue excerpts and theoretical explanation. 
The researcher used a manual coding system, with key codes such as FTA (face-

threatening act), FLQ (flouting of quantity), DIR (directive act), and so forth. Multiple 
utterances were cross-analyzed to identify recurring patterns across episodes and characters. 
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5. Validity and Trustworthiness 
To ensure validity and trustworthiness, the study employed triangulation of theoretical 

lenses and contextual consistency across different episodes and character arcs. As Flick (2009) 
states, “qualitative research requires transparency in interpretation and a return to the context 
of the data.” Every interpretation was grounded in the character's narrative trajectory, 
consistent with their established persona, and supported by the surrounding context of the 
episode. 

Furthermore, this research acknowledges the constructed nature of fictional dialogue. 
While the speech in Sherlock is scripted, it aims to emulate natural interaction. As Culpeper 
(2001) argues, dramatic language—especially in crime or detective genres—is designed not only 
for realism but for dramatic and ideological effect. This makes scripted dialogue an ideal source 
for studying how language enacts character and power. 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The analysis of BBC’s Sherlock series from a pragmatic lens reveals a rich tapestry of 
linguistic strategies that not only support narrative progression but also construct and perform 
distinct character identities. This section examines the series’ core characters—Sherlock 
Holmes, Dr. John Watson, and Jim Moriarty—by analyzing how they utilize implicature, speech 
acts, and politeness strategies to assert dominance, mediate conflict, or subvert social norms. 

Drawing on the foundational theories of Grice’s Cooperative Principle (1975), Searle’s 
Taxonomy of Speech Acts (1979), and Brown & Levinson’s Politeness Theory (1987), the section 
is divided into four parts: (1) deductive speech and maxim flouting by Sherlock Holmes, (2) 
Watson’s mediating politeness and indirectness, (3) Moriarty’s weaponization of language, and 
(4) the sociopragmatic significance of their interactional dynamics. 
1. Sherlock Holmes: Pragmatic Authority and the Violation of Cooperative Norms 

Sherlock Holmes, as portrayed by Benedict Cumberbatch, is consistently characterized 
by his sharp intellect and emotional detachment—traits that are linguistically performed 
through systematic violations of conversational norms. Grice’s (1975) Cooperative Principle 
outlines four maxims—quantity, quality, relation, and manner—which interlocutors are 
expected to observe for effective communication. Sherlock, however, flouts these maxims 
deliberately, crafting a distinctive linguistic persona that positions him as intellectually 
dominant and socially isolated. 

 In the pilot episode A Study in Pink, Sherlock tells Watson: 

 “You’ve been to Afghanistan, I perceive.” 

This statement violates the maxim of quantity, as it provides unsolicited information. 
More importantly, it operates as a conversational implicature (Grice, 1975), compelling 
Watson—and the viewer—to seek an explanation. The deduction that follows is not only a 
narrative hook but a demonstration of epistemic power. Through this linguistic strategy, 
Sherlock exerts control over the interaction, framing the conversation around his deductive 
prowess. 

Additionally, Sherlock often violates the maxim of manner, opting for obscure or overly 
technical language. In The Hounds of Baskerville, he discusses chemical agents using jargon far 
beyond what is needed for conversational clarity. Lakoff (1987) argues that the flouting of 
manner can be used to obfuscate emotional content, a function that aligns with Sherlock’s 
habitual avoidance of personal disclosure. He weaponizes language not just for observation, 
but for distance. 
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Searle’s speech act taxonomy (1979) helps further unpack Sherlock’s style. His 
utterances are predominantly representatives (asserting belief), but many function 
performatively. For example, in The Sign of Three, he remarks: 

“Sentiment is a chemical defect found on the losing side.” 

This utterance, while framed as a descriptive truth, also serves as an expressive act, 
revealing Sherlock’s disdain for emotion. It simultaneously rejects emotional vulnerability and 
asserts intellectual supremacy—a dual function that illustrates the layered nature of speech 
acts in scripted dialogue. 

Sherlock’s speech frequently performs face-threatening acts (FTAs) as defined by Brown 
& Levinson (1987). For instance, in The Reichenbach Fall, he tells a colleague: 

 “Don’t talk out loud. You lower the IQ of the whole street.” 

This bald-on-record insult directly undermines the interlocutor’s positive face (desire to 
be liked) without mitigation. His routine use of such FTAs emphasizes his disregard for social 
harmony, further reinforcing his portrayal as a “high-functioning sociopath”. 

 
 2. John Watson: Politeness, Mediation, and Emotional Anchoring 

John Watson serves as the pragmatic foil to Sherlock’s assertive brilliance. His role in 
the narrative is not merely sidekick but sociolinguistic stabilizer. Watson employs both 
positive and negative politeness strategies to sustain interpersonal harmony and to translate 
Sherlock’s hostility into socially acceptable terms. 

Consider the scene in The Great Game, when Sherlock insults a client’s intelligence. 
Watson quickly reframes the comment: 

 “What he means is, we’ll look into it.” 

This intervention performs a repair function, restoring the client’s face and reframing 
Sherlock’s statement as a cooperative act. Holmes & Stubbs (2003) emphasize that such 
mitigations are central to the ethnography of speaking, where maintaining interactional 
balance is as crucial as conveying information. 

Watson’s pragmatic style also includes numerous expressive speech acts, often used to 
affirm social bonds. In The Reichenbach Fall, his eulogy at Sherlock’s fake gravesite includes 
the line: 

“You told me once that you weren’t a hero... You were the best man, and the most 
human.” 

This retrospective affirmation performs both an expressive and commissive act—a 
promise to remember, a declaration of emotional truth. Searle (1979) highlights that such 
utterances bind the speaker to a social reality, a role Watson performs consistently across 
episodes. 

Watson also engages in off-record strategies to maintain Sherlock’s social reputation. 
Rather than directly opposing him, he uses hedging (“Well, maybe…”) and questioning (“Do you 
think that’s wise?”) to navigate conflict. These subtleties demonstrate how fictional dialogue 
can emulate real-world linguistic negotiation. 
 3. Jim Moriarty: Strategic Chaos and Pragmatic Subversion 

Jim Moriarty embodies linguistic subversion. While Sherlock flouts maxims to reveal 
truth, Moriarty violates them to destabilize meaning. His speech is filled with semantic 
contradiction, ironic politeness, and threats masked as charm. 
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 In The Reichenbach Fall, Moriarty whispers: 

 “I will burn the heart out of you.” 

This line is a commissive speech act, but its metaphorical ambiguity heightens 
psychological threat. According to Leech’s (1983) Politeness Principle, communicative 
politeness often masks aggression. Moriarty inverts this: his surface charm (mock politeness) 
conceals malicious intent. The juxtaposition between form and force creates a chilling effect 
that is both pragmatic and performative. 

Moriarty often manipulates conversational turn-taking, interrupting, prolonging silence, 
or using nursery rhymes to derail expectation. In The Final Problem, his video recordings are 
delivered posthumously, breaking the norms of time-bound speech. His speech acts are thus 
perlocutionary in impact—they induce fear, confusion, and doubt, not just in characters but 
viewers. 

He regularly performs face-destroying acts, attacking both positive and negative face. 
Unlike Sherlock, who targets truth, Moriarty targets psychological stability. His language 
undermines assumptions of linearity, reason, and coherence—central tenets of the Gricean 
model—thereby making him a pragmatic antagonist in both narrative and linguistic terms. 
 4. Comparative Pragmatic Patterns and Media Implications 

Across the series, the triadic interaction among Holmes, Watson, and Moriarty reveals 
recurring pragmatic themes: 

 Authority via implicature: Sherlock’s deductions are rarely explained up front, generating 
awe and confusion. This usage aligns with Thomas (1995), who notes that implicature can 
signal cognitive superiority in professional or institutional discourse. 

 Solidarity via politeness: Watson’s strategies reflect Gumperz’s (1982) concept of 
contextualization cues, where tone, style, and politeness establish alignment. 

 Instability via subversion: Moriarty violates genre-bound expectations of conversation, 
echoing Austin’s (1962) argument that speech acts depend on context. Moriarty warps that 
context to destabilize social meaning. 

From a media pragmatics perspective, these interactions highlight how scripted dialogue 
mirrors real-world linguistic struggle, but in amplified, stylized form. As Culpeper (2001) 
argues, impoliteness in drama serves a function: to shape character, escalate tension, and 
reflect conflict. 

 
CONCLUSION 

This study has explored the pragmatic dimensions of character interaction in BBC’s 
Sherlock, particularly focusing on how deductive reasoning, speech acts, implicature, and 
politeness strategies shape the construction of power, identity, and conflict in dialogue. By 
examining the linguistic choices of Sherlock Holmes, John Watson, and Jim Moriarty, the 
analysis demonstrates that language in this television series is not merely a vehicle for plot 
development—it is a tool of psychological construction and ideological performance. 

One of the core findings of the study is that Sherlock Holmes’ language operates outside 
the bounds of cooperative conversational norms, yet remains effective precisely because of 
that. His frequent flouting of Gricean maxims, especially those of quantity and relation, serves 
to establish intellectual dominance and heighten dramatic tension. These violations are not 
random; they are meticulously designed to produce implicature—forcing other characters (and 
viewers) to infer meaning and thus recognize his cognitive superiority. Through Searle’s lens, 
Sherlock’s utterances are predominantly assertives, but they often carry illocutionary force 
that transcends literal meaning, producing powerful perlocutionary effects. 
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In contrast, John Watson’s pragmatic style centers on mediation and repair. His use 
of positive and negative politeness strategies, indirectness, and expressive acts positions him 
as both emotional anchor and social interpreter. Watson’s interventions soften Sherlock’s face-
threatening statements and reframe them in ways that preserve harmony and maintain 
interactional continuity. His speech acts reflect a concern for relational equilibrium, a 
necessary counterbalance to Sherlock’s abrasive logic. 

Meanwhile, Jim Moriarty exemplifies a subversive use of pragmatics. Rather than 
flouting maxims to signal intelligence, he dismantles communicative expectations entirely. His 
use of irony, threat disguised as charm, and deliberate ambiguity transforms dialogue into a 
weapon of instability. Moriarty’s manipulation of face dynamics—often switching between mock 
politeness and bald-on-record aggression—creates a constant sense of unpredictability, 
underscoring his role as a chaotic antagonist. His language is performative, destructive, and 
designed to unsettle both characters and viewers. 

These contrasting styles reveal that in Sherlock, pragmatic strategies are not only 
individual traits, but thematic reflections of larger ideological positions: rationalism, 
relationality, and disruption. The series constructs a linguistic triangle in which each 
character’s speech patterns reflect a distinct worldview, with interactions structured around 
the clash or negotiation of these worldviews. 

The study also affirms the value of applying pragmatic theory to scripted media texts. 
While television dialogue is crafted and curated, it mirrors real-world linguistic phenomena in 
stylized form. As Culpeper (2001) and others have argued, the fictional nature of such texts 
does not diminish their analytical richness—in fact, it enhances it, allowing scholars to explore 
heightened forms of speech act performance, implicature, and politeness negotiation in 
condensed and purposeful ways. 

From a broader perspective, this research contributes to the field of media pragmatics, 
demonstrating that language in scripted narrative can be as revealing and structurally 
significant as language in natural conversation. It also provides pedagogical value—by analyzing 
accessible media texts, educators and students can engage with pragmatic theories in applied, 
context-rich formats. 

That said, the study has limitations. The sample is drawn from a selective range of 
episodes, and while the findings are thematically robust, they cannot account for every 
linguistic nuance across the series. Future research might expand this analysis by incorporating 
comparative studies with other detective characters (e.g., Hercule Poirot, Monk, or Columbo), 
or by exploring how gender, class, and cultural background further mediate pragmatic behavior 
in media texts. 

In conclusion, BBC’s Sherlock offers a vivid site for examining how language is used not 
only to solve crimes but to perform selfhood, authority, and disruption. Through pragmatic 
analysis, we uncover how deduction is not just a plot device but a linguistic act—crafted, 
strategic, and deeply ideological. The series teaches us that what is said, how it is said, and 
what is left unsaid all matter profoundly in the drama of human (and fictional) interaction. 
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