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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to investigate how often a character of a TV-series non-
observed the conversational maxims, and if non-observances can be used for characterization 
in TV-series. The aim of this study was also to examine how much conversations and 
generally unknown conversational rules can affect people and their entire perception of 
others. The study focused on the main character of the TV-series Sherlock and investigated 
how often Sherlock breaks the conversational maxims, in what ways he does so, and how 20 
respondents would describe Sherlock based on his conversational input. The most frequent 
non-observance turned out to be flouts and the most commonly non-observed maxim was the 
maxim of relation. According to the survey that the respondents answered, there seems to be 
a correlation between Sherlock’s conversational input and how they would describe him. In 
general, the respondents applied more negative personality traits to Sherlock when 
describing him based on excerpts where he did not observe the conversational maxims, 
whereas they described Sherlock in a more positive manner when he followed the 
conversational maxims. 

Keywords:  

Conversational maxims, non-observances, Grice, discourse analysis, Sherlock. 

Sammanfattning 

Syftet med denna studie var undersöka hur ofta en karaktär från en TV-serie bröt mot 
konversationsmaximerna, samt huruvida brytandet av konversationsmaximer kan användas 
som verktyg i karaktärisering i TV-serier. Vidare var även syftet med denna studie att 
utforska hur stor påverkan som konversationer och, generellt sett, okända konversations-
regler har på människor och hela deras perception av andra människor. Studien fokuserade 
på huvudkaraktären i TV-serien Sherlock och undersökte hur ofta Sherlock bryter mot 
konversationsmaximerna, på vilket sätt detta görs samt hur 20 informanter skulle beskriva 
Sherlock baserat på hans konversationer. Den vanligaste formen av icke-observerande visade 
sig vara flouts och den maxim som främst gick oobserverad förbi var relationsmaximen. 
Enligt enkäten som informanterna fick svara på tycks det finnas en koppling mellan hur 
Sherlock deltar i konversationer och vilka personlighetsdrag som kan användas för att 
beskriva honom. Generellt sett valde informanterna i högre grad negativa personlighetsdrag 
för att beskriva Sherlock efter att han brutit mot konversations-maximerna, medan de istället 
beskrev honom mer positivt när han följt konversations-maximerna. 

Nyckelord:  

Konversationsmaximer, icke-observationer, Grice, diskursanalys, Sherlock. 



 

 

Contents 

1. Introduction and Aims ........................................................................................................... 5 

2. Background ............................................................................................................................ 6 

2.1 Pragmatics ........................................................................................................................ 6 

2.2 The co-operative principle ............................................................................................... 8 

2.2.1 The conversational maxims ....................................................................................... 8 

2.2.2 Conversational implicature ....................................................................................... 9 

2.2.3 Non-observances of the conversational maxims ...................................................... 9 

2.3 Relevance theory and neo-Gricean theory ..................................................................... 10 

2.4 Previous research on non-observances ........................................................................... 11 

3. Material and Methods ........................................................................................................... 12 

3.1 Material ............................................................................................................................ 12 

3.2 Materials development .................................................................................................... 12 

3.2.1 Identification of non-observances ............................................................................ 12 

3.2.2 Problems of categorization ....................................................................................... 15 

3.2.3 Characters ................................................................................................................ 15 

3.3 Survey creation and administration ................................................................................ 16 

3.4 Participants ..................................................................................................................... 17 

3.5 Ethics .............................................................................................................................. 18 

4. Results and Analysis............................................................................................................. 18 

4.1 Non-observances performed by Sherlock....................................................................... 18 

4.1.1 Flouts ......................................................................................................................... 19 

4.1.2 Infringes .................................................................................................................... 21 

4.1.3 Violations ................................................................................................................. 22 

4.2 Survey Results ................................................................................................................ 23 

4.2.1 The general perception of Sherlock ......................................................................... 23 

4.2.2 Personality traits based on non-observing the maxim of quality ........................... 24 

4.2.3 Personality traits based on non-observing the maxim of quantity ......................... 25 

4.2.4 Personality traits based on non-observing the maxim of relation .......................... 26 

4.2.5 Personality traits based on non-observing the maxim of manner .......................... 27 

4.2.6 Personality traits based on following the conversational maxims.......................... 28 



 

 

4.2.7 The effect of Sherlock’s conversational input ......................................................... 29 

4.3 Discussion ...................................................................................................................... 30 

5. Conclusion ............................................................................................................................. 31 

References ................................................................................................................................ 33 

Appendix 1 Survey .................................................................................................................... 35 

Appendix 2 Transcript .............................................................................................................. 41 

 



5 

 

 

1. Introduction and Aims 

Pragmatics, a subfield of Linguistics, studies the connection between context and meaning by 

looking at how meaning is implied and perceived depending on context and use (Thomas, 

1995, p.2). The meaning of an utterance according to a speaker is not always the same as the 

meaning a hearer perceives. Therefore, people need to be aware of how, for example, the 

cultural or social context affects the meaning of a speaker’s utterance. In order to make sense 

of these connections, there are several perspectives within the field of discourse analysis that 

provide linguistic tools in the form of conversational rules. These rules might easily be 

overlooked while introducing or learning a new language, but they tend to play a big role 

when it comes to fully understanding a language and its surroundings.  

Failure to follow the different conversational rules can lead to embarrassing as well as 

comedic situations and misunderstandings due to the hidden meaning that can be created. 

We all fail to follow the conversational rules on purpose in our everyday conversations, but 

there is also the possibility that such failures are used as a recurring tool in TV series, movies, 

and written text to instigate certain desired responses from the audience. Previous research 

has shown that screenwriters tend to use conversational rules to create comedy by having 

their characters deviate from the rules (Andresen, 2014, p.29). Furthermore, researchers 

have stated that characters’ usage or ignorance of conversational rules tend to help viewers of 

the TV-series to form an opinion of the characters. However, these claims seem to be made 

based mainly on the researchers’ own opinions (Dorneus, 2005, pp.11-15). Therefore, the 

purpose of this study is to examine if conversations and, to most people, unheard-of 

conversational rules can really affect people’s entire perception of others. Is how we speak to 

others really that powerful? 

To clarify this, the aim of the present study is also to investigate how often conversational 

rules are ignored by a main character of a TV-series. Additionally, a test audience will be 

asked to describe the effect that the non-observances have had on their perception of the 

main character. To limit the study, it will focus on the TV-series Sherlock and its main 

character Sherlock Holmes. The study will be performed based on the following research 

questions: 

 

1) To which extent does Sherlock fail to observe conversational maxims?  

2) What personality traits do audience members assign to Sherlock Holmes, based on 

seeing him/her failing or managing to observe the conversational maxims? 

 

This paper consists of five sections, the first being this presentation of the aims and purpose 
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of the study (1). Furthermore, there will be a presentation of the background of pragmatics, 

the co-operative principle, the relevance theory and neo-Gricean theory, as well as previous 

research on non-observances in TV-series (2.1-2.4). The third section provides an overview of 

materials, how the materials were developed, the survey creation and administration, a 

presentation of the survey participants, and a presentation on what ethical guidelines were 

considered when creating the study (3.1-3.5). Additionally, the fourth section presents the 

results of the analysis of Sherlock as well as the results of the survey (4.1-4.2). The discussion 

of the results can be found at the end of section 4 (4.3). The paper is summarized and 

concluded in section 5.  

2. Background 

When classifying an utterance, there are several ways to do so. There is, for example, the 

literal meaning of what someone is saying but there can also be an implied meaning (Yule, 

2017, p.142). In order to analyze speech based on meaning and how it affects the 

interpretations of the speakers’ characteristics, the study will be conducted with a main focus 

on conversational maxims and both literal and implied meanings of utterances.  

The present section includes a summarized presentation of pragmatics (2.1), followed 

by an introduction of Paul Grice’s co-operative principle with its four conversational maxims, 

the different kinds of non-observances of the maxims, and the definition of conversational 

implicature (2.2). Section 2.3 will present a general explanation of relevance theory and neo-

Gricean theory, and section 2.4 will introduce previous research on non-observances and 

characterization. 

2.1 Pragmatics 

Pragmatics is a subfield of linguistics, and it focuses on the connection between context and 

meaning by looking at meaning in use and meaning in context (Thomas, 1995, p.2). At times, 

meaning in use and meaning in context can differ, and in conversations it is apparent that 

speakers sometimes tend to mean something completely different from what they literally say 

(Yule, 2017, p.126). At the same time, the hearer is also important from a pragmatic point of 

view, as the hearer’s previous knowledge and experiences as well as the interpretation of the 

given information also play an important part in conversation. In other words, there is not 

always such a thing as fixed meaning when it comes to conversation. Thus, the field of 

pragmatics is immensely important as it provides tools and theories that are necessary for 

making sense of what might seem nonsensical (Brown, 1995, p.8).   
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The field is divided into two different scholarly views on how to define pragmatics; 

one that approaches it as “speaker meaning” and the other as “utterance interpretation” 

(Thomas, 1995, p.2).  In the speaker approach, the focus is on the speaker and how to 

interpret the meaning of a speech act in combination with or without its context. In most 

everyday conversations, the actual meaning of a phrase is effortlessly interpreted in a correct 

way, but there are also occasions where an ambiguous utterance might lead to difficulties in 

interpreting the conversational context and consequently result in conversational 

breakdowns (Thomas, 1995, p.16). Utterance interpretation, on the other hand, focuses on 

the hearer’s perspective and the experiences as well as any previous knowledge he/she might 

have or needs to reach a certain interpretation (Thomas, 1995, p.22). The hearer perspective 

is illustrated in example 1, in which Speaker 1 asks Speaker 2 a question. Speaker 2 responds 

to the question in relation to how she/he has interpreted the utterance. 

 

Speaker 1: Do you have a pen? 

Speaker 2: Yes (walks away). 

 

The speaker approach and the hearer perspective differ as the two speakers have not agreed 

on if speaker 1’s utterance was to be interpreted literally or not. Speaker 1’s question can be 

interpreted in two ways; either as a direct speech act or as an indirect speech act.  As a direct 

speech act, the structure and function of the utterance are the same, which would mean that 

Speaker 1 wants to know if Speaker 2 literally owns a pen (meaning in use). An indirect 

speech act means that the structure and function of the utterance do not match, and that the 

speaker has an implied meaning in what is being said. This means that Speaker 2 would need 

to detect the implicature of Speaker 1’s wish to borrow a pen (meaning in context) for the 

conversation to be successful. 

Additionally, a sentence can be divided into three different levels; abstract meaning, 

utterance meaning, and force (Thomas, 1995, pp.2-18). Abstract meaning concerns the 

different semantic meanings a word might have, and it is exemplified in dictionaries where 

multiple explanations of the same word are presented. (Thomas, 1995, p.2). Utterance 

meaning refers to the result of the process of moving from the abstract meaning to the actual 

meaning of a speech act. In other words, it describes how people, often unconsciously, make 

sense of the meaning of a word in consideration of its context (Thomas, 1995, p.16). Finally, 

force is used to describe the speaker’s communicative intentions, or in other words what the 

speaker wants to convey with his/her message (Thomas, 1995, p.18). For example, the 

question “Are you going to wear that?” can be understood due to its context, but the force of 

this utterance can be both negative and/or positive. The force could be that the listener 
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should choose to wear something else, that the speaker wants to borrow it, or perhaps that 

the speaker is expressing admiration for the chosen outfit (Thomas, 1995, p.18).  

In this study, identifying the force of Sherlock’s conversational input will be crucial to 

be able to categorize his utterances since the categorization is based on what someone means 

and why he/she expresses himself/herself in certain ways. 

2.2 The co-operative principle 

Paul Grice (1913-1988) was a philosopher of language at Oxford University and the 

University of California-Berkeley. Grice founded a theory on conversational maxims, which 

had not been studied before, and thus introduced the cooperative principle to the field of 

pragmatics (Grandy & Warner, 2013). The cooperative principle resulted from studies on 

how humans both intentionally and unintentionally collaborate while conversing with each 

other. It is based on people conversing with the mindset that there are rules, such as 

culturally fixed norms, that suggest how to cooperate in a conversation. Failing to follow the 

rules would either result in implicature or an unsuccessful conversation. To understand the 

meaning of a non-observance of these conversational norms, by for example implicating 

something without actually saying it, Grice established the conversational maxims (Thomas, 

1995, pp.61-62). 

2.2.1 The conversational maxims 

There are four conversational maxims within the cooperative principle and, as mentioned 

(see 2.2), their purpose is to help us make sense of what has been said in cases where there 

might not be a clear literal meaning. Additionally, the maxims are meant to guide people into 

efficient and rational conversations (Warren, 2006, p.109). The first conversational maxim is 

the maxim of quantity, which introduces norms on the quantity of information a person 

should provide in a successful conversation. The conversational input ought to consist of as 

much information as is needed for the listener to understand the input, and not more or less 

than required (Grice, 1975, p.45). The second maxim is the maxim of quality, which states 

that a person’s contribution to a conversation should always aim to be truthful. This can be 

further detailed: quality also states that the speaker ought not say anything he/she thinks is 

untrue and that the speaker should not say anything he/she cannot provide evidence for. The 

third maxim is called the maxim of relation and it encourages speakers to keep the 

conversational input relevant to the current topic and the listener (Grice, 1975, p.46). Finally, 

there is the maxim of manner which states that a speaker should “avoid obscurity of 

expression, avoid ambiguity, be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity)” and keep his or her 

conversational contribution orderly (Thomas, 1995, p.64). The four maxims are related to 

each other to some extent as the maxim of quantity, for example, can also be connected to the 
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maxim of relation in instances where the speaker provides the listener with more information 

than required. In such cases the redundant information could also be described as irrelevant, 

thus giving too much information in a conversation can be categorized as non-observing both 

the maxim of relation and the maxim of quantity (Grice, 1975, p.46). 

2.2.2 Conversational implicature 

Both when following and intentionally failing to observe a maxim, the speaker can convey an 

implied meaning to the hearer; a so called conversational implicature. These can be both 

generalized and particularized, depending on their trigger and the frequency of their 

appearance (Bussmann, Trauth & Kazzazi, 1996, p.221). Generalized conversational 

implicature can be triggered by even the smallest element of a speech act, such as an article, 

and can be found in everyday conversations. An example given by Bussmann et al. (1996) in 

the Routledge Dictionary of Language and Linguistics describes how the sentence “Philip is 

meeting a woman this evening” contains this kind of implicature due to its indefinite article. 

The indefinite article has replaced necessary information, which means that the speech act 

has failed to observe the maxim of quantity. This results in the implication that Philip is not 

meeting a woman whom he is involved with, such as his wife or his girlfriend (1996, pp.221-

222). Particularized conversational implicature, on the other hand, is triggered by a specific 

utterance in combination with its context. An example of this is the sentence “Mr Smith has 

an excellent command of his native tongue and attended my seminars regularly”. This could 

suggest that there is no other positive characteristics to mention about Mr Smith, but there is 

also the possibility that there is no implicature to be found (Bussmann et al., 1996, p.222). 

2.2.3 Non-observances of the conversational maxims 

According to Grice, there are numerous times when people fail to observe the different 

maxims. Such situations could, for example, be when a person intentionally tells a lie or when 

a person’s ability to speak is challenged. There are five kinds of non-observances, namely 

“flouting a maxim, violating a maxim, infringing a maxim, opting out of a maxim and 

suspending a maxim” (Thomas, 1995, p.64). Flouting is, as described by Thomas, the most 

important kind of non-observance (p.64). It describes how a participant of a conversation 

misses to follow a maxim in order to convey, or make the hearer listen for, an implied 

meaning of what has been said, i.e. a conversational implicature (1995, p.65). If violating a 

maxim, the speaker deliberately aims to mislead the hearer. This could be by lying or leaving 

out important information to implicate something that is not true. The third kind of non-

observance is when a person infringes a maxim. Unlike when flouting or violating a maxim, 

this act is not committed because the speaker wishes to implicate another meaning, nor is it 

to mislead the hearer. Instead, this kind of non-observance would usually appear due to a 

disability to follow conversational maxims, such as for a young child that has not yet learnt 
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the co-operation that is required in a conversation. Additionally, it could also be a result of 

the speaker being temporarily unable to produce proper language due to intoxication, strong 

emotions etc. (Thomas, 1995, pp.73-74). If a speaker shows reluctance towards following any 

of the maxims in a conversation, the speaker would be described to be opting out of a maxim. 

This is an intentional act that is committed when the speaker is unable to give conversational 

input in accordance with what can be expected. Such a non-observance could be due to 

ethical or legal reasons combined with a speaker’s wish to avoid an untrue implicature or to 

be perceived as completely uncooperative. Opting out of a maxim could be exemplified by a 

police officer who refuses to reveal the name of a victim before the family has been notified, 

but still cooperates in the conversation by for example explaining that he/she cannot share 

the wanted piece of information at that moment (Thomas, 1995, p.75). There are, however, 

times when instead of opting out of a maxim, the speaker may suspend the maxim instead. 

This is possible in situations where neither of the conversation participants is expected to 

fulfill a certain maxim. Furthermore, this prevents the left-out maxim to lead to any kind of 

unwanted implicature. Suspension is applicable in cultures where it is disgraceful to speak of 

the dead such as in the Navajo tribe. In conversations where someone from another culture 

would be asked about a dead relative, they would be likely to speak freely about that person. 

However, a Navajo would either choose not to answer the question or not to mention the 

relative’s name, and a lot of other information, in that conversation even though that would 

break a conversational maxim (Thomas, 1995, p.76). 

2.3 Relevance theory and neo-Gricean theory 

Within Paul Grice’s theory of the co-operative principle, the four conversational maxims have 

been described as not being equally important. Therefore, relevance theory arose as a critical 

perspective towards his way of observing discourse through the conversational maxims 

(Cruse, 2000, p.368). Relevance theory states that all maxims can be found within the maxim 

of relation because of hearers’ cognitive strive to find meaning and relation in all that is said 

(Bardzokas, 2010, p.109). In other words, as long as the maxim of relation is not broken, a 

speaker’s contribution to a conversation is sufficient (Cruse, 2000, p.368). Consequently, 

while Grice’s maxims rely on the cooperative principle, relevance theory relies on the 

principle of relevance, according to which each contribution in a conversation has to be 

assumed to be relevant. The information is thereby also considered to need the exact amount 

of time or effort the speaker sees fit to convey his/her message. In other words, it could not, 

successfully, be expressed in any other way (Cruse, 2000, p.369). 

Additionally, there is another critique towards the cooperative principle and the 

maxims; namely the neo-Gricean theory, formed by R. Horn. The four maxims of the 

cooperative principle should, according to Horn, be replaced by two connected principles; the 
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Q-principle, similar to the maxim of quantity, and the R-principle, similar to the maxim of 

relevance (Horn, 2006, p.31). The Q-principle states that a speaker should say as much as 

possible in consideration of the R-principle, while the R-principle encourages the speaker to 

only say what he/she must say in accordance to the Q-principle. By connecting the two 

principles, the theory covers both relevance, quantity, and to some extent manner. It does, 

however, leave out the maxim of quality (Bultinck, 2005, pp.25-26). 

With this in mind, the categorization of conversational maxims according to the co-

operative principle is difficult. Thus, there had to be clear directions for this study when it 

came to dividing utterances between the maxim of relation and the maxim of quantity. 

Thereby, the categorization could be done somewhat easier. 

2.4 Previous research on non-observances 

When it comes to the relation between non-observances of maxims and characterization in 

TV-series there has been little research carried out. However, there have been studies on the 

relation between non-observances and humor such as in Niclas Andresen’s undergraduate 

thesis Flouting the Maxims in Comedy (2013). Furthermore, there has been undergraduate 

research that has resulted in theories about scriptwriters choosing to add certain non-

observances in order to connect the characters with certain personality traits (Dorneus, 2005, 

pp.20-21). 

When it comes to non-observances in TV-series, scriptwriters have been found to 

mainly use flouts to create comedy (Andresen, 2014). According to Niclas Andresen’s 

undergraduate study on flouts in the TV-series Community, the main character was the one 

to most frequently flout maxims (Andresen 2014, p.17). The most commonly flouted maxims 

were the maxim of quantity and the maxim of quality, followed by the maxim of relation. 

However, there were few flouts of the maxim of manner in the analyzed episodes (Andresen 

2014, p.16). In his analysis, Andresen (2014, p.28) suggests that the number of flouts of 

characters and the maxims they most frequently flout could have reflected the characters’ 

personality traits. The main character, who was supposed to be a narcissist, often flouted the 

maxim of quantity to prove himself as knowledgeable. Additionally, one of the other 

characters rarely flouted any of the maxims unless “she felt threatened by a peer” (Andresen, 

2014, p.29), perhaps to be perceived as a nicer person than the main character. Andresen’s 

study also shows that the eight episodes or 160 minutes of Community investigated 

contained a total of 75 non-observances (2014, p.26). 

The theory that there is a connection between non-observances and characterization 

in TV-series is, to some extent, reinforced by Emma Dorneus in her undergraduate 

comparative study of the non-observances of maxims between Desperate Housewives and 

That 70’s Show. Dorneus states that some of the characters repeatedly flout maxims to be 
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funny or to be portrayed in a certain way (Dorneus, 2005, pp.11-15). Some of the personality 

traits she suggests, such as flustered, stupid, and mysterious, are results of the non-

observances (Dorneus, 2005, pp.20-21).  

 

3. Material and Methods 

This section includes a presentation of the materials used for the study (3.1), followed by a 

presentation of how said materials were developed (3.2). Furthermore, this section includes 

presentations of how the survey was created and administrated (3.3), the participants of the 

study (3.4), and lastly, some information about the ethics that were taken in consideration 

while carrying out the study (3.5). 

3.1 Material 

The study was based on the main character of the TV series Sherlock. This choice was made 

due to there being a large number of non-observances of maxims in the TV-series, as well as 

the series’ own stated character description of Sherlock Holmes. The episodes are around 45-

90 minutes long, and the episode chosen for the present study was the first episode of Season 

1, A Study in Pink, since it can be assumed that the pilot of a TV-series introduces the 

characters and their personality in a way that lays the ground for the episodes to come. The 

chosen episode is 88 minutes long (Moffat & McGuigan, 2010). 

Furthermore, the analysis of non-observances and their effect on the characterization 

of the TV-series was performed through a survey (Appendix 1). Excerpts exemplifying each of 

the non-observed maxims was shown to 20 different persons that had never seen the TV-

series before. Due to the time aspect of going through both the excerpts and the survey, these 

had to be people I could personally approach and that had the time to participate in the 

entire survey.  

3.2 Materials development 

In order to present the examples of Sherlock non-observing, and observing, the 

conversational maxims in the Sherlock episode, all scenes where Sherlock Holmes was 

present were transcribed by me (Appendix 2).  

3.2.1 Identification of non-observances 

For the identification of non-observances, three steps were taken. The first was to decide 

whether a non-observance had occurred or not, the second meant to categorize which maxim 

had been non-observed, and the final step was to identify the kind of non-observance that 

had occurred. The process of this analysis is illustrated in the following examples, taken from 
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Sherlock. The examples are presented here to, first, show the authentic process of identifying 

the non-observances from Sherlock, and to, secondly, present more examples than those in 

the results section (4.1-4.2). The first excerpt is an example of when Sherlock manages to 

observe the conversational maxims: 

 

(E1)  John:   Then who said anything about flatmates? 

Sherlock:  I did. Told Mike this morning that I must be a difficult man to find a 

flatmate for. Now here he is just after lunch with an old friend, clearly 

just home from military service in Afghanistan. Wasn’t that difficult a 

leap. 

 

In this example, John asks Sherlock a question and he answers by giving him the relevant 

answer to his question, giving him truthful information, explaining enough about how he 

drew his conclusion, and his manner was orderly. The fact that he does not explain how he 

knew that John had just come home from Afghanistan could be seen as a non-observance of 

the maxim of quantity, but on the other hand, John did not ask about that and therefore that 

information is not needed in the reply. Thus, this was not determined as a non-observance. 

The next excerpt is an example of when Sherlock fails to observe the maxim of 

quantity, and the non-observance has been categorized as a flout. 

 

(12)  John:   We don’t know a thing about each other; I don’t know where we’re 

meeting, I don’t even know your name. 

Sherlock:  I know you’re an army doctor and you’ve been invalided home from 

Afghanistan. I know you’ve got a brother who’s worried about you but 

you won’t go to him for help because you don’t approve of him -

possibly because he’s an alcoholic, more likely because he recently 

walked out on his wife. And I know that your therapist thinks your 

limp is psychosomatic, quite correctly I’m afraid. That’s enough to be 

going with, don’t you think? [Sherlock gives John a smirk look and 

walks out the door, only to lean back into the room]. The name’s 

Sherlock Holmes and the address is 221B Baker Street.  

 

As mentioned, Sherlock commits a non-observance with this speech act. He breaks the 

maxim of quantity by overexplaining how much he already believes to know about John, and 

he could also be considered failing the maxim of manner due to his reply not being brief. In 

instances like this, the non-observance has been categorized as breaking the maxim of 

quantity since it shares the most resemblance to that category. The fact that there is the 
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conversational implicature and force of wanting to prove John wrong and perhaps be 

perceived as intelligent, indicates that the kind of non-observance occurring is a flout. 

However, it could also be discussed that this is a case of infringing. Since Sherlock is 

described to be a sociopath, he might actually just present the common characteristics of the 

disorder. In other words, there is the possibility that he does not fail to observe the maxims 

on purpose, but because he is not aware of the basic and common rules of conversation. 

Despite that possibility, this was categorized as a flout because there is a clear and detectable 

force behind his conversational input. Some examples that were more easily identified were 

the following: 

 

(98)  John:   Where are you going? 

Sherlock:  Fresh air. Just popping outside for a moment. Won’t be long. 

 

In this example, Sherlock has figured out that the serial killer they are looking for has entered 

the building and he goes to meet him. He commits a non-observance by not answering John’s 

question in a truthful manner. John wants to know why Sherlock is leaving the room, but 

instead of providing John with the wanted information, Sherlock Holmes fails to observe the 

maxim of quality. The non-observance can be identified as a violation due to Sherlock 

deliberately giving John false information without implicating that his conversational input is 

not truthful.  

Lastly, the following excerpt is an example of a speech act that has been categorized as 

an infringe. Sherlock has just asked John to join him for a new case and they are about to 

leave their apartment. Sherlock shows joy towards the fact that they have four mysterious 

suicides on their hands. 

 

(24)  Mrs. Hudson:  Look at you all happy. It’s not decent! 

Sherlock: Who cares about decent? The game, Mrs. Hudson, is on! 

  

This is an example of Sherlock failing to observe the maxim of manner. Although the answer 

is brief, he is neither clear nor orderly as he is referring to something Mrs. Hudson has no 

reference to. Additionally, he is shouting the answer while ending the conversation by leaving 

the room. As his respond is not an explanation that answers Mrs. Hudson’s utterance in an 

understandable way, and as he conveys a non-normative happiness in his response, the 

landlady is left baffled and without words.  

The way of portraying unsuitable happiness towards murder could be quite a 

sociopathic characteristic and the happiness affects the clarity and order of his response. 

There is a potential that it is Sherlock’s sociopathy that makes him unable to follow the 
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conversational maxims, and therefore this non-observance has been categorized as an 

infringe. 

3.2.2 Problems of categorization 

As partially shown in the examples of the previous passage, there are several difficulties when 

it comes to categorizing both non-observances and conversational maxims. In a TV-series, 

there is nothing to go on but the lines and what is said, thus making the force of an utterance 

harder to detect. Unlike, for example, in real life conversations, there is no way to interview 

the speakers and ask them about the force of their utterances. When the force or intent of a 

non-observance cannot be determined, it is difficult to decide whether a non-observance is a 

flouting or a violation. There are several cases of this in Sherlock, as it is hard to determine if 

he is intentionally misleading his listeners or if the misleading is just a result of his unique 

manners. Furthermore, Sherlock shows the tendency to break the maxim of quantity 

repeatedly, but due to the force of the breaking often being to come off as superior, several of 

these breakings can also be considered non-observances of the maxim of manner. 

Considering that Sherlock is a sociopath, there is also the need to take the characteristics of 

antisocial personality disorder into account. Thus, speech acts that would count as flouts or 

violations in someone else’s case might need to be categorized as infringes instead. In cases 

where this problem has occurred, the non-observances have been categorized into the 

category of which they seem most accurate to. An additional aspect that can obstruct the 

categorization is the fact that the conversational implicature of a flout, as mentioned earlier, 

must be detected by the listener for the utterance to be identified as a flout (see section 2.2). 

Additionally, there are also some aspects that sometimes make the categorizations of the 

non-observed maxims difficult. In several utterances, more than one maxim was non-

observed, which led to the need of choosing one of the alternatives to be able to present valid 

results. Thus, the utterances have been categorized by what maxim they most clearly fail to 

observe. Finally, it cannot be ruled out that examples of both non-observances and 

conversational maxims went undetected. 

3.2.3 Characters 

Some knowledge of the characters and their relationships to Sherlock is beneficial for the 

analysis of how/why Sherlock speaks to them. Thus, this section presents some of the most 

important characters of the first episode of Sherlock. According to BBC’s official website 

(BBC, 2016) about the TV-series, Sherlock Holmes is a “unique young man with a mind like a 

'racing engine'” and he is described to be “brilliant, aloof and almost entirely lacking in social 
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graces.” There is also a notion of him acting in a very distant manner (BBC, 2016). In the TV-

series, however, he is also said to be highly functioning sociopath1. 

Although Sherlock is the main character and the character chosen for this study, there 

are four additional characters that are of importance in the present analysis. The first one is 

Dr. John Watson, a former army doctor who has returned to London and is looking for a 

place to stay when he first meets Sherlock. Watson is described as “brave, resourceful, and 

practical” and is said to see Sherlock Holmes as his best friend (BBC, 2016). 

Secondly, there is Molly Hooper who works at the morgue of St Bartholomew’s 

Hospital. According to BBC’s own character descriptions, she is intelligent but sometimes 

lacks social skills (BBC, 2016). In the TV-series, she is shown to have quite an infatuation of 

Sherlock Holmes. 

The third character is Detective Inspector Lestrade. He is described as “the best that 

Scotland Yard has to offer” and is the only person within the police force that Sherlock 

Holmes has any kind of respect for (BBC, 2016). 

Lastly, there is Sherlock and Watson’s landlady Mrs. Hudson. She is stated to care 

dearly for her two tenants, as do they for her (BBC, 2016).  

3.3 Survey creation and administration 

When the episode of Sherlock was transcribed (Appendix 2) and analyzed, there was data in 

the form of all identified non-observances. From this, four examples of non-observances were 

derived based on that they were clear examples of non-observances of the four conversational 

maxims. Although the respondents were shown the excerpts from a computer, the excerpts 

were also added to every survey question in a transcribed version. Thereby, the risk of the 

respondents mishearing or not understanding what they saw/heard was lowered. This was 

otherwise considered a risk, as none of the respondents were native English speakers. 

Additionally, the list of personality traits in the survey was sourced and put together 

from several results from an online search for “negative personality traits”2 and “positive 

personality traits”3. The list of personality traits was added to the survey so that the 

respondents’ answers could be compared. The personality traits were, to some extent, chosen 

so that ESL speakers would understand their meaning. Moreover, the number of personality 

 
1 Sociopathy, or antisocial personality disorder, is characterized by a lack of emotions, remorse, and 

empathy, as well as aggressive or violent behavior and a disregard of rules, laws and/or safety. 

Sociopathy can also be characterized by a sense of superiority and an overly high confidence (Okami 

2014:618). 

2 E.g. Disrespectful, Rude, Cold, Egoistic, Impolite. 

3 E.g. Funny, Happy, Compassionate, Friendly, Social. 
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traits that was chosen from the list of positive personality traits was equal to that of from the 

list of negative personality traits. 

The respondents were, in individual meetings, shown the excerpts from the Sherlock 

episode A Study in Pink. After every excerpt, they were asked to answer questions about if, 

and in that case how, Sherlock’s speech acts affected the way they perceived his character. 

There is a risk that the choice to only show short excerpts from the TV-series affected the 

respondents’ understanding of the character, but due to the limitations of time there had to 

be restrictions on how much the respondents could see before answering the survey. 

The survey was divided into four questions: the first being about how the respondents 

would perceive Sherlock after seeing a short trailer of the TV-series. By doing this, the 

respondents would get a short introduction to the character and how the network itself would 

present him. The second question consisted of four parts, each presenting an example of 

Sherlock non-observing a conversational maxim. The respondents were asked to answer 

every question by marking five of the listed characteristics or by adding characteristics of 

their own in case they came up with traits that were not listed. Furthermore, the third 

question was similar to the second question, but presented an example where Sherlock 

observed the conversational maxims. Finally, the last question was added to the survey to 

investigate whether the respondents, themselves, would reflect upon whether Sherlock’s 

conversations had impacted on how they perceived him or not. 

All 20 respondents answered all questions, but in some cases, they could not come up 

with five suitable alternatives. Thus, not all questions were answered with a total of 100 

marked alternatives, but rather with an answering rate of 96-99 chosen characteristics. 

3.4 Participants 

In total, 20 people were asked to watch a trailer and six video clips from the first episode of 

the first season of Sherlock. Excerpts exemplifying each of the non-observed maxims was 

shown to 20 different persons that had never seen the TV-series before. Due to the time 

aspect of going through both the excerpts and the survey, these had to be people I could 

personally approach and who had the time to participate in the entire survey. Therefore, I 

contacted 42 people on my friends list on Facebook and asked if they had seen the show. Out 

of the 42 people, 27 had never seen Sherlock. Only 20 of these were able to and/or interested 

in participating in the study. The group of respondents consisted of 14 women and 6 men 

aged 19-45. 
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3.5 Ethics 

According to The British Association of Applied Linguistics (2016), it is of uttermost 

importance that a researcher respects the rights, interests and privacy of his/her 

respondents. It is, for example, crucial to identify any possible future problems (such as 

exploitation) for the respondents when participating in a study. One of the most basic rules 

when conducting ethical research is that the respondents need to give their informed consent 

to participate in a study. Thus, the respondents need to be aware of the purpose of the study, 

how the collected data will be used, what the final product will be used for, and any other 

information that might be important for the respondent to know when choosing whether to 

participate or not (BAAL, 2016, p. 4).  Additionally, all respondents have the right to obtain 

from participating as well as ending their participation at any time, and, when possible for 

the study, they should always have the right to stay anonymous (The British Association of 

Applied Linguistics, 2016, p.5). 

Since given consent is crucial for any study involving respondents or informants, the 

possibility to participate in the study was only given to people over the age of 18. Thus, the 

need to locate guardians of underaged participants was eliminated and all participants could 

immediately decide to participate or not. The respondents of this study were informed of the 

purpose of the study as well as how the collected data would be used. Before agreeing to 

participate, the respondents were also informed that they could, at any given time, terminate 

their participation. Moreover, the respondents were informed about the fact that they would 

remain as anonymous as possible in the study, but that their anonymity could be slightly 

compromised due to the fact that their names can be found among others’ in the list of 

Facebook friends from which the selection was made. 

 

4. Results and Analysis 

Section 4.1 is devoted to the quantitative results of non-observances in Sherlock as well as an 

analysis of the respondents’ responses to them. The quantitative results are presented both as 

total results and results categorized by non-observance. Additionally, there will be an account 

of the survey results and an analysis of those results in section 4.2. 

4.1 Non-observances performed by Sherlock 

In total, Sherlock makes 356 utterances during the 88 minutes long episode. Out of these 356 

utterances, there were 132 detected cases of non-observances made by Sherlock. This means 

that Sherlock fails to observe at least one of the conversational maxims in at least 37% of his 

utterances. The frequency of the non-observances was higher in the beginning of the episode 
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than in the end, and there was a distinct difference between what kinds of non-observances 

were committed. A possible explanation to the frequency being higher at the beginning of the 

episode could be that the non-observances and reluctance towards participating in 

conversations in a cooperative manner helps with the characterization of Sherlock as a 

person. In other words, he breaks more maxims in the beginning since it shapes the 

perception of how he behaves and how he should be perceived as a character. Examples of 

the non-observances will be presented in the following sub-sections.  

 

 

Figure 1 Number of non-observances in episode 1 (Season 1), Sherlock 

 

As seen in Figure 1, the most common non-observance was flouts (88), followed by violations 

(34) and infringes (10), whereas there were no examples of opt-outs or suspendings. Some of 

the non-observances seemed to have been added for comedic value while others seemed to 

have been scripted for other purposes. All identified non-observances can be found in the 

transcript of episode 1 of Sherlock (Appendix 2). According to the overall results, Sherlock 

seems to use non-observances, or flouts, mainly to convey conversational implicature. 

However, there are also instances where he uses them to mislead people and/or lie (see 

example 98, section 3.3). In a few cases, Sherlock seems to fail to observe the conversational 

maxims simply due to the fact that his sociopathy makes it harder for him to observe and 

follow conversational norms. 

 

4.1.1 Flouts 

A total of 88 flouts were discovered in the analyzed episode of Sherlock. As presented in 

Figure 2, the most frequently flouted maxim was the maxim of relation (42), followed by the 

maxim of quantity (30) as second and then followed by the maxim of quality (14) and the 

maxim of manner (2).  
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Figure 2 The number of flouted maxims in episode 1 (Season 1), Sherlock 

 

The most common force behind Sherlock’s flouts was to comment on other people’s 

utterances or behavior, or to implicate that he is much more intelligent than whomever he is 

speaking to. In almost all cases of flouting the maxim of quantity, Sherlock does so by not 

giving whomever he is talking to enough information about what he is talking about or by 

giving the listener too much information (see example 12, section 3.3). When flouting the 

maxim of relation, Sherlock tends to do so to either change the direction of the conversations 

or to speed the conversations up. This results in his listeners acting confused. In the 

conversations where Sherlock flouts the maxim of quality, the force tends to be a wish to 

embarrass his listener or to imply irony. 

 

(43)  Lestrade: Who’s this? 

Sherlock:  He’s with me. 

 

Non-observance (43) is an example of a flout as it presents Sherlock failing to observe the 

maxim of quantity on purpose and with a conversational implicature. Detective Inspector 

Lestrade is asking Sherlock who John is and Sherlock ignores to answer his question with the 

needed information. Instead, he indicates that it does not matter who John is, he should be 

allowed onto the crime scene based on the fact that he is there with Sherlock.  

 

(97) Mrs. Hudson: Sherlock, dear. This taxi driver… 

Sherlock: Mrs Hudson, isn’t it time for your evening soother? 

 

Non-observance (97) is an example of a flout as it presents Sherlock failing to observe the 

maxim of relation on purpose and with an obvious implicature. Mrs. Hudson is speaking to 
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Sherlock about a taxi driver that is waiting for him although he did not order a taxi. Sherlock 

is trying to solve the murder case and is stressed about Mrs. Hudson’s talk about the taxi 

driver. In an attempt to implicate that he wants her to leave, Sherlock asks Mrs. Hudson 

about her evening soother. 

4.1.2 Infringes 

In episode 1, season 1, there were 10 discovered infringes of maxims. As seen in figure 3, the 

most frequent maxim for Sherlock to infringe was the maxim of manner (7), followed by the 

maxim of Relation (2) and the maxim of quantity (1). There were no detected cases of 

infringing the maxim of quality.  

 

 

Figure 3 Number of infringes of the maxims 

 

Infringes are usually not a commonly found category of non-observances in everyday speech, 

but due to the fact that infringes can be connected to the speaker not being aware of the 

conversational maxims, infringes were applicable for several of Sherlock’s utterances. All of 

the infringes in episode 1 were instances where Sherlock’s sociopathy seemed to be the cause 

of a conversation not being cooperative. An example of an infringe is the following excerpt: 

 

(55) Sherlock: You need to bring Rachel in. You need to question her. I need to 

   question her. 

 Lestrade: She’s dead. 

Sherlock: Excellent!  

 

The reason that non-observance (55) was categorized as an infringe was the fact that 

Sherlock’s conversational input was most likely a product of his sociopathy. His lack of 

empathy makes his conversational input uncooperative as it is perceived as unclear and 
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unorderly. The listeners show great confusion when they hear Sherlock’s unexpected 

response, as it does not show the empathy one would expect in a conversation like the one 

above. 

4.1.3 Violations 

As seen in Figure 4, there were 34 examples of Sherlock violating maxims. The two most 

commonly violated maxims were the maxim of quality and the maxim of relation followed by 

the maxim of quantity. The maxim that was violated least often was the maxim of manner.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4 Number of violations of the maxims 

 

The violations in Sherlock were most consequently found in conversations where Sherlock 

deliberat was trying to mislead his listeners or save his own face by lying. It was also common 

for him to violate maxims of quality and relation in instances where he wanted to control the 

conversation and change the subject. Examples of violations in Sherlock are the following two 

excerpts: 

 

(99) John:  Where are you going? 

Sherlock: Fresh air, just popping outside for a moment. Won’t be long. 

 

Non observance (99) is an example of a violation, as Sherlock’s conversational input is untrue 

and because the lie is told with the purpose to mislead John. Sherlock is not just going out for 

a short while, nor is the purpose to just get some air. He is actually headed to meet the serial 

killer that they have been chasing in the episode. 

 

(121) John:  You were going to take that damned pill, weren’t you? 

Sherlock: Of course I wasn’t. Biding my time. Knew you’d turn up. 
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Non-observance (121) is an example of a violation since it presents Sherlock failing to observe 

the maxim of quality on purpose. The force of Sherlock’s utterance is to make John believe 

that he did not intend to take a deadly pill  he had been given, as well as that Sherlock knew 

John would turn up. However, there was no way that Sherlock could have known that John 

was about to save him, as he had previouly lied about his whereabouts.  

 In conclusion, Sherlock non-observed the conversational maxims 132 times. The most 

frequent non-observance was flouts (88 times), which suggests that Sherlock is often aware 

of non-observing the conversational maxims, and that he is doing so to provide the hearer 

with conversational implicatures. The second most used kind of non-observance was 

violations (34 times), which Sherlock used to, for example, mislead the hearer in order to 

either keep them save or to save his own face when being accused to behave in a way that he 

cannot identify with. Furthermore, the most frequently non-observed conversational maxims 

were the maxim of quantity and the maxim of relation. This suggests that Sherlock either 

shares too much, or not enough, information with the hearers. Usually, this seems to be 

connected with his strong force of proving himself to be smart and superior to the people 

around him. 

4.2 Survey Results 

Twenty people answered the survey on how they would describe Sherlock Holmes based on 

his conversational input (see section 3.2). The results of every survey question are 

individually presented in tables 1–7.  

4.2.1 The general perception of Sherlock 

In survey question 1, the respondents were shown a trailer of the first season of Sherlock. The 

respondents were asked to choose five personality traits to use if they were to describe the 

main character based on the excerpt. This was done in order to get a more general opinion on 

Sherlock as a character, instead of just focusing on the five short scenes the respondents were 

to watch later. The trailer contained several examples of non-observances. The results of 

survey question 1 are presented in table 1. 

Table 1. General perception of Sherlock [Number of participants = 20; Number of answers = 100] 

SQ 1. No. %   No. %   No. %   No. % 

Smart 17 85% Asocial 5 25% Polite 1 5% Friendly     

Confident 13 65% Unfriendly 5 25% Happy     Nice     

Rude 12 60% Egoistic 4 20% Angry     Social     

Honest 10 50% Impatient 3 15% Caring     Stupid     

Sarcastic 10 50% Funny 3 15% Compassionate     Uncaring     

Impolite 8 40% Boring 1 5% Cooperative     Unconfident     

Cold 7 35% Patient 1 5% Disrespectful     Uncooperative     
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All respondents answered the question by marking five alternatives. As seen in table 1, the 

five most common attributes respondents used to describe their general perception of 

Sherlock Holmes were smart (85%), rude (60%), honest (50%), sarcastic (50%), and 

impolite (40%). Other attributes that were applied to the character are generally negative 

personality traits such as cold (35%) and unfriendly (25%). None of the remaining attributes 

related to a more positive perception were chosen. According to the respondent’s answers, 

the general perception of Sherlock after having seen a trailer from the TV-series is quite 

negative. However, the highest ranked personality trait, smart, in this section, would be 

considered a positive characteristic. The categorization of attributes being either positive or 

negative was based on the lists of positive/negative personality traits they were chosen from. 

In the comment section of this question, one of the respondents questioned Sherlock’s 

social skills and wrote that he seemed more focused on his own thoughts than those of other 

people. 

4.2.2 Personality traits based on non-observing the maxim of quality 

In survey question 2a the respondents were shown an example of a non-observance of the 

maxim of quality. In the excerpt, Sherlock states that he is not implying anything as well as 

about the fact that he states that Sally just came over for a chat. The information he gives 

Anderson is not truthful as his intention is to be sarcastic. The conversational implicature of 

the utterance is that Sherlock in fact is implying something and that Anderson and Sally did 

something else than just talking. This excerpt was chosen since it represents a clear case of an 

untruthful utterance. After having seen the excerpt, the respondents were asked which 

characteristics they would use to describe Sherlock based on that individual conversational 

input.  

 

(42)  Anderson: Now look, whatever you’re trying to imply… 

 Sherlock: I’m not implying anything. I’m sure Sally came around for a nice little 

chat and just happened to stay over. 

 

Table 2. Maxim of quality [Number of participants = 20; Number of answers = 98] 

SQ 2a. No. %   No. %   No. %   No. % 

Sarcastic 15 75% Disrespectful 6 30% Egoistic 1 5% Friendly     

Rude 13 65% Impolite 6 30% Uncaring 1 5% Happy     

Funny 12 60% Unfriendly 4 20% Uncooperative 1 5% Nice     

Smart 10 50% Impatient 3 15% Angry     Patient     

Confident 9 45% Stupid 2 10% Boring     Polite     

Honest 7 35% Asocial 1 5% Caring     Social     

Cold 6 30% Compassionate 1 5% Cooperative     Unconfident     
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18 respondents answered the question by marking five alternatives while two of the 

respondents only marked four alternatives each. As presented in Table 2, the five most 

common attributes respondents used to describe their perception of Sherlock Holmes in a 

scene where he failed to observe the maxim of quality were sarcastic (75%), rude (65%), 

funny (60%), smart (50%), and confident (45%). Other attributes that were applied to the 

character were personality traits such as honest (35%) as well as cold, impolite, and 

disrespectful (all at 30%).  

The force behind Sherlock’s uttering is to embarrass Anderson. By non-observing the 

maxim of quality to make implications, Sherlock states that Anderson and Sally have a closer 

kind of relationship than what they pretend to have, and that Sally has just spent the night at 

Anderson’s house. By the chosen personality traits in this section, the audience seems to have 

picked up on the implicature and the force. Several of the respondents find Sherlock smart, 

honest and funny. However, due to the force being of a negative nature most respondents 

have also described Sherlock with generally negative personality traits. 

4.2.3 Personality traits based on non-observing the maxim of quantity 

In survey question 2b the respondents were shown an example of a non-observance of the 

maxim of quantity. In the excerpt, John Watson states that he and Sherlock do not know 

anything about each other. The force of John’s utterance is to question the fact that Sherlock 

has just decided that they will move in together. Sherlock’s force, however, is to prove John 

wrong and state that he already knows a lot about him. This is done by giving him more 

information than is needed to answer John in a proper way. The excerpt was chosen because 

of its clear representation of a non-observance of the maxim of quantity as the respondents 

were expected to understand that Sherlock is oversharing information. When the 

respondents had seen the excerpt, they were asked what characteristics in the list they would 

use to describe Sherlock based on that individual conversational input.  

 

(12)  John:   We don’t know a thing about each other; I don’t know where we’re 

meeting, I don’t even know your name. 

Sherlock:  I know you’re an army doctor and you’ve been invalided home from 

Afghanistan. I know you’ve got a brother who’s worried about you but 

you won’t go to him for help because you don’t approve of him -

possibly because he’s an alcoholic, more likely because he recently 

walked out on his wife. And I know that your therapist thinks your 

limp is psychosomatic, quite correctly I’m afraid. That’s enough to be 

going with, don’t you think? [Sherlock gives John a smirk look and 
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walks out the door, only to lean back into the room]. The name’s 

Sherlock Holmes and the address is 221B Baker Street.  

 

Table 3. Maxim of quantity [Number of participants = 20; Number of answers = 99] 

SQ 2b. No. %   No. %   No. %   No. % 

Rude 13 65% Impolite 6 30% Compassionate 1 5% Nice     

Confident 12 60% Unfriendly 6 30% Egoistic 1 5% Patient     

Honest 11 55% Disrespectful 5 25% Friendly 1 5% Polite     

Smart 10 50% Funny 5 25% Angry     Social     

Cold 7 35% Uncaring 5 25% Boring     Stupid     

Asocial 6 30% Happy 2 10% Caring     Unconfident     

Impatient 6 30% Sarcastic 2 10% Cooperative     Uncooperative     
 

19 respondents answered survey question 2b by marking five alternatives while one of the 

respondents only marked four alternatives. As seen in Table 3, the five most common 

attributes respondents used to describe their perception of Sherlock Holmes in a scene where 

he failed to observe the maxim of quantity were rude (65%), confident (60%), honest (55%), 

smart (50%), and cold (35%). Other attributes that were applied to the character were 

personality traits such as impatient, unfriendly, impolite, and asocial (all at 30%). The force is 

to prove to John that Sherlock knows a lot about him, even though he might not know 

anything about Sherlock. 

4.2.4 Personality traits based on non-observing the maxim of relation 

In survey question 2c the respondents were shown an example of a non-observance of the 

maxim of relation. In the excerpt, John Watson refers to earlier in the same conversation 

where Sherlock has asked John about if he was stationed in Afghanistan or Iraq. John seems 

confused and is very curious about how Sherlock possibly could have known about his time in 

Afghanistan. Sherlock, however, shows no interest in cooperating in the conversation and 

answers John’s question with information that is irrelevant to his question. The excerpt in 

this question was chosen because it clearly presents an example of how Sherlock changes the 

direction of his conversations, which happens repeatedly throughout the episode. When the 

respondents had seen the excerpt, they were asked what characteristics in the list they would 

use to describe Sherlock based on that individual conversational input.  

 

(10)  John:   How did you know about Afghanistan? 

Sherlock:  Got my eye on a nice little place in central London. Together we ought 

to be able to afford it. 
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Table 4. Maxim of relation [Number of participants = 20; Number of answers = 97] 

SQ 2c. No. %   No. %   No. %   No. % 

Disrespectful 11 55% Asocial 5 25% Unfriendly 3 15% Compassionate     

Egoistic 10 50% Honest 5 25% Friendly 2 10% Cooperative     

Impatient 9 45% Uncooperative 5 25% Smart 2 10% Nice     

Impolite 9 45% Funny 4 20% Caring 1 5% Patient     

Confident 7 35% Happy 4 20% Social 1 5% Polite     

Uncaring 7 35% Cold 3 15% Angry     Stupid     

Rude 6 30% Sarcastic 3 15% Boring     Unconfident     

 

18 respondents answered survey question 2c by marking five alternatives while one of the 

respondents only marked four alternatives and one respondent only marked three 

alternatives. As seen in table 4, the six most common attributes respondents used to describe 

their perception of Sherlock Holmes in a scene where he failed to observe the maxim of 

relation were disrespectful (55%), egoistic (50%), impatient (45%), impolite (45%), as well as 

confident and uncaring (35%). Other attributes that were applied to the character were 

personality traits such as rude (30%), honest (25%), asocial (25%), and uncooperative (25%). 

Sherlock ignores John’s question and is perceived by the respondents as thinking more about 

his own interests, such as making John his flatmate instead of answering his questions. 

Although the respondents’ answers are quite mixed, this could be the reason several of the 

respondents judged Sherlock’s conversational input as egoistic and disrespectful. 

4.2.5 Personality traits based on non-observing the maxim of manner 

In survey question 2d the respondents were shown an example of a non-observance of the 

maxim of manner. In the excerpt, Sherlock Holmes and Detective Inspector Lestrade have 

been talking about mysterious suicides that have taken place in London lately, and Sherlock 

realizes that the suicides are murders. Suddenly, his participation in the conversation is 

neither clear nor orderly. Additionally, he speaks with a force of joy that confuses the rest of 

the people in the room. The excerpt in this question was chosen since it shows one of the 

ways in which Sherlock tends to fail to follow the maxim of manner. Once the respondents 

had seen the excerpt, they were asked what characteristics in the list they would use to 

describe Sherlock based on that individual conversational input. 

 

(60)  Sherlock:  We’ve got ourselves a serial killer. I love those! There’s always some-

thing to look forward to! 
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Table 5. Maxim of manner [Number of participants = 20; Number of answers = 94] 

SQ 2d. No. %   No. %   No. %   No. % 

Disrespectful 11 55% Confident 6 30% Angry     Nice     

Honest 11 55% Uncaring 6 30% Asocial     Patient     

Rude 11 55% Egoistic 5 25% Boring     Polite     

Funny 10 50% Impolite 4 20% Caring     Social     

Cold 9 45% Smart 3 15% Compassionate     Unconfident     

Happy 8 40% Stupid 2 10% Cooperative     Uncooperative     

Sarcastic 7 35% Impatient 1 5% Friendly     Unfriendly     

 

17 respondents answered survey question 2d by marking five alternatives while three of the 

respondents marked three alternatives. As presented in Table 5, the five most common 

attributes respondents used to describe their perception of Sherlock Holmes in a scene where 

he failed to observe the maxim of manner were honest (55%), disrespectful (55%), rude 

(55%), funny (50%), and cold (45%). Other attributes that were applied to the character were 

personality traits such as sarcastic (35%), happy (30%), and uncaring (30%). 

4.2.6 Personality traits based on following the conversational maxims 

In survey question 2e the respondents were shown an excerpt where Sherlock observes all the 

conversational maxims. The excerpt consisted of a conversation where John and Sherlock are 

talking about how Sherlock could have known so much about John the first time they met. 

Sherlock has answered John with plenty of information about how small details have given 

him clues to who John is, and John is highly impressed of Sherlock’s power of deduction. The 

excerpt in this question was chosen since it presents one of the conversational inputs from 

Sherlock that does not contain a non-observance. After seeing the excerpt, the respondents 

were asked what characteristics in the list they would use to describe Sherlock based on that 

individual conversational input. 

 

(E2)  John:   That was amazing! 

Sherlock:  Do you think so? 

 John:  Of course, it was. It was extraordinary, it was quite extraordinary! 

 Sherlock: That’s not what people normally say. 

 John:  What do people normally say? 

 Sherlock: “Piss off!” 
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Table 6. Following conversational maxims [Number of participants = 20; Number of answers = 98] 

SQ 3. No. %   No. %   No. %   No. % 

Funny 15 75% Nice 4 20% Sarcastic 2 10% Unfriendly 1 5% 

Honest 14 70% Smart 4 20% Angry 1 5% Disrespectful     

Friendly 13 65% Cold 3 15% Boring 1 5% Egoistic     

Social 9 45% Cooperative 3 15% Compassionate 1 5% Patient     

Happy 7 35% Impolite 3 15% Impatient 1 5% Stupid     

Caring 6 30% Rude 2 10% Polite 1 5% Uncaring     

Confident 4 20% Asocial 2 10% Unconfident 1 5% Uncooperative     

 

18 respondents answered survey question 3 by marking five alternatives while two of the 

respondents marked four alternatives. As seen in Table 6, the five most common attributes 

respondents used to describe their perception of Sherlock Holmes in a scene where he 

manages to observe the conversational maxims were funny (75%), honest (70%), friendly 

(65%), social (45%), and happy (35%). Other attributes that were applied to the character 

were personality traits such as caring (30%), smart (20%), and confident (20%). 

In the comment section of this question, one of the respondents further explained her 

chosen characteristics by adding that she thought it seemed like Sherlock was trying to 

become friends with John and that there was all of a sudden some proof of respecting 

someone else’s conversational input. 

4.2.7 The effect of Sherlock’s conversational input 

When asked whether Sherlock’s conversational input affected the respondents’ perception of 

him as a character or not, three people (15%) said no while 17 of them (85%) said yes. None 

of the respondents who said no gave comments as to why they did not think so, while several 

of the respondents who said yes did. One of the respondents suggested that it is easy to find 

someone rude if they do not follow common norms on how to speak with people. Another 

respondent described the effect of how Sherlock’s conversational input shaped her perception 

of him at large. She described it as “what you say and how you say it affects how other people 

perceive you. There are certain shared understandings of how we talk to each other that 

Sherlock does not seem to care about, and the fact that it seems to be on purpose makes him 

come off as quite rude and like he does not care about other people”. Finally, another 

respondent described Sherlock’s way of speaking as an important part of making him seem 

like an uncaring and asocial person. She described her perception of him as him being a 

social misfit but still very clever. Sherlock did not seem to have a filter to help him decide 

what to say or not. 
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4.3 Discussion 

According to the studied material, Sherlock has a high frequency of failing to observe the 

conversational maxims. I identified 132 cases where Sherlock either flouts, violates or 

infringes one of the conversational maxims. The maxim that was non-observed the most was 

the maxim of relation, which Sherlock failed to observe 42 times. The maxim of quantity was 

non-observed 30 times, followed by the maxim of quality which was non-observed 14 times. 

The conversational maxim that was non-observed least was the maxim of manner, which I 

could only find in two instances. Thus, the two most commonly non-observed maxims were, 

by far, the maxim of relation and the maxim of quantity. A possible explanation for these 

results could be the fact that these two maxims are easier to identify than the other two. 

Sherlock tends to give a lot of information when it is not needed as well as to little 

information when more is needed. This makes the categorization of the maxim of relation 

and the maxim of quantity a bit harder though, as the two according to Neo-Gricean theory 

can be easily linked and are dependent of each other. In Andresen’s (2016) study on non-

observances in the TV-series Community, the maxims that were most commonly non-

observed were the maxims of quantity and quality. From analyzing eight episodes, which 

amounted to around 160 minutes, he found 75 instances of flouts divided between seven 

characters (2014, pp.26-27). In comparison, the 132 identified cases of non-observances in 

the 88-minute episode made by only Sherlock indicated that he fails to observe maxims on a 

much higher rate than others.  

In three out of four excerpts showing Sherlock non-observing a conversational 

maxim, at least 50% of the respondents chose to describe him as rude. Other characteristics 

the respondents chose to use were for example sarcastic, egoistic or disrespectful. 

Additionally, at least 50% of the respondents described Sherlock as smart in two out of four 

of the excerpts which showed him non-observing a conversational maxim. Finally, in three 

out of four questions about excerpts showing non-observances, at least 35% of the 

respondents said that they would have used the characteristic confident to describe Sherlock. 

After having seen the excerpt showing Sherlock observing all the conversational 

maxims, the respondents answered that they would describe him as, for example, funny 

(75%), honest (70%), friendly (65%), or social (45%). 

In general, the characteristics used to describe Sherlock in instances where he failed 

to observe the conversational maxims were traits which might often be described as negative. 

On the other hand, there were several such instances where the respondents chose to 

describe Sherlock as smart or honest: traits that could be both negative and/or positive, 

depending on the situation. Furthermore, the characteristics that were chosen to describe 

Sherlock when he observed the conversational maxims were mainly positive but with the 

reservation that both honest, social, and smart can all be interpreted as both positive and/or 
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negative traits depending on the context. However, to answer research question number two, 

it is not necessary to decide on whether the traits are positive or negative, the main finding is 

the fact that at least in this study, non-observing or observing conversational maxims can 

correlate with characterization. 

In order to limit the research, this study was not performed by using double 

categorizations of maxims. Instead, all the non-observances that were found were categorized 

as the maxim to which they, according to me as an undergraduate researcher, seemed most 

likely to belong. This could have affected the results by, for example, lowering the number of 

non-observances of the maxim of manner, as it is usually more difficult to identify these than 

those of quality, quantity, and relation. Furthermore, the categorization itself was based on 

interpretations, and it should therefore be clear that the validity and the reliability of this 

study is dependent of those interpretations. There is a risk of misinterpretations or differing 

perspectives of interpretations can affect the results. 

Since the survey only presented a few examples of non-observances, the results are 

somewhat limited. However, the survey results indicate that there is a correlation between 

observances and/or non-observances of conversational maxims and characterization. In 

instances where Sherlock failed to observe the maxims, the general perception of him was 

more negative than in the example where he observed and followed the conversational 

maxims. In the case where respondents noticed that Sherlock had the will or ability to follow 

the conversational rules, the respondents used more positive characteristics.  

5. Conclusion 

This study was focused on discourse analysis based on the four Gricean maxims of quality, 

quantity, relation, and manner. The purpose was to see if failing to observe these can affect 

how people perceive characters of TV-series. The analysis was done by analyzing the 

occurrences of non-observances by the main character of the TV-series Sherlock. The study 

showed that Sherlock either flouted, violated or infringed the conversational maxims in 132 

instances. The maxim he tended to flout or violate the most was the maxim of relation. One 

possible explanation for this is the fact that Sherlock, as one of the respondents suggested, 

seems to make up his own rules when it comes to conversing, and that he is supposed to find 

his own conversational input more important than that of others’. Furthermore, a total of 20 

people who had never seen the show before were shown extracts of its first episode. They 

were then asked to answer a survey on what personality traits they would use to describe 

Sherlock based on the different conversations they had been shown. According to the survey 

results, Sherlock’s failures of following the cooperative principle tended to affect the 
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respondents’ perceptions of him in a mainly negative way, although when the respondents 

understood that there was an implicature, and an obvious force, behind his utterances at 

least 50% of the respondents said that they would describe Sherlock as smart. Throughout 

the study, it has become clear that Sherlock often fails to follow the conversational maxims, 

but according to the high rate of flouts and violations the reluctancy towards engaging in 

cooperative conversations seems to be on purpose. This could be an explanation as to why 

many of the respondents perceived the character as negative in examples where he either 

flouted, violated or infringed any of the maxims. In the example where Sherlock followed the 

conversational maxims, the respondents used more positive characteristics, such as funny, 

friendly, honest, and social to describe him. Due to the restrictions of the survey and the 

study overall, it is hard to make any general statements based on its results. I would, 

however, say that the results reinforced the theory that non-observances can be used, and are 

used, to portrait characters in certain ways. 

For future studies, it would be interesting to see if the connection between non-

observances and characterization can be made in other TV-series, perhaps based on more 

than the flouts, violations, and infringes of just one character. It would also be rewarding to 

see a study based on more examples of non-observances and observances in the survey as my 

results can be considered quite limited. Furthermore, it would also be interesting to see if 

such a study could be applied to nonfictional people and everyday conversations, as the 

amount of previous studies on everyday conversations was somewhat limited. 
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Appendix 1 Survey 

Characterization of Sherlock 

1. ) 
What characteristics would you apply to Sherlock in general? Choose five of the 

following personality traits. 

Happy   Smart   Confident   Uncaring  

Impatient   Honest   Boring   Angry 

Cold    Nice   Impolite  Rude 

Friendly  Patient   Cooperative   Polite  

Unfriendly  Social   Funny    Stupid  

Compassionate Sarcastic  Unconfident  Asocial 

Caring   Egoistic  Disrespectful  Uncooperative 

 

Other characteristics: 

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

Comment:____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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2. )  
a)  

Anderson: Now look, whatever you’re trying to imply… 

Sherlock: I’m not implying anything. I’m sure Sally came around for a nice little chat 

and just happened to stay over. And I assume she scrubbed your floors, going by the 

state of her knees. 

 

What characteristics would you apply to Sherlock based on his conversational 

input (what he said)? Choose five of the following personality traits. 

Happy   Smart   Confident   Uncaring  

Impatient   Honest   Boring   Angry 

Cold    Nice   Impolite  Rude 

Friendly  Patient   Cooperative   Polite  

Unfriendly  Social   Funny    Stupid  

Compassionate Sarcastic  Unconfident  Asocial 

Caring   Egoistic  Disrespectful  Uncooperative 

 

Other characteristics: 

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

Comment:____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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b) 

John:  We don’t know a thing about each other; I don’t know where we’re 

meeting, I don’t even know your name. 

Sherlock:  I know you’re an army doctor and you’ve been invalided home from 

Afghanistan. I know you’ve got a brother who’s worried about you but 

you won’t go to him for help because you don’t approve of him -

possibly because he’s an alcoholic, more likely because he recently 

walked out on his wife. And I know that your therapist thinks your limp 

is psychosomatic, quite correctly I’m afraid. That’s enough to be going 

with, don’t you think? [Sherlock gives John a smirk look and walks out 

the door, only to lean back into the room]. The name’s Sherlock 

Holmes and the address is 221B Baker Street.  

What characteristics would you apply to Sherlock based on his conversational 

input (what he said)? Choose five of the following personality traits. 

Happy   Smart   Confident   Uncaring  

Impatient   Honest   Boring   Angry 

Cold    Nice   Impolite  Rude 

Friendly  Patient   Cooperative   Polite  

Unfriendly  Social   Funny    Stupid  

Compassionate Sarcastic  Unconfident  Asocial 

Caring   Egoistic  Disrespectful  Uncooperative 

 

Other characteristics: 

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

Comment:____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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c) 

John: How did you know about Afghanistan? 

Sherlock: Got my eye on a nice little place in central London. Together we ought to 

be able to afford it. 

 

What characteristics would you apply to Sherlock based on his conversational 

input (what he said)? Choose five of the following personality traits. 

Happy   Smart   Confident   Uncaring  

Impatient   Honest   Boring   Angry 

Cold    Nice   Impolite  Rude 

Friendly  Patient   Cooperative   Polite  

Unfriendly  Social   Funny    Stupid  

Compassionate Sarcastic  Unconfident  Asocial 

Caring   Egoistic  Disrespectful  Uncooperative 

 

Other characteristics: 

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

Comment:____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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d) 

 

Sherlock: We’ve got ourselves a serial killer. I love those! There’s always something 

to look forward to! 

 

What characteristics would you apply to Sherlock based on his conversational 

input (what he said)? Choose five of the following personality traits. 

Happy   Smart   Confident   Uncaring  

Impatient   Honest   Boring   Angry 

Cold    Nice   Impolite  Rude 

Friendly  Patient   Cooperative   Polite  

Unfriendly  Social   Funny    Stupid  

Compassionate Sarcastic  Unconfident  Asocial 

Caring   Egoistic  Disrespectful  Uncooperative 

 

Other characteristics: 

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

Comment:____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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3. ) 

John:   That was amazing! 

Sherlock:  Do you think so? 

 John:  Of course, it was. It was extraordinary, it was quite extraordinary! 

 Sherlock: That’s not what people normally say. 

 John:  What do people normally say? 

 Sherlock: “Piss off!” 

 
a) What characteristics would you apply to Sherlock based on his conversational 

input (what he said)? Choose five of the following personality traits. 

Happy   Smart   Confident   Uncaring  

Impatient   Honest   Boring   Angry 

Cold    Nice   Impolite  Rude 

Friendly  Patient   Cooperative   Polite  

Unfriendly  Social   Funny    Stupid  

Compassionate Sarcastic  Unconfident  Asocial 

Caring   Egoistic  Disrespectful  Uncooperative 

 

Comment:____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. ) 

a) Would you say that Sherlock's conversational input had an effect on your 

perception/judgment of his character? 

Yes  No 

 

b) Why/why not? 

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________  

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________  
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Appendix 2 Transcript 

Sherlock 
S01E01, A Study in Pink 

 

00:08:30 

Sherlock:  How fresh?  

Molly: Just in. Sixty-seven, natural causes. He used to work here. I knew him. He was 

nice.  

 

(1) Sherlock:  Fine. We’ll start with the riding crop.  

 

(2) Molly:  So, bad day, was it?  

Sherlock:  I need to know what bruises form in the next twenty minutes. A 

man’s alibi depends on it. Text me.  

 

(3) Molly: Listen, I was wondering: maybe later, when you’re finished ...  

Sherlock: Are you wearing lipstick? You weren’t wearing lipstick before.  

Molly: I, ehm, I refreshed it a bit.  

Sherlock: Sorry, you were saying?  

 

(4) Molly: I was wondering if you’d like to have coffee.  

Sherlock: Black, two sugars, please. I’ll be upstairs.  

Molly: Okay… 

John and Mike walk in. 

 

John: Well, bit different from my day.  

Mike: You’ve no idea!  

Sherlock: Mike, can I borrow your phone? There’s no signal on mine.  

 

(5) Mike: And what’s wrong with the landline?  

Sherlock: I prefer to text. 

Mike: Sorry. It’s in my coat.  

John: Ehm, here. Use mine! 

Sherlock: Oh. Thank you! 

(6) Mike: It’s an old friend of mine, John Watson.  

Sherlock: Afghanistan or Iraq?  

John: Sorry?  

 

Sherlock: Which was it, Afghanistan or Iraq?  

John: Afghanistan. Sorry, how did you know ...?  

Sherlock: Ah, Molly, coffee. Thank you.  

 

(7) Sherlock: What happened to the lipstick?  

Molly: It wasn’t working for me.  
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Sherlock: Really? I thought it was a big improvement. Your mouth’s too small 

now.  

Molly: Okay.  

 

(8) Sherlock: How do you feel about the violin? (Maxim of Relation) Flouting 

John: I’m sorry, what?  

(9) Sherlock: I play the violin when I’m thinking. Sometimes I don’t talk for days on 

end. Would that bother you? Potential flatmates should know the worst about 

each other.  

John: Oh, you ... you told him about me?  

Mike: Not a word.  

 

(E1) John: Then who said anything about flatmates?  

Sherlock: I did. Told Mike this morning that I must be a difficult man to find a 

flatmate for. Now here he is just after lunch with an old friend, clearly just home 

from military service in Afghanistan. Wasn’t that difficult a leap.  

 

(10) John: How did you know about Afghanistan?  

Sherlock: Got my eye on a nice little place in central London. Together we 

ought to be able to afford it. 

 

(11) Sherlock: We’ll meet there tomorrow evening; seven o’clock. Sorry, got to dash. I 

think I left my riding crop in the mortuary. 

 

John: Is that it?  

Sherlock: Is that what?  

John: We’ve only just met, and we’re going to go and look at a flat?  

Sherlock: Problem?  

 

(12) John: We don’t know a thing about each other; I don’t know where we’re 

meeting; I don’t even know your name.  

Sherlock: I know you’re an Army doctor and you’ve been invalided home from 

Afghanistan. I know you’ve got a brother who’s worried about you but you won’t 

go to him for help because you don’t approve of him – possibly because he’s an 

alcoholic; more likely because he recently walked out on his wife. And I know 

that your therapist thinks your limp’s psychosomatic – quite correctly, I’m 

afraid. That’s enough to be going on with, don’t you think? The name’s Sherlock 

Holmes and the address is two two one B Baker Street. Afternoon.  

Mike: Yeah. He’s always like that.  

 

 

The Next Day 

 

Sherlock: Hello! Thank you.  

John: Ah, Mr Holmes.  

Sherlock: Sherlock, please.  
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(13) John: Well, this is a prime spot. Must be expensive.  

Sherlock: Oh, Mrs Hudson, the landlady, she’s giving me a special deal. Owes 

me a favour. A few years back, her husband got himself sentenced to death in 

Florida. I was able to help out. 

 

John: Sorry – you stopped her husband being executed?  

Sherlock: Oh no. I ensured it.  

Mrs. Hudson: Sherlock, hello.  

Sherlock: Mrs Hudson, Doctor John Watson.  

Mrs. Hudson: Hello.  

John: How do you do?  

Mrs. Hudson: Come in.  

John: Thank you.  

Sherlock: Shall we?  

Mrs. Hudson: Yes. 

John: Well, this could be very nice. Very nice indeed.  

Sherlock: Yes. Yes, I think so. My thoughts precisely. So I went straight ahead and moved 

in.  

John:  Soon as we get all this rubbish cleaned out ... Oh. So, this is all ...  

Sherlock: Well, obviously, I can, um, straighten things up a bit.  

 

(14) John: That’s a skull.  

Sherlock: Friend of mine. When I say ‘friend’...  

 

Mrs. Hudson: What do you think, then, Doctor Watson? There’s another bedroom upstairs 

if you’ll be needing two bedrooms.  

John: Of course, we’ll be needing two.  

Mrs. Hudson: Oh, don’t worry; there’s all sorts round here.  

Mrs. Hudson: Oh, Sherlock. The mess you’ve made.  

John: I looked you up on the internet last night.  

Sherlock: Anything interesting?  

John: Found your website, The Science of Deduction.  

Sherlock: What did you think?  

 

(15) John: You said you could identify a software designer by his tie and an airline 

pilot by his left thumb.  

Sherlock: Yes; and I can read your military career in your face and your leg, and 

your brother’s drinking habits in your mobile phone.  

John: How?  

 

(16) Mrs. Hudson: What about these suicides then, Sherlock? I thought that’d be 

right up your street; three exactly the same.  

Sherlock: Four. There’s been a fourth. And there’s something different this 

time.  

 



44 

 

Mrs. Hudson: A fourth?  

Sherlock: Where?  

Lestrade: Brixton, Lauriston Gardens.  

Sherlock: What’s new about this one? You wouldn’t have come to get me if there wasn’t 

something different.  

Lestrade: You know how they never leave notes?  

Sherlock: Yeah.  

 

(17) Lestrade:  This one did. Will you come?  

Sherlock: Who’s on forensics?  

Lestrade: It’s Anderson.  

Sherlock: Anderson won’t work with me.  

Lestrade: Well, he won’t be your assistant.  

Sherlock: I need an assistant.  

Lestrade: Will you come?  

Sherlock: Not in a police car. I’ll be right behind.  

Lestrade: Thank you.  

 

(18) Sherlock: Brilliant! Yes! Ah, four serial suicides, and now a note! Oh, it’s 

Christmas!   

(19) Sherlock: Mrs. Hudson, I’ll be late. Might need some food.  

(20) Mrs. Hudson: I’m your landlady, dear, not your housekeeper.  

Sherlock: Something cold will do. John, have a cup of tea, make yourself at 

home. Don’t wait up!  

 

Mrs. Hudson: Look at him, dashing about! My husband was just the same. But you’re more 

the sitting-down type, I can tell. I’ll make you that cup. You rest your leg.  

John: Damn my leg! Sorry, I’m so sorry. It’s just sometimes this bloody thing ...  

Mrs. Hudson: I understand, dear; I’ve got a hip.  

John: Cup of tea’d be lovely, thank you.  

 

(21) Mrs. Hudson: Just this once, dear. I’m not your housekeeper.  

John: Couple of biscuits too, if you’ve got ’em.  

Mrs. Hudson: Not your housekeeper!  

Sherlock: You’re a doctor. In fact you’re an Army doctor.  

John: Yes.  

Sherlock: Any good?  

John: Very good.  

 

(22) Sherlock: Seen a lot of injuries, then; violent deaths.  

John: Mm, yes.  

Sherlock: Bit of trouble too, I bet.  

John: Of course, yes. Enough for a lifetime. Far too much.  

Sherlock: Wanna see some more?  

(23) John: Oh God, yes. Sorry, Mrs Hudson, I’ll skip the tea. Off out.  

Mrs. Hudson: Both of you?  

Sherlock: Impossible suicides? Four of them? There’s no point sitting at home 
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when there’s finally something fun going on!  

 

(24) Mrs. Hudson: Look at you, all happy. It’s not decent.  

Sherlock: Who cares about decent? The game, Mrs Hudson, is on! 

Sherlock: Taxi! Okay, you’ve got questions 

(25) John: Yeah, where are we going?  

Sherlock: Crime scene. Next?  

 

(26) John: Who are you? What do you do?  

Sherlock: What do you think? 

John: I’d say private detective ...  

Sherlock: But?  

John: But the police don’t go to private detectives.  

Sherlock: I’m a consulting detective. Only one in the world. I invented the job.  

John: What does that mean?  

Sherlock: It means when the police are out of their depth, which is always, they consult me.  

 

(27) John: The police don’t consult amateurs.  

Sherlock: When I met you for the first time yesterday, I said, “Afghanistan or 

Iraq?” You looked surprised.  

 

(28) John: Yes, how did you know?  

Sherlock: I didn’t know, I saw. Your haircut, the way you hold yourself, says 

military. But your conversation as you entered the room ...  

(Flashback to the lab at Bart’s)  

Sherlock: ... said trained at Bart’s, so Army doctor – obvious. Your face is 

tanned but no tan above the wrists. You’ve been abroad, but not sunbathing. 

Your limp’s really bad when you walk but you don’t ask for a chair when you 

stand, like you’ve forgotten about it, so it’s at least partly psychosomatic. That 

says the original circumstances of the injury were traumatic. Wounded in 

action, then. Wounded in action, suntan – Afghanistan or Iraq.  

 

(29) John: You said I had a therapist.  

Sherlock: You’ve got a psychosomatic limp – of course you’ve got a therapist. 

Then there’s your brother. 

John: Hmm?  

 

(30) Sherlock: Your phone. It’s expensive, e-mail enabled, MP3 player, but you’re 

 looking for a flatshare – you wouldn’t waste money on this. It’s a gift, then. 

Scratches. Not one, many over time. It’s been in the same pocket as keys and 

coins. The man sitting next to me wouldn’t treat his one luxury item like this, so 

it’s had a previous owner. Next bit’s easy. You know it already. 

 

(31) John: The engraving.  

Sherlock:  Harry Watson: clearly a family member who’s given you his old 

phone. Not your father, this is a young man’s gadget. Could be a cousin, but 

you’re a war hero who can’t find a place to live. Unlikely you’ve got an extended 
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family, certainly not one you’re close to, so brother it is. Now, Clara. Who’s 

Clara? Three kisses says it’s a romantic attachment. The expense of the phone 

says wife, not girlfriend. She must have given it to him recently – this model’s 

only six months old. Marriage in trouble then – six months on he’s just given it 

away. If she’d left him, he would have kept it. People do – sentiment. But no, he 

wanted rid of it. He left her. He gave the phone to you: that says he wants you to 

stay in touch. You’re looking for cheap accommodation, but you’re not going to 

your brother for help: that says you’ve got problems with him. Maybe you liked 

his wife; maybe you don’t like his drinking.  

 

(32) John: How can you possibly know about the drinking?  

Sherlock: Shot in the dark. Good one, though. Power connection: tiny little 

scuff marks around the edge of it. Every night he goes to plug it in to charge but 

his hands are shaking. You never see those marks on a sober man’s phone; 

never see a drunk without them.   

 

(33) Sherlock: There you go, you see; you were right.  

John: I was right? Right about what?  

Sherlock: The police don’t consult amateurs.  

 

(E2) John: That ... was amazing.  

 Sherlock: Do you think so?  

John: Of course, it was. It was extraordinary; it was quite extraordinary.  

Sherlock: That’s not what people normally say.  

John: What do people normally say?  

Sherlock: ‘Piss off’!  

 

The taxi arrives to its destination. 

 

Sherlock: Did I get anything wrong?  

John: Harry and me don’t get on, never have. Clara and Harry split up three months ago and 

they’re getting a divorce; and Harry is a drinker.  

Sherlock: Spot on, then. I didn’t expect to be right about everything.  

John: And Harry’s short for Harriet.  

Sherlock: Harry’s your sister.  

 

(34) John: Look, what exactly am I supposed to be doing here?  

Sherlock: Sister!  

(35) John: No, seriously, what am I doing here?  

Sherlock: There’s always something.  

 

Donovan: Hello, freak.  

Sherlock: I’m here to see Detective Inspector Lestrade.  

Donovan: Why?  

Sherlock: I was invited.  

Donovan: Why?  
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Sherlock:  I think he wants me to take a look.  

 

(36) Donovan: Well, you know what I think, don’t you?  

Sherlock:  Always, Sally. I even know you didn’t make it home last night.  

 

(37) Donovan: I don’t ... Ehm, who’s this?  

Sherlock: Colleague of mine, Doctor Watson. Doctor Watson, Sergeant Sally 

Donovan. Old friend.  

 

(38) Donovan: A colleague? How do you get a colleague?! What, did he follow you 

home?  

Sherlock: Would it be better if I just waited and ... No.  

 

Donovan: Freak’s here. Bringing him in.  

Sherlock:: Ah, Anderson. Here we are again.  

 

(39) Anderson: It’s a crime scene. I don’t want it contaminated. Are we clear on that?  

Sherlock:  Quite clear. And is your wife away for long? 

 

(40) Anderson: Oh, don’t pretend you worked that out. Somebody told you that.  

Sherlock: Your deodorant told me that.  

 

(41) Anderson: My deodorant?  

Sherlock: It’s for men. 

Anderson: Well, of course it’s for men! I’m wearing it!  

Sherlock: So’s Sergeant Donovan… Ooh, and I think it just vaporised. May I go 

in?  

(42) Anderson: Now look: whatever you’re trying to imply ...  

Sherlock: I’m not implying anything… I’m sure Sally came round for a nice little 

chat, and just happened to stay over… And I assume she scrubbed your floors, 

going by the state of her knees. 

Inside the building 

Sherlock: You need to wear one of these.  

(43) Lestrade: Who’s this?  

Sherlock:  He’s with me. 

 

(44) Lestrade: But who is he?  

Sherlock: I said he’s with me.  

 

(45) John: Aren’t you gonna put one on?  

Sherlock:  So where are we?  

Lestrade:  Upstairs…I can give you two minutes. 

Sherlock: May need longer. 

Lestrade: Her name’s Jennifer Wilson according to her credit cards. We’re running them 

now for contact details. Hasn’t been here long. Some kids found her. 
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(46) Sherlock: Shut up. 

Lestrade:  I didn’t say anything. 

Sherlock: You were thinking. It’s annoying. 

 

Sherlock looks for, and finds, clues to what have happened and who the victim is. 

 

Lestrade: Got anything? 

Sherlock:  Not much. 

 

(47) Anderson: She’s German. ‘Rache’: it’s German for ‘revenge’. She could be trying 

to tell us something ... 

(Sherlock walks to the door and begins to close it) 

Sherlock: Yes, thank you for your input. 

Lestrade: So she’s German? 

Sherlock:  Of course she’s not. She’s from out of town, though. Intended to stay in London 

for one night ... before returning home to Cardiff. 

 

(48) Sherlock: So far, so obvious.  

John: Sorry – obvious? 

 

(49) Lestrade: What about the message, though? 

Sherlock: Doctor Watson, what do you think? 

John: Of the message? 

Sherlock: Of the body. You’re a medical man. 

Lestrade: Wait, no, we have a whole team right outside. 

Sherlock: They won’t work with me. 

Lestrade: I’m breaking every rule letting you in here. 

Sherlock: Yes ... because you need me. 

Lestrade: Yes, I do. God help me. 

Sherlock: Doctor Watson. 

John: Hm? 

Lestrade: Oh, do as he says. Help yourself. Anderson, keep everyone out for a couple of 

minutes. 

Sherlock: Well? 

John: What am I doing here? 

Sherlock:  Helping me make a point. 

John: I’m supposed to be helping you pay the rent. 

 

(50) Sherlock:  Yeah, well, this is more fun. 

John: Fun? There’s a woman lying dead. 

Sherlock: Perfectly sound analysis, but I was hoping you’d go deeper.  

 

John: Yeah ... Asphyxiation, probably. Passed out, choked on her own vomit. Can’t smell any 

alcohol on her. It could have been a seizure; possibly drugs. 

Sherlock: You know what it was. You’ve read the papers. 

John: What, she’s one of the suicides? The fourth ...? 
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Lestrade: Sherlock – two minutes, I said. I need anything you’ve got. 

 

(51) Sherlock: Victim is in her late thirties. Professional person, going by her clothes; 

I’m guessing something in the media, going by the frankly alarming shade of 

pink. Travelled from Cardiff today, intending to stay in London for one night. It’s 

obvious from the size of her suitcase.  

 

(52) Lestrade: Suitcase? 

Sherlock: Suitcase, yes. She’s been married at least ten years, but not happily. 

She’s had a string of lovers but none of them knew she was married.  

 

(53) Lestrade: Oh, for God’s sake, if you’re just making this up ... 

Sherlock:  Her wedding ring. Ten years old at least. The rest of her jewelry has 

been regularly cleaned, but not her wedding ring. State of her marriage right 

there. The inside of the ring is shinier than the outside – that means it’s regularly 

removed. The only polishing it gets is when she works it off her finger. It’s not for 

work; look at her nails. She doesn’t work with her hands, so what or rather who 

does she remove her rings for? Clearly not one lover; she’d never sustain the 

fiction of being single over that amount of time, so more likely a string of them. 

Simple. 

 

John: That’s brilliant. Sorry. 

Lestrade: Cardiff? 

 

(54) Sherlock: It’s obvious, isn’t it? 

John: It’s not obvious to me. 

Sherlock:  Dear God, what is it like in your funny little brains? It must be so 

boring… Her coat: it’s slightly damp. She’s been in heavy rain in the last few 

hours. No rain anywhere in London in that time. Under her coat collar is damp, 

too. She’s turned it up against the wind. She’s got an umbrella in her left-hand 

pocket but it’s dry and unused: not just wind, strong wind – too strong to use her 

umbrella. We know from her suitcase that she was intending to stay overnight, so 

she must have come a decent distance but she can’t have travelled more than two 

or three hours because her coat still hasn’t dried. So, where has there been heavy 

rain and strong wind within the radius of that travel time?  Cardiff. 

John: That’s fantastic! 

Sherlock: Do you know you do that out loud? 

John: Sorry. I’ll shut up. 

Sherlock: No, it’s ... fine. 

Lestrade: Why d’you keep saying suitcase? 

 

(55) Sherlock: Yes, where is it? She must have had a phone or an organiser. Find out 

who Rachel is.  

 

(56) Lestrade: She was writing ‘Rachel’? 

Sherlock: No, she was leaving an angry note in German(!) Of course she was 
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writing Rachel; no other word it can be. Question is: why did she wait until she 

was dying to write it? 

 

(57) Lestrade: How do you know she had a suitcase? 

Sherlock: Back of the right leg: tiny splash marks on the heel and calf, not 

present on the left. She was dragging a wheeled suitcase behind her with her right 

hand. Don’t get that splash pattern any other way. Smallish case, going by the 

spread. Case that size, woman this clothes-conscious: could only be an overnight 

bag, so we know she was staying one night. Sherlock: Now, where is it? What 

have you done with it? 

Lestrade: There wasn’t a case. 

Sherlock: Say that again. 

Lestrade: There wasn’t a case. There was never any suitcase. 

Sherlock: Suitcase! Did anyone find a suitcase? Was there a suitcase in this 

house? 

 

(58) Lestrade: Sherlock, there was no case! 

Sherlock: But they take the poison themselves; they chew, swallow the pills 

themselves. There are clear signs. Even you lot couldn’t miss them. 

 

(59) Lestrade: Right, yeah, thanks! And ...? 

Sherlock: It’s murder, all of them. I don’t know how, but they’re not suicides, 

they’re killings – serial killings. 

 

(60) Sherlock: We’ve got ourselves a serial killer. I love those. There’s always 

something to look forward to.  

(61) Lestrade: Why are you saying that? 

Sherlock: Her case! Come on, where is her case? Did she eat it?(!) Someone else 

was here, and they took her case. (More quietly, as if talking to himself) So the 

killer must have driven her here; forgot the case was in the car.  

 

(62) John: She could have checked into a hotel, left her case there. 

Sherlock: No, she never got to the hotel. Look at her hair. She colour-coordinates 

her lipstick and her shoes. She’d never have left any hotel with her hair still looking 

... 

Sherlock: Oh. 

Sherlock: Oh! 

 

(63) John: Sherlock? 

Lestrade: What is it, what? 

Sherlock: Serial killers are always hard. You have to wait for them to make a 

mistake. 

Lestrade: We can’t just wait! 

Sherlock: Oh, we’re done waiting! … Look at her, really look! Houston, we have a 

mistake. Get on to Cardiff: find out who Jennifer Wilson’s family and friends were. Find 

Rachel! 
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(64) Lestrade: Of course, yeah – but what mistake?! 

Sherlock: PINK!  

 

Scenes without Sherlock 

(65) John: What are you doing? 

Sherlock: Nicotine patch. Helps me think. Impossible to sustain a smoking habit in 

London these days. Bad news for brain work. 

 

John: It’s good news for breathing. 

Sherlock: Oh, breathing. Breathing’s boring. 

 

(66) John: Is that three patches? 

Sherlock: It’s a three-patch problem. 

John: Well? You asked me to come. I’m assuming it’s important. 

Sherlock: Oh, yeah, of course. Can I borrow your phone? 

John: My phone? 

Sherlock: Don’t wanna use mine. Always a chance that the number will be recognized. It’s 

on the website. 

John: Mrs Hudson’s got a phone. 

Sherlock: Yeah, she’s downstairs. I tried shouting but she didn’t hear. 

 

(67) John: I was the other side of London. 

Sherlock: There was no hurry.  

 

(68) John: Here. So what’s this about – the case? 

Sherlock: Her case. 

John: Her case? 

Sherlock:  Her suitcase, yes, obviously. The murderer took her suitcase. First big 

mistake. 

 

(69) John: Okay, he took her case. So? 

Sherlock:  It’s no use, there’s no other way. We’ll have to risk it. On my desk 

there’s a number. I want you to send a text.  

John: You brought me here ... to send a text. 

Sherlock: Text, yes. The number on my desk… What’s wrong? 

John: Just met a friend of yours. 

Sherlock: A friend? 

John: An enemy. 

Sherlock:  Oh. Which one? 

 

(70) John: Your arch-enemy, according to him. Do people have arch-enemies? 

Sherlock: Did he offer you money to spy on me? 

John: Yes. 

Sherlock: Did you take it? 

John: No. 
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Sherlock: Pity. We could have split the fee. Think it through next time. 

 

(71) John: Who is he? 

Sherlock: The most dangerous man you’ve ever met, and not my problem right 

now. On my desk, the number. 

John: Jennifer Wilson. That was ... Hang on. Wasn’t that the dead woman? 

Sherlock: Yes. That’s not important. Just enter the number. Are you doing it? 

John: Yes. 

Sherlock: Have you done it? 

John: Yeah... hang on! 

Sherlock: These words exactly: “What happened at Lauriston Gardens? I must have blacked 

out.” 

Sherlock: “Twenty-two Northumberland Street. Please come.” 

John: You blacked out? 

Sherlock: What? No. No! Type and send it. Quickly. Have you sent it? 

John: What’s the address? 

Sherlock: Twenty-two Northumberland Street. Hurry up! 

John: That’s ... that’s the pink lady’s case. That’s Jennifer Wilson’s case. 

Sherlock:  Yes, obviously… Oh, perhaps I should mention: I didn’t kill her. 

John: I never said you did. 

Sherlock: Why not? Given the text I just had you send and the fact that I have her case, it’s a 

perfectly logical assumption. 

John: Do people usually assume you’re the murderer? 

Sherlock: Now and then, yes. 

 

(72) John: Okay ... How did you get this? 

Sherlock: By looking.  

 

(73) John: Where? 

Sherlock: The killer must have driven her to Lauriston Gardens. He could only 

keep her case by accident if it was in the car. Nobody could be seen with this case 

without drawing attention – particularly a man, which is statistically more likely – 

so obviously he’d feel compelled to get rid of it the moment he noticed he still had 

it. Wouldn’t have taken him more than five minutes to realize his mistake. I 

checked every back street wide enough for a car five minutes from Lauriston 

Gardens ... and anywhere you could dispose of a bulky object without being 

observed… Took me less than an hour to find the right skip. 

John: Pink. You got all that because you realized the case would be pink? 

Sherlock: Well, it had to be pink, obviously. 

John: Why didn’t I think of that? 

Sherlock: Because you’re an idiot. No, no, no, don’t look like that. Practically everyone is. 

Now, look. Do you see what’s missing? 

John: From the case? How could I? 

Sherlock: Her phone. Where’s her mobile phone? There was no phone on the body, 

there’s no phone in the case. We know she had one – that’s her number there; you just 

texted it. 

John: Maybe she left it at home. 
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Sherlock: She has a string of lovers and she’s careful about it. She never leaves her phone 

at home. 

 

(74) John: Ehm… Why did I just send that text? 

Sherlock: Well, the question is: where is her phone now? 

John:  She could have lost it. 

Sherlock: Yes, or ...? 

John: The murderer ... You think the murderer has the phone? 

Sherlock: Maybe she left it when she left her case. Maybe he took it from her for some 

reason. Either way, the balance of probability is the murderer has her phone. 

John: Sorry, what are we doing? Did I just text a murderer?! What good will that do? 

Sherlock: A few hours after his last victim, and now he receives a text that can only be 

from her. If somebody had just found that phone they’d ignore a text like that, but the 

murderer ...would panic. 

John: Have you talked to the police? 

Sherlock: Four people are dead. There isn’t time to talk to the police. 

 

(75) John: So why are you talking to me? 

Sherlock: Mrs Hudson took my skull.  

John: So, I’m basically filling in for your skull? 

Sherlock:  Relax, you’re doing fine… Well? 

John: Well what? 

Sherlock: Well, you could just sit there and watch telly. 

 

(76) John: What, you want me to come with you? 

Sherlock: I like company when I go out, and I think better when I talk aloud. The 

skull just attracts attention, so … Problem? 

 

John: Yeah, Sergeant Donovan. 

Sherlock:  What about her? 

John: She said ... You get off on this. You enjoy it. 

Sherlock:  And I said “dangerous,” and here you are. 

John: Damn it! 

 

John: Where are we going? 

Sherlock: Northumberland Street’s a five-minute walk from here. 

John: You think he’s stupid enough to go there? 

Sherlock: No – I think he’s brilliant enough. I love the brilliant ones. They’re always so 

desperate to get caught. 

John: Why? 

Sherlock: Appreciation! Applause! At long last the spotlight. That’s the frailty of genius, 

John: it needs an audience. 

John: Yeah. 

 

(77) Sherlock: This is his hunting ground, right here in the heart of the city. Now that 

we know his victims were abducted, that changes everything. Because all of his 

victims disappeared from busy streets, crowded places, but nobody saw them go. 
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Think! Who do we trust, even though we don’t know them? Who passes unnoticed 

wherever they go? Who hunts in the middle of a crowd? 

John: Dunno. Who? 

Sherlock: Haven’t the faintest. Hungry? … Thank you, Billy. Twenty-two 

Northumberland Street. Keep your eyes on it.  

 

(78) John: He isn’t just gonna ring the doorbell, though, is he? He’d need to be mad. 

Sherlock: He has killed four people.  

 

John: Okay. 

Angelo: Sherlock. Anything on the menu, whatever you want, free. On the house, for you 

and for your date. 

Sherlock:  Do you want to eat? 

John: I’m not his date. 

Angelo: This man got me off a murder charge. 

Sherlock:  This is Angelo. Three years ago I successfully proved to Lestrade at the time of a 

particularly vicious triple murder that Angelo was in a completely different part of town, 

house-breaking. 

Angelo: He cleared my name. 

Sherlock: I cleared it a bit. Anything happening opposite? 

Angelo: Nothing. But for this man, I’d have gone to prison. 

Sherlock: You did go to prison. 

Angelo: I’ll get a candle for the table. It’s more romantic. 

John:  I’m not his date! 

Sherlock: You may as well eat. We might have a long wait. 

John: Thanks! 

John: People don’t have arch-enemies. 

Sherlock: I’m sorry? 

John: In real life. There are no arch-enemies in real life. Doesn’t happen. 

Sherlock:  Doesn’t it? Sounds a bit dull. 

 

(79) John: So who did I meet? 

Sherlock: What do real people have, then, in their ‘real lives’? 

 

John: Friends; people they know; people they like; people they don’t like ... Girlfriends, 

boyfriends ... 

Sherlock: Yes, well, as I was saying – dull. 

John: You don’t have a girlfriend, then? 

Sherlock: Girlfriend? No, not really my area. 

John: Mm. Oh, right. Do you have a boyfriend? … Which is fine, by the way. 

Sherlock: I know it’s fine. 

John: So you’ve got a boyfriend then? 

Sherlock: No. 

John: Right. Okay. You’re unattached. Like me. Fine. (He clears his throat.) Good. 

Sherlock: John, um ... I think you should know that I consider myself married to my work, 

and while I’m flattered by your interest, I’m really not looking for any ... 
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John:  No. No, I’m not asking. No. 

 

(80) John: I’m just saying, it’s all fine. 

Sherlock: Good. Thank you. Look across the street. Taxi. Stopped. Nobody getting 

in, and nobody getting out. Why a taxi? Oh, that’s clever. Is it clever? Why is it 

clever?  

  

John: That’s him? 

Sherlock: Don’t stare. 

John: You’re staring. 

Sherlock: We can’t both stare. 

John: Sorry! 

Sherlock gets an idea and him and John goes towards the taxi. The taxi leaves. 

John: I’ve got the cab number. 

Sherlock: Good for you. (Continues by talking to himself) Right turn, one way, roadworks, 

traffic lights, bus lane, pedestrian crossing, left turn only, traffic lights. 

Man: Oi! 

John: Sorry. 

Sherlock: Come on, John. Come on, John. We’re losing him! Ah, no! This way. No, this way! 

John: Sorry. 

 

(81) Sherlock: Police! Open her up! No. Teeth, tan: what – Californian? L.A., Santa 

Monica. Just arrived. 

John: How can you possibly know that? 

Sherlock: The luggage. It’s probably your first trip to London, right, going by your final 

destination and the route the cabbie was taking you? 

Passenger: Sorry – are you guys the police? 

Sherlock: Yeah. Everything all right? 

Passenger: Yeah. 

Sherlock: Welcome to London. 

John: Er, any problems, just let us know. Basically just a cab that happened to slow down. 

Sherlock: Basically. 

John: Not the murderer. 

Sherlock:  Not the murderer, no. 

John: Wrong country, good alibi. 

Sherlock: As they go. 

John: Hey, where… where did you get this? Here. Right. Detective Inspector Lestrade? 

Sherlock: Yeah. I pickpocket him when he’s annoying. You can keep that one, I’ve got plenty 

at the flat. What? 

John: Nothing, just: “Welcome to London.” 

Sherlock:  Got your breath back? 

John: Ready when you are. 

 

At 221B Baker Street 
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(82) John: Okay, that was ridiculous. That was the most ridiculous thing I’ve ever done. 

Sherlock: And you invaded Afghanistan. 

 

John: That wasn’t just me. Why aren’t we back at the restaurant? 

Sherlock: Oh, they can keep an eye out. It was a long shot anyway.  

(83) John: So, what were we doing there? 

Sherlock: Oh, just passing the time. And proving a point. 

John: What point? 

Sherlock: You. Mrs Hudson! Doctor Watson will take the room upstairs. 

 

(84) John: Says who? 

Sherlock:  Says the man at the door.  

Angelo: Sherlock texted me. He said you forgot this. 

John: Ah. Ehm, thank you. Thank you. 

Mrs. Hudson: Sherlock, what have you done? 

Sherlock: Mrs Hudson? 

Mrs. Hudson: Upstairs. 

 

Sherlock and John walk upstairs, where Lestrade and a couple of police men are waiting 

for them. 

 

Sherlock: What are you doing? 

Lestrade: Well, I knew you’d find the case. I’m not stupid. 

Sherlock: You can’t just break into my flat. 

Lestrade: And you can’t withhold evidence. And I didn’t break into your flat. 

Sherlock: Well, what do you call this then? 

Lestrade: It’s a drug bust. 

John: Seriously?! This guy, a junkie?! Have you met him?! 

Sherlock: John ... 

 

(85) John:  I’m pretty sure you could search this flat all day, you wouldn’t find anything 

you could call recreational. 

Sherlock: John, you probably want to shut up now.  

 

John: Yeah, but come on. No. 

Sherlock: What? 

John: You? 

Sherlock:  Shut up! 

Sherlock: I’m not your sniffer dog. 

Lestrade: No, Anderson‘s my sniffer dog. 

Sherlock:  What, An... Anderson, what are you doing here on a drug bust? 

Anderson: Oh, I volunteered. 

Lestrade: They all did. They’re not strictly speaking on the drugs squad, but they’re very 

keen. 
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(86) Donovan: Are these human eyes? 

Sherlock: Put those back!  

 

(87) Donovan: They were in the microwave! 

Sherlock: It’s an experiment. 

 

Lestrade: Keep looking, guys… Or you could help us properly and I’ll stand them down. 

Sherlock:  This is childish. 

Lestrade: Well, I’m dealing with a child. Sherlock, this is our case. I’m letting you in, but 

you do not go off on your own. Clear? 

Sherlock: Oh, what, so-so-so you set up a pretend drug bust to bully me? 

Lestrade: It stops being pretend if they find anything. 

Sherlock: I am clean! 

 

(88) Lestrade: Is your flat? All of it? 

Sherlock: I don’t even smoke. 

Lestrade: Neither do I. So let’s work together. We’ve found Rachel. 

Sherlock: Who is she? 

Lestrade: Jennifer Wilson’s only daughter. 

Sherlock: Her daughter? Why would she write her daughter’s name? Why? 

Anderson: Never mind that. We found the case. According to someone, the murderer has 

the case, and we found it in the hands of our favourite psychopath. 

 

(E3)  Sherlock: I’m not a psychopath, Anderson. I’m a high-functioning sociopath. Do 

your research. 

 

(89) Sherlock: You need to bring Rachel in. You need to question her. I need to question 

her. 

Lestrade: She’s dead. 

Sherlock: Excellent!  

Sherlock: How, when and why? Is there a connection? There has to be. 

Lestrade: Well, I doubt it, since she’s been dead for fourteen years. Technically she was 

never alive. Rachel was Jennifer Wilson’s stillborn daughter, fourteen years ago.  

Sherlock: No, that’s ... that’s not right. How ... Why would she do that? Why? 

Anderson: Why would she think of her daughter in her last moments?! Yup – sociopath; 

I’m seeing it now. 

Sherlock: She didn’t think about her daughter. She scratched her name on the floor with her 

fingernails. She was dying. It took effort. It would have hurt. 

John: You said that the victims all took the poison themselves, that he makes them take it. 

Well, maybe he, I don’t know, talks to them? Maybe he used the death of her daughter 

somehow. 

 

(90) Sherlock:  Yeah, but that was ages ago. Why would she still be upset? … Not good? 

John: Bit not good, yeah.  
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Sherlock: Yeah, but if you were dying ... if you’d been murdered: in your very last few 

seconds what would you say? 

John: “Please, God, let me live.” 

Sherlock: Oh, use your imagination! 

John: I don’t have to. 

Sherlock: Yeah, but if you were clever, really clever ... Jennifer Wilson running all those 

lovers: she was clever. She’s trying to tell us something. 

Mrs. Hudson: Isn’t the doorbell working? Your taxi’s here, Sherlock. 

Sherlock: I didn’t order a taxi. Go away. 

Mrs. Hudson: Oh, dear. They’re making such a mess. What are they looking for? 

John: It’s a drugs bust, Mrs Hudson. 

Mrs. Hudson: But they’re just for my hip. They’re herbal soothers. 

 

(91) Sherlock: Shut up, everybody, shut up! Don’t move, don’t speak, don’t breathe. I’m 

trying to think. Anderson, face the other way. You’re putting me off.  

 

Anderson:: What? My face is?! 

Lestrade: Everybody quiet and still. Anderson, turn your back. 

Anderson: Oh, for God’s sake! 

Lestrade: Your back, now, please! 

Sherlock: Come on, think. Quick! 

 

(92) Mrs. Hudson: What about your taxi? 

Sherlock:  MRS HUDSON!  

Sherlock: Oh. Ah! She was clever, clever, yes! … She’s cleverer than you lot and she’s dead. 

Do you see, do you get it? She didn’t lose her phone, she never lost it. She planted it on him. 

When she got out of the car, she knew that she was going to her death. She left the phone in 

order to lead us to her killer. 

 

(93) Lestrade: But how? 

Sherlock:  What? What do you mean, how?... Rachel! … Don’t you see? Rachel! … 

Oh, look at you lot. You’re all so vacant. Is it nice not being me? It must be so 

relaxing. Rachel is not a name.  

 

(94) John: Then what is it? 

Sherlock: John, on the luggage, there’s a label. E-mail address. 

 

John: Ehm, Jennie.pink@mephone.org.uk 

Sherlock: Oh, I’ve been too slow. She didn’t have a laptop, which means she did her 

business on her phone, so it’s a smartphone, it’s e-mail enabled. So there was a website for 

her account. The username is her e-mail address, and all together now, the password is? 

John: Rachel. 

(95) Anderson: So we can read her e-mails. So what? 

Sherlock: Anderson, don’t talk out loud. You lower the I.Q. of the whole street.  
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We can do much more than just read her e-mails. It’s a smartphone, it’s got GPS, which 

means if you lose it you can locate it online. She’s leading us directly to the man who killed 

her. 

Lestrade: Unless he got rid of it. 

John: We know he didn’t. 

Sherlock: Come on, come on. Quickly! 

 

(96) Mrs. Hudson: Sherlock, dear. This taxi driver ... 

Sherlock: Mrs Hudson, isn’t it time for your evening soother? 

 

Sherlock: We need to get vehicles, get a helicopter. We’re gonna have to move fast. This 

phone battery won’t last for ever. 

Lestrade: We’ll just have a map reference, not a name. 

Sherlock:  It’s a start! 

John: Sherlock ... 

Sherlock: It narrows it down from just anyone in London. It’s the first proper lead that 

we’ve had. 

John: Sherlock ... 

Sherlock:  What is it? Quickly, where? 

John: It’s here. It’s in two two one Baker Street. 

Sherlock:  How can it be here? How? 

Lestrade: Well, maybe it was in the case when you brought it back and it fell out 

somewhere. 

Sherlock: What, and I didn’t notice it? Me? I didn’t notice? 

John: Anyway, we texted him and he called back. 

Lestrade: Guys, we’re also looking for a mobile somewhere here, belonged to the victim. 

 

Sherlock realizes who the killer is. 

 

John: Sherlock, you okay? 

Sherlock:  What? Yeah, yeah, I-I’m fine. 

 

(97) John: So, how can the phone be here? 

Sherlock:  Dunno.  

John:  I’ll try it again. 

Sherlock: Good idea. 

 

(98) John: Where are you going? 

Sherlock: Fresh air. Just popping outside for a moment. Won’t be long. 

John: You sure you’re all right? 

Sherlock: I’m fine. 

 

Outside of Sherlock and John’s house. 

 

Jeff: Taxi for Sherlock Holmes. 

Sherlock: I didn’t order a taxi. 

Jeff: Doesn’t mean you don’t need one. 
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Sherlock: You’re the cabbie. The one who stopped outside Northumberland Street. It was 

you, not your passenger. 

Jeff: See? No-one ever thinks about the cabbie. It’s like you’re invisible. Just the back of a 

head. Proper advantage for a serial killer. 

Sherlock: Is this a confession? 

Jeff: Oh, yeah. And I’ll tell you what else: if you call the coppers now, I won’t run. I’ll sit quiet 

and they can take me down, I promise. 

Sherlock: Why? 

Jeff: Because you’re not going to do that. 

Sherlock:  Am I not? 

Jeff: I didn’t kill those four people, Mr Holmes. I spoke to them, and they killed themselves. 

And if you get the coppers now, I promise you one thing. I will never tell you what I said. 

Sherlock: No-one else will die, though, and I believe they call that a result. 

Jeff: And you won’t ever understand how those people died. What kind of result do you care 

about? 

Sherlock: If I wanted to understand, what would I do? 

Jeff: Let me take you for a ride. 

Sherlock: So you can kill me too? 

Jeff: I don’t want to kill you, Mr Holmes. I’m going to talk to you ... and then you’re going to 

kill yourself. 

 

Scenes without Sherlock. 

 

Sherlock: How did you find me? 

Jeff: Oh, I recognized you, soon as I saw you chasing my cab. Sherlock Holmes! I was 

warned about you. I’ve been on your website, too. Brilliant stuff! Loved it! 

Sherlock: Who warned you about me? 

Jeff: Just someone out there who’s noticed you. 

Sherlock: Who? … Who would notice me? 

Jeff: You’re too modest, Mr Holmes. 

Sherlock: I’m really not. 

Jeff: You’ve got yourself a fan. 

Sherlock:  Tell me more. 

Jeff: That’s all you’re going to know... in this lifetime. 

Scenes without Sherlock. 

 

(99) Sherlock: Where are we?  

Jeff: You know every street in London. You know exactly where we are. 

 

Sherlock: Roland-Kerr Further Education College. Why here? 

 

(100) Jeff: It’s open; cleaners are in. One thing about being a cabbie: you always know a 

nice quiet spot for a murder. I’m surprised more of us don’t branch out. 

Sherlock: And you just walk your victims in? How? 
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Sherlock: Oh, dull. 

Jeff: Don’t worry. It gets better. 

Sherlock: You can’t make people take their own lives at gunpoint. 

Jeff: I don’t. It’s much better than that. Don’t need this with you, because you’ll follow me. 

 

Scenes without Sherlock. 

 

Jeff: Well, what do you think? It’s up to you. You’re the one who’s going to die here. 

Sherlock: No, I’m not. 

 

(101) Jeff: That’s what they all say. Shall we talk? 

Sherlock: Bit risky, wasn’t it? Took me away under the eye of about half a dozen 

policemen. They’re not that stupid. And Mrs Hudson will remember you.  

 

Jeff: You call that a risk? No, this is a risk… Oh, I like this bit. Because you don’t get it yet, do 

you? But you’re about to. I just have to do this. You weren’t expecting that, were you? Oh, 

you’re going to love this. 

Sherlock: Love what? 

Jeff: Sherlock Holmes. Look at you! Here in the flesh. That website of yours: your fan told 

me about it. 

Sherlock: My fan? 

Jeff: You are brilliant. You are. A proper genius. “The Science of Deduction.” Now that is 

proper thinking. Between you and me sitting here, why can’t people think? Don’t it make you 

mad? Why can’t people just think? 

Sherlock: Oh, I see. So, you’re a proper genius too. 

Jeff: Don’t look it, do I? Funny little man driving a cab. But you’ll know better in a minute. 

Chances are it’ll be the last thing you ever know. 

 

(102) Sherlock: Okay, two bottles. Explain.  

Jeff: There’s a good bottle and a bad bottle. You take the pill from the good bottle, 

you live; take the pill from the bad bottle, you die.  

 

Sherlock: Both bottles are of course identical. 

Jeff: In every way. 

Sherlock: And you know which is which. 

Jeff: Of course, I know. 

Sherlock: But I don’t. 

Jeff: Wouldn’t be a game if you knew. You’re the one who chooses. 

Sherlock: Why should I? I’ve got nothing to go on. What’s in it for me? 

 

(103) Jeff: I haven’t told you the best bit yet. Whatever bottle you choose, I take the pill 

from the other one – and then, together, we take our medicine. I won’t cheat. It’s 

your choice. I’ll take whatever pill you don’t. Didn’t expect that, did you, Mr 

Holmes? 

Sherlock: This is what you did to the rest of them: you gave them a choice.  
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Jeff: And now I’m giving you one. You take your time. Get yourself together. I want your best 

game. 

Sherlock: It’s not a game. It’s chance. 

Jeff: I’ve played four times. I’m alive. It’s not chance, Mr Holmes, it’s chess. It’s a game of 

chess, with one move, and one survivor. And this, this is the move. Did I just give you the 

good bottle or the bad bottle? You can choose either one. 

 

Scenes without Sherlock. 

 

Jeff: You ready yet, Mr Holmes? Ready to play? 

Sherlock: Play what? It’s a fifty-fifty chance. 

Jeff: You’re not playing the numbers, you’re playing me. Did I just give you the good pill or 

the bad pill? Is it a bluff? Or a double bluff? Or a triple bluff? 

Sherlock: Still just chance. 

Jeff: Four people in a row? It’s not just chance. 

Sherlock: Luck. 

(104) Jeff: It’s genius. I know how people think. I know how people think I think. I can see 

it all, like a map inside my head. Everyone’s so stupid – even you… Or maybe God 

just loves me. 

Sherlock: Either way, you’re wasted as a cabbie. 

 

Sherlock: So, you risked your life four times just to kill strangers. Why? 

 

(105) Jeff: Time to play. 

Sherlock: Oh, I am playing. This is my turn. There’s shaving foam behind your left 

ear. Nobody’s pointed it out to you. Traces of where it’s happened before, so 

obviously you live on your own; there’s no-one to tell you. But there’s a photograph 

of children. The children’s mother has been cut out of the picture. If she’d died, she’d 

still be there...  SHERLOCK: The photograph’s old but the frame’s new. You think of 

your children, but you don’t get to see them. Estranged father. She took the kids, but 

you still love them, and it still hurts… Ah, but there’s more… Your clothes: recently 

laundered but everything you’re wearing’s at least ... three years old? Keeping up 

appearances but not planning ahead. And here you are on a kamikaze murder spree. 

What’s that about? … Ahh. Three years ago – is that when they told you? 

 

Jeff: Told me what? 

Sherlock: That you’re a dead man walking. 

Jeff: So are you. 

Sherlock: You don’t have long, though. Am I right? 

Jeff: Aneurism. Right in here. Any breath could be my last. 

Sherlock:  And because you’re dying, you’ve just murdered four people. 

Jeff: I’ve outlived four people. That’s the most fun you can have on an aneurism. 

Sherlock:  No. No, there’s something else. You didn’t just kill four people because you’re 

bitter. Bitterness is a paralytic. Love is a much more vicious motivator. Somehow this is about 

your children. 

Jeff: Ohh…You are good, ain’t you? 
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Sherlock: But how? 

 

(106) Jeff: When I die, they won’t get much, my kids. Not a lot of money in driving cabs. 

Sherlock: Or serial killing. 

 

Jeff: You’d be surprised. 

Sherlock: Surprise me. 

Jeff: I have a sponsor. 

Sherlock: You have a what? 

 

(107) Jeff: For every life I take, money goes to my kids. The more I kill, the better off they’ll 

be. You see? It’s nicer than you think. 

Sherlock:  Who’d sponsor a serial killer? 

 

Jeff: Who’d be a fan of Sherlock Holmes? You’re not the only one to enjoy a good murder. 

There’s others out there just like you, except you’re just a man ... and they’re so much more 

than that. 

Sherlock: What do you mean, more than a man? An organization? What? 

Jeff: There’s a name no-one says, an’ I’m not going to say it either. Now, enough 

chatter…Time to choose. 

Sherlock: What if I don’t choose either? I could just walk out of here. 

Jeff: You can take your fifty-fifty chance, or I can shoot you in the head…Funnily enough, 

no-one’s ever gone for that option. 

Sherlock: I’ll have the gun, please. 

Jeff: Are you sure? 

Sherlock: Definitely. The gun. 

 

(108) Jeff: You don’t want to phone a friend? 

Sherlock: The gun…I know a real gun when I see one.  

 

(109) Jeff: None of the others did. 

Sherlock: Clearly. Well, this has been very interesting. I look forward to the court 

case.  

 

Jeff: Just before you go, did you figure it out ... which one’s the good bottle? 

Sherlock: Of course, child’s play. 

Jeff: Well, which one, then? Which one would you have picked, just so I know whether I 

could have beaten you? Come on. Play the game. Oh. Interesting. So what do you think? Shall 

we? Really, what do you think? Can you beat me? Are you clever enough to bet your life? … I 

bet you get bored, don’t you? I know you do. A man like you ... so clever. But what’s the point 

of being clever if you can’t prove it? Still the addict. But this ... this is what you’re really 

addicted to, isn’t it? You’d do anything ... anything at all, to stop being bored. You’re not 

bored now, are you? Isn’t it good? 

Jeff is shot by someone standing outside. 

 

Sherlock: Was I right? I was, wasn’t I? Did I get it right? … Okay, tell me this: your sponsor. 

Who was it? The one who told you about me; my ‘fan’. I want a name. 
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Jeff: No. 

Sherlock: You’re dying, but there’s still time to hurt you. Give me a name. A name. Now. 

The NAME! 

Jeff: MORIARTY! 

 

Later 

 

Sherlock:  Why have I got this blanket? They keep putting this blanket on me. 

Lestrade: Yeah, it’s for shock. 

Sherlock: I’m not in shock. 

 

(110) Lestrade: Yeah, but some of the guys want to take photographs. 

Sherlock: So, the shooter. No sign? 

 

(111) Lestrade: Cleared off before we got ’ere. But a guy like that would have had enemies, 

I suppose. One of them could have been following him but ... (he shrugs) ... got 

nothing to go on. 

Sherlock: Oh, I wouldn’t say that. 

Lestrade: Okay, give me. 

Sherlock: The bullet they just dug out of the wall’s from a hand gun. Kill shot over 

that distance from that kind of a weapon – that’s a crack shot you’re looking for, but 

not just a marksman; a fighter. His hands couldn’t have shaken at all, so clearly he’s 

acclimatized to violence. He didn’t fire until I was in immediate danger, though, so 

strong moral principle. You’re looking for a man probably with a history of military 

service…and nerves of steel ...Actually, do you know what? Ignore me. 

 

(112) Lestrade: Sorry? 

Sherlock: Ignore all of that. It’s just the, eh, the shock talking.  

 

(113) Lestrade: Where’re you going? 

Sherlock: I just need to talk about the-the rent.  

 

(114) Lestrade: But I’ve still got questions for you. 

Sherlock: Oh, what now? I’m in shock! Look, I’ve got a blanket!  

 

(115) Lestrade: Sherlock! 

Sherlock: And I just caught you a serial killer ... more or less.  

Lestrade: Okay. We’ll bring you in tomorrow. Off you go. 

 

Sherlock walks over to John. 

 

(116) John: Um, Sergeant Donovan’s just been explaining everything, the two pills. Been a 

dreadful business, hasn’t it? Dreadful. 

Sherlock: Good shot.  

 

(117) John:  Yes. Yes, must have been, through that window. 

Sherlock: Well, you’d know. Need to get the powder burns out of your fingers. I 

don’t suppose you’d serve time for this, but let’s avoid the court case. Are you all 
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right?  

 

(118) John: Yes, of course I’m all right. 

Sherlock: Well, you have just killed a man. 

 

John: Yes, I... That’s true, isn’t it? But he wasn’t a very nice man. 

Sherlock: No. No, he wasn’t really, was he? 

John: And frankly a bloody awful cabbie. 

Sherlock: That’s true. He was a bad cabbie. Should have seen the route he took us to get 

here! 

 

(119) John: Stop! Stop, we can’t giggle, it’s a crime scene! Stop it! 

Sherlock: You’re the one who shot him. Don’t blame me.  

 

John: Keep your voice down! Sorry – it’s just, um, nerves, I think. 

Sherlock: Sorry. 

 

(120) John: You were going to take that damned pill, weren’t you? 

Sherlock: Course I wasn’t. Biding me time. Knew you’d turn up.  

 

John: No, you didn’t. It’s how you get your kicks, isn’t it? You risk your life to prove you’re 

clever. 

Sherlock: Why would I do that? 

 

(121) John: Because you’re an idiot. 

Sherlock: Dinner?   

 

(122) John: Starving. 

Sherlock: End of Baker Street, there’s a good Chinese stays open ’til two. You can 

always tell a good Chinese by examining the bottom third of the door handle.  

John: Sherlock. That’s him. That’s the man I was talking to you about. 

Sherlock: I know exactly who that is. 

 

(123) Mycroft: So, another case cracked. How very public spirited ... though that’s never 

really your motivation, is it? 

Sherlock: What are you doing here?  

 

(124) Mycroft: As ever, I’m concerned about you. 

Sherlock: Yes, I’ve been hearing about your ‘concern’.  

 

Mycroft: Always so aggressive. Did it never occur to you that you and I belong on the same 

side? 

Sherlock: Oddly enough, no! 

Mycroft: We have more in common than you like to believe. This petty feud between us is 

simply childish. People will suffer ... and you know how it always upset Mummy. 
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Sherlock: I upset her? Me? It wasn’t me that upset her, Mycroft. 

 

(125) John: No, no, wait. Mummy? Who’s Mummy? 

Sherlock: Mother – our mother. This is my brother, Mycroft. Putting on weight 

again? 

 

Mycroft: Losing it, in fact. 

John:  He’s your brother?! 

Sherlock: Of course, he’s my brother. 

 

(126) John: So, he’s not ... 

Sherlock: Not what? 

John: I dunno – criminal mastermind? 

Sherlock: Close enough.  

 

(127) Mycroft: For goodness’ sake. I occupy a minor position in the British government. 

Sherlock: He is the British government, when he’s not too busy being the British 

Secret Service or the CIA on a freelance basis. 

 

(128) Sherlock: Good evening, Mycroft. Try not to start a war before I get home. You know 

what it does for the traffic. 

 

John: So, when-when you say you’re concerned about him, you actually are concerned? 

Mycroft: Yes, of course. 

John: I mean, it actually is a childish feud? 

Mycroft: He’s always been so resentful. You can imagine the Christmas dinners. 

John: Yeah ... no. God, no! I, I’d better, um ... Hello again. 

Assistant: Hello. 

John: Yes, we-we met earlier on this evening. 

Assistant: Oh! 

John: Okay, good night. 

Mycroft: Good night, Doctor Watson. 

John and Sherlock walk away. 

 

(129) John: So: dim sum. 

Sherlock: Mm! I can always predict the fortune cookies.  

 

(130) John: No, you can’t. 

Sherlock: Almost can. You did get shot, though. 

John: Sorry?  

 

(131) Sherlock: In Afghanistan. There was an actual wound. 

John: Oh, yeah. Shoulder. 

Sherlock: Shoulder! I thought so. 

 

(132) John: No, you didn’t. 

Sherlock: The left one. 
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John: Lucky guess. 

Sherlock: I never guess. 

 

John: Yes, you do. What are you so happy about? 

Sherlock: Moriarty. 

John: What’s Moriarty? 

Sherlock:  I’ve absolutely no idea. 

 


