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Abstract

False information speech often appears in daily communications. Grice’s cooperative principle
cannot explain it. Leech’s politeness principle and Brown & Levinson’s face theory also
cannot completely explain it. The present study methods cannot deeply reveal the essence of
false information speech. This paper studies false information speech by making use of game
theory, especially the pragmatic game theory. False information speech was found to be a
strategy dominant in verbal interaction between two sides of communication. The use of false
information speech by speaker and hearer was also found to create Nash equilibrium in the
game of Prisoner's Dilemma. Thus, this analysis helps to effectively explain why false
information speech can maximize the individual payoff while damaging the collective payoff,
and why it is used frequently by individual while being spurned by the group (society).
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A Pragmatic Game-Theoretic Analysis of False Information Speech

CHEN Fangze / GAN Nengging
University of Macau / South China Normal University

1. Introduction

Grice’s cooperative principle requires people to observe "the maxim of quality” in speech
communication and not to say what you believe to be false, that is, to say what is true. But in
casual talk of the daily communications, that every word should be true may not be necessary.
No matter which country's language is, there more or less exists the "non-truth" false
information speech in the actual speech communication. For example:

(1) Not long after the liberation, the leader of municipal government, Lin Ran, convened
some intellectuals to have a forum to propagandize the Communist Party's economic
policy. Professor Xian Yu was also invited to the forum. Lin Ran's speech had not
completed when Professor Xian Yu quietly left the meeting room. On seeing this, Wen
Hua, a friend of Xian Yu's, followed him to go out.

Wen Hua: Xian Yu, aren't you going to leave?
Xian Yu: I am a teacher and I am not interested in such preach.
Lin Ran: (appearing at the door suddenly) Professor Xian Yu, you are leaving?
Xian Yu: Well, I am hurrying to give classes.
(TV series Country)'

(2) The strength of the South Korean football team obviously surpasses that of the
Chinese football team. However, at every pre-match press conference, the South
Korean coach is always saying: “The Chinese team is a team with great strength!"

From the above examples, we can see that neither Professor Xian Yu was really hurrying

to give classes nor the South Korean coach truly believes that the Chinese team is a strong one.
What they said is not "truth". These kinds of "non-truths" contain false, non-authentic
information. We can call such utterances "false information speech". We believe that the
speaker sends out false information speech to express certain implications. Why then do
people violate the maxim of quality? Why do they deliver speech that contains non-authentic
and false information? Grice’s cooperative principle cannot explain them but Leech's
politeness principle and Brown & Levinson's face theory can to some extent compensate for

the shortcoming of the cooperative principle, by explaining some "non-truth" false information

1 The TV series Country, run in June 2003, was directed by Zhou Yong and Bater. This conversation is
quoted from He & Zhang (2004).
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speech. However, not all the use of false information speech is out of politeness. Therefore, it

is necessary to have a more in-depth discussion of false information speech.

2. The literature review of false information speech

Among the past studies in China, because of the difference of the study perspectives, the
terms for false information speech are not the same. This paper adopts the concepts of truth
and falsity of "information" in game theory. Speech which contains non-authentic and false
information is termed as "false information speech"; while the speech which doesn't contain
non-authentic and false information is termed as "true information speech". This overlaps
some commonly used terms in previous studies, such as "deception" (referred to as DEC),
"hypothesis", "falsehood" "lying", "lies", "speech false information" and so on, but it is
distinct from them. The study of false information speech in China began from Qian (1987).
Qian (1987) thinks that non-authentic information released and received in speech
communication activities (spoken or written) is termed as "false information speech", and he
also points out that false information speech is one of the ubiquitous means of communication.

n2

False information speech can be divided into "false information speech of interests"” and

"false information speech of function"

. Up till now, scholars have studied false information
speech from various perspectives including ethics (Bok 1978, Habermas 1979, Wilson &
Sperber 2002), philosophy and psychology (Aiba 1988, Ma 1997), sociology (Barnes 1994),
pragmatics (He & Zhang 2004, Yang & He 2007, Liu 2003, Zhang 2008), and rhetoric (Hu
1990a, 1990b, 1991a, 1991b, 2003, Fan 1992).

The ethical study of DEC is based on the perspective of ethics. From the perspective of
ethics, DEC is spurned both in east and in west because false information speech is believed to

be immoral (Ikuenobe 2002). The philosophical study of DEC mostly starts from the authentic

2 One knows himself pretty well the output information is wrong, but sends it out to the ignorant hearer so
as to lead to the outcome that is not conducive to the hearer. That information belongs to the false
information of harm; while if it leads to the outcome that is conducive to or at least is harmless to the
hearer, it belongs to the false information of good.

3 Though one knows himself pretty well that the information he is going to send out is not true and that the
two participants of the communication can find out that it is false, he still sends it out. Also, the receiving
one doesn't mind that it is false or its harm and even has the feeling that false is better than true, and thus
accepts it happily. Such kind of non-authentic information delivery which can have special effects and
sends out under the restraint of the specific confirming background is called as functional false

information.
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importance and the non-authentic harmfulness. For example, Bok (1978) thinks that even if
the lies do not cause harm to a person, it is still harmful to the whole human beings. No matter
ethical study or philosophical study, they all emphasize true information speech too much and
insist on telling the truth, and they are apt to deny the existence of DEC. Therefore, it is
inevitably one-sided and does not accord with reality.

The studies of DEC from the perspectives of psychology and forensic linguistics tend
towards practical research, such as DEC detection study. Psychology focuses on studying the
liar’s mental process and its corresponding physical responses. The study of forensic
linguistics suggests that we can analyze the language of interrogation and confession by using
statement accuracy evaluation, authenticity supervision, scientific content analysis (referred to
SCNA), lexical diversity, so that we can identify inconsistencies in these languages, and
tofind evidence of using deceptive language (Shuy 1988, Zhang & He 2006). However, it
seldom pays attention to language itself and the characteristics of false information speech
itself.

The study of DEC from the perspective of sociology is broader because false information
speech doesn't exist in a vacuum but commonly exists in every field of social life. Different
fields of social life and different cultures have different evaluations of it. Moreover, different
people have different evaluations of the same content of false information speech. Ma (2001)
points out that the Japanese and Americans have differences about the judgment of lies. The
study of DEC from the perspective of sociology, especially the DEC study of different social
cultures, contributes to complementing and perfecting cross-cultural study. However, this kind
of study fails to deeply reveal the whole process of using DEC as well as the psychological, the
cognitive and other factors in this process. Furthermore, it lays particular stress on social and
cultural factors rather than psychological and cognitive factors. Therefore, such kinds of study
are not systematic and comprehensive enough (Zhang & He 2000).

The study of DEC from the perspective of rhetoric is more commonly seen among
domestic scholars (Hu 1990a, 1990b, 1991a, 1991b, 2003, Fan 1992). They mainly study the
DEC use of all kinds of rhetoric means such as exaggeration, metaphor, etc. They also focus
on how the false information speech which acts as figures of speech is being used and what
effects they have, but they don't investigate into the whole process of the language activity of
DEC.

All the studies of DEC above which are from different disciplinary perspectives are static
studies of false information speech rather than dynamic studies. Therefore, the study of DEC
from the perspective of pragmatics comes into being. He & Zhang (2004) use adaptation

theory to conduct fairly effective research on DEC, which made clear that in communication,
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the choice of language is influenced by the psychological world, the social world and the
physical world. The so-called psychological world includes verbal communicators’
psychological factors, such as personality, emotions, beliefs, aspirations, motivation .etc. The
social world refers to social occasions, social environment, and the principles and guidelines
to standardize communicators’ speech act. The culture is an important related factor
(Verschueren 1999:91-92, Zhang 2008:144). The physical world refers to the communicative
actual time, place, object, etc, which points out that the speaker selects DEC in order to
conform to both speaker’s and hearer’s psychological world, social world and physical world.
However, why the speaker must conform is not made clear. Pan & Bu (2008) use relevance
theory to conduct a preliminary research on DEC's language strategy. From a cognitive point
of view, it pointed out that relevance theory has strong explanatory power on pragmatic
strategy of false information, but “it is only a general description of the relevancy
assumption’s effect on DEC’s implementation strategy, and does not involve the further
questions, such as how speakers conduct correct relevancy assumptions" (Pan & Bu
2008:141).

Furthermore, there are some scholars who adopt the speech act theory to explain the
phenomenon of false information speech. But just as He & Zhang (2004) point out, such
explanation would lead to the appearance of paradox. The speaker is performing an
illocutionary act when he delivers false information speech. Searle’s speech act theory points
out that to successfully perform an illocutionary act, people must meet certain conditions, one
of which is the sincerity condition. If one wants to send out false information speech
successfully, he must perform the illocutionary act successfully. If he doesn’t meet the
sincerity condition, the false information speech as an illocutionary act cannot be successful.
Therefore, if this speech act is successful at last and becomes an illocutionary act (i.e. the
successful performance of false information speech), it means then the performance of a
previous illocutionary act is successful. However, performing the illocutionary act of false
information speech will never be successful because it cannot meet the sincerity condition of
performing this speech act. That leads to the appearance of paradox. To settle this paradox, we
should revise the rule that to perform an illocutionary act, people must meet the sincerity
condition required by Searle’s speech act theory.

Besides, in recent years, with the linguistics' turn toward economics as well as the
economists’ linguistics turning, the cross-linking studies of economics and linguistics emerge
steadily. Yin & Jiang (2005) have conducted an economic analysis of lying. They put forward
the theories of “lying meets economic man's assumption”, "lying obeys economic rationality"

and "lying fits interest motivation". Yin & Jiang (2005) provide a relatively new perspective for
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the study of false information speech, which still needs further improvement to make the study
systematized.

Among the antecedent studies directed at false information speech, whether it is the study
from the perspectives of ethics or of philosophy, or the study from the perspectives of
psychology or of sociology, they are all limited to the static study of false information speech.
Though the study from the perspective of pragmatics begins to pay attention to the dynamic
study of false information speech, it cannot yet exactly reveal the essence of false information
speech simply with the help of adaption theory or relevance theory. Therefore, this paper
intends to use the related theories of game theory so as to have a systematic analysis on false

information speech, hoping to dissect the essence of the use of false information speech.

3. From game theory to pragmatic game theory
3.1 What is game theory?

Games are one of the oldest social activities in human history. In China, the known
strategic game act has been reflected in the story of Scripts and Scribes as early as more than
2000 years ago. Abroad, the "the marriage contract" discussed in the Talmud of ancient
Babylon contains game acts. However, the systematic study of the game and making it a
science----Game Theory dates back to mid-1940s to early 1950s. The American mathematician,
Von Neumann and Oskar Morgenstern founded the modern game theory together in early 20"
century. After that, John Nash and other scholars made further development and improvement.
Today's game theory has developed into a relatively complete discipline. Game Theory has
been once translated into "Dui Ce Lun" (“¥135f”) , and now is more often translated into "Bo
Yi Lun" (“{#iZ£5®”) in China, while it is translated into "You Xi Li Lun" (“Z#EkF™) in
Taiwan.

In daily life, the word “game” can generally refer to all kinds of games, such as board
games, poker, and all kinds of sport competitions and so on, but in game theory, “game” is
strictly defined as the situation in which the behaviors of a completely rational individual or
group have direct interaction with one another. Game theory is the theory of studying
individual's or group's choices (that is, decision) under such situations and the results of those
choices. We can borrow the point of view of Professor Robert Aumann who won the Nobel
Economics Prize in 2005 because of the game theory----games are the strategically interactive
decision-making processes. All games should include at least (but not limited to) the following

three elements:
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+ Players whose goal is to realize his own maximal benefit (a set of players) (player)
+ Strategies or strategic spaces of action that players can choose (strategy)

+ Payoffthat players may get when a game is over (payoff)

Apart from those three elements, all players' information structure that affects the result of
a game is also very important, especially the knowledge and information of competitor's
characteristics and behaviors. Under the premise that other players don't change their current
strategies, any player cannot get a higher payoff by changing his own strategies unilaterally. If
this situation happens, it means the game has reached a "resolution", or has reached Nash
equilibrium, which is the set of all players' optimal strategies or actions.

The mode of game theory can be described as five aspects, that is G={P, A, S, I, U}.P
(player) refers to players, that is, the participants of the game. It is also called "game party". A
player's goal is to finally realize his own maximal benefit. A (action) is the set of every player's
all possible strategies or actions. According to whether the set is definite or not, it can be
divided into a definite game and infinite game. S (strategy) is the game process and the game
order. It can be divided into static games and dynamic games. I (information) refers to game
information. If all the players know clearly each one’s benefit state, it is called a game of
complete information; otherwise, it is called a game of incomplete information. U (utilities)
refers to the benefits that players get. It is the final goal of all players. According to the
different situations of all participants’ benefits, it can be divided into zero-sum game and
variable-sum game. The mode of game theory has lots of typical cases. The most familiar one
is the mode of Prisoner’s Dilemma which is seen as one of the classic cases of Nash
equilibrium.

Prisoner’s Dilemma supposes that there are two thieves A and B who are caught by the
police because of committing crimes of larceny and trespassing together. The police put them
separately into two different rooms and interrogate them. For each suspect, the police offer the
following policy. If one suspect confesses his crime and hands in the stolen goods, then their
crime is proved and both of them are declared guilty. If another suspect also confesses his
crime, then both are sentenced to eight years; while if another suspect doesn't confess his
crime but denies, he will receive an additional punishment of two years (for the existing
evidence has proved his guilt) and the one who has confessed can commute an 8-year prison
sentence and be released at once because of his confession. If both of them deny, the police
cannot declare their guilt of committing larceny for the lack of evidence, but the two suspects
can be sentenced to one year by the police because for trespassing. The following chart is the

payoff matrix of this game.
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The matrix of the game of Prisoner's Dilemma

B
confess deny
A
confess -8, -8 0,-10
deny -10,0 -1,-1

Obviously, they two will be sentenced to only one year if they conspire to deny together.
However, because they are separated, both of them choose to confess at last. It is obvious that
"confession" is the dominant strategy of either suspect and it is the equilibrium of dominant
strategy. One typical characteristic of the mode of the game of Prisoner's Dilemma is that
though confession can be the maximization of individual benefit, it results in the loss of the
whole benefit of both.

As the mode of the game theory shows, almost all the decision-making matters can be

regarded as games. The selection and application of language is also one kind of game.

3.2 Language game theory

The concept of language game can be traced back to the Austrian philosopher
Wittgenstein's "language-game" theory. He first points out clearly the relationship between
game theory and language. The contemporary outstanding philosopher and logician Hintikka
absorbs the thinking essence of game theory as well as Wittgenstein's language-game theory
and puts forward the language game theory in its true sense. He points out that the language
game relating to a word is the activities concerning the word which are typical and can make
the word attain its meaning. The two players who participate in the game can respectively be
called "oneself" and "nature". The aim of "oneself" is to make the game end in a true matrix
with an exemplification, while "nature", the competitor of "oneself" attempts to make the game
end in a false matrix. The concept of Hintikka's language game is different from that of
Wittgenstein for it has very specific definition. Just as Hintikka emphasizes, even from the
point of view of pure mathematics, a language game is a true game and moreover a zero-sum
game (Lin 2007). Wang (2001) thinks, "We can imagine that on the occasion which people's
language acts can be regarded as a 'game', the meaning of the specific words can be considered
to be determined by the equilibrium state of the game.”

The language game theory shows that a game exists in the output of the language,
especially the output of the words. Besides, there are also games in language use, especially in

speech communication.
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The language output refers to activities in which language “attains” its meaning. The
language use refers to activities in which the language “expresses” meaning. The former is the
game equilibrium of "oneself" and "nature", while the latter can be either the game
equilibrium of "oneself" and "nature", like the speaker's talking to himself, or can be the game
equilibrium of "oneself" and "others", like dialogue (Tang 2000). In any communication, the
communication between the two parties constitutes a game. In communication, the speaker is
the player and his actual speech act is the result of language selection and his strategies; the
result of communication is the result of the game, that is, payoff. Therefore, it is obvious that

there is a game existing in the use of language.

3.3 Pragmatic game theory

Pragmatics is the study of the relationship between language and its users. The use of
language cannot be separated from communication. Pragmatics has a close relationship with
interpersonal communication.

Qian (2005) put forward the concept of "the pragmatic game theory" in early years. He
points out that pragmatic game theory develops from game theory and it has the following
extension, that is:

(1) Language communication is a kind of decision-making and it is the use of language
strategies. The use of language, especially dialogue, is the process in which the speaker and
the hearer interact and select strategies constantly. The word "communicate" in the "language
communication” is a vivid reflection of the state in which the speaker and the hearer interact
and compete in the language game.

(2) The cooperation in language communication doesn't need to be a rule. In reality,
language communication demonstrates competition, cooperation and conflict according to the
different results. Whether the conversation in communication is cooperative or
non-cooperative primarily depends on whether the players of the game, that is, the speaker and
the hearer can gain a payoff. Only when both of them can gain a payoff does the conversation
become a hopeful one and then the conversation can be successful.

(3) The outcome of both players’ conversation in language communication is the result of
their decision selection and compromise. Both the speaker and the hearer have a set of optimal
selection which is controlled by the outcome. This is the dominant strategy “of the language

game. In pragmatic game theory, both communication participants' language decision selection

4 The dominant strategy is a term used in game theory referring to one's own present strategies as optimum;

regardless of whatever strategies the other one involved in the game chooses.
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and cooperative decisions (for example whether to deliver false information speech or not. etc.)
are under the control of the dominant strategy.

Qian (2005) mentions, "From what we have heard and the on-line key words, we have
known that some western scholars have applied game theory to the study of pragmatics. It is
natural." Undoubtedly, the study of the pragmatic game theory has been developed greatly in
western countries. For example, the book Game Theory and Pragmatics has been published by
Palgrave Macmillan in 2006. The book's literature comes from the academic meeting of
"Game and Decision in Pragmatics" which was held in Berlin’s General Linguistics Center in
October, 2003. The editor is the famous scholar of two-way optimization theory in the
continent of Europe at present. Among the authors, there are many authorities of linguistics.

The existing research results show that the pragmatics game theory mainly studies the
problem of optimization of speech strategies in communication. In this sense, the pragmatic
game theory can be seen as two-way optimization theory. Below we try to use the pragmatic
game theory to analyze the false information speech acts so as to see through the essence of

the false information speech acts.
4. Analysis of false information speech from the perspective of game theory

4.1 Definition and classification of false information speech

False information speech in communication involves the speaker (S) and the hearer (H).
All the previous definitions are simply from the perspective of S, while ignoring the
perspective of H. Integrating S and H to analyze false information speech, we have the
following four situations: (A) SH all believe it to be true; (B) SH all believe it to be false; (C)
S believes it to be true while H believes it to be false; (D) S believes it to be false while H
believes it to be true. Among them, (A) doesn't contain false information; (C) belongs to
misunderstanding. Therefore, only (B) and (D) have false information speech.

On the other hand, the speaker's speech includes honesty and authenticity. Ma (2001)
points out that the speech's honesty (two sides: sincerity and hypocrisy) and authenticity (two
sides: true and false) are two different things. The former one talks about the speaking attitude
while the latter one talks about the speaking content. Sincerity indicates that the speaker
makes a description which accords with his cognition; hypocrisy refers to the speaker
purposely making an adverse description though he knows whether it is true or false clearly.
True and false have something to do with statement. When the statement is compared to the
objective world, if its truth-value is in conformity, then it is true; if its truth-value is out of

conformity, then it is false. This is showed as the following diagram form:
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sincerity hypocrisy
c d
a b
true false

Therefore, from the perspective of the speaker, false information speech can be divided
into false information speech of attitude and false information speech of content. False
information speech refers to the speech containing information of hypocritical attitude or false
content which is sent out and received in speech communication activities’. To sum up, false
information speech can be further divided into 6 situations. As the following chart shows:

The classification of false information speech

speaker
honesty authenticity hearer
a sincerity false true (accept)
b sincerity false false (refuse)
c hypocrisy true — false true (accept)
d hypocrisy true — false false (refuse)
e hypocrisy false — true true C(accept)
f hypocrisy false — true false (refuse)

4.2 Analysis of false information speech from the perspective of Prisoner's Dilemma

Game theory supposes that rational people completely fit the characteristics of the
speaker and the hearer in communication. If the speaker and the hearer are non-rational people,
they will have incoherent talk and their speech will fail to express its meaning, and thus the
communication cannot go on. Rational people will seek the maximum benefit in
communication and the two communication participants will pursue the maximum success of

communication. From the perspective of the speaker, sending out false information speech

5 Refer to Qian (1987)'s definition of false information speech.
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can't be action on impulse. It is the absolutely rational speech act of an individual under the
situations of constraint conditions and risk preference. Whether to send out false information
speech definitely depends on whether the benefit can be maximized or not (including getting
the maximum benefit and receiving the minimum punishment). Similarly, from the perspective
of the hearer, whether to receive false information speech also depends on whether the benefit
can be maximized or not. In this way, the game acts of false information speech between the
speaker and the hearer become a game of communication.

Let’s go back to see the conversation (1) at beginning. The communication may lead to at
least two situations: Lin Ran reacts to consider Xian Yu’s speech as “true” or “false”.

(1°) If Lin Ran considers as “true”:

Xian Yu: Well, I am hurrying to give classes.
Lin Ran: Really? Please take care.

(1) If Lin Ran considers as “false”:

Xian Yu: Well, I am hurrying to give classes.
Lin Ran: Oh no, it is in recess now.

If the conversation can be regarded as a complete game of communication (G), G may
contain several sub games. That started from Xian Yu’s speech “Well, I am hurrying to give
classes” can form a sub game of G.

Given:

pl=Intention 1 of S = Indirect meaning of the speech= to find an excuse for leaving= “I
am not interested in such forum. I am going to leave”

p2=Intention 2 of S= Surface meaning of the speech= to explain the reason= “I am
hurrying to give classes. So I cannot attend the meeting”

In the sub game between Xian Yu and Lin Ran said above, there may be roughly two
strategies while Lin Ran (H) interprets Xian Yu(S)’s speech. One is to consider the speech as
its surface meaning. That is to accept the information speech as “truth” and to consider that S
is explaining the reason and delivering p2. Another is to consider the speech as its indirect
meaning other than the surface meaning. That is to refuse to accept the information speech as
“truth” and to consider that S is finding an excuse and delivering pl. The following chart

shows the matrix of the game.
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False information speech: the matrix of game

H=Lin Ran
) refuse accept
S=Xian Yu
p1=Sending out false information speech pl, pl pl, p2
p2=Sending out true information speech p2, pl p2, p2

According to the common explanation of the game mode, there are two equilibriums (p1,
pl) and (p2, p2) in this game mode: H refuses while S sends out false information speech and
H accepts while S sends out true information speech. Obviously it is not the real aspect of the
communication in false information speech. Actually in this game, Xian Yu is S and his benefit
of sending out false information speech is greater than that of sending out true information
speech. As to Lin Ran, he is H and his benefit of refusing false information speech is greater
than that of receiving it. But that may greatly reduce the benefit of whole speech
communication. In other words, both side of the speech in the game may take the strategy of
noncooperation to realize the maximization of own payoff. This makes no difference with the
typical feature of “the game of Prisoner's Dilemma”. Therefore, we can use this game mode to
explain the features of the false information speech game. Based on the payoff of various
combinations of strategy in the mode of the game of Prisoner's Dilemma, the matrix of the

game of Prisoner's Dilemma regarding false information speech can be shown as follows.

False information speech: the matrix of the game of Prisoner’s Dilemma

H=Lin Ran refuse accept
S=Xian Yu (noncooperation) (cooperation)
p1=Sending out false information speech . 2.0
(noncooperation)
p2=Sending out true information speech
0,2 3,3

(cooperation)

In this game, Xian Yu, the speaker was in a dilemma that he doesn’t know which strategy
Lin Ran would take. On account of the strategy of dominant equilibrium in the risk, he took
the dominant strategy of “noncooperation” which would benefit him, sending out false

information speech “I am hurrying to give classes”. Based on the hearer’s well-meaning
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principle’, Lin Ran, the hearer mostly would take the strategy of cooperation in a game in
order to maximize his own payoff such as conversation (1°). Thus the payoff of Xian Yu is
increased and that of Lin Ran is reduced. The game does not reach the Nash equilibrium and
may continue afterwards. Once Lin Ran understands that Xian Yu has sent out false
information speech from the beginning in some contest, he may also take the dominant
strategy of “noncooperation” such as conversation (1”’). Thus the game would reach the Nash
equilibrium (noncooperation, noncooperation). At least, the mode of the game of Prisoner's
Dilemma regarding false information speech tells:

(A) False information speech can tentatively increase the hearer’s payoff, but the whole
payoff of both sides has been reduced rather than increased. It just explained that false
information speech or telling lies could bring the benefit of individual, but they would harm to
the social benefit. This is the reason why false information speech is unpopular and even
spurned by people.

(B) False information speech begins from the strategy of noncooperation and finally
makes the whole game to be the aspect of Nash equilibrium with the result of {noncooperation,
noncooperation}. This is the reason why telling lies may get benefit at first time and will harm
oneself at second time or third time. False information speech is finally hard to maximize

one’s own payoff.

5. Conclusion

In conclusion, we believe that the act of false information speech is the process of game
of Prisoner's Dilemma between the speaker and the hearer. Sending out false information
speech can maximize the speaker's benefit. It is the dominant strategy of the speaker. The
reason why the false information speech appears is that it constitutes equilibrium of game of
Prisoner's Dilemma in speech between the speaker and hearer.

Of course, we cannot deny that by using game theory, we reveal the essence of using
false information speech, but the use of language is not static and there is difference in the
specific game process of different language’s false information speech. Therefore, it is
necessary to have a further study on the specific language use. As for this, we will have

another paper to have the further discussion.

6 Hearer (H) believes speaker (S). In H’s belief, if H cannot prove that speaker’s proposition is “false”, H

should accept it.
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