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Abstract  

This paper aims to investigate the analysis of rhetorical devices pragmatically in terms of 
cooperative principle in particular its non-observance of conversational maxims in selected 
texts of Shakespeare’s Julius Caesar play. In this research, the mixed method of qualitative 
and quantitative approaches was employed to describe and search for the rhetorical devices 
in the play, then for displaying the frequencies of rhetorical devices resulting from the 
observance of conversation maxims a table was drawn manually. However, the SPSS software 
version 22 is utilized to demonstrate the number and percentages of each maxim being 
broken. Next, the data were analysed. The pragmatic theory used to examine rhetorical 
devices is Grice’s (1975) cooperative principle which includes the four maxims of quality, 
quantity, relevance, and manner; and non-observance such as flouting, violating, opting out, 
suspending and infringing. 
It is hypothesised that the conversation maxims in cooperative principle can mostly convey 
the meaning of rhetorical strategies in the play. Furthermore, it is hypothesised that 
rhetorical devices are entirely dependent on the breaking of the four maxims of quality, 
quantity, manner, and relation. Correspondingly, it is hypothesised that the flouting among 
the five categories of non-observance of maxims would occur mostly in the rhetorical 
devices. As a result, the researcher explored many rhetorical devices. The results 
demonstrate that overall, twenty-one frequencies of rhetorical devices resulting from the 
non-observance of conversation maxims were used in the eight rhetorical devices in the play 
such as hyperbole, litotes, irony, tautology, rhetorical questions, euphemism, oxymorons, 
and paradox. Also, the results reveal that the number of examples of flouting the maxims of 
quantity is more than other types of maxims. Further, infringing constitutes zero frequency 
which suggests that the characters in the play communicate in their mother tongue. 
 
Keywords: Rhetorical Devices, Pragmatics, Grice’s theory of implicature and the cooperative 
principle, the four maxims, non-observance of maxims 
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1. Introduction  

Researchers have given substantial consideration in recent decades to rhetorical devices 

(hereinafter RDs). According to Harris (2018), RDs, which are commonly classified as 

literary figures, include expressions used uniquely and creatively, either through individual 

words or concepts. Accordingly, the purpose of studying RDs is to strengthen contact by 

ensuring accountability, awareness, credibility, and even satisfaction among the addressees in 

a convincing and successful approach. 

On the other hand, the cooperative principle (hereinafter CP) as a pragmatic theory plays 

a key role in the analysis of successful communication between the speaker and listener along 

with the four maxims of quality, quantity, relevance, and manner, non-observance of the 

maxims, and implicature; The CP reads: “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.” In this regard, Grice (1975) identified four maxims and 

conversational principles for successful communication.  

The maxim of quality is based on truth and evidence; the maxim of quantity relies on 

being informative as required neither less nor more. The maxim of relevance counts on being 

relevant. Also, the maxim of manner has some features such as being clear, avoiding 

ambiguity and obscurity, and being brief and orderly. Also, Grice (1989) added another 

maxim called the social maxim which concentrates on being polite.  

Moreover, Grice specified the non-observance of the four aforementioned maxims. This 

happens when interlocutors in a conversation do not follow the four maxims; thus, Grice‟s 

non-observance contains a maxim violation that occurs when there is false and untrue 

information that gives rise to misleading or deceiving interlocutors. However, the hearers are 

not aware of being deceived or misled by the speaker. Another category of non-observance is 

opting out in which the speaker is reluctant to collaborate for a specific reason; The speaker 

may also experience a clash when s/he cannot adhere to one maxim without disobeying 

another, i.e., s/he may observe one or more than one maxim, yet, s/he fail to follow another 

maxim.   

On the other hand, Thomas (1995) added two other new maxims to non-observance: 

infringement and suspending. The former occurs when the speaker has some linguistic 

incompetence in communication which results in the inability to convey a message. However, 

the latter happens whenever there aren't any particular demands to be met, the communicator 
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could also turn to suspend a maxim, which occurs in culturally unique situations as well as in 

specified contexts (Thomas 1995).In addition, the most intriguing category of the non-

observance for a maxim is to flout it because it results in implicatures.  

Additionally, Grice branded two basic types of implicature: conventional implicature and 

conversational implicature. In this sense, conventional implicature is used by communicators 

to express their habitual implicatures without any context but via specific words. On the other 

hand, conversational implicatures are conclusions drawn from a remark based on both its 

meaning and certain assertions about the cooperative aspect of the typical verbal engagement. 

Also, conversational implicature can be subdivided into particularized conversational 

implicature (PCI), which requires a specific context, and generalized conversational 

implicature (GCI) does not require any context and or special knowledge to understand the 

extra meaning. 

2. Rhetorical Devices and Pragmatics 

Leech (1983) specifies rhetoric as the skilful application of communication in its broadest 

meaning, including the way it is performed in regular conversation and group discussions. 

Likewise, Harris (2018) argues that various techniques can be used in both writing and 

speaking to assist the author or talker in maintaining the public's focus as they read through 

their intended message.  

There are several correlations between rhetorical devices ( hence RDs) and pragmatics. 

Various types of RDs can be analysed pragmatically.  In this sense, hyperbole (overstatement) 

as a rhetorical device can be analysed pragmatically. Hyperbole occurs when the quantity 

maxim is flouted and a speaker provides further information than is required. Also, hyperbole 

is one of the ways that flout the maxims of quality (Cutting 2002, P.37-38). Such manners of 

flouting maxims of quality are used to deliver an implied meaning. In this respect, an 

example of flouting the maxim of quality via hyperbole is (1) “I could eat a horse‟ or …I am 

starving”.  

Note: the number of examples provided in this paper was placed between two brackets ( ).  

In the case of (1) above, the speaker flouted the maxim of quality via exaggerating 

expressions such as eating a horse or starving which means, the speaker is extremely hungry 

rather than the denotative meaning of eating a horse or starving (Cutting 2002, p. 37).  

On the contrary, Brown and Levinson (1987, p. 217-218) state that understatement 

(litotes) as a rhetorical device can give rise to flouting maxims of quantity and constructing 

implicature by saying less is required; for instance, An adolescent girl may use the phrase (2) 
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"He's all right" as a hidden critique to imply "I think he's bad" or as a secret complement to 

imply "I think he's fantastic.”.   

Grice (1989, p.53) concedes that something is lacking in the analysis of irony. To 

express his reservations, he described the following context of the situation. When two 

friends were walking down the road and noticed a damaged store window, friend A 

commented, (3) Take a glance, the window of that store is in great condition. 

The above example appears to be an irony where the opposite of the statement is true. 

In this regard, what was uttered is false (since both A and B witnessed the smashed window 

next to them) and what was meant was the total opposite of what has been said. This flouts 

the maxim of quality and the implication is that the window is broken. As a result, despite 

meeting all of the Gricean prerequisites, the irony does not appear, implying that there are 

certain basic issues with this, and therefore a different analysis is required ( 1989 ). 

In contrast, Tautology emerges whenever the quantity maxim is flouted. According to 

Snider (2015), there is a connection between tautologies and conversational implicature. In 

this sense, Yamamoto (2012, p.14–15) illustrates how circumstance might signify a 

favourable or negative perception. She argues that since (4) “war is war”, these instances may 

be used to infer multiple meanings depending on the situational context. The tautology here 

could well be phrased as the leader's utterance „War is War‟ which implies a successful 

conflict, not a bloody one" in the [The leader of the firm that produces weapons is delighted 

to learn that a conflict will break out.] However, I'm worried that this fight won't continue 

very long. Leader: War is war (Nishikawa, 2003, p. 48).  

Moreover, take into account the following quick conversation between two parents. 

When the wife queries her spouse by stating "Did the children ever tidy their rooms?”. The 

husband replies, (5) "Well, boys will be boys," shaking his head. In this respect, the 

aforementioned phrase can easily be interpreted in terms of conversational implicature infers 

something specific, such as boys will misbehave, and it is sometimes tough to convince 

children to do what you desire (Gibbs & McCarrell, 1990, p.125-6).  

On the other hand, the rhetorical question as a variety of RDs results in flouting the 

maxim of quantity and conversational implicature. Also, the rhetorical question has a 

relationship with flouting the maxims of quality and conversational Implicature. This occurs 

when a utterer can use the rhetorical question to suggest a conversational implicature created 

by disobeying the maxim of quality as s/he desires to emphasise that a known to her/his 
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audience and her/his is a strange person. For instance, (6) A: “John is a good friend to spend 

time with. B: Correct! Hasn‟t he been acting strangely lately?” 

According to B's statement, John is not the appropriate man to hang out with because 

of his ambiguous behaviour (Al-Hindawi & Al-Juwaid 2017). Another example of a 

rhetorical question that breaks the quality maxim provided by Muslah (2015) is as follows: 

(7) “Do you have any disease? Or are you intoxicated? Are you trying to trick me?” 

Mandla repeatedly examines his girlfriend in the above conversation to highlight a 

point that he is aware of. It is not anticipated that these inquiries will receive a reply. Based 

on the framework generated by Brown and Levinson (1987), these rhetorical questions are 

therefore regarded as a form of flouting of the maxim of quality.  

Likewise, Euphemism is another rhetorical device that gives rise to the flouting 

maxim of quality. Likewise, an interlocutor can flout the maxim of quality by metaphor and 

Euphemism; for instance, (8) “My house is a refrigerator in January” or (9) “Don‟t be such a 

wet blanket- we just want to have fun” (Brown and Levinson (1987 ). The hearers in the two 

above utterances would comprehend that the house is extremely cold, and somebody else is 

willing to decline the pleasure of other people. Consequently, in both utterances, the 

metaphor has been used to account for such intended meanings (implicature).   

Another way of flouting the maxim of quality is by euphemism which can be 

illustrated in the following example: (10) “I am going to wash my hands”. This instance 

means “I am going to urinate” (Cutting 2002,p.38). Other instances which have implied 

meanings encompass (11) „She‟s got a bun in the oven‟ which means “She‟s pregnant” or 

(12) “he kicked the bucket” which makes sense as “He died”. The implied meaning of the 

words is organised in a good manner so that the expressions can make sense of one thing.  

In contrast, oxymoron as a rhetorical device can be created by flouting the manner 

maxim, particularly by disobeying the directive to "avoid obscurity"  (Okunienė 2002, p.99).  

The instance that follows is from O. The Duel, a Henry short fiction in which one of the 

characters discusses his feelings for New York: 

(13) “I despise its very vastness and power. It has the poorest millionaires, the littlest 

great men, the haughtiest beggars, the plainest beauties, the lowest skyscrapers, the dolefulest 

pleasures of any town I ever saw”. ( Okunienė 2002).   
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In the above text, several words contain oxymorons such as „poorest millionaires‟, 

„littlest great‟, „lowest skyscrapers‟, and „dolefulest pleasures‟. Although they appear to be 

in contradiction with one another, they still convey the speaker's viewpoints and feelings. 

They are obscure and flout the maxim of manner. This implies that life in New York is 

extremely difficult and nobody can feel happy because of inequality and strong competition 

among the people. In other words, it implies that due to the capitalist system, social 

stratification is enormously vivid, and there is a growing gap between the higher class, lower 

class, and middle class.  

On the other hand, a direct oxymoron has a relationship with generalized 

conversational implicature ( GCI ), whereas an indirect oxymoron with particularized 

conversational implicature ( PCI); consider the following: (14) “Of pure stained glory” is an 

example of an indirect oxymoron, therefore, a GCI in which the meaning of „pure‟ and 

„stained‟ can be made without context, but rather with two juxtaposed words; on the other 

hand, the meaning of (15) “ in their tinct, and added, of her wit” in which the meaning of tinct 

( perfume ) and wit ( wisdom ) can be made via a specific context, which why it is an indirect 

oxymoron, and therefore, a PCI ( Hussein 2020, p. 14-15).   On the contrary, paradox could 

be created as a rhetorical technique by flouting the maxim of manner, especially when certain 

phrases of ambiguity are utilized that appear to be self-contradictory and nonsensical claims, 

for example, the following text:  

(16) “Women are a decorative sex. They never have anything to say, but they say it 

charmingly”. (Wilde) 

On appearance, the above text represents a potential contradiction and ambiguity, 

however, when reading more closely, it makes a precise implication that is indeed correct 

(Okunienė 2002, p.99). On the contrary, the text flouts the maxims of quality and manner as 

it is not clear and true how women could be „decorative sex‟ and how they could not ever 

communicate, but when they do speak, they are attractive. The novelist might imply that 

despite having hundreds of ways to be charming, women only have one method to be 

attractive and it is when they are physically beautiful. 

3. Methodology  

3.1. Data Collection Procedure  

The current study endeavours to identify the RDs employed in Shakespeare‟s Julius 

Caesar play and their meanings pragmatically in terms of the CP with a particular focus on 

the non-observance of the maxims in conversation. The study contains the original text of the 
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play by Hudson (1950) entitled “The New Hudson Shakespeare Julius Caesar” published in 

the USA where the classic Shakespeare‟s language with its complete acts, scenes, and page 

numbers are identified. Similarly, several pages of the book were devoted to elaborations on 

some difficult terminologies of the play which can be regarded as a good step for 

understanding Shakespeare‟s language by the researcher. Even for the citations of the book, 

the researcher used the style of the verse drama as ( Act number, Scene number, and lines of 

the verse drama). This style was employed in eight extracts selected from the play in the data 

analysis section.  

For the validity of the paper, the results of the study are displayed in two separate tables; 

firstly, the results of the frequencies and percentages of the observance and non-observance 

of the conversational maxims of quality, quantity, manner, and relation used in the eight RDs 

were presented. In this respect, a table was deliberately created to demonstrate the 

frequencies of RDs originating in the observance of conversation maxims. Nevertheless, the 

SPSS software version 22 has been employed to illustrate the number and percentage of 

maxims that are disobeyed. All of the data was then assessed. Secondly, the results of the two 

tables were debated in the second part.   

Furthermore, the APA style, the 7th version was used in this paper. One of the main 

reasons for choosing this style is that it is the most updated version in the system of 

referencing and citations in the academic domain where the highest priority is given to 

paraphrasing beyond quotations and citations. In this respect, paraphrases may be used by 

researchers to simplify knowledge and incorporate ideas from diverse sources.  

In addition, a mixed method including qualitative and quantitative methods was 

employed in this paper; the qualitative method aims to objectively describe and identify the 

foundation of data collection based on semantic characteristics (meaning of the components) 

along with pragmatic usage or the underlying meaning. Also, it demonstrates the manners 

and purposes of the selected extracts within Julius Caesar qualitatively. Likewise, the 

quantitative method was used to display the frequencies and percentages of the eight RDs 

resulting from the observance and non-observance of the conversation maxims in the play.  

The paper also includes an analysis of the key RDs and the CP theory of Grice (1975) 

used to evaluate and understand Shakespeare‟s Julius Caesar. Regarding the data collection, 

the original study sample includes a variety of RDs that are not randomly chosen from 

Shakespeare‟s Julius Caesar. In this sense, eight RDs were selected and analysed from eight 

extracts of Julius Caesar; this is because of the length of the texts only eight extracts were 

selected to demonstrate how the RDs are used in such extracts.  
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Firstly, various excerpts from the play were utilised in the design and procedure of the 

study to determine various types of RDs. 

Secondly, after studying the play several times, the investigator was capable of 

identifying some well-known RDs in the play; such RDs related to the pragmatic theory of 

the CP were then utilised during the analysis of data. Because of the capacity limitations of 

the study, eight different RD types were chosen.  

In this study, hyperbole, tautology rhetorical questions, oxymoron, and paradox have 

been the effects of flouting the principles of quantity and manner; also, oxymoron gives rise 

to opting out of the maxim of quantity; whereas euphemism has been the implication of 

flouting the maxims of quality and manner, and suspending the quality maxim. On the other 

hand, litotes and irony have violated the four maxims of quality, quantity, manner, and 

relation. 

When a speaker presents a query that is normally unrelated to the problem in question, 

or if an issue is not addressed directly, this flouting may take the form of quickly shifting the 

subject.  

Eventually, the research's conclusions were evaluated. The fact that these RDs were 

selected because they could often present themselves pragmatically in terms of the 

cooperative principle, the analysis of RDs is based on this pragmatic notion as well. Thus, the 

pragmatic theory used in  Julius Caesar contains Grice‟s (1975) CP including the four 

maxims and non-observance of maxims such as flouting, violating, opting out, suspending, 

and infringing. Correspondingly, non-observance of conversational maxims was used to 

display their relationship with their relevant RDs and conversational implicature, particularly 

the particularised conversational implicature ( PCI); for instance, flouting the maxim has a 

relationship with particularised conversational implicature ( PCI).  

4. 1 Data analysis  

The researcher used the mixed method for the analysis of RDs in Shakespeare‟s „Julius 

Caesar pragmatically in terms of observance and non-observance of the maxims of 

conversation. Thus, the eight RDs such as hyperbole, litotes, irony, tautology, rhetorical 

questions, euphemism, oxymoron, and paradox are analysed in line with Grice‟s (1975) 

classification of the observance and non-observance of the maxims of conversation.  

4.1.1 Hyperbole   

“And they would go and kiss dead Caesar's wounds,  

And dip their napkins in his sacred blood; Yea, beg a hair of him for memory.  
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 And, dying, mention it within their wills,  

Bequeathing it as a rich legacy  

Unto their issue”. (Act 3, Scene 2, lines 132-137)  

There are clear examples of hyperbole in the above extract; the hyperbole is embodied by 

flouting the maxims of manner and quantity as it is not made clear why people would do all 

the things they do to Caesar‟s body after his death. Furthermore; not enough information is 

provided as to why people would do all these things for Caesar after his death. The 

implicature resulting from flouting the maxims is that in those days kings were seen as divine 

figures and their blood was scared, so people would „kiss their wounds‟, „beg their hair‟, 

„bequeath it as legacy‟, etc. as a way of showing respect to that holy being. 

4.1.2 Litotes   

“I am no orator, as Brutus is;  

But, as you know me all, a plain blunt man, 

 That love my friend, and that they know full well  

That gave me public leave to speak of him: 

 For I have neither wit, nor words, nor worth,  

Action, nor utterance, nor the power of speech,  

To stir men's blood: I only speak right now;‟‟ ( Act 3, Scene 2, lines  215-221 )  

Antony‟s speech „I am no orator, as Brutus is‟ includes a litotes as a form of meiosis 

(understatement) in which Antony purposely is willing to demonstrate that his speech is not 

as important as Brutus‟s. The above statement violates the four maxims of quality, quantity, 

manner, and relation. He violates the maxim of quality as he is not telling the truth since the 

opposite of his statement is correct, i.e., he is a good orator because as a senior Caesar‟s 

senator, his speech convinces the Roman citizens during different public gatherings and he is 

famous for his oration amongst the people. On the other hand, Antony violated the maxim of 

quantity as he did not communicate with the audience successfully, since he did not provide 

sufficient information to prove his argument that he was not an orator, i.e., he provided less 

information regarding the above speech. Meanwhile, Antony violated the maxim of relevance, 

since his speech is not related to whether he is a better or worse orator than Brutus. However, 

he desires to provide further accounts of how Caesar was assassinated by the conspirators 

including Brutus. In this case, he violates the maxim of quantity and manner as well, since his 

speech is against the sub-maxim of manner “ be clear” and “ be brief”. Also, his speech 

against the submaxim of quantity “be informative, not less nor more”; in this case, as 
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aforementioned, he was brief to elaborate further on his speech. The rationale behind 

violating the four maxims of quality, quantity, manner, and relation by Antony is to convince 

the Roman citizens of a revolution against the conspirators including Brutus. Nevertheless, 

his violation of the maxims is based on telling lies, and deceiving the conspirators, and the 

whole audience.  

4.1.3 Irony   

“This dream is all amiss interpreted:  

It was a vision fair and fortunate.  

Your statue spouting blood in many pipes, 

 In which so many smiling Romans bathed, 

 Signifies that from you great Rome shall suck  

Reviving blood, and that great men shall press 

 For tinctures, stains, relics, and cognizance.  

This by Calpurnia's dream is signified‟‟. (Act 2, Scene 2, lines 83-90 ) 

The above extract is an irony because the opposite of Decius‟s statement is correct. 

This is because the interpretation of Calpurnia's dreams by Decius where Caesar's sculpture 

sprayed blood from many various locations to have a good suggestion violates the maxims of 

quality, quantity, manner, and relevance. It violates the maxim of quality since Decius does 

not tell the truth and lacks any evidence in his interpretation that Calpurnia's dreams can lead 

to a positive future and that Roman citizens will have a better life and bright future. Also, 

Decius by claiming that Caesar had certainly blood dripping all over delighted Romans 

violates the maxim of quality as he did not state something true. In this sense, in this context, 

Decius is willing to betray Caesar by stating that Caesar's blood will regenerate Rome, and 

everyone will desire a small portion of that glorious blood. In other words, Decius does not 

follow the CP to tell the truth regarding Caesar. Secondly, it violates the maxim of quantity 

since Decius provides too much information about the dreams in the above extract. Thirdly, 

his speech violated the maxim of relevance since it is not relevant to helping Caesar to listen 

to his wife and not participate in the senators‟ meetings, rather by misleading Caesar, he 

desires to change the topic and focus from dreams to persuading Caesar to take part in the 

senate‟s meeting where he can be killed by the plotters including Decius. Fourthly, the speech 

violates the maxim of manner since it is against the submaxims of „be brief‟, „ be clear‟, and 

„avoid ambiguity‟, i.e., Decius violates the aforementioned submaxims. The rationale behind 

violating of the maxims by Decius is that Decius is a member of a conspiracy group against 
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Caesar. In other words, Decius via telling lies conspires to deceive Caesar to bring him to the 

Senate to kill him.  

4.1.4 Tautology   

“The evil that men do lives after them: 

The good is oft interred with their bones;” (Act 3, Scene 2, lines 75-76) 

Here, Antony‟s speech is a tautology that flouts the maxim of quantity and manner; it 

flouts the maxim of the quantity since further information has not been provided by the 

speaker in the above two separate sayings; he provided less information in terms of what is 

stated above; In other words, less information regarding the sayings “The evil that men do 

lives after them” and “burying goodness with their bone‟‟ have been provided. In addition, 

the above statements flout the maxim of manner since it is against the submaxims of 

manner “be clear”, “avoid ambiguity” and “be brief”. Therefore, the statements might have 

different readings. One reading is that the statements include a particularized 

conversational implicature which implies that goodness can perish far more quickly than 

evil after a man dies. Also, this implies that avoiding doing evil is more crucial, even 

though it infers that one is forgotten more quickly after his death.  

Likewise, this tautology can be further analysed in terms of particularized 

conversational implicature and might apply to Caesar, Brutus, and his group; Hence, 

Antony might imply that the remembrance of Caesar‟s goodwill disappears more 

quickly than the impact of Brutus‟s, and his group‟s wickedness.  

 

4.1.5 Rhetorical Questions   

“And do you now put on your best attire?  

And do you now cull out a holiday?  

And do you now strew flowers in his way? 

That comes in triumph over Pompey‟s blood?” ( Act 1, Scene 1, Lines 50-53)  

In the above speech Murellus, a military commander used some rhetorical questions 

which can be commonly comprehended as questions and are not intended to be responded to 

by the crowd of the people of Rome. In this sense, such rhetorical questions can be accounted 

for in terms of non-observance in the CP in which Marcellus flouted the maxim of quantity 
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and manner. He flouted the maxim of the quantity as he provided more information than was 

required. On the other hand, he flouted the maxim of manner, he was not brief, but rather his 

speech contains redundancy in the phrase „ do you know now‟ repeated three times which is 

against the submaxim of manner „be brief; in so doing, he was interested in stressing 

emphasis on the point that the gathered people were disloyal to Pompey that did great things 

for them. Similarly, according to Murellus's rhetorical questions, the people of Rome are not 

the proper people to deal with due to their ambiguous behaviours. In other words, in terms of 

particularized conversational implicature, he implies that the people of Rome were not loyal, 

trustful, and faithful towards Pompey, instead, they celebrated the victory of Caesar over 

Pompey. As a result, the gathered people could infer that they were hypocritical in supporting 

both Pompey and Caesar in two different contexts, one when Pompey was in power and the 

other when Caesar defeated him and consolidated the power.  

4.1.6 Euphemism  

 “I know not, gentlemen, what you intend,  

Who else must be let blood, who else is rank:” ( Act 3, Scene 1, Lines 152-153 ) 

There are likely to be two versions of euphemisms in the speech of Antony; one of them 

is 'gentlemen' as a reference to the group of conspiracy involved in Caesar's assassination. 

Perhaps the second one is 'blood' used as a euphemism instead of betrayal by the conspirators 

which gives rise to Caesar's death. As a result, Antony has not followed the quality maxim in 

the cooperative principle, because the meaning of the utterances of 'gentlemen' and 'blood' at 

the literal meaning levels has been changed; in other words, the aforementioned utterances 

contain implicit meaning. Therefore, it flouts the sub-maxims of quality 'say something true' 

and „say something that you have evidence‟. 

Also, there appears to be a suspending of the maxim of quality in the phrase “Who else 

must be let blood, who else is rank” where Antony desires to use a euphemistic expression 

instead of stating directly an unforgiving expression “whose turn will be next to be terrorized 

by the conspirators”, this is due to the nature of the situation where Antony has with the 

conspirators as he seems to be afraid of their dangerous action against himself because 

Antony via suspending the maxim of the quality indirectly is willing to inform the plotters 

that they will have another conspiracy after Caesar‟s assassination. However, he appears not 

to reveal this piece of information, i.e. he tends to suspend it.  

 Additionally, Antony flouts the maxim of manner, as he has been ambiguous in using the 

words 'gentlemen' and 'blood' vaguely and impliedly; the former might imply the conspirators 
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and the latter implies that apart from Caesar, some other high-ranking officials including him 

are on the list of conspirators to be assassinated.  

4.1.7 Oxymoron 

“Tut, I am in their bosoms, and I know 

 Wherefore they do it: They could be content  

To visit other places and come down 

With fearful bravery, thinking by this face 

 To fasten in our thoughts that they have courage.  

But it is not so”. ( Act 5, Scene 1, lines 7- 12)  

In the above example, the expression 'fearful bravery' is employed as an indirect 

oxymoron by Antony in a contextual situation where Antony expected the armies of Cassius 

and Brutus, their enemies would not advance against them, but rather they would advance for 

negotiation. In this context, he employed the expression where both words 'fearful' and 

'bravery' contradict one another. Based on the cooperative principle, in terms of the non-

observance maxim, Antony flouted the maxim of manner since the expression contains an 

ambiguous meaning. It might mean that the armies are not such serious as to create fear; 

consequently, they can bravely confront them without any fear or perhaps it means the armies 

merely show their bravery to obscure their fear. Also, the phrase flouts the maxim of quantity, 

as less information has been provided. Correspondingly, by using „fearful bravery‟, Antony 

used a particularized conversational implicature which implies that they should not be misled 

by the conspirator‟s representation of a deceptive act of boldness. In other words, there is a 

particularized conversational implicature where Antony suggests that the conspirators 

including Brutus and Cassius have plotted to deceive them by acting courageously and 

attempting to frighten them with their strength; which is why Antony implies that the 

conspirators are not such people via their performance can scare and overcome them. Also, it 

appears that by simply uttering ' fearful bravery', Antony is willing to opt out of the maxim of 

quantity since the phrase is less informative and against the sub-maxim of quantity' be 

informative say not more not less. 

 4.1.8 Paradox  

“ It is the bright day that brings forth the adder;  

And that craves wary walking. Crown him?--that;--                         15   
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 And then, I grant, we put a sting in him,  

That at his will he may do danger with.  

The abuse of greatness is when it disjoins   

  Remorse from power; and, to speak the truth of Caesar,''.(Act II, Scene I, lines 14-19).  

There is a paradox in Brutus's statement which claims that the richness of a leader's 

aspirations can melt into contaminated clay when they take their authority positions for trust. 

At first glance, the utterance “The abuse of greatness is when it disjoins Remorse from 

power” appears to be contradictory and ambiguous, and with closer examination, it creates a 

definite meaning that in fact, it could be true. In other words, Brutus flouted the maxim of the 

manner in cooperative principle, especially when certain ambiguous and unclear expressions 

in his speech have been employed such as „abuse of greatness‟, which means power 

corruption, melting of power corruption, and changing into contaminated clay, while people 

think positions of authority are out the of confidence. Additionally, the statement contains a 

particularized conversational implicature which implies that Caesar has taken the power in a 

manner that the most powerful people are powerless to oppose him. This could also infer that 

Caesar was a dictator and imposed his power on the Roman people.    

5. Results and Discussion 

This section contains two parts: results and discussion. The results part consists of two 

subsections; the first of which involves Grice‟s (1975) conversational maxims, i.e., maxims 

of quality, quantity, manner, and relevance where a table demonstrates the frequencies of 

eight RDs resulting from the observance of conversation maxims used in Julius Caesar. The 

second subsection indicates the five kinds of non-observance of the conversational maxim, i.e. 

flouting, violating, opting out, infringing, and suspending via ten tables which contain 

frequencies of eight RDs resulting from non-observance of conversation maxims.  The 

second part discusses the results of the section.  

5.1. Results   

The first subsection of the results is illustrated in Table 1 which comes as follows: 

Table 1. RDs and the Frequency of the Conversational Maxims Observance 
RDs Extracts 

number 

Observance of the Maxims  

 

         

Quality 

 

Quantity 

 

Manner 

 

Relation 

 

 

 

Frequency 

 

 

 

Percentage 
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Hyperbole 4.1.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Litotes 4.1.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Irony 4.1.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tautology 

 

4.1.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Rhetorical 

question 

 

4.1.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Euphemism 4.1.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Oxymoron 4.1.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Paradox 4.1.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Overall 

 

8 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

Table 1 shows that in all of the eight RDs, zero frequency and percentage of 

observance of the maxim in each of the quality, quantity, manner, and relation (relevance) 

occurred.  

The following ten tables include the frequencies of eight RDs resulting from the non-

observance of conversation maxims in the play:  

 

Table 2. Frequency of Hyperbole Resulting from Flouting the 

Conversation Maxims 

 

 Frequency Per cent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Quantity 1 50.0 50.0 50.0 

Manner 1 50.0 50.0 100.0 

Total 2 100.0 100.0  

Table 2 demonstrates two instances of hyperbole resulting from flouting the conversation 

maxims (viz. the maxims of quantity and manner); each with a frequency of 50%. 

 

Table 3. Frequency of Tautology Resulting from Flouting the 

Conversation Maxims                              
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 Frequency Per cent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Quantity 1 50.0 50.0 50.0 

Manner 1 50.0 50.0 100.0 

Total 2 100.0 100.0  

Table 3 reveals two examples of tautology resulting from flouting the conversation maxims 

(viz. the maxims of quantity and manner); each with a frequency of 50%.  

 

Table 4. Frequency of Rhetorical Questions Resulting from Flouting 

the Conversation Maxims                              

 Frequency Per cent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Quantity 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

Table 4 displays one illustration of a rhetorical question resulting from flouting the 

conversation maxim of quantity with a frequency of 100%.   

 

 Table 5. Frequency of Euphemism Resulting from Flouting the 

Conversation Maxims‟                                 

 Frequency Per cent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Quality 1 50.0 50.0 50.0 

Manner 1 50.0 50.0 100.0 

Total 2 100.0 100.0  

Table 5 indicates two illustrations of euphemism resulting from flouting the conversation 

maxims (viz. the maxims of quality and manner); each with a frequency of 50%.   

Table 6. Frequency of Oxymoron Resulting from Flouting the 

Conversation Maxims                             

 Frequency Per cent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Quantity 1 50.0 50.0 50.0 

Manner 1 50.0 50.0 100.0 

Total 2 100.0 100.0  

Table 6 demonstrates two instances of Oxymoron resulting from flouting the conversation 

maxims (viz. the maxims of quantity and manner); each with a frequency of 50%.   

 

Table 7. Frequency of Paradox Resulting from Flouting the 

Conversation Maxims                              
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 Frequency Per cent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Quantity 1 50.0 50.0 50.0 

Manner 1 50.0 50.0 100.0 

Total 2 100.0 100.0  

Table 7 proves two examples of paradox resulting from flouting the conversation maxims 

(viz. the maxims of quantity and manner); each with a frequency of 50%.   

 

Table 8. Frequency of Litotes Resulting from Violating the 

Conversation Maxims                              

 Frequency Per cent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Quality 1 25.0 25.0 25.0 

Quantity 1 25.0 25.0 50.0 

Manner 1 25.0 25.0 75.0 

Relation 1 25.0 25.0 100.0 

Total 4 100.0 100.0  

Table 8 verifies four instances of litotes resulting from violating the four conversation 

maxims (viz. the maxims of quantity, quality, manner, and relation); each with a frequency of 

25%.   

 

Table 9. Frequency of Irony Resulting from Violating the Conversation 

Maxims 

 Frequency Per cent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Quantity 1 25.0 25.0 25.0 

Manner 1 25.0 25.0 50.0 

Quality 1 25.0 25.0 75.0 

Relevance 1 25.0 25.0 100.0 

Total 4 100.0 100.0  

Table 9 substantiates four instances of irony stemming from violating the four conversation 

maxims (viz. the maxims of quantity, quality, manner, and relation); each with a frequency of 

25%.   

 

Table 10.  „Frequency of euphemism Resulting from Suspending 

the Conversation Maxims 

 Frequency Per cent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 
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Valid Quality 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Table 10 verifies an instance of euphemism resulting from Suspending the conversation 

maxim of quality with a frequency of 100%.   

Table 11. Frequency of Oxymoron Resulting from Opting out of the 

Conversation Maxims 

 Frequency Per cent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Quantity 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

Table 11 verifies an example of an oxymoron resulting from opting out of the conversation 

maxim of quantity with a frequency of 100%.   

4.4. Discussion  

The results reflect that in all the eight categories of RDs, there is no observance of the 

four maxims of conversation. This means that the whole RDs have equal frequencies and 

percentages in the four types of observance of conversational maxims, which is zero.       

On the other hand, the results of the frequencies of the eight categories of RDs resulting from 

the non-observance of the conversation maxims demonstrate that the overall number of the 

maxim of quantity is eight which is the most compared with other categories of the 

conversation maxims ( see tables  2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, and 11, p.20-23). These come as follows: 

hyperbole with ( 50% ), litotes with ( 25%), irony with ( 25%), tautology with ( 50%), 

rhetorical questions with ( 100%), oxymoron with ( 50%), opting out with ( 100%), and 

paradox with ( 50%) respectively. On the other hand, the maxim of manner with seven 

frequencies is less than the quantity maxim. However, the maxim of quality with four 

frequencies is less than the manner one, whereas the maxim of relevance with two 

frequencies is the least.  

Also, the results of the total twenty-one frequencies in the RDs resulting from non-

observance of conversation maxims depict that flouting with eleven instances is the 

most,( see tables 2,3,4,6 and 7, p.20-22), whereas violating with eight frequencies is less than 

flouting ( see tables 8 and 9).On the contrary, each of suspending and opting out with one 

frequency alike ( 100%) are less than violating ( see tables 10 and 11, p.23-24), whereas, 

infringing is less than both suspending and opting out, i.e., infringing with no frequency is 

less and has the lowest occurrence. 

On the other hand, the results of the total number of frequencies in non-observance of the 

maxims in the RDs indicate that both litotes and irony have the most number since both 

together have eight instances, each one with four frequencies violates quality, quantity, 
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manner, and relevance with 25% respectively However, each euphemism and oxymoron has 

three frequencies, where the euphemism once flouts the maxims of quality and manner, each 

one with ( 50%) and another time with a frequency of 100% suspends maxim of quality. On 

the other hand, there are three instances of the oxymoron, the first two examples flout 

maxims of quantity and manner, and the second instance opts out of the maxim of quantity 

with a frequency of 100%. Therefore, the number of frequencies in both euphemism and 

oxymoron is less than in litotes and irony.  

The results of the entire number of instances in non-observance of the maxims in the RDs, on 

the other hand, suggest that each hyperbole, tautology, and paradox with two instances 

respectively are less than the number of examples in both litotes and irony. These three RDs 

each one with two frequencies of (50%) flouts the maxims of quantity and manner alike. 

Meanwhile, the number of instances in the three RDs is less than the number of illustrations 

in both euphemisms and oxymorons ( see tables 2, 3, 6, and 7, p. 20-22).  

Conversely, the rhetorical question has only one instance with a frequency of (100%) where 

the number of instances is less than each of hyperbole, tautology, and paradox. Hence, the 

rhetorical question with the smallest frequency is the least kind of rhetorical device that flouts 

the maxim of quantity ( see Table 4). On the other hand, there are two examples of violating 

maxims of relevance, each one with a frequency of ( 25%). The first one happens in the 

litotes, and the second one is in irony ( see Tables 8 and 9, p.22-23).  

6. Conclusions  

Based on the aforementioned data and evaluation, the following conclusions can be drawn:  

1. The non-observance of the maxims of conversation plays an important function in 

Shakespeare‟s Julius Caesar in meaning-building and meaning-interpretation 

processes; implicature which is an outcome of flouting the maxims seems to be a vital 

tool of communication in dramatic discourse. ( As in 4.1.1 , 

4.1.4,4.1.5,4.1.6,4.1.7,4.1.8 , p.10,13-18)  

2. With twenty-one frequencies of non-observance of the maxims in the eight RDs, 

flouting with eleven frequencies is the most, whereas violating with eight frequencies 

is ranked the second; conversely, both suspending and opting out with one frequency 

equally is the third. However, infringing with zero frequency ( zero per cent)  is the 

last.  

3. Flouting the maxims of quantity and manner gives rise to hyperbole, tautology, and 

paradox, whereas oxymoron flouts the maxims of quantity and manner and suspends 
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the maxim of quantity, conversely flouting the maxim of quality mostly occurs in 

euphemism ( see tables 2,3,4,5,6 and 7,p.20-22). 

4.  The maxims were flouted in numerous ways by the characters; via flouting the 

maxim of quality, something false was mentioned, whereas by flouting the maxim of 

quantity, greater or less knowledge was presented; conversely, by flouting the maxim 

of manner, ambiguous statements, and further wordiness were provided (As in 4.1.1, 

4.1.4,4.1.5,4.1.6,4.1.7, and 4.1.8,p.10,13-18) 

5. The maxims were violated in several manners by the characters in the play such as 

telling lies and deception, whereas there is only one specific case of suspending the 

maxim of quality used by Antony in the play; perhaps he desired to save his life from 

the conspirators who plotted to assassinate Caesar first, then Antony. (As in 4.1.2 and 

4.1.3, p.11-12) 

6. There is also solely one particular case of opting out of the maxims. On the other 

hand, infringing did not happen because there was successful communication between 

the speakers in the Roman language, i.e. they speak in their mother tongue, and they 

do not have any problems with their linguistic competence.  

7. The maxims interrelate and are associated with one another; Whenever the quantity 

maxim is broken, the sub-maxim of manner 'be brief' is disobeyed, and the reverse is 

true ( see sub-sections 4.1.1, 4.1.4,4.1.6,4.1.7, and 4.1.8, p.10,13-18; tables 2,3,4, and 

6, p.20-22).  

8. The results of the zero frequency and the percentage in the eight RDs resulting from 

the observance of conversation maxims between the interlocutors of Julius Caesar 

indicate that they might not be interested in offering adequate details, expressing the 

whole truth, contributing significant contributions, or being as transparent as could be 

to achieve successful interaction (see 4.1.1, p.10).  

9. The observance of the maxims including quality, quantity, relevance, and manner in 

the RDs did not happen. This might suggest that the RDs are entirely based upon the 

non-observance of the maxims. This stems from zero frequency and percentage 

resulting from the RDs in the observance of the maxims.  

10. The rationale behind flouting of the maxims is because characters in literary language 

particularly in Julius Caesar's play are willing to encourage the interlocutors to think 

beyond their implied meanings which leads to implicature particularly particularized 

conversational implicature ( PCI).  
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11. The violation of the maxims occurs when the drama's interlocutors appear to hide the 

truth from the audience and mislead them such as what Decius did to Caesar via 

violating the maxim of quality, whereby Decius deceived and convinced him to 

proceed to the senate, which gave rise to his assassination by the conspirators 

including by Decius himself.  

12. The total number of frequencies of the RDs resulting from the non-observance of the 

conversation maxims is twenty-one in which the quantity maxim with eight 

frequencies is the most. However, the manner maxim with seven occurrences is 

ranked second. Conversely, the maxim of quality with four frequencies is ranked 

third, whereas the maxim of relevance with two frequencies obtains the last ranking.  

13. Euphemism results from flouting and suspending, whereas, oxymoron results from 

flouting and opting out of the maxims. Also, euphemism flouts both the maxims of 

quality and manner and suspends the maxim of quality. However, oxymoron flouts 

maxims of quantity and manner, and opts out of the maxim of quantity. 

14. Irony and litotes share the same frequencies ( four frequencies ) and proportion ( 

25%) for each of the four maxims of quality, quantity, manner, and relevance in 

violating the conversation maxims. This is because in both cases, the characters of the 

play tell lies and deceive one another.  

15. Each hyperbole, tautology, and paradox shares identical frequencies ( with two 

frequencies ) and percentages ( with 50%) for each one respectively; they also flout 

the maxims of quantity and manner.  

The research expects that this study would act as a venue for linguistic and literary 

academics in addition to a guide for other future investigations in pragmatics in terms of 

CP investigations of RDs. 
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ەپوخت  

 یووڕ ەل کیپراگمات یکەیەوێش ەبکات ب ڕەوانبێژیەکان ەرێئام یکاریش ەل ەوەنۆڵیکێل یتیەئامانج ەیەوەنیژێتو مەئ
 سیۆجول ەینامۆشان یکانەردراوێبژەڵه ەقەد ەل ۆییگفتوگ بنەمای یچاوکردنڕە ی بەتەبیتا ەب ەوییەهاوکار یماەبن
 ۆب وەنراێکارهەب کانییەتیەنداەو چ یتیەناۆچ ەبازڕێ یوەڵاکێت یوازێش دا،ەیەوەنۆڵیکێل مە. لردایشکسپ یزاریس
ی ڕێژەی سەدی و شاندانیپ ۆپاشان ب دا،ەکەنامۆناو شان ڕەوانبێژیەکان ەرێئام یدواەب انەڕو گ سفکردنەو

 کەیەخشت گرن،ەد ەرچاوەس ەوۆگفتوگبنەماکانی  یچاوکردنڕە ینجامەئ ەل ەک ڕەوانبێژیەکان ەرێئام دووبارەبوونەوەی
 ەیژڕێو  ەژمار یشاندانین ۆب تێنرێهەکاردەب(  SPSSی ئێس پی ئێس)ڵاکاە رمەن ی٢٢ بەرنامەی مەڵا. بەکارهێنراوەب

 ەرێئام ینیپشکن ۆب ەک کیپراگمات یریۆ. تەوەکرانی. دواتر داتاکان شپێشێڵکراوە ەک کێمیماکس رەه یدەس
 ،یتیەنداەچ ،یتیکوال بنەمایچوار  ەکدەبەستێت  (٥٧٩١) سایگر یشەهاوب یماەبن پشت بە ت،ێکاردەب ڕەوانبێژیەکان

 .     تێگرەدۆخەل لکردنێشێو پ اگرتنڕ نان،ێوازه ،هەڵخەڵەتاندن کردن،یچێرپەس کوەو بوونەندنەو پاب وازێو ش یندەوەیپ

 ەل ڕەوانبێژیەکان ییەژیسترات یمانا تواننەد اتریز دایهاوکار یماەبن ەل ۆگفتوگبنەماکانی  ەک تێکرەد ەمانیگر
چوار ی لکردنێشێپ ەیستەواب یواوەت ەب ڕەوانبێژیەکان ەرێئام ەک تێکرەد ەمانیگر ش،ەوەل ە. جگننەیەبگ داەکەنامۆشان

 نجێپ وانێن ەل کردنیتیەسووکا ەک تێکرەد ەمانیگر ،ەوێش مانەه ەب. نیندەوەیو پ وازێش ،یتیەنداەچ ،یتیکوالبنەماکانی 
ڕەوانبێژی  یرێئام رۆز ەکەرەژێ. توداتەوودڕ ڕەوانبێژیەکان ەرێئام ەل اتریز کاندابنەما یکردنەچاونڕە یلۆپ
 ینجامەئ ەل ەکڕەوانبێژی  یرێئام جار کیەو  ستیب یگشت ەب ەک نەخەردەد ەوەئ کانەنجامە. ئەوۆڵیەکێل

 کەو نراونێکارهەب داەکەنامۆناو شان ڕەوانبێژی یرێئام شتەه ەل گرنەد ەرچاوەس ەوۆگفتوگبنەماکانی  یکردنەچاونڕە
 کانەنجامەئ هاەروە. هکسۆو... پاراد دژیەک ،جوانی ،ڕەوانبێژی یاریپرس ،یژۆلۆتاوت ،تەنز ت،ۆتیل ،یوەڕەادیز
. ۆگفتوگبنەماکانی  یتر یکانەرۆج ەل ەاتریز یتیەنداەچبنەماکانی  یکردنیچێرپەس یکانەنموون ەیژمار ەک نەخەدیرەد

 یکیدا یزمان ەب ەکەنامۆناو شان یکانەرەکتەکار ەک داتەد شانیپ ەوەئ ەک ەسفر ی ڕێژەکەیلکارێشێپ ش،ەوەل ەجگ
    .نەکەد یندەوەیپ انۆیخ

چوار  ،یهاوکار یماەو بن سایگر دەرهاوێشتەی یریۆت ک،یپراگمات ، کانیەژێوانبڕە ەرێ: ئامیکەرەس ەیوش
 ۆ گفتوگ یماەبن یکردنەچاونڕە ، ۆگفتوگی ماەبن

 

 

 

 

 

 للأدواث البلاغيت في مسرحيت شكسبير يوليوس قيصرالمبذأ التعاوني تحليل 

  المخلص

رحيٞو الأدٗاد اىجلاغٞخ ثشنو ػَيٜ ٍِ حٞش اىَجذأ اىزؼبّٜٗ، ٗلا صَٞب ػذً ٍشاػبرٖب ىيق٘اػذ ٖٝذف ٕزا اىجحش إىٚ دساصخ 

اىح٘اسٝخ فٜ ّظ٘ص ٍخزبسح ٍِ ٍضشحٞخ شنضجٞش ٝ٘ىٞ٘س قٞظش. رٌ فٜ ٕزا اىجحش اصزخذاً الأصي٘ة اىَخزيط ثِٞ 

ىؼشع رشدداد الأدٗاد اىجلاغٞخ  اىَذخيِٞ اىْ٘ػٜ ٗاىنَٜ ىي٘طف ٗاىجحش ػِ الأدٗاد اىجلاغٞخ فٜ اىَضشحٞخ، صٌ

 اس یٍِ ثشّبٍج اس ث ٢٢اىْبرجخ ػِ ٍشاػبح ص٘اثذ اىَحبدصخ رٌ سصٌ جذٗه ٝذٗٝب. ٍٗغ رىل، رٌ اصزخذاً الإطذاس 

SPSS ىفحض  َضزخذٍخىز٘ضٞح اىؼذد ٗاىْضت اىَئ٘ٝخ ىنو ٍجذأ رٌ مضشٓ. ثؼذ رىل، رٌ رحيٞو اىجٞبّبد. اىْظشٝخ اىزذاٗىٞخ اى

اىزؼبّٜٗ اىزٛ ٝزضَِ اىَجبدئ الأسثؼخ ىيج٘دح ٗاىنَٞخ ٗالإَٔٞخ ٗاىطشٝقخ؛ ٗػذً  ٥٧٩١الأدٗاد اىجلاغٞخ ٕٜ ٍجذأ غشاٝش 

    .الاىززاً ٍضو الاصزٖزاء ٗالاّزٖبك ٗإىغبء الاشزشاك ٗاىزؼيٞق ٗاىزؼذٛ

ت ٍؼْٚ الاصزشارٞجٞبد اىجلاغٞخ فٜ اىَضشحٞخ. اىَفزشع أُ أق٘اه اىَحبدصخ فٜ اىَجذأ اىزؼبّٜٗ َٝنِ أُ رْقو فٜ اىغبى ٍِ

ػلاٗح ػيٚ رىل، ٝفُزشع أُ الأصبىٞت اىجلاغٞخ رؼزَذ ميٞبً ػيٚ مضش اىَجبدئ الأسثؼخ اىَزَضيخ فٜ اىج٘دح ٗاىنَٞخ ٗاىطشٝقخ 

الأدٗاد الاصزٖزاء ثِٞ اىفئبد اىخَش ىؼذً ٍشاػبح اىَجبدئ صٞحذس فٜ اىغبىت فٜ  أُٗاىؼلاقخ. فٜ اىَقبثو، ٝفُزشع 

اىجلاغٞخ. ّٗزٞجخ ىزىل، اصزنشف اىجبحش اىؼذٝذ ٍِ الأدٗاد اىجلاغٞخ. ٗأظٖشد اىْزبئج أّٔ فٜ اىَجَو، رٌ اصزخذاً ٗاحذ 

ٗػششِٝ رنشاسًا ىلأدٗاد اىجلاغٞخ اىْبرجخ ػِ ػذً ٍشاػبح ص٘اثذ اىَحبدصخ فٜ الأدٗاد اىجلاغٞخ اىضَبّٞخ فٜ اىَضشحٞخ ٍضو 



   

 

  

[v7, i1, 2024] 1168 

 

Soran University | Twejer | Volume:7, Issue:1,  2024 

ٝخ، ٗاىحش٘، ٗالأصئيخ اىجلاغٞخ، ٗاىزيطٞف، ٗاىزْبقضبد، ٗاىزؼجٞش. اىَفبسقخ. مَب أظٖشد اىْزبئج اىغي٘، ٗاىزٖ٘ٝو، ٗاىضخش

طفشٝبً ٍَب ٝشٞش  اأُ ػذد أٍضيخ ٍخبىفخ ق٘اػذ اىنَٞخ أمضش ٍِ أّ٘اع اىق٘اػذ الأخشٙ. ػلاٗح ػيٚ رىل، ٝشنو الاّزٖبك رشددً 

 .إىٚ أُ اىشخظٞبد فٜ اىَضشحٞخ رز٘اطو ثيغزٌٖ الأً
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