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Abstract  

This research work is 

on discourse analysis 

and the semiosis of 

conversational 

implicature in Elechi 

Amadi’s The Great 

Ponds. The approach is 

four dimensional. The 

first is a brief discuss of 

the concepts, 

‘discourse’, ‘analysis’ 

and ‘discourse 

analysis’. The second 

centres on the 

discipline treatment 

discourse analysis, 

proper, while the third 

embodies the analysis 

of the various 

linguistic forms that 

make for the 

interpretation of 

discourse texts. The 

last part hinges on the 

concept of implicature 

in conversations – 
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INTRODUCTION  

Discourse Analysis as 

a discipline is a recent 

phenomenon in 

linguistic approaches 

to language study. For 

the purpose of this 

write-up, it is 

expedient that we 

attempt a brief 

discuss of the terms, 

‘discourse’ and 

‘analysis’, so as to 

understand what 

‘discourse analysis’ 

entails. Thereafter, 

the concept of 

implicature, as 

related to 

conversations, will be 

treated, taking 

cognizance of certain 

related concepts in 

textual analysis – 

herein, selected 

discourses in Elechi 

Amadi’s  The Great 

Ponds, will be the 

focal points of this 

paper.  
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taking cognizance of 

some discourse 

extracts in Elechi 

Amad’s The Great 

Ponds. As a recent 

linguistic 

phenomenon, the 

importance of 

discourse analysis and 

the implications of this 

research on language 

studies form the 

concluding part of this 

paper. 

 

“Discourse”  

‘Discourse’ as a term has no one universally accepted definition. The 

perception of what it entails is dependent on the idiosyncrasy of the 

individual scholar. However, the Oxford Advanced Learners Dictionary of 

Current English (2014:416) defines it as: 

“a long and serious treatment or discussion of a subject in speech or 

writing”. Linguistically, it means, “the use of language in speech and writing 

in order to produce meaning; language that is studied, usually in order to 

see how the different parts of a text are connected,” [e.g] spoken and 

written discourse [, as in] discourse analysis. 

In effect, discourse will mean one of the followings: 

i. A formal lengthy exposition of some subject, either spoken or 

written, or, 

ii. Any rational expression, [or] reason, or,  

iii. A verbal exchange [or] conversation, or,  

iv. Expression(s) in words, either speech or writing, among others. 

Blommaert (2005:2) is of the view that discourse centres on the “actual 

instances of communicative action in the medium of language…[or] more 

broadly as, “meaningful symbolic behavior in any mode”. 

Reiterating, Barbara Johnston (2008:2) says that the term refers to all 

activities that involve communication, spoken or written. Further on this, 

he states that it is a part of “semiosis” (or meaning making), just like 

photography, clothing, music, architecture and dance, among other modes 

of communication. In this very regard; it can be said to be of close affinity 

to speech acts and / or semantics. 

‘Analysis’ 

This means, “the detailed study or examination of something in order to 

understand more about it; the result of the study” (Oxford Advanced 
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Learners Dictionary of Current English, 2014:46). In other words, ‘analysis’ 

means the process of breaking down into distinct parts for the purpose of 

attaining an understanding or getting a result. That is to say that it involves 

the “dismantling or separating into constituent elements, [of a substance] 

into its constituent parts”, so as to “study the nature, function, or meaning 

of such a process (English Dictionary, Internet Software). In this very 

regard, one can analyse the different elements that make up an English 

sentence, the different “social roles and relations, communication and 

identity and the examination of the aspects of the structure and function(s) 

of language in use” (Johnstone, 2008:2). The more reason analysis can be 

adjudged a part of syntax, or the syntactic approach to the study of 

meanings in utterances or written texts. 

Discourse Analysis  

According to Johnstone (2008: Introduction, P. xiii), discourse analysis is 

“a research method that can be [and is being] used by scholars with a 

variety of academic and non-academic affiliations, coming from a variety 

of disciplines to answer a variety of questions”. (P.xiii). Such a research 

method consists “of a set of topics to [be] consider[ed] in connection with 

any instance of discourse [whether speech or writting]. If this notion is 

applied to the field of discourse analysis therefore, it entails “paying 

attention to every possible element of the potential meaning(s) of a stretch 

of talk or writing: every kind of context, every resource for creativity, and 

every source of limitation and constraint on creativity”. (Johnstone, 2008: 

Introduction, P. xiv).  

That means discourse analysis involves the ways that language is ‘used’ as 

opposed to the make-up of its components. Invariably, it centres on how 

“language users interpret what other language users intend to convey… 

how is it that we, as language – users, make sense of what we read in texts, 

understand what speakers mean despite what they say, recognize 

connected as opposed to jumbled or incoherent discourse, and successfully 

take part in that complex activity called conversation…” (Yule, 1996: 139). 

Discourse analysis goes beyond the description (i.e grammar) of (a) 

particular language(s) which entails the study of the forms and structure 

inherent in a language(s) (i.e morpho-syntax) to knowing the followings: 
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(i) The causal relation between two phrases, as in a newspaper 

headline, “Trains collide, two die”.  The relationship between 

these phrases, “trains collide” and “two die”, can be seen in the 

fact that the colliding of (the) trains is the cause of the death of 

(the) two. But it should be noted that the number of the collided 

trains is unknown – it might be two or more. 

(ii) That a conditional relation exists between two phrases in a shop 

notice board, as in. “No payment, no service”. This means that 

services can only be rendered to customers, after the payment of 

the stipulated amount of money.  

(iii) How best to make sense or meanings out of materials 

(discourses) containing grammatical errors, as in, “… In my 

childhood I remember the people live. It was very simple, most 

the people was farmer”. (Yule, 1996: 140) 

Based on the above postulations, one can boldly state that discourse 

analysis centres squarely on the interpretation of message (texts and 

speeches) and the various cues to making our messages interpretable. The 

cues include: cohesion, coherence, inference, presupposition, reference, 

speech events, conversational interaction, the co-operative principle and 

background knowledge and implication, among others. The significant of 

these terms can be seen in their application in discourse analysis to 

indicate relationships between discourse participants and elements in the 

discourse types.  

Cohesion: Simply put, is the inter – connectedness of words in sentences, 

as expressed in discourse or conversations. This means that all words in 

such sentences must be logically arranged for meanings to exist. In other 

words, the semantic relationship between the words in the discourse must 

be consistent, eg, the use of pronouns in anaphora, exophora and cataphora 

references. Since not all texts are suitably connected we should ensure 

adequate interpretations of the tiers and connections between the words 

in such sentences are correctly interpreted, for meanings to be attained.  

Coherence: This means the interpretations that is given to discourse 

materials in relation to the assumed experiences of the discourse 

participants. This entails the implied sense that participants derive from 

such texts or conversations. Such sense revolves round the “ease” with 
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which each discourse participants anticipates one another’s intentions 

during discourse acts (such as the voice quality, speech rates, sentence 

length and complexity, gesticulations, facial expression and forms of bodily 

movements, etc). It is the conventional activities enacted by speech 

participants that crave ways for the attainment of meanings in 

conversations. 

Inference: The act of inferring through deduction or induction. In other 

words, it means the conclusion that a speaker draws from the speech or 

utterances of another participant in a discourse act. In conversations, the 

conclusions are usually assumed to be true, since the premises are ‘usually’ 

true.  

Presupposition: In speech analysis, presupposition centres round the 

assumptions that are usually made by speech – participants before the 

commencement of (any) conversation(s). Discourse participants usually 

make preliminary speculations or conjectures before engaging in the 

exchange of turn – takings in conversations.  

Reference: This means a pointer to something else, which is distinct from 

the concerned object. Reference embodies that semantic relationship 

which exists between words, phrases or sentences, whereby one of the 

constructs acts as a means to connecting or linking the other syntactic 

constructs in the texts. In this relationship, most of the syntactic constructs 

are object designates, while others are object referents.  

Speech Events: This involves knowing the variations of utterances, 

activities, circumstances, relationships between the discourse participants, 

the topic of discussion and the settings (or the context of situations), 

among others. 

Conversational Interaction: This simply means, “turn – taking”. It involves 

the taking of turns by speakers during conversations. In this regards, each 

speaker talks and pauses for the other to speak. The end of a speaker’s 

utterance is called ‘a completion point’, usually marked by the use of short 

sounds, questions and kinesics, among others.  

Summarily, discourse analysis can be referred to as “conversational 

discourse”, since it involves the speech acts of participation, negotiation, 

and interpretation in “the intricate business of social interaction” [by 
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humans] via [the medium of] language (Yule, 1996:144). The base on 

which conversation rests is on the co-operative principle. 

The Co-operative Principle: This principle is based on, ‘assumptions’ the 

assumption that speech participants co-operate with each and one another 

during conversations. The principle states that:  

“[You] make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the 

stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk 

exchange in which you are engaged” (Grice, 1975:31).  

In short, the essence of conversation can only be attained in the ardent co-

operation of discourse participants during conversations.  

Background Knowledge: This means the shared experiences between 

conversational participants which enable them to interpret one another’s 

speeches, without recourse to extra-discourse information. Here 

inferences are drawn in order to interpret the deeper meanings embedded 

in discourse constructs. Such inferences help in the interpretation of what 

the materials (in texts or writing) are all about, based on the participant’s 

awareness. In short, such creations or interpretations revolve round the 

concept, ‘schema’. In the words of Yule (1996:147), “a schema [plural – 

schemata], is a general term for a conventional knowledge structure which 

exists in memory”. Schemata are the innate attributes that are “used in the 

interpretation of what we experience and what we hear or read about. That 

is to say, the participant’s knowledge about a text is dependent on the 

interpretations in his/her mind, and never on the functional positions of 

words and sentences in the same text. A good example of a schema is called 

a ‘script’, which is “a, ‘dynamic schema’, in which a series of conventional 

actions takes place”. 

The Concept, ‘Implicature’ 

Implicature as a concept in discourse analysis, has multiples of meaning 

and reading approaches, which are the hallmarks of literary creativities 

and criticisms. Implicature involves the conventional and basic 

assumptions through which we understand the encoded meanings in a 

piece of discourse. These assumptions are parts of the bases for decoding 

messages, both in a literary and non literary texts. They are non-linguistic 

and extra-linguistic elements or assumptions we apply towards decoding 

the implied meanings in (an) utterance(s). According to Yule (1996:145) 
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“the term ‘implicature’ is used to account for what a speaker can imply, 

suggest, or mean, as distinct from what the speaker literally says”. In 

conversations therefore, implicatures are determined by the 

conversational meanings of the words used in the discourse texts. It is this 

implied meaning in textual analysis that is referred to as conversational 

implicature.  

In the words of Grice (1975:33),  

“… implicatures are pragmatic aspects of meaning and have certain 

identifiable characteristics. They are partially devised from the 

conversational or literal meaning of an utterance, produced in a specific 

context which is shared by the ‘speaker’ and the ‘hearer’, and depend on 

recognition by the speaker and the hearer of the cooperative principle and 

its maxims”.  

The discourse analyst has vested interest in the sub-field of implicature, 

which is dependent on the co-operative principle of conversation (as 

quoted above) plus a number of maxims that speakers are expected to obey 

during interactions. The maxims are  (1) that of Quantity: Your 

contribution in a piece of discourse should be as informative as required, 

not more than is required; (2) Quality: say that which is truthful and has 

evidence; (3) Relation: be as relevant as possible to the topic of 

conversation; (4)Manner: avoid rudeness, ambiguity, prolixity and 

obscurantism, among others. For conversations to be effective, the co-

operative principle must be observed  by the various speaker – 

participants, alongside the above four maxims. During conversations, the 

violation or deliberate flouting of any of the four maxims may hinder the 

progress of communication, since distinct interpretations might be 

proffered by participants, which are above the literally meanings of such 

utterances.  

It should be noted that discourses do not exist in isolation, but in situational 

contexts, which make for symbolic organisations of such discourses.  The 

more reason some discourse analysts like Halliday (1991), Gregory 

(1967), among others (as treated by Longe 1995) made a summation that 

discourses (written on spoken) are  examined under the following 

headings: 
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a. Context of situation – the social environment that influences a 

discuss; 

b. Field of discourse – the subject matter or themes of a discourse; 

c. Tenor of discourse – the distinct roles of discourse participants; 

d. Mode of discourse – the medium of the language used in the 

discourse (if it is a spoken or written discourse). 

Inshort, these four conditions sum up our previous requirements or cues 

(cohesion, coherence, inference, etc) to making our messages 

interpretable.                  

For a better understanding of ‘implicature’ we make reference to some 

conversations between most of the characters, in the novel, The Great 

Ponds, by Elechi Amadi. The novel, “tells [about] the ruinous feud between 

two villages [Chiolu and Aliokoro,] in Eastern Nigeria, in the days when the 

white man was still a shadow off-shore figure” (Heineman-Back Cover). 

After the protracted war between these warring parties the fact dawns on 

the villagers that it was “Wonjo the great influenza of 1918, [which 

claimed], some twenty millions of lives, all over the world” (Heineman-

Back Cover) that sets the catastrophic doom that almost wiped the entire 

neighbourhood.  

Chapter One, Page 12: 

Ikechi: I’m glad you chose me 

Olumba: You may not be quite so glad after the fight tonight. 

The implicature of the second utterance is that there is danger in being a 

warrior as one might die in the course of fighting a war. The second speaker 

has broken the maxim of manner as his speech is obscure and ambiguous. 

It is a device employed by the author to keep the conversation flowing – 

Ikechi’s mind is now in suspense, as such he asked more questions: 

Ikechi:     Where are the ends of the rainbow? 

Olumba: At your age you ought to know simple things like that… You will 

soon get married and your children will ask questions. What are you going 

to tell them? 

There is an unnecessary prolixity in Olumba’s utterances which brings out 

his contempt for Ikechi whom he sees as above such frivolous questions. 

Ikechi’s speech is a request for help. It is a literary device introduced by the 

author to show the difference in the age and reasoning ability of the two 
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discourse participants. The style is effective as Olumba’s cynicism sparkles 

more remarks all which tend to depict the boyishness in him from Ikechi.  

In Chapter One, Page 12, two poachers from the village of Aliokoro discuss 

as follows:  

A: I feel cold tonight  

B: You’ll feel warm when you see your trap full of fish. 

In this exchange, “A” flouts the maxim of manner (which states: avoid 

ambiguity), since he is buttressing a fact through the literal meaning of his 

utterance. The implicature in utterance (A) portends ill-omen that is to 

occur, tonight. The implicature in the speech of speaker “B” (having 

adhered to the cooperative principle) is that they are not only by the ponds, 

but will start fishing soonest. The utterance of speaker A is a stylistic device 

employed by the writer to show the impending defeat of Aliokoro village 

by Chiolu, which later manifested as the plot unwinding. It heightens the 

tension inherent in the story and is equally decisive in unfolding the on-

going actions. 

In the negotiation scene (Chapter 2, page 22), the discussion that ensued 

between the two chiefs, Okehi of Aliokoro and Diali of Chiolu, goes like this: 

(A) Diali:        Okehi my friend… when a man is chewing his food awkwardly 

you can be sure there is sand in it… 

(B) Okehi:       …Yes, Eze Diali 

(C) Diali:         …We are like men about to disturb a nest of wasps 

(D) Okelu:       … It is unwise to seize the leopard’s cubs 

(E) Diali:        …He who pursues an innocent chicken often stumbles. 

The implicature in utterance (proverb) A is that Eze Okehi knows that the 

Ponds of Wagaba do not belong to the people of Aliokoro, hence Diali’s 

euphemistic statement. The “Yes” in speech B is affirmed in the negative 

because the implicature is that Okehi disagrees with what Diali has just 

said; while, the next speech (C) has an implicature of an impending war, if 

the negotiation becomes abortive. The implicature in the fourth utterance 

(D) is that Chiolu should avoid confronting Aliokoro in a war she (Chiolu) 

will regret at a later time. To this Diali implicatedly replies (E) that they are 

the rightful owners of the ponds, and that they are ready to fight and win 

the war. It is a style that mirrors the orality the resourcefulness and 

importance that are attached to ancient wisdom as are embedded in the 
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use of proverbs, especially towards resolving crises, like the ownership of 

disputed ponds or pieces of farmlands that is in African culture and the 

aesthetics therein. 

In the disagreement scene (Chapter 5, page 50) between Elendu and Wago, 

the conversation takes this format:  

(A) Elendu: Who is a coward? (B) Wago: You  

(C) Elendu: How many men did you kill? (D) Wago: I don’t count  

(E) Elendu: There were none to be counted. (F) Wago: I am Wago the 

Leopard- killer!  

 (G) Elendu: You are a goat; (H) Wago: Shut up! 

The two speakers have infringed on the instruction – do not make false 

statement for which there is no adequate evidence (maxim of quality). 

Elendu’s first utterance is suggestive of the fact that he is not to be blamed 

over the defeat of Aliokoro. Wago’s “You” denotes the fact that Elendu is a 

liar. Elendu’s second utterance (C) means: Prove that you waged the war 

more successfully than I did, to which Wago in (D) gives an indirect answer, 

“I can’t”. Elendu’s contempt for Wago’s claim of being brave shows in the 

fifth speech (E) as he points out that Wago then is the real coward who 

spoilt the war. It is because Wago could not understand the meaning of the 

utterance that he flares up and reminds Elendu that he should know that 

he Wago, is a better and more experienced warrior than him (Elendu), as 

he (Wago) has some Leopard skins to his (Wago’s) credit. But because 

Elendu wants to prove a point, he blatantly called him “Wago, the goat-

killer”, which almost caused a fight between them. This conversational 

passage  rendered in dramatic mood captures the two leaders of the allied 

groups as each hatches out their individual roles. It is a vivid depiction of 

most of the actions at the battle front, and it is effective, in the sense that it 

enlivens the war scene, which ended abruptly. 

In Chapter Eleven, Page 108, the following conversation take place: 

(A)  Wago: But the pond is ours 

(B)  Igwu: Why did you not volunteer to swear at Isiali? 

(C)  Wago: You see I am a hunter and can die anytime 

(D)  Igwu: Is Olumba not a hunter? 

(E)  Wago: Hardly. He has never killed a Leopard; I have three skins. 
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The implicature in Igwu’s first speech (B) is that the Ponds belong to 

Chiolu, but Wago takes the literal meaning of Igwu’s utterance and claims 

to be a hunter (C), to which Igwu, in an obscured manner says – Chiolu 

owns it hence Olumba risked his life (D). Again, Wago misunderstands and 

misinterpretes Igwu’s speech, as such, he vaunts himself to be greater than 

Olumba in the act of hunting (being a Leopard killer) (E). Continuing, Wago 

says, (F) What can you claim to have done for your village?... You merely sit 

here concocting charms that do no one any good. 

(G) Igwu: Why do you now think my charms can work against Olumba?  

The implicature of the underlined part of speech (F) means that Igwu is an 

unsuccessful “Dibia” who remained passive while his village degenerates 

into oblivion. Wago’s last statement is not true, because in the proceeding 

sessions, the author has made making occasional references to the efficacy 

of Igwu’s, charms.  Also in this chapter, the role Igwu plays in the unfolding 

of the actions is expatiated. The passage is a successful depiction of the 

discrepancies between wisdom and might, as is shown in the matured 

manner Igwu handles the issue of Olumba’s death. It is a pointer to the fact 

that African traditional acts when put into evil use can be very effective; 

but that this exercise is hardly practiced, unless the dibie (or the traditional 

medicine man) is hired by unscrupulous and egocentric individuals, like 

Wago and his cohorts of Aliokoro community. 

When Chiolu’s delegates went to Aliokoro (Chapter Twelve, page 122), Eze 

Ikehi’s utterance has an implicature, as drawn from the speech of the 

Chiolu man who made reference to Olumba’s wrapper. “Chiolu could not 

argue.  There was no strong evidence to support any argument. Aliakoro 

elders laughed when a Chiolu delegate pointed out that a fragment of 

Olumba’s wrapper had been cut off.” Eze Okohi: Let Olumba build a new 

house… “Okehi and his men continued their discussion after the 

embarrassed Chiolu delegates had left” 

Eze Okechi: Let Olumba build a new house…Rats have taken over his 

present house  

The implicature is that Olumba is a lazy man. The speech is sarcastic 

because the speaker knows that his argument is a fallacy of non-sequitur, 

which means “it does not follow”. It is a euphemistic statement that is 

meant to divert the attention of the peace – delegates from the seriousness 
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the issues at stake – Olumba’s life. Here the speaker has broken the maxims 

of quality (false statement) and relation (be relevant to the contents of 

speech).  

During the search for the kidnapped women (Chapter Thirteen, Page 124), 

the following conversation take place:  

(A) Olumba:  Yes, I often heard you called her ‘mother’.  

(B) Diali:  I call her “mother” not only because she is the re-incanation of 

my mother but also because of her surprisingly matured manners. You may 

not believe it, but she used to advise me on matters too deep for a girl of 

her age to understand.  

(C) Olumba:  I believe it, my Lord.  

(D) Diali:     And whenever I was ill she cared for me much better than 

any of my wives or other daughters did.     

(E) Olumba:   I know it, my Lord 

(F) Diali:        And the things she used to say… dede, you are a small child, 

I am older than you.  

(G) Olumba:  Children say funny things now and then 

(H) Diali:    No, this was not funny… indeed, her statement more than 

anything else confirmed Achichi’s divination.  

The implicature of Diali’s first speech (B) is that (i) Chisa has wisdom, (ii) 

that she is loving, (iii) that she is mysterious. The last speech (H) is 

emphatic as it is on this note (or conclusion) that the three previous 

premise (in the conversation) rest. Olumba has been conforming to the 

discussion until he breaks the maxim of manner and dismisses Chisa’s 

words as the babblings of a child. This passage serves as a comic relieve – 

we picture Olumba re-acquiring his former qualities: fearlessness, 

wittiness and thoughtfulness – this mellows the tempo of the action and 

wipes suspense from   the reader’s mind. This passage teaches the 

importance of women and children a typical African society.  

Importance of Discourse Analysis  

1. Discourse analysis is used in answering many questions that centre 

on language studies. Such questions include: What and what are 

involved in language studies? What are the links between meanings 

and such syntactic constructs like words, phrases, clauses and 
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sentences, etc? How do language change and the inherent factors for 

such changes (such as economic changes, geographical mobility, 

materialism and power – relationships, etc)? what are the linguistic 

variations in languages?.     

2. Language scholars also ask questions about meaning (Semantics) and 

how meaning can be created via the arrangement of chunks of 

information across a series of sentences (Syntax). 

3. It teaches us how speaker – participants indicate their semantic 

intensions and how hearer – participants equally interpret what they 

hear…’ 

4. It teaches us how people perform actions, taking cognizance of the 

culturally interpretative principles of understanding. 

5. Discourse analysis teaches about the innate linguistic knowledge that 

enables man to acquire competence in diverse fields of human 

endevours – such as psychotherapy, pragmatism, and pedagogy, etc.     

Implications of this Study on Language Education 

This study intends to contribute the followings towards the study and 

development of language education. 

1. It will clarify most questions that are asked in language study, such as: 

what is implicature in discourse analysis? what is involved in language 

studies and what is the essence of studying implicature in texts and or 

conversations.   

2. That meanings can be inferred from utterances that hitherto are 

regarded as jumbled or incoherent or meaningless, e.g, “most the 

people was farmer” and “me and you go home yesterday”. 

3. It will enhance participants’ awareness of turn – taking in 

conversations, thus making for improvement in speech acts classes in 

our institutions of learning. 

4. It will create awareness about the social and material factors that 

influence changes in the patterns of language use, such as power and 

human relation, climate change and economic change, as inferred 

from the culled speeches in The Great Ponds. 

5. It will serve as aid to semantic interpretations of how discourse 

participants derive meanings from the syntactic constructs in 

conversation (whether in speech and /or writing).   
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6. It will serve as a resource material to researchers on language 

acquisitions and other aspects of language learning. 

7.  It will elicit a lot of scholarly criticisms, thus paving ways for further 

researches in discourse analysis, most especially on the areas of 

conversational implicature.  

8. It will clarify the fact that semantics and syntax are inter – related in 

discourse analysis and are also the bases on which conversations are 

analyzed.  

9. It will buttress the fact that speeches have implied meanings, 

therefore should be discretely constructed to align with the maxims 

of quantity, quality, relation and manner, all which are dependent on 

the co-operative principle 

10. It will serve as a guide to discussing the use of lexical cohesion in texts 

and the associated features that constitute grammatical cohesion in 

discourse texts. 

 

Conclusion  

In conclusion discourse analysis is a research methodology that centres on 

the study of language materials (texts and conversations – whether written 

or spoken) with an aim to deciphering the inherent meanings in such texts 

and or conversations. Discourse analysis has multitudinous sub-fields, 

among which is implicature, invariably, the focus of this research paper. 

Implicature as a concept is greatly dependent on the co-operative principle 

of conversation, plus the maxims of quantity, quality, relation and manner.  

The flouting of any of these maxims will bring about the misunderstanding 

and misinterpretation of a discourse text or material, as are established in 

some selected characters’ speeches in Elehi Amadi’s The Great Ponds. 
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