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[bookmark: _jkbqihjlrfbt]ABSTRACT
[bookmark: _gzp9yrhypf8o]
1. Research objectives
Basic principles of communication, especially Grice's maxims of quality, quantity, relation, and manner, play an important role in effective classroom communication, helping to promote a conducive learning environment in the classroom. The purpose of this study is to analyze the cases of flouting maxims in interactions in the English classroom of Thuyloi University, to explore how flouting impacts the classroom dynamics, and the teaching process. This study uses a qualitative method, data taken from observing interactions between teachers and students in 3 English Foreign Language (EFL) classes at Thuyloi University, is being transcribed and analyzed by classifying the utterances based on the maxim theory proposed by Grice.

[bookmark: _ihb0wqq1f8s5]2. Research results
The results of the study revealed that both teachers and students have the phenomenon of flouting maxims in which, the maxim of manner is most often flouted. Teachers’ flouting of Grice's maxims can help create humor and promote a cohesive atmosphere, stimulating creativity and deeper thinking in the class, but can also cause confusion or hinder the lesson. Students often flouted the quality maxim. Their flouting could foster critical thinking, enhance engagement, and facilitate social interactions, but could also be misleading. The flouting of maxims in classroom interaction generally creates positive impacts, contributing to enriching and more effective teaching and learning

Keywords: Flouting maxims, Conversational maxims, Cooperative Principle, Classroom interaction, Pragmatics, Gricean maxims, Implicature,


[bookmark: _krz1vaoux21q]CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Effective communication is a very important aspect of classroom talk, where students and instructors engage dynamic interactions in a bid to facilitate learning. Based on Grice's (1975) Cooperative Principle, successful communication relies on four conversational maxims: quantity, quality, relation, and manner. Such maxims in actual classroom interaction are typically flouted to attain specific communicative functions, e.g., humor, indirect criticism, or pedagogical emphasis. These maxims guide individuals to provide clear and effective communication. Speakers should follow these maxims so that communication is clearly established, but the speakers themselves will intentionally break them and the listener must determine what the true meaning is by contextual clues. Breaking these maxims in the English classroom will have profound effects on learning as well as teaching processes.
Though important, teachers and learners may break such maxims in a subconscious way, or purposely, which could affect the atmosphere in class, learner involvement, and comprehension.
Teachers often use indirect language, humour, hyperbole, and sarcasm in classrooms in order to appeal to the audience, provoke thinking, and manage classroom behavior. These practices usually mean deliberate violations of Grice's conversational maxims (Grice, 1975). By analyzing instances where maxims are deliberately or unintentionally flouted, this research sheds light on the pragmatic strategies that contribute to effective teaching and learning. (Thomas, 1995 ; Cutting, 2002).The study’s findings can aid educators in recognizing the impact of their communication choices and adapting their instructional methods to enhance student comprehension and participation.
Additionally, this research contributes to the development of students' pragmatic competence—their ability to interpret implied meanings and navigate real-world communication (Yule ,1996). In EFL contexts, where students may struggle with non-literal language, understanding maxim flouting can improve their ability to decode implied messages, preparing them for more advanced linguistic interactions beyond the classroom.
This research is of great importance to both the areas of pragmatics and language teaching in that it explores how flouting conversational maxims constructs English classroom discourse. Knowing the whys and hows of teachers and students flouting Grice's maxims gives greater insight into classroom communication, allowing educators to adjust and fine-tune their discourse approaches to create more interesting and effective classrooms. By highlighting the role of conversational implicature in academic communication, the research provides a remedy for improving teacher-student communication towards a more interactive and meaningful learning process.


[bookmark: _jol277jibemg]CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

[bookmark: _m8b6s7nynx2c]2.1. 	Theoretical background
Grice's Maxims
The success of a conversation depends on how each speaker engages during the interaction. The methods individuals adopt to ensure effective and fluid communication are referred to as the Cooperative Principle (Grice, 1975). This principle represents a core understanding mutually recognized by both the speaker and the listener throughout their dialogue. During conversation, individuals coordinate with one another to create exchanges that are both coherent and engaging. Grice (1975) developed the Cooperative Principle, highlighting that speakers should make contributions that are contextually appropriate and consistent with the purpose and progression of the dialogue. He observed that in typical daily interactions, speakers and listeners generally follow this principle instinctively. To support mutual understanding, speakers organize their speech to be clear and comprehensible. 
The Cooperative Principle
Grice (1975) established the Cooperative principle as a background assumption that is followed naturally by conversational partners to achieve coherence in their conversation. He formulated this principle as follows: "Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged" (p. 45). This argument not only implies that one needs proficiency in language in order to communicate, but also an unspoken willingness to collaborate in engaging in the process of creating and interpreting meaning.
In attempting to explain how this cooperation is achieved, Grice suggested four maxims to which speakers are committed, even unwittingly. These maxims are not formal rules but rather general principles that explain the rational underpinning of conversational action (Levinson, 1983; Thomas, 1995).
Maxim of Quantity – This maxim demands that communicators offer just enough information but not too much. Providing too little or too much information can prevent understanding or lead to miscommunication. As mentioned in Cutting (2002), breaking this maxim can cause implicatures that suggest the speaker is keeping something back or exaggerating.
Maxim of Quality – This maxim asserts that communicators are to offer only what they think is true and for which they have evidence. Violations of this maxim tend to sow doubt or to make the listener infer meaning, such as when using irony or sarcasm (Mey, 2001).
Maxim of Relation (Relevance) – Speakers are supposed to provide information that is pertinent to the situation or topic. This maxim is important in ensuring coherence in discourse. As Sperber and Wilson (1986) later contended in Relevance Theory, this maxim is usually central to how listeners derive implied meaning.
Maxim of Manner – This maxim emphasizes the requirement for clear communication. It suggests that people should not use obscure words, vagueness, and messy presentation so that their utterances are made as clear as possible (Crystal, 2008).
Together, these maxims allow interlocutors to infer implied meaning and convey rich, complex meaning above literal meaning. If one violates these rules intentionally, it typically results in implicature. This allows speakers to convey richer meanings indirectly (Thomas, 1995; Horn & Ward, 2006).
Importance of Maxims in Communication
Grice's maxims are not just theoretical concepts; they play a great role in enhancing communication in reality. One can observe their operation in various domains of human communication:
Enhancing Clarity and Comprehension
Maxim of manner is considerably vital in making communication orderly and easily understandable. Vagueness, ambiguity, or excessively elaborate words are likely to result in misinterpretation. For instance, in schools or at the workplace, following this principle is mandatory for successful sharing of information (Cummings, 2005).
Staying Relevant in Conversation
Maxim of relation helps communicators stay contextually placed, thereby preventing deviations that can disrupt dialogue. It is highly relevant in working environments, such as healthcare and education, where the relevance of information has a direct impact on decision-making processes and outcomes (Thomas, 1995; Davies, 2007).
Establishing Trust and Credibility 
The Maxim of Quality is very important in helping to increase the credibility of communication. Through the presentation of truthful and accurate information at all times, speakers earn trust, a critical component in interpersonal relationships, journalism, and scientific discourse (O'Keeffe, 2011).
Preventing Confusion The Maxim of Quantity serves to balance the requirement of informativeness in not over-informing or under-informing the hearer. Miscommunication frequently arises from failure to observe this balance, either omitting gaps in required information or overloading the hearer with irrelevant information (Yule, 1996).
Encouraging Indirect Communication and Humor 
It's interesting to note that intentional maxim violations in talk prove pragmatically functional. Irony or sarcasm would constitute a violation of the maxim of quality in ordinary cases, while humour would involve irony at the expense of maxims of quantity or relation. Such maxim violations are inferred from contextual indicators by readers in order to achieve deeper or humorous interpretation (Dynel, 2008; Attardo, 1993). Even Grice's theory has found sufficient scope for use in cross-cultural pragmatics, wherein the level of adherence to maxims of conversations defines culturally specific communication patterns (Wierzbicka, 1991; Blum-Kulka, 1987). A maxim violation in one culture is run-of-the-mill discourse in another and, as such, proves to highlight the imperativeness of context in pragmatics research.
The Cooperative Principle and its four attendant maxims represent a key framework for approaching the richness of verbal exchanges. No one, of course, is supposed to adhere to them strictly at all times, yet the maxims represent the underlying norms that underwrite interpretation and inference in and through conversation. Grice's writing is still the ultimate example of how we communicate and perceive language. It aids us in communicating more effectively, making our messages more pertinent, establishing trust, and enabling complex forms of speaking indirectly.
A close reading of these aphorisms, especially in internet or multicultural communication, has a tendency to offer us valuable information about how we create and understand meaning in our everyday life
Implicatures
The concept of implicature was first introduced by Grice in 1967, and he defined it as the meaning beyond the direct words of the speaker (Grice, 1967). Thomas (1995) further expanded Grice's theory to explain how listeners understand the deeper meaning, beyond what is directly said, thereby connecting the content of the speech with the implicit meaning. Grice's theory of implicature focuses mainly on the meaning in communication, distinguishing it from ordinary implicature. However, many studies have shown that the distinction between the two is not always clear in some cases (Lyons, 1979, p. 593). According to Grice, conventional implicature occurs when "the ordinary meaning of the words used determines what is implied" (Grice, 1991, p. 25), while communicative implicature is associated with "general features of discourse" (p. 26), shaped by the Cooperative Principle and conversational maxims. Grice's somewhat unclear presentation of his theory has led to confusion regarding conventional implicature. Levinson (2001, p. 140) argues that it is often mixed up with other concepts like presupposition, implication, and inference, as it comes from the conventional meaning of words and grammatical structures. Bach (1999) even suggests that conventional implicature may not exist at all, asserting that the phenomena previously attributed to it do not actually contribute to what is implied.
[bookmark: _o0vriz3w2nme]
2.2. 	Flouting maxims 
According to Alvino’s (2020) study, the maxims in the movie Money Monster were violated with varying frequency by the main character. To determine which maxims were flouted most and least frequently, the researcher categorized them based on the four types of maxims. Additionally, an explanation is provided regarding the reasons why the movie's characters chose to flout these maxims. 	Comment by Admin: Chưa có trong references
According to Brown and Yule (1989, p.32), a speaker’s flouting of a maxim introduces an additional layer of meaning (contextual meaning) to their utterance, a phenomenon termed conversational implicature. Speakers who diverge from conversational maxims can be seen as flouting them, thereby generating implicature. The listener recognizes this breach and endeavors to interpret a deeper meaning from the departure from conventional expectations.
The Maxim of Quality states that speakers should provide only information they consider to be true and have sufficient proof for. However, communicators often violate this principle by employing figurative or insincere language, typically for practical reasons. A frequent way of flouting consists of irony and sarcasm, wherein the literal interpretation of what is said sharply differs from the speaker’s intended message, usually suggesting mockery, critique, or belittlement (Dynel, 2008). A commonly used method is hyperbole, which involves exaggerating the truth to an absurd level to enhance emotional expression or highlight a point or the speaker uses Banter  to  delivery something that is not entirely true information  (often exaggerated or joking) to create a friendly, cheerful atmosphere (Cutting, 2002) . In the same way, metaphor forsakes literal precision for the sake of vibrancy and creative connection, boosting the expressive strength of communication (Gibbs, 1994). In addition to this, speakers might intentionally make obviously false remarks—not to mislead but to create humorous implications or playful outcomes, depending on the listener’s capacity to deduce the real meaning from the surrounding context (Fatmawati, 2014; Rost, 2011). These methods enable speakers to address delicate subjects, amuse, or provide critique, all while technically violating the maxim of quality. 	Comment by Admin: Ko có trong References	Comment by Admin: Cũng ko có trong References


[bookmark: _y3qwgszc4wjy]
The Maxim of Quantity, in contrast, highlights that a speaker must supply just the right amount of information—neither excessive nor insufficient. Flouting this maxim usually happens via excessive information or insufficient information, with each approach fulfilling distinct communicative objectives (Thomas,1995). Over Informativeness refers to offering too much or unrelated information, which frequently distracts the listener from the primary communication goal. This may appear as avoiding descriptions, excessive detail, or wandering narratives, especially when the speaker aims to postpone, conceal, or tactfully avoid giving a straightforward response. Conversely, under informativeness is defined by providing insufficient details, characterized by unclear, minimal, or intentionally ambiguous statements. Also according to Thomas (1995), repetitive phrases often violate the principle of quantity by not providing new information but only repeating the obvious. Both types of quantity flouting give speakers strategic versatility, enabling them to manage the flow of information, preserve politeness, or avoid conflict while retaining plausible deniability. 


[bookmark: _dvua62nn8fht]The Maxim of Relation suggests that discourse contributions should be relevant to the topic at hand or context. Participants may, however, flout this maxim for practical purposes. Topic avoidance is a common strategy where speakers deflect the conversation away from embarrassing, incriminating, or sensitive questions through the provision of non-relevant answers or loosely connected information (Cutting, 2002). This serves to divert attention from painful revelations regarding themselves or other people. Another common method of relevance flouting involves indirectness. Rather than giving a direct response to a query, speakers may provide a comment of appreciation, a personal opinion, or tangentially connected details, leading the audience to infer the implied relevance (Thomas, 1995). This implicit communication provides scope for interpretation, which allows speakers to uphold social harmony, protect their dignity, or pass subtle judgment without confrontation. In addition, another strategy is also proposed by Gibbs (1994), who argues that speakers can use rhetorical questions to bypass the relationality principle by asking self-answering questions instead of answering them directly.
[bookmark: _8j3m7xfl7ut]
[bookmark: _abway7g23ebe]
[bookmark: _8fgfe6g6a3yp]The Maxim of Manner, on the other hand, promotes communication that is direct, concise, and systematically organized. It stresses the value of utterances that are explicit and unequivocal. Transgression of the maxim by speakers often leads them to employ means that introduce indeterminacies; these include using vague and willfully ambiguous vocabulary to avoid accountability, secure politeness, or perpetuate strategic vagueness. Another strategy consists of over-description, which involves presenting excessively detailed or excessively explanatory descriptions of comparatively simple issues with the goal of making things opaque, slowing things down, or evading direct dealing with the matter at issue (Cutting & Fordyce, 2020).On a more general level, violations of the maxim of manner tend to fulfill a number of functions, including politeness, face-saving, strategic evasiveness, or conversational control.
[bookmark: _vte4ky3ey2h0]
The Impact of Flouting Maxims in English Classes
Flouting conversational maxims—intentionally violating one or more of Grice’s four maxims—can have a significant impact on communication in an English classroom. These maxims include the maxim of quantity (providing the right amount of information), quality (giving truthful and well-supported information), relation (ensuring the information is relevant), and manner (being clear and orderly). A study by Safitri et al. ( 2017) noted that native and non- native speakers flouted maxims during a talk show, demonstrating that flouting may have different communicative purposes, such as humor and emphasis. While flouting these maxims may sometimes enhance communication, it can also lead to confusion or misunderstandings.
In the classroom context, breaking Grice's maxims can have both positive and negative consequences, depending on a range of factors: the theoretical basis of the Cooperative Principle, the speaker's intention, the communicative outcome, and the specific classroom context. As Grice (1975) explains, violating a maxim intentionally is not meant to undermine communication but to create stronger implicatures. If this act is pedagogical in purpose- when instructors use metaphors, rhetorical questions as a way of stimulating critical thinking and getting students involved- the impact tends to be beneficial. But when it is the product of avoidance, misunderstanding, or disrespect- when students respond unclearly or ambiguously in order to distract the discussions—it has a detrimental impact. Cutting (2002) also says that flouting maxims can enhance communication to be more lively and humorous if used skillfully, but overuse can disrupt communication and reduce learning efficiency. Therefore, the impact of flouting can be categorized into two groups: positive and negative.

Flouting Maxims in Teacher-Student Conversations
Flouting the maxim of quantity by the teachers through the giving of more information than necessary can arouse the interest of the learners and make them want to research matters in depth. Liu et al. (2012) observed that, despite the promotion of communicative approaches to teaching, one-way communication was still common in classrooms, where the teachers would deliberately flout maxims as a means of engaging the students. For instance, an English teacher can present a complex concept with multiple examples, allowing students to explore concepts in greater depth or pose more insightful questions.
On the other hand, when teachers provide too little information, students may be encouraged to look for more context on their own, thus promoting independent research and inducing critical thinking on their own. This aligns with Al-Zahrani et al.,'s (2017) explanation that the type of questions crafted by instructors significantly influenced classroom interaction, prone to lead to maxim flouting as a means to facilitate students' responses.
According to Gultom  (2022, p.22), teachers can violate the maxim of quality because they intend to expound the material in full and make sure that students understand the concept of the material. Secondly, the teachers can violate the maxim of manner intentionally so that they can guide the students to the right answer or essential information.
Furthermore, flouting the maxim of relation by putting in such seemingly unrelated information can stimulate creativity and open new discussions. The teacher violates the maxim of manners because the teacher wants to lead the students to get the correct answer or acquire the information that the teacher mentions Gultom (2022, p.22).
Despite its potential benefits, maxim flouting can also have negative consequences. Wahyudi et al.,  (2020) noted that when teachers repeatedly flout the maxim of quantity by providing either excessive or insufficient information, it can overwhelm or confuse students. In some cases, this leads to the students ignoring the teacher altogether.
Besides, Wahyudi et al., (2020)’s research indicated that when teachers have a habit of speaking ambiguously or not clearly, students still did not understand the content, and it will affect the goal of the learning process as they are not in a position to respond to the task.
Flouting Maxims in Student-to-Student Conversations
Flouting conversational maxims in student-to-student interactions in the classroom can have significant effects in the process of communication, cooperation, and learning. Just like the interaction between the teachers and students, whenever students violate Grice's maxims of conversation concerning the quantity, quality, relationship and manner. Their interaction may proceed in many ways, which can help in making the understanding of the lesson better or disrupt the learning process and the relationship among students.
Students themselves can also violate maxims in verbal communication, as evidenced by Anggraini (2021). Such practices can influence not only one-on-one communication but also peer interaction and classroom dynamics, promoting collaborative learning and social bonding.
Additionally, maxim flouting can be used as a politeness maintenance tool or discussing embarrassing matters, fostering communicative efficiency in the classroom setting (Rosinta, 2024). This aspect emphasizes the importance of understanding the social factors and context that influence how and why students choose to flout maxims.
In summary, then, the flouting of conversational maxims in the classroom can be used to encourage critical thinking, increase engagement, and foster social interaction. As Ziashahabi et al. (2020) and Rabab'ah et al. (2024) suggest, further research is needed into this phenomenon to ascertain its full implications on educational practice and student interactions.
However, when students habitually introduce irrelevant information during discussions, it takes away from the discussion topic. It can confuse or irritate peers, who will have to work harder to get the discussion back on track. Abdi Wahyudi (2020) also observed that this can be a cause of a noisy and disorderly classroom. When a student provides something irrelevant like a joke, other students laugh and comment on one another. Eventually, the class was not favorable because this incident occurred repeatedly.
[bookmark: _97gh08duif19]
2.3. 	Previous Research about Maxim Flouting
Flouting a maxim involves deliberately violating it in a way that is easily understood by the other participant, often creating conversational implicature – an implied meaning that goes beyond the literal interpretation of the utterance. Research on flouting maxims in English classroom interactions shows that all four types of Grice’s maxims -quality, quantity, relation, and manner are flouted. During classroom discourse, both teachers and students are engaged in this pragmatic phenomenon. (Arofah & Mubarok, 2021; Wahyudi et al., 2020). Through the findings of various studies related to this issue, it can be seen that the most commonly flouted conversational maxim in the classroom is the maxim of quantity.  In classroom interaction videos and in classroom English interactions, both teachers and students tend to flout all four types of Grice's maxims, with the maxim of quantity clearly dominating (Lorenza et al., 2023; Wahyudi et al., 2020; ES, 2015). Similarly, the study of Khusna et al. (2021) recorded 22 cases involving the maxim of quantity, of which 5 cases were clearly flouted. Others reported higher frequency of flouting in relational and manner maxims (Lorenza et al., 2023).	Comment by Admin: Ko có trong references
Some studies show that students tend to flout maxims, leading to negative effects such as misunderstandings, noisy classrooms, or reduced communication effectiveness (Wahyudi et al, 2020; Prabawa, 2020). Lorenza (........) found from YouTube classroom interaction videos that male students tend to flout maxims more than female students. Aminah (2022) analyzes the occurrence of both flouting and hedging, and found out that, flouting occurs more frequently, and the cause of this phenomenon comes from the desire to maintain good relations, express clearly, or limit understanding Some studies. have shown that both teachers and students can violate or flout maxims during teaching interaction, and theses violations are often due to limited language competence (Diestyah et al., 2023; Arofah & Mubarok, 2021). Dwi and Safitri (2015) emphasize that although the majority of interactions still adhere to conversational maxims, non-compliance may also reflect linguistic difficulties or indirect communication strategies Overall, previous studies show the widespread presence of flouting and violations in EFL  ( English as a foreign language) classrooms, thus emphasizing the importance of enhancing language awareness and communication skills for both teachers and students to improve the quality of interactions in English language teaching.	Comment by Admin: Thực hiện năm nào? Lozenra (.....)	Comment by Admin: Ko có trong references
In Vietnam, research on flouting maxims is not very popular; however, there have been research articles on this topic. Research article by Trang, & Hoa. (2020) explored different types of conversational maxims and rhetorical strategies used by male and female guests on the Ellen Show, an American talk show. It also compares the pragmatic features used between the two genders. The study uses a combination of qualitative and quantitative methods, combining both descriptive and comparative analysis. A total of 72 instances of ignoring maxims of each gender were selected from the Interview segments featured on the official YouTube channel of The Ellen Show. The results show that both genders use the same types of violations and rhetorical strategies in terms of type, but differ in frequency and purpose. Although this result is useful for teaching English speaking skills, helping learners understand how to communicate more naturally and effectively in real-life contexts, it does not collect direct data from Vietnam, so it does not show how the flouting maxims situation occurs, and what impact it has in Vietnam. 
Overall, it can be seen that there have been studies exploring the ignoring of maxims in educational contexts, but few have investigated how such pragmatic features affect the teaching-learning process in university-level EFL classrooms in Vietnam. Furthermore, research focusing on how ignoring maxims affects classroom climate, teacher-student relationships, and communicative effectiveness of instruction is also lacking, especially at Thuyloi University
Therefore, this study aims to contribute to the body of literature review of flouting maxims and answering three research questions: 
1. How do teachers and students flout instances of maxims during classroom interactions?
2. What impact does maxim flouting have on the teaching process and the overall classroom dynamics?









[bookmark: _3ksknnxogdcd]CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
[bookmark: _g9rvq25zn94h]
[bookmark: _50rx4oewwdir]3.1. 	Research Design and Participants
[bookmark: _r1jukrs2qb7n]This study employs a qualitative research approach. This method was chosen because our study aimed to analyze in depth the impact of flouting maxims of both teachers and students on teaching and classroom dynamics. This is because qualitative methods are very effective in gaining insight into how language is used in real-life contexts as well as communicative behavior (Dörnyei, 2007). 
This study was conducted with the participation of students and teachers from three  English language classes at Thuy Loi University.  The selected classes include two third-year student classes, one taking Intercultural Communication and one taking Critical Thinking Skills, and one first-year students' class taking English Integrated Skill 3. The teachers in these classes all have a master's degree, which qualifies them to teach at the university level. We chose three classes because with each class having an average of about 40 students and 1 teacher, 3 classes would provide enough data to analyze the flout maxims between both teachers with students and students with students. In addition to human resources, three classes are manageable for us to carry out observations, field-note taking, data recording, and analysis. 

[bookmark: _uf9zpp9acuy4]3.2. 	Data Collection Methods
[bookmark: _kxwx77bd57rl]In order to capture the maxims that are flouted in the classroom as well as its impact on the teaching process and classroom dynamics, observation was chosen as the data collection method for this research. Observation was chosen because it allowed us to directly record the actual communication of students and teachers, especially the linguistic behaviors such as flouting maxims that occur in classroom interactions.
Patton (1990) suggests that observational data enables the researchers to enter and understand in depth the situation that is being described. Also, it is contended that the observation method is a powerful tool used in classroom research to reflect the phenomena that are actually occurring (Mackey & Gass, 2016). Furthermore, observational data can be useful for recording non-verbal behavior, behavior in natural or constructed contexts, and longitudinal analysis (Bailey, 1994). 
The method of data collection was classroom non-participant observation. This method allows the research participants to be more objective and reduces the risk of observer influence, suitable for Grice maxims research, making the flouting of maxims as natural as possible. We only observed without intervening in any activities that occurred in the classroom. In this study, the researcher played an active role in the data collection and analysis process, providing explanations and conclusions based on classroom observations and interactions among participants. (Lincoln & Guba, 2009). The research was conducted using supporting tools. Mackey and Gass (2005) also noted that in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classroom research, the use of a combination of methods, such as field notes, observation sheets, and audio/video recordings, is common to ensure the comprehensiveness and reliability of the data.
An observation sheet is one of those tools. it is designed to include: order number; name of the class conducting the research; lesson name; object: flouting between the teacher and students or students and students; utterance: the speaker's utterance when flout maxims; flouted maxim: determine the type of maxim that is flouted including -quantity, quality, relation, manner; context: the specific context of the conversation when the flout maxims occur; non-verbal behavior: expression, action, gesture, tone,..; possible intention: predict the communicative purpose of the person who flout maxims; reaction: the listener's reaction; impact: the main impact of flouting Grice's Maxims on the teaching process and classroom dynamics, positive or negative impacts.
Field notes are used to record observations throughout the lesson, focusing specifically on the following factors: 
Instances of maxim violations: This is the core element of field notes, it records the utterances that are flouted during the observation process to serve the analysis of the type, manner, and intention of flouting maxims, which is the main object of analysis. 
Context, general atmosphere of the classroom: This element is monitored to confirm the intention, effects of the person who flouts maxims. 
Non-verbal behaviors: Observing these behaviors aims to confirm the reaction, its impact on the teaching process, and classroom dynamics.
These notes served as a tool to facilitate data analysis.
Additionally, a tape recorder was employed during the observations to allow researchers to review the full classroom discourse and identify any instances of flouting maxims that may have been missed during live observation.
Data was collected throughout the entire teaching process of the five selected classes. The main observations involved interactions between teachers and students, which were recorded using a pre-designed observation sheet.  Simultaneously, the class discourse was fully recorded via audio. 

[bookmark: _j7ea2gmsnxa6]3.3. 	Method of data analysis
This study uses content analysis to classify and determine the number and frequency of flout maxims as well as to determine the positive and negative effects of flout Grice’s Maxims. Content analysis is a powerful tool for processing linguistic texts to detect recurring patterns and draw general conclusions (Krippendorff, 2018). In addition, the study also incorporates Thematic analysis, Braun & Clarke (2006) argue that thematic analysis is suitable for discovering meaningful patterns throughout the data set and highlighting themes that reflect experiences, perspectives of social relationships. Therefore, we use thematic analysis to mine deeper information about the implicit intentions of flouting Maxims, thereby finding and classifying the effects of the flouting phenomenon on the teaching and learning process and classroom dynamics. The first data analysis process involved recording the data was later transcribed,  through this transcription, researchers aimed to identify any unrecorded cases of flouted maxims missed during initial observation. Along with field notes, all instances of maxims being flouted by either teachers or students during English language teaching and learning interactions were examined. This utterance was guided by Paul Grice's (1975) Cooperative Principle, which was classified according to the type of common language sentence (quantity, quality, relation, or manner). The data were then analyzed to determine the speaker's implied or intended meaning, and to find out the main impacts, as well as to determine whether Grice's Maxims were flouted and had a positive or negative impact on the teaching process and classroom dynamics.
Overall, the data analysis combines content analysis and thematic analysis to identify the types of maxims that are flouted and assess their positive or negative impact. It aims to find out the main impact of flouting maxims on the teaching process and classroom dynamics.
[bookmark: _nwzwfwslnaxa]





















[bookmark: _hh20frpoh068]CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

Based on the observation during the teaching and learning process of three English classroom sessions at ThuyLoi University, both teachers and students were found to flout Grice’s conversational maxims. The following table will describe the distribution of flouting maxims.
[bookmark: _pp6jr6cwdyqc]
[bookmark: _tpb1lxetzgy7]4.1. 	Findings

	[bookmark: _8evyhtd7ta2x]Table 1. Types of maxim flouted

	No.
	Types of maxim flouted
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1
	Quality
	30
	28.30%

	2
	Quantity
	22
	20.80%

	3
	Relation
	18
	17.00%

	4
	Manner
	36
	34.00%

	Total
	106
	100%



The result shows that of the 106 utterances based on indicators of flouts on the principle of Grice's cooperation. These instances occurred in various interactional contexts, including teacher-student exchanges, peer discussions, and group activities. The table above indicates that the majority of the speakers flout maxim of quality and maxim of manner, while maxim of quantity and maxim of relation were flouted less often.  There were 30 cases of flouting of maxim quality; 22 cases of flouting quantity maxim; 18 cases of flouting maxim relation; and 36 cases of flouting manner maxim. Therefore, the maxim of manner was flouted most frequently (34%), and the maxim of quality was the second most frequently flouted (28.3%)

	[bookmark: _rlwte3fvjyja]Table 2. Distribution of maxim flouting by teacher and students

	No.
	Maxim
	Students with students
	Percentage
	Teacher with students
	Percentage

	1
	Quality
	18
	45.00%
	12
	18.18%

	2
	Quantity
	6
	15.00%
	16
	24.24%

	3
	Relation
	6
	15.00%
	12
	18.18%

	4
	Manner
	10
	25.00%
	26
	39.40%

	Total
	40
	100%
	66
	100%



This table reflects the number of maxims flouted of each participant-teacher and students in the classroom. 
Maxim of Quality
The maxim of quality was violated more frequently by students with each other (45%) compared to students with teachers (18.18%). While this is the maxim that student-student interactions flout the most, teacher-student interactions flout the least. This suggests that students tend to engage in more creative or exaggerated forms of communication when interacting with classmates, potentially for humor, emphasis, or social bonding. On the other hand, students’ interactions with the teacher are more likely to be factual, as students are more likely to try to follow expectations of providing accurate and truthful information when addressing the teacher. Teachers tended to flout maxims intentionally to support engagement lessons or emphasize points, often using humor, irony. This may reflect teachers' frequent emphasis on communicating information clearly and accurately in the teaching environment.
I've been hearing the term matcha latte a lot in class, you all." Honestly, I’m hearing that constantly now—aren’t you going to buy for the entire class or something? "Will you gain weight after consuming it?" This remark can be interpreted as the speaker mocking those in the group for consuming excessive matcha lattes, as though it's a fashionable craze that everyone is embracing. This disregard could serve as a means to lighten the classroom atmosphere and create a more relaxed and enjoyable environment by incorporating humor about the matcha latte craze.  In this situation, the teacher inquires, "Aren’t you planning to purchase snacks for the whole class or something?" or "Do you put on pounds after eating this?" which can ease tension in the classroom. It fosters a more pleasant and laid-back environment, enabling students to feel comfortable with the teacher and decreasing anxiety, especially in a demanding educational context. This comment goes beyond just an observation or question; it acts as a tactic to grab students' attention and encourage them to participate in the discussion.   The inquiry "Are you not planning to treat the entire class or something?" is a humorous method to encourage students to engage, or potentially initiate a discussion about contemporary trends (such as matcha lattes) within the classroom. 
Maxim of Quantity
	In terms of the Quantity maxim, which refers to providing the right amount of information (not too much, not too little), the floutings were more prominent in student-teacher interactions (24.24%) than in student-student interactions (15%). The rate of flouting maxim of quantity in students is only 6 times (15%), showing that they rarely flout this maxim, that is, they tend to have a more balanced exchange and often provide adequate information, not too much and not too little. In contrast, teachers have up to 16 times (24.24%) the flouting maxim of quantity. This may be because teachers sometimes provide redundant or inaccurate information to facilitate students' deeper thinking or to arouse curiosity in the classroom. Sometimes, students often feel the need to over-explain or provide excessive details in response to a question, they might be unsure if their answer is sufficient. For example:
	When the teacher asked a question to the presenting group but the group answers were very general with many reasons but did not give the conclusion that the question requires, she asked further. “What is the consequence?, Kết quả là như nào ạ? What is the conclusion? Kết luận là như nào ạ?”. "What is the consequence?" and "Kết quả là như n ào ạ?" are two questions with the same meaning, but in different languages (English and Vietnamese). "What is the conclusion?" and "Kết luận là như nào ạ?" are also similar questions about the outcome or conclusion of something. Both of these sentences are asking for an explanation or conclusion regarding the situation. In this case, there is redundancy in the question. Both the English and Vietnamese sentences are asking for the same information: "consequence" and "conclusion" refer to the result or final outcome of an event. Repeating the question in two languages with different phrasing is a violation of the maxim of quantity because it provides redundant information. There is no need to ask twice in this manner. In this case, teacher emphasize or clarify the issue, asking the question twice with different phrasing could be a strategy to clarify the question, or to ensure the listener understands what is being asked.
Maxim of Relation
Flouting of the relation maxim was relatively low in both student-teacher (18.18%) and student-student interactions (15%). This suggests that, in general, both groups try to maintain relevance in their communication. In classmates' interactions, while there might be occasional off-topic or irrelevant statements, the frequency of these floutings remain relatively low. This indicates that students are still conscious of the importance of staying on topic. Meanwhile, teachers had 12 times of flouting the maxim of relation. This may be a strategy to make the lesson more lively or to divert students' attention to a more important issue.
	“Nobody’s volunteering to answer this? But everyone wants high grades—let’s see …”. The teacher's response seems irrelevant to the immediate topic or question that might have been raised. The first part of the sentence is about students not volunteering to answer a question, and the second part shifts the focus to high grades. The teacher does not answer directly to volunteer to answer the question but makes a comment regarding grades that seems out of context at this point. The teacher is trying to get students to answer a question or engage in a debate. The teacher's statement includes an implicit criticism of the students' behavior (not volunteering) while hinting at their desire for high grades. The teacher implies that students cannot expect high grades without participating in class but doesn’t explicitly state this connection but expects the students to infer it.
Maxim of Manner
	The result showed the highest number of violations in student-teacher interactions (39.4%), compared to student-student interactions (25%). Students tend to flout maxim of quality more, while teachers mostly flout maxim of manner. Teachers' maxim of manner was flouted 26 times, the highest of all maxims. This may indicate that teachers sometimes use complex or incoherent communication, perhaps to arouse curiosity or challenge students to think more deeply about an issue or encourage students engagement. On the other hand, this result might be explained by the tendency of students to use ambiguous language, unclear expressions when responding to teachers. The pressure of being in a classroom setting may lead some students to speak in a way they try to appear more knowledgeable or articulate. Conversely, while student-student disregard for the manner maxim still exists, there is less evidence of this, suggesting students' more casual and less formal manner when interacting with other students. This implies students do not feel as much pressure to use a more indirect and polite style with other students as with a teacher. “Can you help me please? Is often late then fails to commit pass on time…”. The sentence starts with the question, "Can you help me please?", which is clear and straightforward. However, the second part of the sentence — "Is often late, then fails to commit to pass on time..." — seems disordered and unfinished.  The omission of the subject results in an omission of organization and clarity, and the message is more difficult to understand. The listener has no clue as to whom is being referred by the speaker, and the sentence is confusing and unorganized. The speaker here is trying to make a request, and is asking the listener to fill it in and deduce on his or her part. The sentence does not specify what is meant.

Modes of Flouting Maxim 
	Maxim of Quality 



	Table 3: Modes of flouting quality maxim

	No.
	Modes of flouting
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1
	Banter
	14
	46.70%

	2
	Irony
	7
	23.30%

	3
	Metaphor
	9
	30.00%

	Total
	30
	100%



Table 3 presents the different modes of flouting the quality maxim in classroom interactions, with three main modes: Banter, Irony, and Metaphor, along with their respective frequencies and percentages. 
The result showed humor is the most common mode of flouting the quality maxim, accounting for nearly 50% of the cases - 14 instances (46.7% of the total). The situation indicates that speakers often flout the quality maxim through jokes, teasing to create entertainment or ease the atmosphere. Flouting the quality maxim through humor helps make the message lighter, less serious, and more easily accepted. This is an example of flouting the maxim of quality through humor. 
"This is tiny-tiny." (Referring to a huge dam). This saying is said in the following situation: the teacher saw that the image of the dam on the slide was quite small compared to the surrounding scene. Even though she knew the truth that it was very big, the teacher still teased that it was very small. The use of the word "tiny-tiny" to describe something enormous creates a clear contradiction between what is said and the reality, which can prompt the listener to recognize that the statement is meant to be humorous. The speaker's intent would be to create humor or to highlight the difference between the actual size of the dam and the way they are describing it.
The second mode of flouting quality maxim, metaphor is used quite frequently with 9 cases (30%). When flouting the quality maxim through metaphor, the speaker does not assert something as truth directly to reduce directness, helps communication more delicately, nicely. The sentence “The battery has run out” is a significant instance. In this situation, the student is not only simply stating that her phone is out of battery, but also metaphorically implying that her phone is out of battery and she needs to borrow a charger. This reported statement has been used with a different intention — that is, asking to borrow a charger. The listener will immediately understand that this is an indirect request and that the speaker is implying that they need to borrow a phone charger. If the listener recognizes this implicitly, they may provide the charger without hearing a direct request. 
The last mode is irony which has the lowest number of flouting quality maxim with 7 cases (23.3%). It shows that speakers often use the contrast between what is said and what is actually meant to convey a message indirectly. Irony can often be used to highlight inconsistencies  or reflect a contradiction in the situation. In addition, irony can encourage reflection or thought, prompt the listener to rethink an issue or situation.  For example, "Oh my gosh, Quang Anh and Tuan Anh talk too little." is said when a group is presenting in the class while Quang Anh and Tuan Anh are talking to each other and not focusing on the lesson they are presenting. In this case, the statement "talk too little" is the opposite of the truth - Quang Anh and Tuan Anh may actually talk too much or talk constantly in that time. This is a way to gently criticize and create humor in the conversation, without making the listener feel hurt.

Maxim of Quantity

	Table 4: Modes of flouting quantity maxim

	No.
	Modes of flouting
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1
	Giving Too Little Information
	11
	50.00%

	2
	Giving Too Much Information
	2
	9.10%

	3
	Using Tautology
	9
	40.90%

	Total
	30
	100%




The table presented below provides a detailed analysis of the ways in which speakers flout the maxim of quantity in classroom interactions.
Based on Table 7, giving too little information (under-informing) is the most common mode, accounting for 50% of the cases with 11 situations. This suggests that when speakers flout the maxim of quantity, they often choose to give insufficient information, less information than is necessary leaving the listener to infer or ask for more details. It can be used to create opportunities for student participation in discussion and reasoning. This can encourage the listener (usually the students) to think and participate more deeply in the conversation. This helps create an interactive learning environment where students have to find answers for themselves instead of just passively receiving information. Furthermore, providing too little information can create opportunities for students to ask questions, clarify information, or expand the discussion. This is one way to develop critical thinking skills. For example: 
"A: However, disinfecting water with ozone will trigger a chemical reaction. It turns into… Doesn’t this remind you of high school chemistry? 
B: Yes, it does. 
A: [laughs] Oh really? It brings it all back, right? And it can block UV rays and cancer-causing substances in the water.”
A's Question: "It turns into… Doesn’t this remind you of high school chemistry?" At this point, A does not fully explain what "turns into" refers to, leaving it unclear with the phrase "It turns into...". This creates ambiguity, and B is expected to recall knowledge from their past chemistry lessons. This is a textbook example of "giving too little information," as the speaker does not provide a clear answer but leaves space for the listener to recall knowledge they have already learned. By not providing a direct answer, a full explanation and instead prompting B to recall high school chemistry, A encourages B to engage more actively in the conversation, and A creates an opportunity for B to actively think and remember. B does not get a clear explanation but has to rely on their own past learning to connect with the information A hints at. The purpose here is likely to encourage B to recall concepts from chemistry, making the conversation more engaging and reminding B of past knowledge. 
Giving too much information occurs least frequently (only 9.10%), but there are still instances where the speaker intentionally gives too much detail. This mode can lead the listener to distinguish between important and irrelevant information. However, it can be used to provide detailed explanations to ensure understanding. Teacher provides too much information to explain a complex topic or technical subject, can help students gain a better understanding and avoid missing important details. Additionally, providing redundant information can be a strategy to help clarify complex or ambiguous concepts. An example of this mode is
“Now, look at the image in Unit 4 and tell me — what do you see here?
B: Balls.
A: Ahh, haha!
C: Big balls
A: Wait, why is it that with this whole picture — there’s a boat, there’s water — and you guys only see the balls?”
A (the teacher) knows the focus of the lesson is the function of black balls in the image, but is trying to tease the students by pointing out the surrounding elements (the boat and water) that are being ignored. The teacher’s question "why is it that with this whole picture — there’s a boat, there’s water — and you guys only see the balls?" adds more unnecessary information (the boat and water) to the conversation to highlight how the students are focusing on just one element of the image. The teacher is not seeking to confuse the students, but rather using excessive information as a humorous tactic to get them to think more critically about the image. It could also be a way for the teacher to engage the class and encourage them to think about the image from multiple perspectives, rather than just focusing on a single detail.
Using Tautology represents a significant proportion (40.90%) of the cases and occurs when the speaker repeats the same information unnecessarily. This can make the listener feel that the message is being repeated without adding any new value. Tautology can be used to emphasize key points or ideas, making it easier for students to remember or understand essential concepts. This is an effective teaching strategy to reinforce a lesson. Repetition can be a way to make sure students understand what has been explained correctly. Sometimes, repetition helps students remember information longer and not miss important details. For example: 
“The second meaning would be something like unsmart, right? Hmm,unintelligent, okay? Ah, stupid!” 
In the example you provided, the speaker is attempting to define a word when talking about the example given on the slide by explaining the meaning of a word by listing a number of synonymous terms and repeating the same idea using different words. ‘Unsmart’, ‘unintelligent’, ‘stupid’ - These three words all convey essentially the same idea, which is a lack of intelligence or mental sharpness. However, the speaker repeats the same meaning three times, offering no additional insight into the specific distinctions between these words, repeating the same idea unnecessarily. This repetition, perhaps, is intended to emphasize the main point so that the listener can better understand the content that the speaker wants to say.

Maxim of Relation
	Table 5: Modes of flouting relation maxim

	No.
	Modes of flouting
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1
	Topic avoidance
	7
	38.89%

	2
	Indirectness
	9
	50.00%

	3
	Rhetorical questions
	2
	11.11%

	Total
	18
	100%



Based on the table above, we can see that when analyzing the cases of flouting maxims of relation in the classroom, it shows that teachers and students use 3 ways to flout maxims of relation. In which the indirectness strategy is used the most, with 9 utterances, equivalent to 50%. This shows that in the process of interacting in the classroom, the speaker often intentionally gives an answer that is not directly related to the issue being discussed but still interacts on that topic to create a certain implication. For example,
When two students are discussing their scores with each other.
A: You got a B in speaking?
B: Um
A: How do you speak so well?
B: I only got 6.5.
In this case, it is clear that A is asking about B's study tips, but instead of answering the question directly, student B said that he only got 6.5 points to avoid giving suggestions to student A.
In addition, topic avoidance appears at a level right after the way of giving irrelevant feedback. Students and teachers in the classroom use the way of intentionally switching to a new topic, which is not related to the problem being discussed, intentionally changing direction to not talk about the current topic anymore to create a certain implication. There are 7 (38.89%) utterances of speakers using this way to flout maxims of relation in the classroom. An example case is as follows:
A: "I haven’t taken attendance yet, right?
About this group’s slide—I’m not sure who made it, but it looks really nice. Huyen’s voice is also quite pleasant.
When the teacher was asking the whole class if she had taken attendance, she suddenly switched to commenting on the presentation of the presenting group. This is clearly a case of changing the topic when the teacher intentionally switched from wanting to take attendance of the whole class to commenting on the presentation of the presenting group.
Finally, the strategy used least when flouting maxims of relation is using rhetorical questions, only 2 cases, equivalent to 11.11% of this method in classroom interactions. Instead of giving an answer related to the topic being discussed, the speaker asks a rhetorical question (asking but not expecting an answer) to express his/her implication, especially attitude or emotion. For example,
Two students are discussing with each other about a character.
A: JD is fine.
B: Did he go to jail?
A: Is that what you think he is?
In this case, student A asked a rhetorical question instead of directly answering student B’s question, such as “No” or “He didn’t go to jail,” to imply that JD was not someone who committed a crime that would warrant jail time.

Maxim of Manner

	Table 6: Modes of flouting manner maxim

	No.
	Modes of flouting
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1
	Not Brief
	16
	44.44%

	2
	Unclear/Ambiguous
	20
	55.56%

	Total
	36
	100%



The data in table 6 also clearly showed violations of maxims of manners, with students and teachers using two main strategies to flout maxims of manners in classroom interactions: ambiguous or unclear and not brief. There is not much difference in the use of these strategies by speakers to flout maxims of manner. However, ambiguous or unclear still dominates with 20 utterances, equivalent to 55.56%.
When using this method, the speaker gives information or uses ambiguous words to imply a certain meaning. An example of this method is
The teacher is explaining a concept to students.
“Personal attacks... can sometimes shake things up and make people think about things differently, you know, in their own way.”
The teacher is explaining the concept of personal attacks but gives an unclear explanation, using ambiguous words such as “sometimes” or “shake things up,” which makes the sentence ambiguous. In addition, the teacher also intentionally added the phrase ‘in their own way,’ creating more ambiguity, making the listener guess. Here, the teacher intentionally gave a vague definition, making students think more, think for themselves to come up with an answer for themselves.
Meanwhile, not brief is also used quite often to flout this maxim, appearing 16 times (44.44%). With this strategy, the flouter will give information in a long, roundabout way, lacking conciseness. For example
The teacher is asking a question and needs to find someone to answer it.
"Well, in our previous lesson we learned a lot of things, including definitions, examples, and meanings given throughout the lesson. I believe you have studied these parts carefully, so can anyone answer my question?"
Instead of asking a question directly like “Can anyone answer the question?”, the teacher used the strategy of speaking in a longer way than necessary, causing the flouting maxim of Manner to suggest giving students direction to answer from the content of the previous lesson.

Flouting Maxims in Teacher-Student Classroom Interactions
According to the observed data, we have a chart of flouting maxims causing positive and negative impacts in classroom interactions between teachers and students in classroom interactions.


	[bookmark: _144uqawdc0fq]Table 7: Flouting maxims in student-teacher classroom interaction

	No.
	Maxim
	Positive
	Percentage
	Negative
	Percentage

	1
	Quality
	10
	22.22%
	2
	9.52%

	2
	Quantity
	12
	26.67%
	4
	19.05%

	3
	Relation
	8
	17.78%
	4
	19.05%

	4
	Manner
	15
	33.33%
	11
	52.38%

	Total
	45
	100%
	21
	100%

	Percentage
	68.18%
	/
	31.82%
	/



Based on Table 7, in general, the majority of the flouted maxims are aimed at creating positive impacts in the classroom. With 45 (68.18%) cases of flouting maxims to create positive impacts and 21 (31.82%) cases of creating negative impacts. This shows that flouting conversational principles in communication between teachers and students is aimed at beneficial impacts for the classroom.
Regarding the violations that cause positive impacts, the Manner maxim is the most flouted type with 15 times, accounting for 33.33% of the total number of positive flouts. However, this method also accounts for the highest proportion of negative impacts with 52.38% of the total number of ignored cases causing negative impacts, equivalent to 11 cases. This shows that in classroom communication, when teachers and students interact with each other, they often use vague, unclear, or non-sequitur expressions to convey information more flexibly, stimulate thinking, and relax the classroom atmosphere. However, the abuse of flouting the maxim of manner also reduces communication effectiveness, making the lesson more difficult to absorb. Next is the quantity maxim with 12 turns (26.67%), showing that participants also used the maxim quantity bypass by providing more information than necessary, causing positive effects, which also showed that they actively participated in the learning process. Flouting maxim quality with exaggeration, assumption, or humor also creates positive impacts on classroom interactions between teachers and students. In addition, the flouting of maxim quality was only 2 utterances that had a negative impact, equivalent to 9.52%, the low level of negative effects showed that speakers rarely gave false information in classroom interactions. Meanwhile, the cases of maxim relation flout that caused more positive effects than negative effects also reflected the flexibility in the classroom when speakers intentionally gave irrelevant information to create a comfortable atmosphere, but sometimes it was not completely related to the learning content, causing more positive impacts than negative impacts.
For example:
The teacher was talking about how much water is needed to produce clothes. At this time, she talked to student A, who said that his brother bought his clothes. Then she tried to say:
Lucky you, D! Your brother bought you a T-shirt? Does he have a wife yet?
D: Not yet.
C: Hey girls in our class, listen up!
It is clear that she was flouting maxims of manners in the sentence “Hey girls in our class, listen up!” because she was hinting that the girls in the class could try to get to know A’s brother. This created a comfortable and positive atmosphere in the class, encouraging students to interact more with the class. This was a case of causing a positive impact in the class when the whole class laughed after she spoke.
On the contrary, a typical example of how teacher-student flouting in the classroom can have a negative impact is: When the teacher wanted to clarify the relationship between age and university, he said: "You can see that when you move on, when you enter a university or college..." This statement of the teacher flouted maxims maner when he did not clearly express his meaning. This case caused confusion for students as well as reduced student participation at that time, when the teacher, as evidenced by the fact that at that flouting time, the atmosphere in the classroom was quiet, and some students showed that they did not understand this explanation.
Analyzing the observed data in more depth in the classroom interactions between teachers and students, we found that there were more detailed effects on the teaching process and classroom dynamics that were not only based on the speaker's flouted statements but also based on the context in which the situation occurred and confirmed through the listener's response. The main effects included: Creating humor and a cohesive atmosphere in the classroom, Stimulating students to be creative, think deeper, Causing confusion, interrupting or hindering the lesson.
Creating humor and a cohesive atmosphere in the classroom.
The first effect of flouting the maxims between teachers and students is to create a humorous atmosphere, thereby creating a sense of belonging in the classroom. This happens when the teacher flouts all four maxims to create humor. For example:
“A: I will repeat the question: Do you think anonymity online makes people act more cruel..cruelly than they would in person?”
A is the one answering the question and is quite confused about some questions, then the teacher said:
“Anonymity, right? Anonymity—sorry, anonymity. What does anonymity mean? It means anonymous, like in the word anonymous.”
At this time, A still did not fully understand the question, and the atmosphere in the classroom was quite silent. And then the teacher continued to say:
“As the interpreter for this group, I’ll charge a 2-point interpreter fee, okay?”
At this point, the atmosphere was more relaxed, and some other students laughed.
 Then she continued to explain:
“Cruelly, it’s kind of like act badly, okay? Cruelly is a word that’s more severe than bad, okay??”
At this point, A was more clear about the question, he nodded in agreement:
“Yes”
The example shows a conversation between a teacher and a student, where the teacher flouted Grice’s maxim of relation in the sentence “As the interpreter for this group, I’ll charge a 2-point interpreter fee, okay?”
It is clear that this statement of the teacher is not directly related to the question, but it is a school social joke, meaning that the teacher is intentionally flouting the maxim of relation to create a comfortable atmosphere, and that really happened.
Stimulate students to be creative, think more deeply.
The next effect is to create conditions for students to think and be creative. This happens when the speaker deliberately emphasizes some important words by repeating them many times or gives information that is not directly related to the issue being mentioned, sometimes providing information in an unclear or contradictory way. An example clearly illustrates this effect:
The teacher is lecturing on the topic of communication and the right way to do communication, then she moves on to an opposite topic by asking the question:
“But, if, if, but, however, if going the wrong way, what will happen?”
Students now start discussing with each other about the question she has given. Here, it is clear that the teacher is flouting quantity maxim to emphasize the contrast, thereby helping students pay more attention to it, stimulating their thinking.
Hindering the ability to absorb.
The final negative impact is that flouting maxims hinders learning. This often happens when the speaker gives information in a disjointed and vague way, sometimes due to a lack of information.
For example:
A: "The first one, personal attack, less harmony and attracts a move motive..."
Here, A is trying to explain the argument strategy, but the unclear sentence makes it difficult for the listener to understand. This is further confirmed when the class becomes extremely quiet at that time.

Flouting Maxims in Student-Student Classroom Interactions
In addition to the observed data on teacher-student flout maxims, we also collected data on student-student flout maxims. The table below shows the utterances flouting maxims between students and students in classroom interactions.

	[bookmark: _rzoasi1jjsl7]Table 8: Flouting maxims in student-student classroom interaction

	No.
	Maxim
	Positive
	Percentage
	Negative
	Percentage

	1
	Quality
	17
	51.52%
	1
	14.29%

	2
	Quantity
	4
	12.12%
	2
	28.57%

	3
	Relation
	5
	15.15%
	1
	14.29%

	4
	Manner
	7
	21.21%
	3
	42.85%

	Total
	33
	100%
	7
	100%

	Percentage
	82.50%
	/
	17.50%
	/



The results shown in the table above show that students who flout maxims create positive impacts with 33 cases (82.5%), more than creating negative impacts with 7 cases (17.5%). Thus, it can be seen that most of the cases of student-student flouting maxims create positive impacts in classroom interactions.
Table 4 also shows that students flout maxims in quality are the most numerous, 17 cases equivalent to 51.52%, accounting for half of the ignoring cases to create positive impacts in classroom interactions. Along with observing the classroom context, it can be seen that students very often use the intentional use of inaccurate information, such as sarcasm, exaggeration, and contradiction, to create fun situations and connect with friends. There are 7 cases where students intentionally use unclear, ambiguous speech, meaning they flout maxims about manner to create positive impacts in classroom interactions. But sometimes this also makes it difficult for listeners to understand when there are 3 cases where flout maxim manner causes negative impacts. In addition, there are 5 (15.15%) cases and 4 (12.12%) students who flout maxims about relation and quantity to cause positive impacts, while there are only 2 cases where they flout maxim quantity and 1 case where they flout maxim relation causes negative impacts.
A specific example of how flouting maxims occurs between students and students causing positive impacts occurs in the conversation between A and B:
A: Know Watermelon
B: Huh, the movie?
A: Yeah, the movie he starred in is Sparkling Watermelon.
B: (Laughs)
This is a case of flouting maxims of manner, because the speaker uses unclear expressions, making B confused. However, this ambiguity is the way B uses to create laughter, proving that this is a case of causing positive impacts, helping the atmosphere in the classroom become more open, increasing social cohesion for the participants in the conversation.
On the contrary, sometimes flouting maxims causes negative impacts, as in the example below:
Two students are discussing an assignment in class. A wants to affirm that a sentence has an incorrect answer.
A: Sentence A is incorrect because it is just that.
B: Huh? In this case, A has flouted the maxim of quantity by providing insufficient information to support his opinion. This clearly has a negative impact when B appears bewildered and asks A “Huh”. A has caused confusion and misunderstanding, leading to confusion in the learning process and lack of interest in participating in the discussion.
While observing the occurrence of flout maxims in the context of the classroom at that time, we found that students' flout maxims occurred in some main impacts, including: fostering critical thinking and enhancing engagement, facilitating social interactions, and misleading, confusing. In general, these impacts all caused positive impacts as shown in the data table above, but there were still negative impacts created.
Fostering critical thinking
The first impact on the interaction process in the classroom between students and students is fostering critical thinking and making the speaker enhance engagement in the discussion process. This case occurs mainly when students discuss with each other about a certain issue in the lesson that occurs in all 4 types of flout maxims.
Example:
A: Justice is the feeling of law, while fairness is...
B: Justice is the truth, and fairness is that the two must be equal? 
The speaker is trying to differentiate between justice and fairness, two concepts that are easily confused in academics and in life. Here, the student clearly flouts the maxim of manner when A does not explain clearly but chooses to speak vaguely, and instead of giving a declarative answer, B continues to ask A in return. Both are intentionally giving vague answers to encourage deeper discussion of the concept, thereby stimulating critical thinking.
Facilitating social interactions
The next impact is that when students communicate with each other, it also helps to increase interactions between students, making the class more socially close. This effect occurs mainly when students communicate with each other but not about the lesson being taught, especially when using metaphors, but it still occurs when students flout other maxims.
An example of this is when a student A wants to borrow a pen from the person next to him, but does not directly make the request, but says metaphorically: "Oh, the pen is out of ink, D".
Here, the other student intentionally said that the pen was out of ink instead of asking to borrow D's pen, causing D to have to start a conversation by saying "pen huh", showing that A's maximal flout helped A and D interact with each other as well as their extremely close way of speaking.
Misleading, confusing
The final major impact is that student-to-student communication occurs, causing misunderstandings or confusion in the classroom. This is generally a negative impact that occurs when flout maxims occur between students, although the frequency is low, it still occurs. This case occurs most often when students intentionally give information in a vague, unclear way, leading to the listener misunderstanding the speaker's meaning or having difficulty receiving the information.
For example:
Student A is answering another student's question:
A: “ It’s not that, um, um, it’s... it’s... the question here is, um... it’s not that, um... it’s... it’s... um, like, do you think online anonymity makes people act way worse than before, you know? Because, um, they hide their identity, so they just, you know, let their anger out on someone else more than they would in real life. Not that I’m asking—no, not that he’s asking if anonymity is the main reason.”
When answering, the student uses a flouting maximal manner in a way that shows anxiety, lack of confidence, or unpreparedness to express themselves by speaking hesitantly, repeating the words "um", "it's", "you know", causing a lack of clarity and coherence. This is flouting in a way that shows anxiety, lack of confidence, or unpreparedness to express oneself. This makes other students confused by this answer.

A New Insight on Flouting Maxims in Classroom Interaction
The results of this study and previous studies on flouting maxims in the EFL classroom are quite consistent. However, our study also has some notable new points. First of all, the current study found that the flout maxims of manner were most common in the classroom, while previous studies by Wahyudi et al. (2020), Lorenza et al. (2023), or Khusna et al. (2021) indicated that the quantity maxim was most often reported to be violated. The difference between the previous studies and my current study may be due to the special context at Thuyloi University, Vietnam. This suggests that cultural or learning environment factors also influence the flouting of Grice’s maxims in the EFL classroom context, like. Thomas, J. (1995) emphasized that social, cultural, and situational contexts are inseparable from the understanding and use of implicatures and that flouting maxims is sometimes a strategy that is appropriate to the cultural context. Language teaching and learning cannot be separated from cultural contexts, learners from different cultures have different communication styles and the violation of conversational rules can be the result of differences in cultural norms, which strongly influence the way they use conversational rules such as Grice's maxims (Cortazzi, M., & Jin, L, 1999; Kramsch, C, 1993). 
Another new point in the current study is that we have expanded the scope of comparison by clearly distinguishing between teacher-student and student-student interactions, thereby clearly seeing the differences in communicative purposes and language strategies used in each group. Similarly, this study also has similarities with previous studies. In the flouting of Grice's maxims between students, the quality maxim is often violated in the form of joking and exaggeration. Yule (1996) pointed out that in informal communication, especially between peers such as students, this reflects social interaction rather than pure information transmission. This is true for our study when this flouting of maxims occurs in peer interactions, with the intention of creating cohesion and a comfortable atmosphere in the classroom. Flouting maxims in the classroom also uses strategies that have been outlined by previous studies by Cutting (2002), Dynel (2008) and Thomas (1995).Irony, which is when a speaker purposely talks against the truth to mock, satire, or metaphor - the use of imagery or other concepts to convey instead of straight assertions and dialogue in the form of banter - are examples of strategies for breaking quality norms.  Furthermore, Quantity maxims are violated by supplying excessive or insufficient information, as well as the use of tautology.  Along with strategies such as providing irrelevant information, switching to another topic, and using rhetorical questions, violating Relation maxims as well as Manner maxims by using ambigious words and sentence structures to avoid clear assertions or describing simple things in a long and complicated manner. Besides, the results of the current study show both positive and negative effects. This is also similar to the study of Cutting (2002) when he said that flouting maxims can bring both positive and negative effects depending on the context and the communication object. Thus, the current study both consolidates the findings of previous research and contributes a new, deeper perspective on the impact of flouting Maxims in the practical context of university EFL classrooms in Vietnam.	Comment by Admin: Ambiguous? 
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[bookmark: _13cnfo8zdqpx]4.2. 	Discussion
The results of the study show cases of conversational maxim violations in classroom contexts, including teacher-student interactions, student interactions, and group discussions. Among the 106 observed instances, the maxim of manner was the most frequently flouted (34%), followed by the maxim of quality (28.3%). In contrast, the maxims of quantity (20.8%) and relation (17%) were flouted less frequently. These findings suggest that communicative behaviors vary depending on the type of interlocutor and the interactional context. Notably, students most frequently flouted the maxim of quality (45%) in peer interactions, while teachers most often flouted the maxim of manner (39.4%) during teacher-student communication. These patterns indicate different pragmatic purposes and strategies based on the speaker’s role. Flouting often produced dual effects: it could foster humor, encourage thinking, and build connection, but also sometimes led to confusion and hindered understanding, especially when ambiguity or disorganized speech emerged.
This study has contributed to clarifying the pragmatic role of violating Gricean conversational maxims in the English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classroom, and has opened up many potential research directions to further expand knowledge in this area. One of the priorities for future research is to expand the survey subjects to different educational contexts – from public to private schools, from secondary to tertiary levels, in both urban and rural areas. This will help to compare and detect differences in language behavior based on institutional characteristics, learning circumstances and learners’ backgrounds.
In addition, cross-cultural research is also needed. Since communication norms are greatly influenced by culture, analyzing how teachers and students from different cultures approach and apply conversational maxims will further clarify the role of culture in language use. For example, comparing Vietnamese students with students from other Asian or Western countries may highlight differences in politeness, indirect speech, or use of humor.
Regarding methods, the combination of qualitative and quantitative will bring a more comprehensive perspective. In addition to observing the classroom, interviewing teachers and students will help clarify their thoughts, feelings, and how they explain behavior that violates the motto. Surveys can reflect awareness and attitudes toward pragmatic rules, while discourse analysis will provide a systematic approach to communication strategies.
Finally, attention should be paid to non-verbal elements in communication. Since facial expressions, intonation, gestures, and body language often contribute to or obscure the meaning of speech, studying these multimodal elements will help to better understand their impact on maxim violations in classroom communication.

[bookmark: _t3wdu7czhrl9]CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION

[bookmark: _gkylug24x2rr]5.1. 	Major findings of the study
This study investigated the flouting of Grice's conversational maxims—Quantity, Quality, Relation, and Manner—during English class interactions, both teacher-student and student-student. Based on earlier theoretical studies and experiential observations during three English lessons at Thuyloi University, the study confirmed that flouting conversational maxims is a frequent and pragmatically meaningful feature of classroom talk. A total of 106 instances of maxim flouting were identified. Of these, the Maxim of Manner was flouted most (34%), followed by Quality (28.3%), Quantity (20.8%), and Relation (17%). The nature and frequency of these floutings varied depending on the speaker and the type of interaction. In student-student interactions, the Maxim of Quality was flouted most (45%), whereas in teacher-student interactions, flouting of the Maxim of Manner was most prevalent (39.4%).
With regard to impact, the study illustrated that flouting maxims has both positive and negative effects on classroom communication. Positive effects include the creation of a more entertaining, casual classroom atmosphere, engaging critical thinking, promoting student engagement, and supporting social bonding. Teachers sometimes deliberately flouted maxims—for example, by presenting indirect clues through humor—so as to maintain students' interest and achieve learning. To the contrary, negative effects include confusion, misinterpretation, and less clarity, specifically when the maxim of manner was violated. These issues could hinder the understanding and interest of students, especially when they employed unclear, indirect, or too ambiguous expressions.
 In conclusion, the findings uphold that violation of conversational maxims is a significant aspect to employ while assessing the quality and effectiveness of communication in EFL classrooms, and that knowledge of these pragmatic behaviors can offer enlightening information about how language works in classroom contexts. However, the research is not without its limitations. The small sample size (three lessons at one university) limits the generalizability of the findings. The research design was an observational approach with no interviews, questionnaires being used to gain a fuller picture of participants' intentions and understanding. Moreover, areas such as language skills, effects of different methods of teaching were not systematically analyzed 
Future study is recommended to replicate the above studies at different institutions in Vietnam in order to have a clearer, more extensive, and diversified image of maxim flouting in EFL settings. One should also add mixed methods, such as interviews and surveys, to detect teachers' and students' awareness and attitudes toward pragmatic behavior. Additionally, in the future, one may analyze maxim flouting and the outcome of learning or language ability of the students, or investigate how and why gendered or contextual variables influence why and how maxims are flouted. Lastly, researchers must explore the potential benefits of pragmatic training for both students and teachers to improve classroom communication and reduce miscommunication. In the coming years, this research focuses on the function of pragmatic awareness in language teaching and encourages a more nuanced comprehension of the manner in which norms of conversation may be established and sometimes intentionally flouted within the dynamic context of the classroom.

[bookmark: _ovj42r7wn075]5.2. 	Recommendations & Conclusion
Based on results from such research on flouting maxims in discourse in ThuyLoi University classrooms, some practical applications and pedagogical suggestions can be concluded for classroom communication improvement and learners' pragmatic competence. 
Most centrally, routinized violation of the maxim of manner in classroom interactions between teachers and students highlights the need to prepare teachers and students with the basics of successful classroom communication. As indicated in similar studies (e.g., Wijayanto et al., 2013; Yusof & Razak, 2020), curricula for teachers' education must have pragmatic modules emphasizing clarity, sequencing, and avoiding ambiguity. Teachers' curriculum needs to include overt instruction on the cooperative principle and maxims in conversations so that teachers become more mindful about their language influence on student learning 
Second, drawing on Sobhani and Saghebi (2014), it is suggested that teachers conduct teaching through authentic materials and examples that contain cases of maxim flouting, for example, in films, interviews, or simply everyday conversations, in order to develop students' pragmatic sensitivity. As students work on such materials in class, they are able to learn to identify intentional and unintentional maxim flouting, thereby developing their skill in interpretation as well as sociolinguistic sensitivity. 
Thirdly, class reflection-provoking tasks with practical application—e.g., role-plays, discourse analysis practice, peer review sessions—need to be included in English language instruction. As in Tran & Duong (2021), through observing pragmatic breakdown and ironic dialogue resulting from flouting, students can use language more effectively and more efficiently. Such tasks allow students to not only know what is being said, but why it is being communicated in such a way. Also, to prevent accidental maxim violations that interfere with understanding—those for manner and quantity—teachers can prompt communicative strategies such as reformulation, requests for clarification, and paraphrasing. Classroom norms that clearly invite students to inform, be relevant, and be orderly in their talk can greatly support student-to-student communication. 
Finally, ongoing formative feedback for actual use—and not just grammaticality—should be offered. In Rasekh's (2005) viewpoint, feedback on communicative effectiveness is likely to make learners think about language choice and project it onto contextual and cultural norms. Sensitivity to conversational maxims grounded in evidence-based pedagogic practice can make classroom talk more creative as well as more coherent. Through equipping teachers with, and their students with, the resources to use and exploit flouting intentionally, English language classroom discourse can be rendered more vibrant, more inclusive, and more pragmatically richer learning spaces

[bookmark: _p0mjn6nrhp8h]REFERENCES
Abdi Wahyudi. (2020). The flouting of conversational maxims in classroom interactions Undergraduate thesis, Universitas Islam Negeri Raden Intan Lampung.
Al-Zahrani, M., et al. (2017). The Impact of Teacher Questioning on Creating Interaction in EFL: A Discourse Analysis. 
Aminah, A. (2022). Flouting and hedging maxims in graduate students’ classroom discussion context. Educenter Jurnal Ilmiah Pendidikan, 1(5), 466–472. https://doi.org/10.55904/educenter.v1i5.164
Anggraini, F. (2021). An analysis of flouting maxim on the students’ speaking skill of the eleventh grade at SMA N 2 Metro in the academic year of 2020/2021 (Undergraduate thesis).
Arofah, S., & Mubarok, H. (2021). An analysis of violation and flouting maxim on teacher-students interaction in English teaching and learning process. Language Circle: Journal of Language and Literature, 15(2), 249–256. https://doi.org/10.15294/lc.v15i2.28148
Arvianto, R. (2019). An analysis of flouting maxims in a talk show.
Asri, D. E. S. (2015). An analysis of flouting maxim in EFL classroom interaction. Vision: Journal for Language and Foreign Language Learning, 4(2), 243–259. https://doi.org/10.21580/vjv4i21592
Attardo, S. (1993). Violation of conversational maxims and cooperation: The case of jokes. Journal of Pragmatics, 19(6), 537–558.
Bach, K. (1999). The myth of conventional implicature. Linguistics and Philosophy, 22, 327–366. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1005373922439
Bailey, K. M. (1994). Methods of social research. Simon & Schuster.
Bernard, H. R. (2002). Research methods in anthropology: Qualitative and quantitative approaches (3rd ed.). AltaMira Press.
Blum-Kulka, S. (1987). Indirectness and politeness in requests: Same or different? Journal of Pragmatics, 11(2), 131–146.
Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3(2), 77–101. https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
Brown, G., & Yule, G. (1989). Discourse analysis. Cambridge University Press.
Cortazzi, M., & Jin, L. (1999). Cultural mirrors: Materials and methods in the EFL classroom. In E. Hinkel (Ed.). Culture in second language teaching and learning (pp. 197–219). Cambridge University Press.
Creswell, J. W., & Plano Clark, V. L. (2011). Designing and conducting mixed methods research (2nd ed.). SAGE Publications.
Crystal, D. (2008). A dictionary of linguistics and phonetics (6th ed.). Wiley-Blackwell.
Cummings, L. (2005). Pragmatics: A multidisciplinary perspective. Edinburgh University Press.
Cutting, J. (2002). Pragmatics and discourse: A resource book for students. Routledge.
Cutting, J., & Fordyce, K. (2020). Pragmatics: A resource book for students (2nd ed.). Routledge..
Davies, B. L. (2007). Grice’s cooperative principle: Getting the meaning across.
Dewi, R. S., et al. (2020). The use of Grice’s maxims in online communication: A pragmatic study.
Diestyah, E., Fardhani, A. E., & Sukmaantara, I. P. (2023). An analysis of flouting cooperative principle of the classroom interaction recorded in video between teacher and students. EFL Education Journal, 10(1), 106. https://doi.org/10.19184/eej.v10i1.40578
Dörnyei, Z. (2007). Research methods in applied linguistics: Quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methodologies. Oxford University Press.
Dynel, M. (2008). No aggression, only teasing: The pragmatics of teasing and banter. Lodzkie Studia Jezykowe, 2(1), 85–106.
Grice, H. P. (1975). Logic and conversation. In P. Cole & J. Morgan (Eds.), Syntax and semantics (Vol. 3, pp. 41–58). Academic Press.
Grice, H. P. (1989). Studies in the way of words. Harvard University Press.
Gultom, R. (2022). An analysis of cooperative principle maxim in the written and spoken mode of communication between teacher and students during online learning. Journal of Advanced Multidisciplinary Research, 3(1), 19–43. http://dx.doi.org/10.30659/JAMR.3.1.19-43
Horn, L. R., & Ward, G. (Eds.). (2006). The handbook of pragmatics. Blackwell.
Ishaq, R. M., Gde, I., Caskara, A., & Putra, S. (2023). An analysis of maxim relevance by main character in Taxi Driver film. Austronesian: Journal of Language Science & Literature.
Khusna, F. A., Aliyah, S. L., & Asyifah, D. A. (2021). Investigating the use of maxims in the EFL class presentation: A pragmatic study. SAGA Journal of English Language Teaching and Applied Linguistics, 2(2), 133–144. https://doi.org/10.21460/saga.2021.22.80
Kramsch, C. (1993). Context and culture in language teaching. Oxford University Press.
Krippendorff, K. (2018). Content analysis: An introduction to its methodology (4th ed.). SAGE Publications.
Levinson, S. C. (1981). Pragmatics. Cambridge University Press.
Levinson, S. C. (1983). Pragmatics. Cambridge University Press.
Levinson, S. C. (2001). Pragmatik [Pragmatics] (M. Wiese, Trans.). Niemeyer Verlag.
Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (2009). The only generalization is: There is no generalization. In D. M. Fetterman (Ed.), Qualitative inquiry and the politics of evidence (pp. 49–67). SAGE Publications.
Liu, M., et al. (2012). An investigation and analysis of teacher talk in college English class. https://www.paperdigest.org/paper/?paper_id=doi.org_10.5539_ijel.v2n5p117
Lorenza, O. M., Arsyad, S., & Syafryadin, S. (2023). Gender representation of flouting maxim in classroom interaction videos on YouTube. Journal of Applied Linguistics and Literacy (JALL), 7(1), 1. https://doi.org/10.25157/jall.v7i1.9216
Lyons, J. (1979). Semantics (Vol. 2). Cambridge University Press.
Mackey, A., & Gass, S. M. (2005). Second language research: Methodology and design. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Mackey, A., & Gass, S. M. (2016). Second language research: Methodology and design (2nd ed.). Routledge.
Mey, J. L. (2001). Pragmatics: An introduction (2nd ed.). Blackwell.
O’Keeffe, A. (2011). Investigating media discourse. Routledge.
Patton, M. Q. (1990). Qualitative evaluation and research methods (2nd ed.). SAGE Publications.
Patton, M. Q. (2002). Qualitative research and evaluation methods (3rd ed.). SAGE Publications.
Prabawa, W. P. (2020). Flouting maxims by EFL tertiary students in EFL classroom interaction. JELA (Journal of English Language Teaching Literature and Applied Linguistics), 2(1), 23–28. https://doi.org/10.37742/jela.v2i1.23
Rabab’ah, G., Cheikh, M., & Al-Deaibes, M. (2024). Unraveling conversational implicatures: A study on Arabic EFL learners. Journal of Culture and Values in Education. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1515/culture-2024-0006
Rasekh, Z. E. (2005). Raising the pragmatic awareness of language learners. ELT Journal, 59(3), 199–208. 
Rosinta, A. S. D. (2024). Flouted maxims and their politeness implications employed by Erin Gruwell in the movie Freedom Writers. Kata Kita, 12(2), 189–196. https://doi.org/10.9744/katakita.12.2.189-196
Safitri, A., et al. (2017). The flouting of Grice’s cooperative principle by native and non-native speakers of English. https://www.paperdigest.org/paper/?paper_id=doi.org_10.15294_eej.v7i3.20747
Safitri, L. M., Seken, M. D. K., & Putra, M. D. N. A. J. (2014). Observance and non-observance of Gricean maxims in instructional context: An analysis of EFL classroom interaction. Jurnal Pendidikan Bahasa Inggris Indonesia, 2(1), 119–126. https://doi.org/10.23887/jpbi.v2i1.1434
Sobhani, A., & Saghebi, F. (2014). The importance of pragmatics in English language teaching. International Journal of Language Learning and Applied Linguistics World (IJLLALW), 5(1), 292–298
Sperber, D., & Wilson, D. (1986). Relevance: Communication and cognition. Blackwell.
Spradley, J. P. (1979). The ethnographic interview. Holt, Rinehart and Winston.
Thomas, J. (1995). Meaning in interaction: An introduction to pragmatics. Longman.
Tran, T. Q., & Duong, T. M. (2021). The pragmatic failures in English conversations among Vietnamese EFL students. International Journal of English Linguistics, 11(2), 150–157.  
Trang, T. T. H., & Hoa, N. T. Q. (2020). An investigation into the flouting of conversational maxims employed by male and female guests in the American talk show" The Ellen Show". The University of Danang - Journal of Science and Technology, 117–122. https://doi.org/10.31130/jst-ud2020-069e
Wahyudi, A., Yusuf, S., & Lestari, Z. W. (2020). Maxim’s flouting: An analysis of classroom interaction. Journal of English Education and Teaching, 4(2), 219–231. https://doi.org/10.33369/jeet.4.2.219-231
Wierzbicka, A. (1991). Cross-cultural pragmatics: The semantics of human interaction. Mouton de Gruyter.
Wijayanto, A., Lestari, A. N. S., & Saleh, M. (2013). Conversational implicature in English language teaching: A pragmatic perspective. Journal of Language and Literature, 4(2), 93–100. 
Yule, G. (1996). The study of language (2nd ed.). Cambridge University Press.
Yusof, N. M., & Razak, N. A. (2020). Conversational implicature and cooperative principle in teacher–student interactions. International Journal of Academic Research in Business and Social Sciences, 10(6), 604–617. 
Ziashahabi, S., Jabbari, A. A., & Razmi, M. H. (2020). The effect of interventionist instructions of English conversational implicatures on Iranian EFL intermediate level learners’ pragmatic competence development. Cogent Education, 7(1), Article 1840008. https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2020.1840008



