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Abstract
Verbal irony traditionally holds that one says something literally and means the opposite. This paper argues that the ironic 

intention occurs when the speaker says something that differs from what he intends. The intended meaning is not necessarily 
contradictory to what is said. The paper, therefore, is an attempt to demonstrate that the traditional view of verbal irony is 
QRW�DQ�DGHTXDWH� UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�RI� WKH�YDULRXV� IRUPV� WKDW�YHUEDO� LURQ\�FDQ� WDNH��ZKHUH�RSSRVLWHQHVV��ZKLFK�VHHPV�QRW� WR�EH�
VWUDLJKWIRUZDUG�LQ�LWV�GLFWLRQDU\�VHQVH��LV�DQ�XQQHFHVVDU\�FRQGLWLRQ�WR�DFFRXQW�IRU�YHUEDO�LURQ\��0RUH�VSHFLÀFDOO\��LW�ZLOO�VKRZ�
that verbal irony tends to occur even when the utterance means exactly what it literally says. The paper also aims to show that 
YHUEDO�LURQ\�RFFXUV�QRW�RQO\�DV�D�UHVXOW�RI�ÁRXWLQJ�WKH�4XDOLW\�0D[LP�EXW�RI�RWKHU�PD[LPV�DV�ZHOO�

.H\ZRUGV��5HFRQVWUXFWLRQ��7UXWKIXO�PD[LP��&XOWXUDO�H[SHFWDWLRQ��1HJDWLRQ��5HOHYDQFH�SULQFLSOH��3ULQFLSOH�RI�SROLWHQHVV�

1. Introduction
Irony is a form of language employed by its speakers to deliver a certain message. It can be used to condemn or draw the 

ÁDZV�RI�D�FHUWDLQ�SHUVRQ�ZKR�LV�H[SHFWHG�RU�WKRXJKW�WR�EH�XQWUXVWZRUWK\�RU�FRXOG�FUHDWH�HYLO�DFWLRQ��2QH�VLPSOH�H[DPSOH�DSSHDUV�
LQ�6KDNHVSHDUH·V�SOD\�-XOXLV�&DHVDU�ZKHQ�0DUN�$QWRQ\�VDLG�GXULQJ�&DHVDU·V�IXQHUDO�WKDW�%UXWXV�LV�´DQ�KRQRUDEOH�PDQµ�WKRXJK�
Brutus was a very dishonorable man involved in the killing of Caesar.

Irony has been a topic that has been undertaken by many scholars such as, Sperber 1984, Gibbs 1986, Wilson and Sperber 
2012, Sperber and Wilson 1992, Giora 1995, to mention some names. Irony has been employed by many writers in their works. 
)RU�LQVWDQFH��LW�LV�PHQWLRQHG�WKDW�WKH�JUHDW�QRYHOLVW�-DQH�$XVWLQ������1817-��ZDV�FDOOHG�WKH�PDVWHU�RI�LURQ\��DQG�VR�DUH�WKH�JUHDW�
ZULWHUV�VXFK�DV�&KDXFHU�DQG�+HQU\�)LHOGLQJ��������S�����

There are many types of irony, the most common of which are:
D��9HUEDO�LURQ\�ZKHQ�WKH�ZRUGV�RI�WKH�LURQ\�GR�QRW�LPSO\�D�OLWHUDO�PHDQLQJ�
E��6LWXDWLRQDO�LURQ\�LV�ZKHQ�WKHUH�LV�D�GLIIHUHQFH�EHWZHHQ�WKH�H[SHFWHG�DQG�WKH�DFWXDO�RXWFRPH�RI�D�VLWXDWLRQ�RU�DFWLRQ�
F��'UDPDWLF�LURQ\�ZKHQ�WKH�DXGLHQFH�NQRZV�FHUWDLQ�LQIRUPDWLRQ�WKDW�WKH�FKDUDFWHUV�DUH�QRW�DZDUH�RI�
7KLV�VWXG\�LV�SULPDULO\�GHGLFDWHG�WR�XQGHUWDNLQJ�WKH�ÀUVW�RQH��QDPHO\��YHUEDO�LURQ\�

��$�� ���%���##� �	���������
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2. The Cooperative Principle of Irony
$�UHYLHZ�RI� WKH� OLWHUDWXUH�RQ�YHUEDO� LURQ\�VKRZV� WKDW� WKH�VWDQGDUG�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI� LURQ\�KDV�SDVVHG�YLUWXDOO\�

unchanged in linguistics studies. A considerable amount of research on irony is congruent with the traditional 
QRWLRQ�RI�ÀJXUDWLYH�PHDQLQJ�SHUFHLYHG�DV�WKH�RSSRVLWH�RI�ZKDW�LV�VDLG�OLWHUDOO\��+RZHYHU�� WKLV�DSSURDFK�IDLOV�WR�
explicate or offer a satisfactory explanation of why metaphors and irony should exist at all. Grice (1975) holds that 
IRU�HIÀFLHQW�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ��D�VSHDNHU�VKRXOG�VSHDN�VLQFHUHO\��UHOHYDQWO\��DQG�FOHDUO\��7KH�DXWKRUV�RI�WKLV�SULQFLSOH�
FRQVLGHU�WKH�YLRODWLRQ�RI�WKH�4XDOLW\�0D[LP��VD\�ZKDW�\RX�EHOLHYH�WR�EH�WUXH��DV�HVVHQWLDOO\�ZKDW�WULJJHUV�YHUEDO�
LURQ\��ZKLFK�LV�WKH�PDLQ�LVVXH�RI�WKLV�SDSHU��*ULFH��������DQDO\]HG�WKH�QRWLRQ�RI�ÀJXUDWLYH�PHDQLQJ�LQ�WHUPV�RI�
conversational implicature where the ironically intended intention of the utterance, would conversationally imply, 
UDWKHU� WKDQ�ÀJXUDWLYHO\�PHDQ�� WKH�RSSRVLWH� RI� WKH� OLWHUDO�PHDQLQJ�� DV�6SHUEHU� DQG�:LOVRQ� �������REVHUYH��7KH�
IDFW�WKDW�SUR�WUXWKIXOQHVV�PD[LP�VFKRODUV�FRQVLGHU�LURQ\�WR�EH�RQO\�D�YLRODWLRQ�RI�WKH�0D[LP�RI�4XDOLW\�LV�YHU\�
congruous with their way of viewing irony as pointing in the opposite direction of what is literally said. To recover 
the speaker’s intention, Levinson (1982, p.14) observes that “it is important for the speaker and the hearer to share 
common knowledge and beliefs.” It follows that an interpreter who is not familiar with the speaker’s beliefs or 
cognitive state may not be able to recover the speaker’s ironic intention. This consequence is as much valid as 
wondering why the speaker and the listener should cooperate, to begin with.

,Q�GHIDXOW�RI�FOHDU�FXW�FULWHULD� WKDW�ZRXOG�H[SODLQ�KRZ� WR�PRYH� IURP� WKH� OLWHUDO�PHDQLQJ� WR� WKH�ÀJXUDWLYH�
meaning, authors have used their premises and assumptions to account for the non-conventional meaning of said 
utterances. Searle (1979a, p. 113) argues that “the hearer is compelled to reinterpret the speaker’s intention since 
WKH�ÀJXUDWLYH�PHDQLQJ�GRHV�QRW�IROORZ�IURP�WKH�OLWHUDO�PHDQLQJ�RI�WKH�VDLG�XWWHUDQFHV�µ�6XFK�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ��KH�
observes, entails the reconstruction of the utterance message to render it appropriate, and the best way to do so is 
to assign a meaning opposite to its form. This approach is identical to Grice’s treatment of verbal irony as holding 
meaning contradictory to the proposition contained in the utterance.

What seems startling is that neither Grice nor Searle, who adhere to the traditional approach, 
SURYLGHG�D�SODXVLEOH� H[SODQDWLRQ�RI�KRZ�RQH�FRXOG�PRYH� IURP� WKH� OLWHUDO�PHDQLQJ� WR� WKH�ÀJXUDWLYH�
meaning that they deem as the opposite of the semantic meaning of the utterance. To this effect, Vance 
(2012, p.5) “undermines the value of the Gricean and Searelean approach because it underestimates 
other forms verbal irony can take, and fails to recognize the non-cooperative motivations behind verbal 
irony”

3. Contradiction Versus Contrariety
$�FORVH� ORRN� LQWR� VRPH�(QJOLVK� GLFWLRQDULHV� VKRZV� WKDW� LURQ\� LV� GHÀQHG� DV� D�PLVPDWFK� EHWZHHQ�ZKDW� LV�

VDLG�DQG�ZKDW�LV�PHDQW��DQG�VXFK�LQFRQJUXLW\�LV� WDNHQ�LQ�WHUPV�RI�RSSRVLWHQHVV��7KH�2[IRUG�$GYDQFHG�/HDUQHU�
'LFWLRQDU\�GHÀQHV�LURQ\�DV�VKRZLQJ�WKDW�\RX�UHDOO\�PHDQ�WKH�RSSRVLWH�RI�ZKDW�\RX�DUH�VD\LQJ��ZKLOH�:HEVWHU·V�
Third International Dictionary takes irony as saying something that is exactly opposite of what is meant or expected 
to happen. In a similar vein, Meriam Webster mentions that irony occurs when what is said literally is contrary or 
FRQWUDGLFWRU\�WR�WKH�LQWHQGHG�PHDQLQJ��,I�ZH�FKHFN�IXUWKHU�ZKDW�FRQWUDGLFWLRQ�DQG�FRQWUDULHW\�PHDQ��ZH�ZLOO�ÀQG�
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that these two words are presented as equally synonymous in their dictionary sense, for they are used as entries 
of each other, and as entries under the headword ‘opposite’ as well. These two words, as we will see next, are not 
identical since the ironic content of an utterance can be interpreted either in terms of the predicate or proposed 
QHJDWLRQ�RI�ZKDW�LV�OLWHUDOO\�H[SUHVVHG�DV�DQ�LURQLF�UHPDUN��7KLV�GLVWLQFWLRQ�PLJKW�MXVWLI\�WKH�GLIÀFXOW\�RI�ÀQGLQJ�WKH�
exact opposite of the semantic literal content of an ironically intended message. It might as well distort the notion 
RI�LURQ\�DQG�FDOO�IRU�D�UHGHÀQLWLRQ�RI�LURQ\�DV�D�WKHRUHWLFDO�GHYLFH�IRUP�RI�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�

The dictionary sense of irony clings to the traditional view of irony represented by Grice and Searle who 
FODLP�WKDW�SHRSOH�GHWHFW�LURQLF�PHDQLQJ�E\�EHFRPLQJ�DZDUH�RI�WKH�DSSDUHQW�ÁRXWLQJ�RI�WKH�SULQFLSOH�RI�WUXWKIXOQHVV�
(say what you believe to be true) Thus, when Mark Anthony said Brutus is an honorable man, meaning Brutus 
is not an honorable man, the shift from the literal meaning to the non-literal meaning occurs via negation. Dane 
(2011, p.56) holds that this example, however, represents one type of utterance, “where the speaker uses a biased 
ODQJXDJH�RI�DQ�RSSRQHQW�LQ�IXOO�FRQÀGHQFH�WKDW�WKH�SXEOLF�UHFRJQL]HV�LWV�ODFN�RI�FUHGLWDELOLW\�WR�WKH�H[WHQW�WKDW�WKH�
ironic words are so salient to be taken in a sense opposed to their proper sense”. Bredin (1997) calls this ironic 
utterance Contradictory, where the intended meaning directly contradicts the literal meaning. With contrary ironies, 
he observes that this is not the case. To get his point across, he argues that the negation of someone’s statement that 
D�SDUWLFXODU�REMHFW�LV�EODFN�PLJKW�EH�´LW�LV�QRW�EODFN�RU�LV�ZKLWHµ��,Q�WKH�ÀUVW�FDVH��LV�QRW�EODFN���WKHUH�LV�QR�RWKHU�
possibility since the two opposites contradict each other. In other words, the object is either black or not black. In 
the case of negating by (white) where white stands as the opposite of black, Bredin argues that there is a possibility 
that both statements are wrong because there are other possibilities: the object might be of a different color, but it 
cannot be both white and black simultaneously. This form of negation is perceived as one of contrariety since white 
does not seem like a mere negation of black. It is thus obvious that there are potentially multiple meanings of which 
contrary ironies are capable. For this reason, Horn (1985, p.123) argues that contrary negations are not negations 
in the general sense of the term because the two presumably opposites are incompatible and hence inconsistent. 
That is to say, the two opposites counter-pose with each other as positives. It is therefore imprudent for a person to 
consider a dictionary an indispensable aid for the clarity of concepts, especially in his research. Horn (1985) warns 
WKDW�D�GLFWLRQDU\�VKRXOG�QRW�KDYH�WKH�ÀQDO�DXWKRULW\�RQ�WKH�PHDQLQJV�RI�ZRUGV�WKDW�FDQ�SURYH�ZURQJ�RU�PLVV�WKH�
whole truth of the concept.

4. Negation-based Interpretation
In light of these observations, one might wonder what makes the predicate negation account better 

for the ironic interpretation. Horn (1992) argues that this type of negation does not point in the opposite 
direction of the literal sense as a mere negation of the literal sense of the utterance, since it has no point 
of evaluation on the part of the speaker. To this effect, Giora (1995, p. 241) perceives that “predicate 
negation is a stronger opposite of what is normally meant, whereas propositional negation invites 
ZHDNHU� LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV�ZKHUHE\�MXVW�RQH�YDOXH�RI� WKH�VSHFWUXP�LV�QHJDWHG�ZKLOH� WKH�UHVW� LV�DIÀUPHG��
To elucidate the point, consider this statement (1) “It is lovely weather today” uttered by someone in a 
downpour. Given the two modes of negation, there are two ways of negating this statement (1a) It is not 
lovely weather (propositional negation), or (1b) It is awful weather today” (lexical negation)
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Havertake (1990) argues that (1b) rather than (1a) is the kind of the opposite of utterance (1) which creates 
DQ�LURQLF�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�EHFDXVH�LW�RSHQO\�VSHFLÀHV�WKH�VSHDNHU·V�QHJDWLYH�HYDOXDWLRQ�DQG�UHÁHFWV�KLV�GLVVDWLVIDFWLRQ�
ZLWK�WKH�ZHDWKHU��$V�IRU���D���KH�DUJXHV�WKDW�WKH�DIÀUPDWLYH�SURSRVLWLRQ�UHTXLUHV�RQO\�D�ORJLFDO�RSSRVLWLRQ�EHFDXVH�
the propositional negation, which negates the whole proposition does not point to the speaker’s negative evaluation 
of the situation. Thus, the use of the utterance (1), to ironically comment on awful weather, appeals to other scholars 
such as Colston &Keller (1998), who take irony as a positive evaluation of a negative situation. This interpretation 
rests on the Pollyanna theory, which holds that culture has implicit expectations that can be interpreted as ironic 
once violated. This principle holds that, while the speaker is aware of the negative facts of the situation, he tends 
to speak positively of them.

Furthermore, Giora (1995) views irony as an indirect negated message whose interpretation requires no 
cancelation of that indirectly negated message or compensation for it with the implicated one. For her, both negated 
and the implicated message must be processed to render it appropriate. This view opposes ``those who believe that 
irony carries one meaning only. Giora (1995, p. 261) also holds that: “the view of irony as an indirect negation that 
differs drastically from the traditional approach in that irony does not necessarily indicate its opposite.” She also 
added (p. 243) that “direct negation is limited while irony is not.” The point she is making is that negation is not 
the direct appropriate way to deny different types of statements such as approximations, hedged statements, and 
LQWHQVLÀHG�VWDWHPHQWV��DV�WKH�IROORZLQJ�H[DPSOH�VKRZV�

1. He is kind of stupid
2. I don’t think he is kind of stupid.
3. I don’t think he is stupid

Sentence (2) is unacceptable because it does not seem to implicate a different interpretation from 
its non-ironic reading while (3) is acceptable because it can be considered as implicating a different 
interpretation from its non-ironic reading.

From a different perspective, Sperber and Wilson (1992) argue that irony can be a case of mention. “Although 
the speaker does not mean what he literally uttered, it is by no means that he intends to get his belief about the 
weather across” (ibid:298). They argue that the speaker might instead have been trying to express an opinion, not 
about the weather, but about the content of utterance (1) itself, say, for example, that it had been absurd to think that 
the weather would be beautiful (p:298). What they are grounding here is that what matters is not what the content 
is about but what the content is. In this case, the speaker gets himself disassociated from the content by echoing an 
opinion or thought as if the downpour were the right moment for him to voice this utterance in the hearer’s presence 
without intending to mean the opposite of what the content literally says.

7KH�LGHD� WKDW� LURQ\�RQO\�SRLQWV� LQ� WKH�GLUHFWLRQ�RI�D�PRUH�VSHFLÀF��RSSRVLWH�PHDQLQJ�RU�D�GLUHFW�QHJDWLRQ�
runs contrary to the fact that many of the communicative goals are unattainable by direct negation. It is almost 
impossible to apply negation to the constituents of an utterance as an explicit paraphrase of the apparent meaning. 
If a boss, addressing a waiter who forgot to clean his serving table, says to him (2) I keep waiters who are clean, he 
would not mean the opposite of what his utterance really says. The utterance involves no violation of the quality 
maxim (say what you believe to be true) nor does the more literally true assertion (2a) I do keep waiters who are 
clean, uttered in the same situation. The propositional negation (2b) ‘I do not keep waiters who are clean’ is not the 
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non-ironic paraphrase of (2) since it triggers the same ironic intention. In a similar vein, the lexical negation (2c) 
I keep waiters who are dirty is not the non-ironic paraphrase of (2) either since it too triggers an ironic intention. 
Add to this, there is no evidence that he wanted to communicate dirty as contrary to clean; in particular, no other 
VSHFLÀF�RSSRVLWHV�VXFK�DV�GLVKRQHVW��FURRNHG��RU�PHVV\��$OWKRXJK�VXFK�OH[LFDO�QHJDWLRQV�H[SOLFLWO\�LQYROYH�D�SRLQW�
of criticism on the part of the speaker, it would still be uneasy to pinpoint the exact contrary opposites intended by 
the speaker, due to the multiple opposites that the semantic content of (2) can trigger. Similarly, Horn (1989:39) 
takes the propositional negation (not) to mean less than. Thus, the negated proposition of “not clean” generally 
means less clean, not dirty in the true sense of the term.” This interpretation feeds into the notion that there is a 
scale in the use of negations when the proposition is concerned, whereas such a scale is unavailable in the case of 
predicate negation.

5. Criticism of Negation-based Interpretation 
It is obvious so far that the intended meaning is not a reversal of the standard meaning whereby the intended 

meaning is nothing but a negation of the untruthful literal statement. Given the scope of oppositeness, one could 
claim that this example (2) “I keep waiters who keep their serving tables clean” does not necessitate negation 
which entails the replacement of the main verb and the adjective by their corresponding lexical opposites: I dismiss 
waiters who keep their tables unclean. Likewise, Yamanashi’s (1988:273) statement (3) “We admire those who are 
honest”, uttered to someone behaving dishonestly, appears to express a truthful statement “We despise those who 
are dishonest”, but falls short of bringing about the distinctive feature of this form of irony, i.e., the speaker’s literal 
truthfulness. It also fails to explain why interpretation necessitates the negation of two evaluative words. Despite 
the fact that the negation-based interpretation in (2) and (3) may indeed involve truthful meanings, they do not 
seem to form the speaker’s critical focal message that he wishes to convey in the context at hand, such as “I dismiss 
waiters who are unclean, and “We despise those who are dishonest”. Such implicatures that carry criticisms of the 
KHDUHUV�DUH�QHFHVVDU\�IRU�WKH�QHJDWLRQ�EDVHG�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ��2WKHUZLVH��WKH�QHJDWLRQ�EDVHG�SDUDSKUDVHV�ZLOO�EH�VHHQ�
to be contextually irrelevant. Even if the implicature with adequate referents were added to rectify this irrelevance, 
one may still be wondering about the reason for performing a two-fold negation. 

As an alternative to the negation-based interpretation pattern that appears to be untenable, Partington (2007) 
introduces a new theory based on the assumption that the speaker utters what he believes to be false in order to 
convey an implicit message which is to be gleaned on the basis of meaning opposition. This model rests on the 
notion of verisimilar irony which requires evaluation communicated by any ironic utterance to be reversed in 
order to be relevant to a given context. The notion of verisimilar irony rests on untruthfulness, manifesting itself 
¶DV�LI�LPSOLFDWXUH·��XQWUXWKIXO�LPSOLFDWXUH�VHUYLQJ�DV�DQ�LQWHUSUHWLYH�VWHS��FDXVHG�E\�ÁRXWLQJ�WKH�UHODWLRQ�PD[LP���
This “as if implicature”, in turn, requires meaning reversal so that the ultimate evaluative implicature can be 
inferred. Applying this to (2), for example, Partington (2007, p.1564) suggests that the speaker implies a reversed 
evaluation, “dismiss” rather than “keep”, but he does not spell out that the reversal of the evaluative verb and 
adjective also involves a change in the referent of the focal evaluation (waiters’ tables versus your table”: I do not 
keep waiters (that is you) who have unclean serving tables (that is your table). Syllogistically, this seems to be a 
logical argument: “I do not keep waiters who have unclean serving tables”, and you’re a waiter and your table is 
unclean, and therefore “I don’t like you for keeping an unclean serving table. For better natural language use, the 
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exact wording of such paraphrases might be changed. This way of reasoning about the intended meaning shows 
that the literal meaning is not a meaning that stands in contradiction to the intended message. Rather, it would 
be considered as part of what the utterance says, which in turn serves as the starting point for the focal critical 
implicature. Sperber and Wilson (1998) argue that even if what is said expresses the speaker’s belief, it is not what 
he/she wishes to convey, at least not the most vital message. The intended meaning, therefore, is not an inversion 
of the one literally expressed but not meant. 

7KLV�YLHZ�RI� WKH� LQWHUSUHWLYH�PRGHO� LQYROYHV�D� UHFRQVWUXFWLRQ�SURFHVV� WKDW�3DUWLQJWRQ�FODVVLÀHV� LQWR� WKUHH�
layers. The expressed meaning (the said utterance) is an untruthful utterance that invites truthful ironic implicature, 
followed by an ultimate ironic implicature. Applying Partington’s model to (2), it becomes obvious that the 
expressed meaning “I keep waiters who are clean” is an untruthful utterance, which invites an intermediate truthful 
ironic implicature along the lines, such as “You are so good a waiter that you keep your table messed up” The third 
layer involves an ultimate evaluative implicature: “I do not approve your unclean serving table”. The propositional 
meaning is not viewed as an assertion but implied making as if to say “I keep waiters who are clean.” In light of this 
model, the expressed meaning is the overt untruthfulness that invites an intermediate truthful ironic implicature, 
which in turn leads to the speaker’s critical evaluation of the implicature. Such evaluative implicature brings about 
FULWLFLVP�RI�VSHFLÀFDOO\�RQH�LQWHQGHG�ZDLWHU��,�GR�QRW�DFFHSW�\RXU�KDYLQJ�DQ�XQFOHDQ�WDEOH��

A verisimilar irony is a form that does not resonate with Grice’s maxim of quality. The assumption on which 
this form of irony is based is that the speaker says what he believes to be false, not what he believes to be true. 
Looking at it like this, one may argue it is not a form of irony. It may stand for other kinds of rhetorical phenomena. 
It should be noted here that scholars generally have paid attention to what is said in verisimilar irony as true or 
sincere assertions (Kummon-Nakamura et al (1995) and Stokke (2013). The alternative view of verisimilar irony 
where what is said is not considered an assertion has not been widely explored in the literature on irony. 

Although Grice (1989b, p.51) seems to “differentiate between ‘asserting’ and ‘saying’ when he refers to the 
speaker as someone who aims to assert (or otherwise say)”, no attempt has been made to account for speakers’ and 
hearers’ actual cognitive processes underlying production and reception of irony. The ambiguity inherent in ironic 
language is a puzzle for researchers to understand how people grasp the meaning of ironic remarks. Such ambiguity 
OHG� UHVHDUFKHUV� WR�SURSRVH� WKHRULHV� LQ�GLIIHUHQW�ÀHOGV�� LQFOXGLQJ�SV\FKRORJ\��SKLORVRSK\��DQG� OLQJXLVWLFV� �*LEEV�
2007 These theories, however, have been criticized for explaining only one piece of the puzzle. For instance, 
Grice’s account of verbal irony has been examined in terms of discourse conditions to be cooperative and exchange 
of information rather than more socially directed goals. This prompted Grice to ignore cases of verbal irony that do 
not have the exchange of information as their primary purpose. Apart from this, the cognitive processes involved or 
comprehension of particular subtypes are largely ignored by many scholars. Even Partington’s interpretive model 
of verisimilar ironies is just a mere assumption based on the idea that the speaker says what he believes to be false. 
7KLV�DVVXPSWLRQ�LV�MXVW�RQH�VWHS�LQ�KLV�SURSRVHG�PRGHO�WR�FRQVWUXFW�D�FRKHUHQW�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�WKDW�ÀWV�WKH�XWWHUDQFH�

Conversely, Turner (1999) does not believe that the retrieval of the message requires a complete reconstruction 
process of the ironic intention. She believes that the interpretation of the speaker’s ironic intention depends on the 
interpreter’s competence of inference, which is not necessarily based on shared knowledge or cooperation between 
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the speaker and the hearer. To this effect, Goatly (1994, p.151) claims “that as long as studies of ironic utterances 
rely on discourse as a cooperative process, they will always be irredeemably a social”

6. Arguments Against Negation and Cooperation Principles
The notion of reconstruction of the utterance message which implies meaning contradictory to the proposition 

contained in the utterance is not the sole principle triggering irony. Turner (1999, p.25) treats “the content of the 
message as more than just what propositional semantics can provide and less than the complete reconstruction 
of the speaker’s intention.” Partington’s interpretive model, therefore, is not appealing to her as a reconstruction 
process of the intended meaning. Instead, she asserts that the interpreter’s competence is necessary for drawing an 
inference without having to reason deeply about the speaker’s cognitive state or have any special knowledge about 
his cognitive state. Views concerning such distinctions indicate the slippery nature of oppositeness and provide 
further evidence that it is capable of multiple interpretations that do not always point to the exact opposite direction 
of the semantic literal meaning. There is even more evidence that awareness of the setting and situation is not a 
precondition for irony to occur. Kumon Nakamura et al (1995) argue that irony springs from the violation of the 
politeness principle. They argue that the indirect request (4) “Would you mind if I asked to shut the window?” 
uttered by a mom to her son, can be ironic, though the mom’s intention does not seem to point in the opposite 
direction of the literal, expressed meaning of her utterance. 

It is also clear that neither the propositional negation (4a) “Would you not mind if I asked you to shut the 
window?” nor the lexical negation (4b) “Would you mind if I asked you to open the window? is the non-ironic 
SDUDSKUDVH�RI������EXW�DQ�DIÀUPDWLYH�UHTXHVW�GLDPHWULFDOO\�RSSRVHG�WR�WKH�RULJLQDO�UHTXHVW��7KH\�DUJXH�WKH�LURQLF�
intention is triggered because a mother does not have to be so polite with her son since he has no power over her. 

While some authors such as Schaffer (1982) regard the shared knowledge and beliefs between the speaker and 
WKH�KHDUHU�DV�D�FUXFLDO�HOHPHQW�WR�DFFRXQW�IRU�LURQ\��1DNDPXUD�HW�DO��������FRQÀUP�WKDW�SUHFRQGLWLRQ�LV�XQQHFHVVDU\�
to interpret the unusual sense of the utterance. The expressed meaning of (5) “How old did you say you were? said 
to someone behaving inappropriately to his age, carries the ironic intention that the addressee becomes aware of 
after realizing the speaker’s expectation for him to display appropriate social behavior. The ironic intention of this 
utterance has no sense of oppositeness since the speaker does not seem to communicate the opposite of what he 
says literally. He actually means what he literally says. It also shows that the ironic situation in which the utterance 
is said is not always crucial for irony to occur nor is oppositeness of the usual sense of the utterance always 
VXIÀFLHQW�WR�WULJJHU�LURQ\��,W�LV�HYHQ�SRLQWOHVV�WR�DSSO\�QHJDWLRQ�WR�WKH�FRQVWLWXHQWV�RI�WKLV�XWWHUDQFH�VLQFH�HLWKHU�NLQG�
of negation (propositional, lexical) will again trigger an ironic intention.

There is no escape from admitting, however, that, although an ironic utterance is far more expressive than the 
direct meaning, lending both wit and sharpness to the conversation, it is unfair to claim that these attributes are only 
a function of oppositeness. Attardo’s (2000) utterance (6) “This is the happiest night in my life”, uttered in the early 
morning cannot be seen as communicating a meaning contradictory to what it literally says. It is only inappropriate 
because it mismatches the context in which it is produced. The speaker’s ironic intention, in this case, comes about 
by the word night, which would render his utterance as being neither true nor false. Thus, by being ironic, a speaker 
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FDQ�YLRODWH�WKH�SULQFLSOH�RI�UHOHYDQFH��2Q�WKH�RWKHU�KDQG��DSSO\LQJ�QHJDWLRQ�WR�WKH�ZKROH�SURSRVLWLRQ����D��´7KLV�LV�
not the happiest night in my life is still ironic”: it is not the non-ironic paraphrase of the original sentence “This is 
the happiest night in my life”.

There are cases where the verbal ironic statement is incongruent with the widely-held belief derived from 
WKH�VWDWHPHQW��0DUWLQ� �������DUJXHV� WKDW� WKH�XWWHUDQFH�� ����´2XU� IULHQGV�DUH�DOZD\V� WKHUH�ZKHQ�ZH�QHHG� WKHPµ�
is perceived as being ironic, meaning what it literally says. However, the reversal of some constituents of the 
XWWHUDQFH�LV�D�YLRODWLRQ�RI�WKH�FXOWXUDO�H[SHFWDWLRQ��LW�UHPLQGV�XV�RI�WKH�ODUJHO\�KHOG�EHOLHI�WKDW�´2XU�IULHQGV�DUH�
always there when we need them”. This utterance does not seem to communicate the opposite of what is said.

7KH� IRUHJRLQJ� GLVFXVVLRQ� LQGLFDWHV� WKDW� WKH� VHWWLQJ� DQG� YLRODWLRQ� RI�PD[LP� TXDOLW\� DUH� QRW� VXIÀFLHQW� IRU�
triggering irony. Grice’s account of ironic utterances does not seem to be the case that verbal irony violates the 
PD[LP�RI�4XDOLW\�LQ�DQ\�UHOLDEOH�ZD\��,W�DOVR�LQGLFDWHV�WKDW�IDLOLQJ�WR�PHHW�WKH�FXOWXUDO�LPSOLFLW�H[SHFWDWLRQV�WULJJHU�
ironic intentions, though what is said cannot be seen always as communicating the exact opposite of what is 
intended.

7. Conclusion
The idea that irony typically and intentionally implies a meaning quite opposite to its literal sense is lacking a 

clear rational purpose in communication. To be more rational, one should deal with utterances as having particular 
effects whose interpretation is not only limited to violating the quality maxim. Verbal irony comes in so many 
different forms, of which some can be assertions, though triggering ironic intentions, as indicated earlier. Likewise, 
the interpretation of an ironically intended remark does not always derive from the interlocutors having common 
knowledge and beliefs about the proposition in order to interpret it as the opposite of its literal sense. Grice’s claims 
that the speaker and the hearer must have shared knowledge about the proposition can never properly represent 
verbal irony as a social phenomenon whose use is often not essentially designed to communicate either literal 
information or conversational implicature. An ironic utterance can mean what it exactly says or even more without 
necessarily pointing in the opposite direction of the literal meaning, or entailing shared knowledge or beliefs 
between the speaker and hearer, as examples shown earlier. For this reason, the traditional view of irony suffers a 
FUXFLDO�ÁDZ�E\�FODLPLQJ�WKDW�LURQ\�H[SUHVVHV�RQO\�D�VSHFLÀF��RSSRVLWH�PHDQLQJ�WR�WKH�GHWULPHQW�RI�RWKHU�SRVVLEOH�
PHDQLQJV��7KH�VWDQGDUG�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�YHUEDO� LURQ\�� WKHUHIRUH�� VHHPV� WR�EH� ODFNLQJ�FODULW\�DQG� WKXV�XQUHOLDEOH� LQ�
OLQJXLVWLF�VWXGLHV��7KLV�SHUFHSWLRQ�FDOOV�IRU�D�UHGHÀQLWLRQ�RI�LURQ\�WKDW�DFFRPPRGDWHV�GLIIHUHQW�W\SHV�RI�LURQLFDOO\�
intended utterances to disambiguate the abuse of this rhetorical device.
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هل التّناقض ضروريّ لتفسير السّخرية اللفظيّة؟
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