Abstract 
As one of the most recent branches of linguistics, Econolinguistics, the study of language economically and vise a versa, has attracted the attention of many linguists as well as economists. Accordingly, using Numann’s game theory, mostly used in the field of economy, the present paper intuitively seeks to modify a linguistics principle known as Grice’s Maxims. In so doing, a total of 50 conversations were recorded in actual context and were analyzed through content analysis. It was shown that the Gricean Maxims, better known as cooperative principles, have failed to cover all aspects of communication when the culture communication takes place in, the environment the conversation is carried in, and the new types of communication come into the picture. Hence, by inserting signaling games, a subcategory of Game Theories, into cooperative principles, the defects the principles carry with themselves were tackled and a revisited model was suggested. 
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Introduction

Due to the dynamic and open-to-change nature of language, linguistic researchers and theorists have long had a passion for combining language with other scientific fields. As a result of this interest, some subfields in linguistics such as psycholinguistics, sociolinguistics, neurolinguistics and so forth have come into existence. Similarly, the theorists of language and economic theorists (Grin, 2008, 2003, 2002, 2001, 1991; Lippmann, 2002; Graham, 1999, & Walters, 1992) have been trying to underlie the integration of economics and language, thereby leading to the emergence of a new subfield named econolinguistics. 

In the field in question, linguists try to measure linguistic variables economically and examine their interdependence effects on one another. Economists, on the other hand, have sometimes used linguistic variables to linguistically explain some economic phenomena (Grin, 2008). 

According to the literature in the field of Econolinguistics, what has been so far done were experimental articles, a good example of which is a study done by Grin (2008). In this study, an economic approach of language was offered, focusing in particular on the function of different lines of economic variables applied to the study of situation of regional of minority languages and the selection and design of language policies aiming to improve their situation.

The relationship between language and political economy has also been an interesting field for many linguists and economists, including Graham (1999), Walters (1996), Royster (1986), Irvin (1989), Heller (2003), Friedrich (1989), Nicholas (2016), Gupta and Torres (2016) Dalrymple& Kaplan (2016). Some other scholars studied language syntax economically and indicated that the shorter the syntax of a sentence, the better it can be learnt by a second language learners, the most recent of which is a study done by Ventsel (2016). 
At least since Lewis 1969 and Spence 1973, the strategic aspects of communication have attracted game theorists, and there is a considerable body of literature on this topic by now. Most game theoretic studies of communication do not deal with the specific properties of natural languages though. On the other hand, linguists have paid little attention to this field of research (with some notable exceptions like Arthur Merin (1999) and Prashant Parikh (2001) until the turn of the century, despite its obvious relevance. Within the last few years, this situation has changed somewhat. Various linguists and philosophers of language interested in pragmatics or language evolution started to study and employ game theoretic techniques (Jaeger, 2008). Studies to this effect are in progress in such universities and countries as Northwest University, the University of Pennsylvania, Berlin, and Amsterdam, to name a few (ibid, 2008).

A number of workshops about game theory and language/linguistics have taken place in recent years, organized both by linguists (like the special session on game theory at the Mathematics of Language meeting at Bloomington in 2003, the bi-annual conference ‘Games and Decisions in Pragmatics’, which takes place since 2003 in Berlin, or the colloquium ‘New Perspectives on Games and Interaction’ at the Royal Netherlands Academy of Arts and Science in 2007) and by economists (like a recent workshop on Communication, Game Theory, and Language at the Kellog School of Business of Northwestern University). Last but not least, several biologists use the evolutionary interpretation of game theory to study the evolution of communication in biological systems, including natural language (see, for instance, the chapter on language evolution in Nowak 2006 and the references cited therein). In short, recent years have witnessed the emergence of a newly lively interdisciplinary field of study applying game theory applications in tackling linguistics dilemma. The collection ‘Game Theory and Pragmatics’ (Benz et al. 2005), which contains contributions from linguists, economists, and philosophers of language, provides a representative sample of papers from this novel interdisciplinary field.

The topic of the present article, however, is contrary to all empirical and experimental research, the significance of this study can be found in the theoretical point of view it carries with itself because, theoretically speaking, no work has studied the relationship between language and economy with a new insight yet; hence, this paper makes a serious attempt at modifying Gricean cooperative principles of communication using a pure economic theory named game theory. Doubts will be raised about some of the aspects of the proposed treatment and a suggestion was made to the cooperative principles that at least some of the problems that the proposal faces are those that can be solved using game theory in this field. 
In pragmatics, the major aim of communication is considered the exchange of information. People usually cooperate to con- vey their intentions and implicit import of their utterances. Therefore, all things being equal conversations are cooperative attempts based on a common ground and pursuing a shared purpose. 
Grice’s work on the Cooperative Principle led to the development of “pragmatics” as a separate discipline within linguistics. However, the interpretation of the CP is sometimes problematic because Grice’s technical term “cooperation” is often confused with the general meaning of the word cooperation. 
It should be stressed here that what is centrally important to Grice is the concept of rationality and it is for this reason he discusses cooperation. Most linguists, on the other hand, are interested in the operation of the CP in language use and (flouts, violations, infringing, and opting out) and only a few of them introduce the concept of rationality in relation to the CP into their discussion. Grice considers his maxims as examples of principles, not rules. 
Grice first introduces the Cooperative Principle and explained conversational implicature in his article, “Logic and Conversation” (1975). He argued the generation and perception of these implicatures was based on the following principle: “Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which is occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged” (Grice, 1975: p. 48). Put more simply, the Cooperative Principle attempts to make explicit certain rational principles observed by people when they converse. 
Grice claims that human beings communicate with each other in a logical and rational way, and cooperation is embedded into people’s conversations Furthermore he argues, this habit will never be lost, because it has been learned during their childhood. Here, the point is that audience listener understands the implication of a speaker’s remarks by drawing on an assumption of cooperativeness, contextual information and background knowledge. 
Thus, based on what has been mentioned so far, the present study seeks answer to the following research questions:
1. How context in which the conversation takes place is important in violating any if the Grice’s Maxims?
2. How Game theory can compensate for Maxims Violation, if any, in different contexts?

In his theory, Grice makes a distinction between saying and meaning. He argues that speakers can create the implicit meanings and their audiences are able to infer these intended meaning from their conversations. He believes that people follow certain patterns in their interactions and claims that listeners generally assume that a speaker’s utterance contains enough information, and is relevant. When it patently violates this assumption, we understand that meaning. Therefore, violation of relevance does not mean a lack of cooperation. 
Grice considers the coherence or unity of conversations at a rational level, i.e. the rational structure of a conversation. He is concerned with the ways in which we connect our sentences meaningfully in a conversation and the reasons for saying what we do. Considering people’s interaction, particularly when different speakers try to promote various issues, it can be clearly seen that their conversation enjoys partial unity (Brown and Yule, 1983: pp. 88-89), but it seems that Grice have an ideal king in his mind. 
Grice’s Maxims 
In order to explain the processes underlying implication, Grice (1975) developed the following maxims:
Quality: speaker tells the truth or provable by adequate evidence; 
Quantity: speaker is as informative as required;
Relation: response is relevant to topic of discussion;
Manner: speaker avoids ambiguity or obscurity, is direct and straightforward. 
Criticisms of Grice’s Maxim 
Grice’s work on the Cooperative Principle led to the development of “pragmatics” as a separate discipline within linguistics. However, the interpretation of the CP is sometimes problematic because Grice’s technical term “cooperation” is often confused with the general meaning of the word cooperation. It should be stressed here that what is centrally important to Grice is the concept of rationality and it is for this reason he discusses cooperation. Most linguists, on the other hand, are interested in the operation of the CP in language use and (flouts, violations, infringing, and opting out) and only a few of them introduce the concept of rationality in relation to the CP into their discussion. Grice considers his maxims as examples of principles, not rules. Grice’s Cooperative Principle has played a historically important role in pragmatics, because this theory separated pragmatics from linguistics. However, the interpretation of his theory is problematic. There seems to be a misinterpretation between everyday notion of “cooperation”, and Grice’s technical term. Thomas (1998b: p. 176) argues that proponents of Grice’s theory have neglected to explore the ambiguous term “cooperation” and have not explained how they interpreted and used this concept in their own works. She adds many authors have criticized Grice’s theory due to misunderstanding about the misleading term “cooperation”. Ladegaard (2008) explains that because of the ambiguity of and inconsistency within Grice’s own definition of “cooperation” those adopting this theory often define this term to suit their own purposes. Davies (2007) argues that opposing interpretations of the “cooperation” notion originate from the conflict between Grice’s use of this term with a technical meaning, and the more general meaning of the word. It is not a term that is repeated in Grice’s thought, and is not the central force in his analysis of the workings of language. Applying these two interpretations to the same field creates confusions among linguists. It seems that the Cooperative Principle deals with a meaning closer to the general meaning of “cooperation” (Davies, 2007). Some researchers claim that Grice’s Cooperative Principle and its maxims are universal. For example, Green (1996) argues that rationality and cooperativeness are characteristics common to all the speakers in the world; therefore, non-cooperative conversations should be regarded as cooperative considering more global themes including listener and speaker (p. 98). Cappella (1995) also mentions that rejecting the cooperative principle as a norm may lead to inefficient and unfinished interactions. But in fact Grice never explicitly stated that his theory had universal application; so, it is a wrong assumption among these scholars. Thomas (1998a) criticizes Grice’s theory for three misinterpretations which are as follows: viewing human nature optimistically, proposing a series of rules for effective conversation and believing that his suggested maxims would always be taken into consideration. Thomas (1998a, 1998b) claims that although Grice’s theory is not satisfactory and suffers from a lot of holes, nothing better has been found to replace it. Taillard (2004: p. 247) attacks Grice’s claim that people normally cooperate and follow the maxims, and mentions that“Human communication rests on a tension between the goals of communicators and audiences”. In fact, he believes that we, as communicators, interact to fulfill our benefit and interest, but it does not mean that we always tell the truth. Sarangi and Slembrouck (1992) also criticized the Gricean claim for the normality of cooperation. They applied a Gricean pragmatic approach to institutional discourse and suggested that Grice’s framework should be extended to include societal factors such as the social position of the communicators. They said, “If we are to follow the Gricean notion of cooperation, the institution, in such circumstances, would be expected to adopt, at least from the client’s point of view the client’s goal as its own, or act towards negotiating a ‘mutually accepted goal’.” 
Grice (1975) is interested in the concept of logic and the relationship between conversation and logic. He considers logic a basic philosophical tool, but claims that the formal devices that indicate the logical functions of and, or, and so forth, have different meaning from their natural language equivalents. Then, he summarizes the formalists and non-formalists positions regarding this issue as follows. Formalists believe that the additional meanings within natural language are flaws of that system, and we should make an ideal language, including the formal devices, and clear and explicit sentences without any metaphysical implications. By contrast, the non-formalists state that failing to grasp the meaning of words lacking logical equivalence should not be regarded as a problem in the system: language plays other functions rather than serving science. Grice argues that the formalists cannot explain the logic of conversation. He adds that they acknowledge existence of these divergences, but claims they are mistakes which stem from an insufficient attention given to the nature and importance of the conditions that govern conversation. To challenge this viewpoint, Grice (1975) tries to prove the operation of logic in the performance of these aspects of conversations. To him, implicatures are used as an instrument to investigate and signal the philosophical usefulness of implicatures, and to indicate that it is possible for us to systematically explain structures that ignore the understanding of formal logic.

Research Framework
Research Framework
3.1 Econolinguistics
Due to the dynamic and flexible nature of the language, scholars and theorists of language have long been passionate to link linguistics with other scientific fields. Given the fact that language is a complex human and social phenomenon, to comprehensively study as well as to remove a parody of the linguistic patterns, the use of other related sciences is a must. One of such areas is economics creating a wide range of interdisciplinary topics in combination with language. As Baugh (2006) pointed out, the economic aspects of linguistic theory and linguistic integration of economic theories have arisen a sub-branch known as Econolinguistics (Figure 1).
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Fig 1: a large degree of overlap between economic and linguistic theories (Baugh, 2006)

Thus, it can be inferred that there is a remarkable common ground between economics and linguistics. Therefore, both linguists and economists, for different reasons, are trying to realize the underlying order of the language and linguistic behavior in order to understand the nature of language and how and why they function (Coulumas, 2009). 
Because of the tendency of economists to understand human behavior and the nature of inclusive language in all human affairs, common interests between economists and linguists have come into existence (Coulumas, 2009). Coulumas (2009), to provide evidence of a link between language and economy, raises issues with regard to the subject of the Econolinguistics, some of which are referred to as follows:
Economics and Language
Economists are interested in language study for various reasons. At a glance, they can be divided into two main groups: language of economics and Econolinguistics.
On one side of the axis are economists who theorize and model the economic issues in the form of text and discourse and on the other are economic activists enjoying language for various reasons, the most important of which is to maximize profits and efficiency and to minimize costs (ibid, 2009).
The language of Economics
Like other businesses and professions, economists make advantage of language in their careers. The reason is well known, because it is only through language that they can share their information and knowledge with others. While economists have been trained in such a way that heavily focuses on the issue of productivity, language turns out to be of great concern for them. Interpretation is an integral part of economic models. That's why there is always the risk that due to a misunderstanding, a model and economic theory become distorted (ibid, 2009) or be abandoned altogether. 
speaking of economy in language or vice versa does not mean fiscal concerns or decreasing and increasing costs because in the current era and due to researchers’ interest in interdisciplinary studies, the use of economic theory in the form of theories of language and the use of linguistic theories to better understand economic issues also has led to the emergence of sub-discipline as econolinguistics. The evidence suggests that economists, in addition to semantics and pragmatics, are interested in analytic philosophy because this can play a major role in economic theory (Coulumas, 2009).Some economists (Baugh, 2006; Grin, 2003; Perikh, 1991) consider the power of language as the main force determining the success or failure of economic theory. In this regard, Ferraro et al (2005) in discussions of the impact of language on social issues that people apply in interpreting the realities of the outside world, argued that economic theory can only be categorized as world class that the language they are used be a universal linguistics theory.

Game Theory
Since most studies are done underlying a research framework, here, a brief explanation of the underlying framework for this study will be presented and linked to the introduction by stating why this kind of game is appropriate when referring to the cooperative principles. 
As Osborne and Rubinstein (1994) define, game theory is a bag of analytical tools designed to help us understand the phenomena that we observe when decision-makers interact. The basic assumptions that underlie the theory are that decision-makers pursue well-defined exogenous objectives (they are rational) and take into account their knowledge or expectations of other decision-makers' behavior (they reason strategically). Clarck (2012) asserted that the models of game theory are highly abstract representations of classes of real-life situations. Their abstractness allows them to be used to study a wide range of phenomena. In this case, the theory of signaling games has been used to illuminate social phenomena like threats and promises. Game theory uses mathematics to express its ideas formally. However, the game theoretical ideas that are discussed here are not inherently mathematical; in principle a book could be written that had essentially the same content as this one and was devoid of mathematics.
Game theory is used to study a wide range of topics including how decision-makers are engaged in a competitive environment in a way that one of the main conditions for the application of this theory to the analysis of the competitive environment is loyalty factors interacting in compliance with the logic of the game. In the event that this precondition for any reason is not met, we must await the rebirth of the structure of the new logic analysis of the interacting actors, or due to failing to predict the results of matches or expected options of decision-making system, other analytical techniques in such a decision environment should be taken into account. Whatever the more predict options and consequences of the election exist, the more uncertainty in this technique is reduced.
Game theory deals with strategic interactions, i.e., a situation in which two or more players, to study the situation calls is different, need to choose a solution as well as the decision to succeed in this interaction is the choice strategy and make decisions based on prior knowledge of the people involved in the game is (seen here playing the social dialogue). At first glance it can be inferred that a dialogue is something like exchanging several sentences, including simple or complex command while the parties in a conversation to better understand each stage of linguistic follow certain rules to understand the implication.
As earlier stated, because of the nature of conversation and dialogue, every conversation has at least one sender and a receiver which bring us to the point that each conversation can be regarded as a game hence the parties involved because the nature of the game is to win or lose try to use the principles and mechanisms of their choice from the game (conversation and dialogue) to win out (Martel, 2011; Warren, 2006; Thorenbry & Slides, 2006). Hence, assuming conversation as a game involving at least two players (receiver and sender) the cooperative principle cannot cover all aspects of the conversations. To address such problems, assuming conversation as game, using game theory, signaling game in particular, can help these defects. Game signaling is the very issue that must be applied on the idea of cooperative principle in order to cover the defects having been detected. When the game (conversation) has dynamic mode, several exchanges may occur between players to solve the game (reception) which is necessary to be taken into account. One of the aspects of signaling game is to bribe or threaten players apply against each opponent to make each other to do what they intend to do in favor of their own interests, yet the players involved should not take all of these aspects seriously. The second important exchanges between the players is in terms of exchanging information called signaling, which means that in a game a party may find more information than the opponent. If the opponent knows this information, they may do something that may be in favor of a player who has more information. In a signaling game usually two parties involve in a game (conversation). One of the players finds more information than the opponent, so the additional information opponent knows is very important for players. On the other hand, the player with more information also wants to send a message and transmit data signals to the opponent to force the opponent to act in the interests of his own.
As for Grice’s cooperative principle, environment in which the conversation takes place is ignored, while in signaling game environments play an important role in determining the type of signaling and sending and receiving data as well.

Findings and Data analysis

In qualitative analysis, all the collected data were analyzed based on the research framework including Gricean Cooperative Maxims and Game Theory, and the way in which conversational maxims were violated was examined and explained on the basis of Game theory. Then the consequences of violating the maxims were discussed and how they can be justified by game theory in order to present a novel game theoretical approach to conversation. In so doing, some dialogues from movies and daily conversations were extracted, in which Grice’s cooperative maxims were violated. To show how context is important, its context, time of occurrence and the relationship between the sender and receiver for each conversation were mentioned. A cooperative speaker can intentionally disobey a maxim, as long as (s)he or the context provides enough indicators for the hearer to notice it. This is called flouting a maxim and is used to indirectly convey information (e.g., using sarcasm or irony).
Example:
What an amazing baseball player John is! 
This can either be a
–positive comment on John’s abilities (maxim of quality obeyed) 
–negative comment on John’s abilities through irony (maxim of quality disobeyed, clear to hearer, e.g., when said right after John didn’t catch the ball)
Situational context:
Age: 33 to 43 years
Education: Diploma / Degree
Relationship Type: couple
How the relationship: close
Place and time: at home, Evening
Husband: baby! how much was your new cloth?
Women: Much less than last dress.

Qualitative analysis
In this conversation, the husband wants to know how much her wife’s cloth costs and asks her the price. The wife, on the other hand, replies with an ambiguous utterance, flouting the maxim of manner in order no to give the husband’s desire information. From the perspective of game theory, she is not willing to provide information she possesses and husband should have knowledge of game theory and be able to post signs to get accurate and necessary information he needs.
Hence, Because of the nature of conversation and dialogue as well as the parties involved in every conversation and dialogue, least one sender and a receiver, each conversation can be assumed as a game. Thus, the parties involved in the conversation and dialogue have the role of players, and because of the nature of the game, the players try to use their own principles and mechanisms to win this game (conversations and dialogue).
Therefore, assuming the conversation as a game and considering that a conversation has at least two players, the Gricean Maxims cannot cover all aspects of conversations, so his claim about the violation of any of the principles that may interrupt the understanding of the messages exchanged can clearly be questioned since in many cases, one, if not all, of the principles may be violated but there still exists a flow of information clear to each of the players involved in a conversation. Hence, to resolve such a dilemma, using game theory, and signaling game in particular, can tackle these deficiencies.
In addition, the flood of modern communication tools such as social networks, emails and even radio and television as the most important means of mass communication, all of which directly or indirectly are about communication between different people cannot be covered by Grice’s principle of cooperation  having emerged in the early twentieth century; hence, a generative theory of communication that can keep pace with advances in the field of study to cover theoretical issues of communication is needed.
Since game theory can be used in various situations and regardless of any culture and language, examples of game theory can be found in daily activities, so it can be assumed that using game theory to modify Grice’s Maxims can solve the problem of an issuing concerning the culture which cannot be addressed by Grice’s cooperative principles. Besides, using an accepted theory both by economists and linguists can help these principles to be categorized under the umbrella of a theory rather than simple instructions to observe some social etiquette.  
Because game theory has many applications in everyday life and especially the social sciences, we can expect that changing in the nature of the conversations will not lead to the distortion of the cooperative principles. And taking into account all factors, including the environment and the type of conversation, game theory will cover all shortcomings in cooperative principle. 
To indicate how often the violation of maxis happens in each conversation, the following tables are presented.

Table 1 the number and percentage of violations of the maxim of quantity 

	No
	Nature of conversation
	No
	percentage

	1
	Written media conversations
	60
	43%

	2
	movie
	30
	25%

	3
	SMS
	30
	33%

	4
	Online conversations
	30
	70%



Table 2 the number and percentage of violations of the maxim of quality 

	No
	Nature of conversation
	No
	percentage

	1
	Written media conversations
	60
	56%

	2
	movie
	30
	47%

	3
	SMS
	30
	45%

	4
	Online conversations
	30
	54%





Table 3 the number and percentage of violations of the maxim of manner 
	No
	Nature of conversation
	No
	percentage

	1
	Written media conversations
	60
	28%

	2
	movie
	30
	68%

	3
	SMS
	30
	42%

	4
	Online conversations
	30
	89%



Table 4 the number and percentage of violations of the maxim of relevance 

	No
	Nature of conversation
	No
	percentage

	1
	Written media conversations
	60
	78%

	2
	movie
	30
	38%

	3
	SMS
	30
	48%

	4
	Online conversations
	30
	59%





Discussion:

Because of the nature of conversation and dialogue as well as the parties involved in every conversation and dialogue, least one sender and a receiver, each conversation can be assumed as a game. Thus, the parties involved in the conversation and dialogue have the role of players, and because of the nature of the game, the players try to use their own principles and mechanisms to win this game (conversations and dialogue).
Therefore, assuming the conversation as a game and considering that a conversation has at least two players, the Gricean Maxims cannot cover all aspects of conversations, so his claim about the violation of any of the principles that may interrupt the understanding of the messages exchanged can clearly be questioned since in many cases, one, if not all, of the principles may be violated but there still exists a flow of information clear to each of the players involved in a conversation. Hence, to resolve such a dilemma, using game theory, and signaling game in particular, can tackle these deficiencies.

In addition, the flood of modern communication tools such as social networks, emails and even radio and television as the most important means of mass communication, all of which directly or indirectly are about communication between different people cannot be covered by Grice’s principle of cooperation  having emerged in the early twentieth century; hence, a generative theory of communication that can keep pace with advances in the field of study to cover theoretical issues of communication is needed.

Since game theory can be used in various situations and regardless of any culture and language, examples of game theory can be found in daily activities, so it can be assumed that using game theory to modify Grice’s Maxims can solve the problem of an issuing concerning the culture which cannot be addressed by Grice’s cooperative principles. Besides, using an accepted theory both by economists and linguists can help these principles to be categorized under the umbrella of a theory rather than simple instructions to observe some social etiquette.  
Because game theory has many applications in everyday life and especially the social sciences, we can expect that changing in the nature of the conversations will not lead to the distortion of the cooperative principles and taking into account all factors, including the environment and the type of conversation, game theory will cover all shortcomings in cooperative principle. Therefore, we can have the following principles when involved in a conversation regardless of culture and environment the conversation is taken place in. 

Five principles of Cooperation:
1. Quality
2. Quantity
3. Relevance
4. Manner
5. Signaling game

Grice’s theory is flawed. First, it is too biased towards cooperation. Grice believes that people aims at communicating successfully and effectively and in trying to solve their problems. Actually, he neglected the fact that there are times when the purpose is to intentionally miscommunicate. 
Second, his theory is fundamentally asocial. We can say that he follows Chomsky’s idea (1965: p. 4), of positing an “ideal speaker-listener in a completely homogeneous speech community.” Therefore, he fails to explain how people actually communicate concerning sophisticated social contexts, for instance if speakers aim to be accepted in all social settings in which they find themselves. 
Since Grice’s theory does not take the social contexts into account, and only considers the speaker-listener interaction in an ideal context, and applies universally (regardless of social elements such as sex, power relationships, social class, and age) it has little explanatory power. 
Based on the Cooperative Principle, people are naturally directed towards cooperation. In other words, they often want their interactions to succeed, they want to solve problems and discuss solutions. But, sometimes the purpose is to fail and undermine the conversation, and to be sure that one does not achieve his goal, i.e. to prefer to miscommunicate. As Mey (2001) claims, in flouting a maxim, people are trying to be non-cooperative to indicate their resistance, so the effects they are aiming for should be considered cautiously. 
As stated above, Grice is interested in finding the logic of conversation and how we can explain the gap between saying and meaning, saying and implicating, conventional and non- conventional meaning. This logic, in his view, is considered as a manifestation of rational acts. 
His theory is inflexible, because it does not consider the fact that human communication like his nature is a complicated, diverse and rich phenomenon. Moreover, it disregards the situations where the parties’ goal is to miscommunicate. Accordingly, you can draw boundaries between different classification of conversation and put conversation into four different categories:  
Classification of Conversation
	
Many conversations can be divided into four categories according to their major subject content:
Subjective ideas, which often serve to extend understanding and awareness.
Objective facts, which may serve to consolidate a widely held view.
Other people (usually absent), which may be either critical, competitive, or supportive. This includes gossip and backbiting.
Oneself, which sometimes indicate attention-seeking behavior or can provide relevant information about oneself to participants in the conversation.
Practically, few conversations fall exclusively into one category. Nevertheless, the proportional distribution of any given conversation between the categories can offer useful psychological insights into the mindset of the participants. This is the reason that the majority of conversations are difficult to categorize.
[bookmark: _GoBack]In conclusion, although being based on introspection rather than data, and does not consider interpersonal factors, Grice’s work faces major limitations, it is still at the center of the disciplines of pragmatics and the important role it plays in this field cannot be denied. However, we should be careful interpreting what is meant by “cooperation” in Grice’s CP. To overcome these irrationalities, it is better for linguists to consider game theory as a tool helping speakers and listeners to have a more precise picture of what they are communicating upon.  
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