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1. INTRODUCTION 

Human interaction relies significantly on a great amount of language. Daily, language 

is used to execute thoughts, deliver actions, and express emotions (Bradley, 2017). Ideally, to 

achieve these, interlocutors must be cooperative in the process of communication. However, in 

real communication, people are usually not conversationally cooperative. They do not provide 

the necessary amount of information, lack veracity, insert irrelevant topics, or are ambiguous; 

as a result, misunderstandings and arguments occur (Ayasreh & Razali, 2018). In Gricean 

pragmatics, this uncooperativeness is called flouting.  

Abstract 

This study aimed to ascertain the evident flouting maxim statements by the teachers and 

students during classroom interaction in movies and how teachers and students react to 

and use flouting maxim statements. It also aimed to determine the significant difference 

between the occurrence of observed and non-observed flouting in classroom 

interactions. Using the embedded mixed methods design, the quantitative phase was a 

descriptive study, and the qualitative phase employed phenomenology. In the qualitative 

phase, the identification of evident flouting maxim statements was collected through the 

transcribed utterances of observed and non-observed conversation maxims of the 

characters (teacher and students) in five selected movies, which are in a classroom 

setting. Thereafter, in finding out how the participants react and use flouting maxims, 

FGD and IDI were conducted. The FGD was composed of 7 members: 3 teachers and 4 

students; while the IDI was composed of 14 members: 7 teachers and 7 students. In the 

quantitative phase, 100 participants – 80 students and 20 teachers – watched the films 

separately as a basis to figure out the frequency distribution of the observed and non-

observed conversation maxims and the significant difference in the number of observed 

flouting maxims between the teachers and students. Results yielded that out of the 35 

dialogues, 11 dialogues observed the cooperative principle and its conversation maxims 

while 24 dialogues deviated. The researchers unearthed the six essential themes in 

teachers' and students' reactions to and use of flouting maxim statements. Results 

revealed that there is no significant difference in the number of observed flouting maxims 

between teachers and students in terms of maxims of quality, quantity, relation, and 

manner. 
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Numerous studies have examined how Grice's conversational maxims are intentionally 

flouted by speakers for various strategic communicative purposes. Abu-Joudeh and Fanoun 

(2018) analyzed two satirical plays. They found the characters frequently flouted the maxims 

of quality and relation to criticize the government and elicit laughter and humour. Through 

flouting these maxims in a satirical context, the characters were able to implicitly express 

criticism and mockery in a socially engaging way. Another study by Ayasreh and Razali (2018) 

focused on a political interview with Syria's president during the Arab Spring. Their analysis 

revealed the president flouted all four Gricean maxims - quality, quantity, relation, and manner 

- throughout the interview. The researchers concluded the president's motive was to portray his 

stance and the state's actions in a favourable light, implying he was not against the people's 

interests despite the unrest. Flouting the maxims allowed him to indirectly signal meanings that 

diverged from reality. 

 

A study of the Pirates of the Caribbean film series by Apriyani et al. (2006) identified 

various cases of maxim flouting by the pirate characters. The motives included insulting, 

warning, boasting, conveying facts, informing plans, expressing emotions, demanding respect, 

creating humour, and avoiding sadness. This demonstrates the wide range of interpersonal and 

emotional goals that can be achieved through strategic maxim flouting in fictional 

conversations. Finally, Lestari's (2014) research specifically focused on flouting the quality 

maxim in the Twilight Saga films, which requires truthfulness in conversations. The most 

common strategy was violating the maxim entirely (25 cases). Characters also flouted through 

untruthfulness (8 cases), exaggeration (1 case), irony (1 case), and teasing (3 cases). Notably, 

there were no instances of metaphor flouting, suggesting this may not be an effective means of 

implicit communication in films. 

 

In the academic milieu, these unfavourable conditions of flouting are also perceived 

during classroom discourses between teachers and students. Consequently, the flow of class 

discussion is disrupted. Flouting also affects the relationship between individuals and the 

atmosphere of the classroom. It confuses power relations or politeness and unnecessary 

irritation at the teacher's end (Kamila, 2014). Safitri, Seken, and Putra (2014) investigated the 

observance and non-observance of Gricean maxims within instructional contexts. Their 

research revealed that teachers frequently resorted to flouting the maxims by refraining from 

issuing direct instructions in the classroom, with the expectation that students would grasp the 

implicit meaning. Conversely, the students themselves displayed a lack of adherence to the 

maxims, primarily due to their challenges in expressing themselves clearly or their limited 

proficiency in the English language.  

 

Divergent opinions among scholars are prevalent concerning the real-world 

applicability of Gricean pragmatics. For instance, McCarthy (1991), in his introduction to 

discourse analysis tailored for language educators, categorized Gricean pragmatics as quite 

interesting but noted its little practical adaptability in the context of language teaching. 

McCarthy further asserted that, throughout a decade of experience, he had encountered no 

situations where the Gricean maxims could be effectively employed. Conversely, Nunn (2014) 

presented a contrasting viewpoint, arguing that as an educator, he has discovered the 

significance of Gricean pragmatics. He contended that this discipline is indispensable for 

teachers, as it enables them to comprehend the content they are teaching and the dynamics 

within their classrooms. Furthermore, Nunn highlighted that it is difficult to perceive 

pragmatics as irrelevant to a profession that is fundamentally concerned with individuals, 

language, and language use.  
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The findings of this study may solidify the importance of effective communication, a 

profoundly humane skill. They underscore the vital role of communicative cooperation in 

preventing misunderstandings and arguments. Specifically, the findings can shape the identities 

and relationships of both teachers and students, quantify the observance of Grice's maxims, and 

complement the narrative results with statistical data. These findings may help in the awareness 

of the relationship and remind both parties to be cooperative to attain the goal of the 

conversation. 

 

1.1.Research Questions 

 

This study sought to answer the following research questions.  

 

1. What flouting maxim statements are evident in the transcription of teacher-student 

classroom interaction as depicted in five selected movies?  

2. How do the participants react to flouting maxim statements? 

3. How do the participants use flouting maxim statements? 

4. What is the frequency distribution of the observance and non-observance of Grice's 

conversation maxims? 

5. What is the frequency distribution of flouting maxims? 

6. Is there a significant difference in the number of observed flouting maxims between the 

teachers and students? 

7. How do the qualitative data support the quantitative data? 

 

2. RESEARCH METHOD 

 

In this study, a mixed methods approach, particularly the embedded design, was 

employed. Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, and Turner (2007) define mixed methods research as a type 

of research in which a researcher combines elements from both qualitative and quantitative 

approaches to achieve a deeper and more comprehensive understanding, as well as to 

corroborate findings. Additionally, Creswell (2014) highlighted that mixed methods research 

offers advantages over using either qualitative or quantitative approaches alone; it leverages 

the strengths of both and compensates for their weaknesses.  

 

The corpora of films centred on classroom interactions between teachers and students 

namely: The Emperor's Club (2002), Dead Poet's Society (1989), Freedom Writers (2007), 

Dangerous Minds (1995), and The Ron Clark Story (2006) were analyzed using Grice's (1975) 

Cooperative Principle. The Cooperative Principle (CP) is an assumed basic concept in 

pragmatics (Davies, 2000), which describes how effective the flow of the conversation is when 

executing the said principle during an oral exchange. The CP explains how speakers and 

listeners should cooperatively and mutually accept each and one another or should observe the 

conversational maxims therein to be particularly understood (Morgan, 1975). 

 

In the qualitative phase of this research, a phenomenological approach was adopted. 

Phenomenology was employed to capture and describe how individuals experience a specific 

phenomenon while striving to eliminate biases and preconceived assumptions regarding human 

experiences, emotions, and responses in a given situation. This method entails a direct 

exploration and portrayal of phenomena as they are consciously lived by the individuals 

undergoing those experiences. In this phenomenological study, the researchers used a 

combination of methods such as conducting interviews and watching movies to understand the 
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meaning participants place on what will be examined. They utilized focus group discussions 

(FGD) and in-depth interviews (IDI) with seven participants: three teachers and four students. 

 

The quantitative phase of this study is descriptive. A descriptive study is a type of 

research in which information is collected without changing or manipulating the environment. 

The purpose of this is to 'describe' events, people, or subjects as they exist. It does not make 

accurate predictions and does not determine cause and effect. Further, it attempts to collect 

quantifiable information to be used for statistical analysis of the population sample. In this 

study, 100 participants were chosen. Specifically, 20 Senior High School (SHS) teachers and 

80 students in a private non-sectarian academic institution. This involved students from Grade 

12 Humanities and Social Sciences (HUMSS) and Accountancy and Business Management 

(ABM) students under the subjects which use English as the medium of instruction such 

subjects as English, Literature, Research, Mathematics, and Science. Frequency distribution 

was utilized in counting the evident flouting maxim statements extracted from the five selected 

corpora of films. Also, ANOVA was used in calculating the significant difference in the 

number of observed flouting maxims between the teachers and students. 

 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This section highlights the 24 evident flouting maxim statements in the dialogue 

transcription, the three essential themes, the frequency distribution of the observance and non-

observance of conversation maxims, the significant difference in the number of observed 

flouting maxims, and the data integration of the salient quantitative and qualitative data from 

the careful scrutiny and analysis of data from the survey, in-depth interview, and focus group 

discussion. 

 

Flouting Maxim Statements Evident in the Transcription of Teacher-Student Classroom 

Interaction as Depicted in Five Selected Movies 

 

 The corpora of films centered on classroom interaction are The Emperor's Club (2002), 

Dead Poets Society (1989), Freedom Writers (2007), Dangerous Minds (1995), and The Ron 

Clark Story (2006). Seven dialogues of classroom interaction between the teacher and the 

students were taken from each film. The word, phrase, or sentence that is written in bold and 

italicized is the specific statement that flouts a specific maxim. As reflected in Table 1, the 

flouting maxim statements are evident in the teacher-student classroom interaction as depicted 

in the abovementioned films.  

 

In The Emperor's Club, dialogues one, two, four, and seven flout none of the maxims; 

whereas dialogues three, five, and six flout the maxim of quality. The flouting maxim 

statements show sarcasm (Maren, Olsen, & College, 2015), mockery, and no sincerity and his 

response does not correspond to reality (Brown & Yule, 1983 and Tupan & Natalia, 2008). For 

example, when the teacher asked to name the 41 Roman emperors, the student sarcastically 

answered the names of the seven dwarfs. Further, the character provides an answer that he 

believes is false (Radford, 2009). Hence, he is not truthful and gives false information in the 

conversation. 

 

In Dead Poets Society, dialogues one and two flout none of the maxims; whereas 

dialogues three, four, five, and seven flout the maxim of quantity. The flouting maxim 

statements indicate 'no answer' as the response. According to Ephratt (2012), when an 

individual is silent or does not respond to a certain statement or question addressed to him/her, 

it can be considered as a way of flouting the maxim of quantity since it contributes less amount 
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of information than the required (Parker & Riley, 2010). As a result, they do not achieve the 

goal of the conversation (Spector, 2015). On another note, in dialogue six, the response "never 

mind" is an indication of interjecting or cutting off the ongoing topic resulting in stopping the 

conversation which flouts the maxim of relation (Imelda, 2003).  

 

In Dangerous Minds, dialogues two and four flout none of the maxims; whereas 

dialogues one, three, five, six, and seven flout the maxim of quantity. First, in dialogues one, 

three, six, and seven, the flouting maxim statements contribute more information than the 

required and are deemed unnecessary (Parker & Riley, 2010) which results in impoliteness 

because the added responses than the required are curses. Second, in dialogue five, the flouting 

maxim statement does not achieve the goal of the conversation since it provides less 

information than the required in the form of silence (Ephratt, 2012). 

 

In Freedom Writers, dialogue six flout none of the maxims; whereas dialogues one, 

five, and seven flout the maxim of quantity. The flouting maxim statements contribute more 

and less information than the required (Parker & Riley, 2010) which leads to disrespect since 

they add verbal insults that are unnecessary rather than simply answering 'yes' or 'no' to the 

teacher. On another note, in dialogues two, three, and four, the flouting maxim statements 

manifest irrelevant and misleading responses (Mehawesh & Jaradat, 2017) which flout the 

maxim of relation. 

 

In The Ron Clark Story, dialogues three and seven flout none of the maxims; whereas 

in dialogues one and six, the flouting maxim statements flout the maxim of relation by blatantly 

avoiding the topic or the focus to the topic at hand. On another note, in dialogues two, four, 

and five, the flouting maxim statements flout the maxim of quantity by responding to more 

information than required (Parker & Riley, 2010). 

 

 

TABLE 1   

 

Flouting Maxim Statements Evident in the Transcription of Teacher-Student Classroom 

Interaction as Depicted in Five Selected Movies 

Evident Flouting Maxim Statements 
Conversation 

Maxim 

Dialogue 3 

S: The sign said this was a boy's school. T: It is a boy's school. 

S: So why is everyone wearing dresses? 

T: These are not dresses. This is a toga. It is a loose outer garment worn by— 

S: Worn by citizens of ancient Rome. I know. I was just kidding with you. 

T: The toga was bestowed on young men in recognition of their transition from childishness to 

manhood. 

-An excerpt from The Emperor's Club (2002) 

Maxim of  

Quality 

Dialogue 5 

T: Can you, please, name any of the subsequent emperors whom we've been discussing? There 

were 41. 

S: I only know seven. 

T: Very well. 

S: Grumpy, Happy, Sleepy, Sneezy, (laughs) Dopey 
-An excerpt from The Emperor's Club (2002) 

Dialogue 6 

T: Seriously, though, can you in fact name any of the emperors?  

S: I know four. 

T: Very well. 

S: Uh, John, Paul, Ringo, and, uh, George. 
-An excerpt from The Emperor's Club (2002) 
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Dialogue 3 

T: Now, language was developed for one endeavor, and that is? Mr. Anderson? Come on, are you a 

man or an amoeba? 

S: (no answer) 
-An excerpt from Dead Poets Society (1989) 

Maxim of  

Quantity 

Dialogue 4 

T: Who will tell me where you are in the Pritchard textbook?  

S: (no answer) 

-An excerpt from Dead Poets Society (1989) 

Dialogue 5 

T: What is poetry?  

S: (no answer) 

-An excerpt from Dead Poets Society (1989) 

Dialogue 7 

T: Do you hear me? Sit down. Sit down.  

S: (no answer) 
-An excerpt from Dead Poets Society (1989) 

Dialogue 6 

T: What do you mean they're all ripped out?  

S: Sir, we… 

T: Never mind. 
-An excerpt from Dead Poets Society (1989) 

 

Maxim of  

Relation 

Dialogue 1 

T: What happened to Miss Shepherd? 

S1: Ooh, no, she ain't askin' about Miss triflin’-ass Shepherd. 

 S2: We killed the bitch. 

S3: …Emilio ate her. 

S4: Fed her to my dogs. 
-An excerpt from Dangerous Minds (1995) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Maxim of 

Quantity 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dialogue 3 

T: Okay, anybody else know any karate? What about you?  

S: Durrell Chang Chang. I know some motherfuckin' karate. 
-An excerpt from Dangerous Minds (1995) 

Dialogue 5 

T: "I will not go down underground 'cause somebody tells me that death's comin' round" Okay, 

this is another Dylan poem. now, is that a code, or does that just mean what it says? 

S: (no answer) 
-An excerpt from Dangerous Minds (1995) 

Dialogue 6 

T: Do you wanna talk about this? 

S: On you, shit. Whatever floats your boat, teach. 
-An excerpt from Dangerous Minds (1995) 

Dialogue 7 

T: Do the rest of you agree with that? 

S: Well, I kinda agree with it, but I think it just means that he ain't gonna help death out, 

you know? It's not like he's just 

gonna lay down and wait for it. I think he's gonna choose – No, I think he's gonna make the 

choice – to die hard. 

-An excerpt from Dangerous Minds (1995) 

Dialogue 1 

T: Jamal Hill? 

S: Man, what am I doing in here? This whole ghetto-ass class has got people in here looking 

like a bad rerun of Cops and shit. 

T: Are you Jamal? S: Yeah. 

-An excerpt from Freedom Writers (2007) 
Maxim of  

Quantity 
Dialogue 2 

T: I have this idea. We're gonna be covering poetry. Who here like Tupac Shakur? 

S: It's 2Pac. 
-An excerpt from Freedom Writers (2007) 

Dialogue 5 

T: So why don't you explain it to me?  

S: I ain't explaining shit to you! 
-An excerpt from Freedom Writers (2007) 
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Dialogue 7 

T: You don't feel respected. Is that what you're saying, Eva? Well, maybe you're not. But to get 

respect, you have to give it. 

S: That's bullshit. 
-An excerpt from Freedom Writers (2007) 

Dialogue 3 

S1: You have no idea what you're doing up there, do you? You ever been a teacher before? 

S2: And teacher gets nailed, y'all! 

T: All right, Jamal, enough. Jamal! That's enough! 
-An excerpt from Freedom Writers (2007) 

Maxim of 

Relation 
Dialogue 4 

T: Gloria? Please read the first sentence on the board.  

S: Why me? 

-An excerpt from Freedom Writers (2007) 

Dialogue 1 

Mister Ron Clark (Teacher/T): Take your seats.  

S1: Yo, teacher. Shameika's feeling sick today.  

S2: Yeah, sick of damn teachers. 
-An excerpt from The Ron Clark Story (2006) 

Maxim of 

Relation 
Dialogue 6 

T: You want to get a detention? 

S: (Ignores the teacher. Talks to a classmate) Yo, I really, really like your nail polish. 
-An excerpt from The Ron Clark Story (2006) 

Dialogue 2 

T: Shameika, don't do that. S: (drops a book on the 

floor) T: Shameika, don't. 
S: Or what? What are you gonna do? Suspend me? Go ahead. Suspend me. I wanna leave. 

-An excerpt from The Ron Clark Story (2006) 

Maxim of  

Quantity 

Dialogue 4 

T: If you break one of these rules, your name will go up on the board. S: So stupid! 
-An excerpt from The Ron Clark Story (2006) 

Dialogue 5 

T: Why are you all doing this? 

S: Got better things to do, yo. Oops, my bad. Forgot to say, "Yo, Sir." Guess I get a check. 

-An excerpt from The Ron Clark Story (2006) 

 

The conversation maxims that were evidently flouted in the transcription of the teacher-

student classroom interaction depicted in five selected movies were maxim of quality, maxim 

of quantity, and maxim of relation. In flouting the maxim of quality, the characters in the 

movies were sarcastic or mocking, responding with no apparent sincerity, and answering 

deliberately with information that they knew was untrue or unreal. This is consistent with the 

study of Brumark (2003) on authentic interactions by family members. He found out that the 

quality maxim was flouted by the father through sarcasm in order to regulate his child's 

behavior. Additionally, he defined sarcasm as a ruder and more hostile kind of irony since the 

sarcastic comments made by the father had little effect on the child. In the same study, the 

family members flout the quality maxim to create humor that was mainly social. Humor, as a 

result of flouting the quality maxim, is supported by Kusuma (2006) and Jorfi and Dolatabadi 

(2015). Additionally, Levinson (1983) explained that in flouting the quality maxim, the speaker 

intentionally misrepresents his information in order to make the hearer understand the intended 

meaning of the utterance. However, in the selected movies in this study, the characters portray 

sarcasm just because of plain arrogance and immaturity. 

 

In flouting the maxim of quantity, the characters in the movies were giving either more 

or less information than the required amount of rightful information. Sometimes, they gave 

exaggerated answers by adding unnecessary words or phrases such as curses or verbal taboos. 

This aligns with the study of Rohaniyah (2013) on flouting maxims through gender categories 

in classroom interaction. The results showed that among the four maxims, the quantity maxim 

was the most frequently flouted by both genders. When asked why, the male representative 

explained that he flouted the maxim because he wanted to provide more in-depth information 
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for his idea. In contrast, the female representative stated that she flouted the maxim because 

she wanted to express her feelings in her statements, making their conversations more 

interesting. Additionally, Adawiyah (2016) emphasized that when a speaker flouts the quantity 

maxim, they are making an exaggerated statement or repeating a remark that is portrayed as 

too much and too strong for what is needed, categorizing it as an overstatement.  

 

In flouting the maxim of relation, the characters in the movies were interjecting the 

person who is currently speaking, stopping the conversation, and saying something immaterial 

to the present topic. This reinforces the study of Adawiyah (2016). The speakers flout the said 

maxim because they want to change the topic, to avoid talking about something that is 

embarrassing or humiliating, or just to end the conversation. These reasons reflect the negative 

aspects of flouting. However, this diverges from the findings of Wherrity (2005), which 

revealed that the said maxim was flouted to produce varied comical or dramatic situations. This 

connotes that flouting the relation maxim also has its corresponding positive aspects depending 

upon the current situation the speaker is in. In flouting the maxim of manner, the characters in 

the movies did not flout the last maxim. No character made ambiguous language, vague facial 

expressions, or obscure statements. All characters spoke in such a way that their listener 

understood them and that their message was conveyed. 

 

Participants' Reactions to Flouting Maxim Statements 
 

Table 2 shows the thematic analysis based on the participants' responses in the IDI and 

FGD which were transcribed verbatim. Three emergent themes were obtained: Neutral 

Reactions towards Flouting Maxims, Awareness towards the Negative Aspects of Flouting 

Maxims, and Awareness towards the Positive Aspects of Flouting Maxims. The emergent 

themes can be supported by the four theoretical perspectives: Context Principle (Frege, 1953), 

Communicative Rationality (Grice, 1983), Politeness Theory (Brown & Levinson, 1978), and 

the concept of Strategic Conflict Avoidance (Leech, 1983). 

 

TABLE 2  

 

Participants' reactions to flouting maxim statements 
Issues 

Probed 
Core Ideas Essential Themes 

Supporting Theoretical 

Perspective 

Reactions 

to Flouting 

Maxims

 i

n 

Classroom 

Interaction 

• Flouting maxims appear to be inherent in 

speeches in normal situations. 

• Flouting maxims are not an indication of a 

bad speech. 

• Speakers and listeners are tolerant of 

flouting maxims. 

Neutral Reactions 

towards  

Flouting Maxims • Context 

Principle 

 

• Communicative 

Rationality 

 

• Politeness 

Theory 

 

• Concept of 

Strategic 

Conflict 

Avoidance 

• A huge cause of misunderstandings. 

• It does not satisfy the person asking the 

question. 

• It stops the momentum of the class. 

• It is a waste of time. 

• It makes the conversation confusing, and the 

person irritated and frustrated. 

• It degrades the quality of the interaction. 

• It is mistaken for sarcasm and disrespect. 

Awareness towards 

the Negative  

Aspects of Flouting 

Maxims 

• It makes the conversation fun and lively. 

• It is an exercise of a creative mind or speech. 

• It makes the interaction light and informal. 

Awareness towards 

the Positive  

Aspects of Flouting 

Maxims 
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Neutral Reactions towards Flouting Maxims. In this reaction, the participant does 

not care whether the one he is talking to flouts or not. Flouting maxims appear to be inherent 

in speeches in normal situations and not an indication of bad speech. Further, speakers and 

listeners are tolerant of flouting maxims. During the IDI and FGD, it is observed that some 

teachers and students are impartial or disinterested in it, which is manifested in their respective 

answers: 

 
I think flouting maxims is actually a natural thing. (PT 1) 

I would not really say totally 'no', I would not really say totally 'yes'. (PT 1) 

Flouting maxim is not bad or it's not that good, too. (SP 2) 

I think it's okay to flout maxims because people are unconsciously used to it. (SP 5) 

If it's okay with the person, then good; if not, then it's not good. (SP 5) 

It can be useful for teachers but it can also be their downturn. (TP 4) 

Flouting is sometimes good; it is sometimes bad. (PS 3) 

 

Understandably, some participants viewed flouting as a regular or a common thing. 

They did not think that it is neither good nor bad in a conversation. Moreover, they thought 

that the identification of whether it is good or not depends upon the listener's reaction and 

interpretation during the interaction. 

 

Awareness towards the Negative Aspects of Flouting Maxims. During the IDI and 

FGD, it was observed that most teachers and students do not tolerate flouting in a conversation 

because of its adversative results reflected in their responses: 

 
For me, a huge cause of a lot of misunderstandings and it does not satisfy the person who asked the question. 

Then, it would actually stop the momentum of the class. (SP 1) 

I feel very awkward and very confused. (SP 1)  

Usually, it takes the attention of the students away from the main topic; it takes the discussion much longer than 

it should. What I don't like is the fact that it takes away the time from focusing on our main point. (TP 1) 

It's (flouting) an insult for me as well. (TP 2) 

I usually get irritated because I always want the person to answer me directly. (PS 1) 

Avoid flouting them because it lessens the quality of the interaction. (SP 3) 

I just noticed that flouting maxims are some kinds of sarcasm and you know, being sarcastic inside the classroom 

is not that good and it might spark confusion. (SP 2) 

 

In their reactions, the participants comprehensively viewed flouting as detrimental and 

inconvenient. Specifically, they did not favor its effects on the person's feelings and reactions. 

Such unfavorable feelings and reactions are insult, disrespect, misunderstanding, confusion, 

awkwardness, to name a few. Several studies are supported by this result. Ayasreh and Razali 

(2018); Radford et. al (2009), and Brown and Levinson (1978) all stated that 

misunderstandings, arguments, conflict, and impoliteness are the general negative effects of 

flouting. Moreover, they deemed flouting as a waste of time or time-consuming since direct 

responses were not given by the interlocutor, which is consistent with the study of Kamala 

(2014), which emphasized how flouting can result in disruption of classes.   

 

Awareness towards the Positive Aspects of Flouting Maxims. During the IDI and 

FGD, it was observed that few teachers and students tolerate flouting in a conversation because 

of its favorable results, which are manifested in their respective answers:  

 
Just make sure that it's fun, it's okay and not offending. (SP 2) 

Because of flouting sometimes conversations could really become more colorful. (TP 6) 

You flout in order to lighten up the mood. (PS 3)  

For my side, it releases my creative juices. (PS 2) 

 

Clearly, a few participants considered flouting as affirmative and helpful. The 

conversation becomes entertaining especially when speakers retort indirectly which raises an 

interesting implication. Aside from this, flouting is one way to showcase one's inventive mind. 
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This supports the study of Wijayana (1996) and Detrianto (2018), which underscored that 

making the conversation enthusiastic, fun, and lively are a few effects of flouting maxims.  

 

Participants' Use of Flouting Maxim Statements 

 

 As shown in Table 3, The act of flouting maxims is oftentimes done deliberately, 

accidentally, or habitually. It usually depends upon the speaker's manner of answering or 

engaging in a conversation. 

 

TABLE 3 

 

Participants' Use of flouting maxim statements 
Issues 

Probed 
Core Ideas Essential Themes 

Supporting Theoretical 

Perspective 

Personal 

Usage of 

Flouting 

Maxims in 

Classroom 

Interactions 

• It is used as an escape from answering the 

question. 

• It is a personal style or usual tendency of the 

speaker. 

• It is caused by cluttered minds and lack of 

focus. 

Intentional Use 

 

• Context 

Principle 

• Communicative 

Rationality 

• Politeness 

Theory 

• Concept of 

Strategic 

Conflict 

Avoidance 

• It results from other's influence. 

• It is unconsciously 

• committed for no apparent reason. 

Accidental Use 

• It is a developed habit. 

• An indication of a 

• less-serious talk. 

Habitual Use 

    

Intentional Use. In this reaction, the participant recognizes the deliberate use of 

flouting maxims. Participants flout to escape from the current situation they are in or to avoid 

giving a direct answer to the question raised. It can also be a brand of personal style or manner 

of talking, yet they tend to flout in specific conditions because their thoughts and ideas are 

disorganized and their focus is disturbed. During the IDI and FGD, it is observed that few 

teachers and students purposely flout a conversation because of personal reasons which is 

manifested in their respective answers: 

 
They (students) would not try to answer directly just to escape from answering the question. 

(PT 1)  

Personally, I flout. (PT 1) 

I flout because I have so many things in mind to say directly but I just want it to uhm.. like, 

I don't want it to share directly because I want that person to analyze what I said. (PS 2) 

 

Apparently, the participants purposefully flouted during the course of the discussion 

because they wanted to provide further information related and unrelated to the present topic, 

to challenge the understanding of their listener, and to hide information just for themselves. 

 

Accidental Use. In this reaction, the participant recognizes the unintentional use of 

flouting maxims. Participants sometimes flout accidentally because flouting has been in their 

subconscious mind, a result of their surroundings, or peer influence. During the IDI and FGD, 

it is observed that a few teachers and students inadvertently flout in a conversation which is 

manifested in their respective answers: 

 
I accidentally flout while talking to my friends or during the lecture in the classroom. (SP 6) 

I flout accidentally. So ahm… I didn't mean or I didn't realize the thing that I already flout 

because sometimes ahm, I think the words that I have used are just an accidental thing but I 

didn't mean to offend or to imply such words on the person that I have a conversation with. 

(SP 7) 
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In the classroom, I think there are some accidental instances in which I kind of flout but it's 

not really intentional. I mean, I just realized that it's a flout after immediately I said it. 

Something like that. (TP 6)) 

 

Obviously, participants shared their personal experiences wherein they flouted 

unintentionally. They blurted out statements which later they realized were flouting statements; 

however, since their listeners did not react negatively, they just let it pass. 

 

Habitual Use. In this reaction, the participant recognizes the usual use of flouting 

maxims. Participants tend to flout because it is a developed convention especially during in 

informal talk exchanges. During the IDI and FGD, it is observed that few teachers and students 

routinely flout in a conversation which is manifested in their respective answers: 

Almost every day I experience flouting- students flouting different kinds of maxims. (PT 1) 

I always flout even when it is not necessary. (PS 2) 

Realistically, flouting has been an established part of the participants' daily lives and 

has always been incorporated into their interactions. This circumstance was observed and 

executed in informal and formal talk engagements. 

 

Flouting of maxims occurs when one deliberately ceases to apply the Cooperative 

Principle to persuade his listener to infer the implied meaning behind the utterances (Levinson, 

1983). However, the results of this study show that flouting does not only happen deliberately 

but also habitually and accidentally. Teacher and student participants intentionally flout to and 

at the same time, habitually to deliver a message. These occurrences are evident in their 

responses such as admitting that they flout every day and, in every situation, even if they find 

unnecessary. Also, the participants shared that there were also instances that they were 

unconsciously and unintentionally flouting during class discussions; that it took them a while 

to realize what they said was actually not the exact information that their listener was looking 

for. In this instance, they flouted accidentally. 

 

Frequency Distribution of the Observance and Non-Observance of Grice's Conversation 

Maxims 

 

Frequency distribution shows the number of student participants and teacher 

participants who have and have not correctly identified the flouting maxim statements evident 

in the transcription of teacher-student classroom interaction in the abovementioned corpora of 

movies. Shown in Table 3 is the frequency distribution of the observance and non-observance 

of conversation maxims. 

 

Observance of Grice's Conversation Maxims is composed of 11 items, which entails 

that 11 out of 35 dialogues do not flout any of the maxims; hence, they observe Grice's (1975) 

Cooperative Principle. Results show that 57 out of 80 student participants and 13 out of 20 

teacher participants scored 0 to 5 (lower half); while 23 out of 80 student participants and 7 out 

of 20 teacher participants scored 6 to 11 (upper half). To sum it up, 70 out of 100 respondents 

scored 0 to 5 (lower half) while 30 out of 100 respondents scored 6 to 11 (upper half). Thus, 

more respondents cannot and only a few can identify the non-flouting maxim statements 

correctly because they are flouting maxims intentionally, are already used to receiving or 

hearing flouted responses in formal or informal talk exchanges, or are trying to deliver another 

set of messages (Paltridge, 2006). 
 

TABLE 3. 
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Distribution of scores in identifying observance and non-observance of Grice's conversation 

maxims 

OBSERVANCE  NON-OBSERVANCE  

 CLUSTERS   CLUSTERS  

SCORES Student Teacher Total SCORES Student Teacher Total 

0 5 1 6 0 2 0 2 

1 7 3 10 8 1 0 1 

2 9 1 10 12 0 1 1 

3 12 1 13 14 0 1 1 

4 12 2 14 15 2 0 2 

5 12 5 17 16 0 1 1 

6 6 0 6 17 6 0 6 

7 10 2 12 18 4 3 7 

8 4 2 6 19 5 1 6 

9 3 2 5 20 15 1 16 

10 0 1 1 21 4 1 5 

11 0 0 0 22 12 2 14 

    23 10 6 16 

    24 19 3 22 

Total 80 20 100 Total 80 20 100 

 

Non-Observance of Grice's Conversation Maxims is composed of 24 items which 

entails that 24 out of 35 dialogues do flout any of the maxims; hence, they do not observe 

Grice's (1975) Cooperative Principle. Results show that 3 out of 80 student participants and 1 

out of 20 teacher participants scored 0 to 12 (lower half); while 77 out of 80 student participants 

and 19 out of 20 teacher participants scored 13 to 24 (upper half). To sum it up, 4 out of 100 

respondents scored 0 to 12 (lower half) while 96 out of 100 scored 13 to 24 (upper half). Thus, 

more respondents can identify the flouting maxim statements correctly which means that 

people can detect whether the person's response is appropriate or not, direct or indirect, and 

implicit or explicit. This leaves the hearer to interpret what he hears as if it conforms to the 

Cooperative Principle (Grice, 1975) or in the context of the conversation (Raceanu, 2013). 

These results are opposite to the results of Dwi (2015) wherein 98% observed the maxim and 

2% did not which concludes that generally, all of their speakers followed the cooperative 

principle and did not generate any conversational implicature.  
 

Frequency Distribution of Flouting Maxim Statements in terms of Maxim of Quality and 

Maxim of Quantity 
 

Frequency distribution shows the number of student participants and teacher 

participants who have and have not correctly identified the flouting maxim statements evident 

in the transcription of teacher-student classroom interaction in the abovementioned corpora of 

movies. Shown in Table 4.1 is the frequency distribution of the flouting maxim statements in 

terms of quality and quantity. 

 

 

TABLE 4.1. 

  

Distribution of scores in identifying the maxim of quality and maxim of quantity 

QUALITY MAXIMS  QUANTITY MAXIMS  

   CLUSTERS      CLUSTERS   
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SCORES Student Teacher Total SCORES Student Teacher Total 

0 2 1 3 3 1 0 1 

1 2 0 2 4 0 2 2 

2 3 1 4 5 5 1 6 

3 10 2 12 6 1 1 2 

4 8 2 10 7 6 2 8 

5 14 2 16 8 8 2 10 

6 6 0 6 9 12 1 13 

7 14 4 18 10 9 0 9 

8 6 2 8 11 7 2 9 

9 6 2 8 12 7 1 8 

10 3 1 4 13 9 3 12 

11 4 2 6 14 3 2 5 

12 2 1 3 15 3 0 3 

13 0 0 0 16 2 0 2 

14 0 0 0 17 3 1 4 

    18 3 1 4 

19 0 0 0 

    20 1 0 1 

    21 0 1 1 

22 0 0 0 

23 0 0 0 

24 0 0 0 

25 0 0 0 

26 0 0 0 

27 0 0 0 

Total 80 20 100 Total 80 20 100 

 

In the Maxim of Quality, 14 is the highest possible score of the participant in identifying 

correctly whether or not the dialogue does or does not flout the maxim of quality. Results show 

that 59 out of 80 students and 12 out of 20 teachers scored 0 to 7 (lower half); whereas 21 out 

of 80 students and 8 out of 20 teachers scored 8-14 (upper half). To sum it up, 71 out of 100 

students scored 0 to 7 (lower half) and 29 out of 100 respondents scored 8 to 14 (upper half). 

Thus, only a few can identify whether or not the dialogue flouts the quality maxim, which 

means that they tend to fail or neglect to scrutinize the veracity of the information provided to 

them. Moreover, they tend to welcome sarcasm, banters, and jokes. 

 

TABLE 4.2.   

 

Distribution of scores in identifying the maxim of quality and maxim of quantity 
RELATION MAXIMS  MANNER MAXIMS  

   CLUSTERS      CLUSTERS   

SCORES Student Teacher Total SCORES Student Teacher Total 

0 1 0 1 0 3 1 4 

1 2 0 2 1 3 1 4 

2 4 3 7 2 3 1 4 

3 3 0 3 3 10 3 13 

4 4 1 5 4 17 0 17 

5 11 1 12 5 14 4 18 

6 13 0 13 6 10 1 11 

7 16 1 17 7 5 4 9 

8 6 4 10 8 8 1 9 

9 8 5 13 9 5 3 8 

10 4 2 6 10 2 1 3 

11 5 0 5 11 0 0 0 

12 2 2 4     

13 

14 

15 

16 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

    

Total 80 20 100 Total 80 20 100 
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Shown in Table 4.2 is the frequency distribution of the flouting maxim statements in 

terms of relation and manner. In Maxim of Relation, 16 is the highest possible score of the 

participant in identifying correctly whether or not the dialogue does or does not flout the 

relation maxim. Results show that 60 out of 80 students and 10 out of 20 teachers scored 0 to 

8 (lower half); whereas 20 out of 80 students and 10 out of 20 teachers scored 9 to 16 (upper 

half). Thus, only a few can identify whether or not the dialogue flouts the relation maxim which 

means that they do not meticulously care whether they shift the focus to the main topic or not 

as long as they obtain the right information and gain new ones as they alter and move from one 

topic to another. 

 

In Maxim of Manner, 11 is the highest possible score of the participant in identifying 

correctly whether or not the dialogue does or does not flout the manner maxim. Results show 

that 50 out of 80 students and 10 out of 20 teachers scored 0 to 5 (lower half); whereas 30 out 

of 80 students and 10 out of 20 teachers scored 6 to 11 (upper half). Thus, only a few can 

identify whether or not the dialogue flouts the manner maxim. Eighty students and 10 out of 

20 teachers scored 9 to 16 (upper half). Thus, only a few can identify whether or not the 

dialogue flouts the manner maxim which means that they disregard how the information is 

delivered as long as they obtain their desired facts, or data; or if ambiguity arises in the 

conversation, they ignore the manner of delivering the information as long as the person will 

immediately clarify and provide further information to achieve the goal of the conversation. 

 

Based on the results, more students get the three highest scores in correctly identifying 

the dialogues that have and have not flouted the maxim of quality. This means that students are 

more sensitive than teachers in detecting the quality maxim. Students can quickly detect 

sarcasm, irony, lies, banter, or joke in a conversation. According to Adawiyah (2016), the 

quality maxim is flouted because someone tells a lie or speaks something that he understands 

to be false. He added that there are two reasons for flouting this maxim: first, the interlocutor 

wants to conceal something and second, the interlocutor does not want the listener to know 

about the real condition or feeling. 

 

On one hand, an equal number of students and teachers got the three highest scores in 

correctly identifying the dialogues that have and have not flouted the maxim of quantity. 

Adawiyah (2016) explained that the quantity maxim is flouted for the following reasons: to 

expound, to express feelings, to show confusion, to convince, to advise, to provide additional 

information, to provide unnecessary information, to expect something, and to hide something. 

   

On another note, based on the results, more students got the three highest scores in 

correctly identifying the dialogues that have and have not flouted the maxim of relation. 

Characters in the five selected films flout the relation maxim by interjecting and ending the 

conversation. Adawiyah (2016) posited that this maxim is flouted because the interlocutor 

wants to change the topic to avoid talking about something that is embarrassing or he just wants 

to plainly end the talk or he just wants to add unnecessary information to the topic being talked 

about. 

Lastly, based on the results, still more students got the three highest scores in correctly 

identifying the dialogues that have and have not flouted the maxim of manner. Flouting this 

maxim happens when the interlocutor’s input is not transparent and it may be 

incomprehensible, vague, and not directly reasonable (Dwi, 2015). 

 

TABLE 5. 
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Significant Difference in the occurrence of the observed flouting maxims 

Maxims Clusters Mean S.D. p-value Remarks 

Quality 
Teachers 6.60 3.28 0.35 

(> 0.05) 

No Significant 

Difference Students 5.92 2.80 

Quantity 
Teachers 10.75 4.75 1.00 

(> 0.05) 

No Significant 

Difference Students 10.75 3.55 

Relation 
Teachers 7.80 3.27 0.11 

(> 0.10) 

Almost Significant 

Difference Students 6.65 2.74 

Manner 
Teachers 5.55 2.86 0.38 

(> 0.05) 

No Significant 

Difference Students 5.01 2.36 

 

The significant difference in the number of observed flouting maxims between the 

teachers and the students in terms of maxim of quality, maxim of quantity, maxim of relation, 

and maxim of manner is shown in Table 5. 

 

In Maxim of Quality, teachers obtained a mean of 6.60 and a standard deviation of 3.28; 

while students yielded a mean of 5.92 and a standard deviation of 2.80. As a result, the quality 

maxim attained a p-value of 0.35. In Maxim of Quantity, teachers obtained a mean of 10.75 

and a standard deviation of 4.75; while students yielded a mean of 10.75 and a standard 

deviation of 3.55. As a result, quantity maxim attained a p-value of 1.00. In Maxim of Relation, 

teachers obtained a mean of 7.80 and a standard deviation of 3.27; while students yielded a 

mean of 6.65 and a standard deviation of 2.74. As a result, the relation maxim attained a p-

value of 0.11. In Maxim of Manner, teachers obtained a mean of 5.55 and a standard deviation 

of 2.86; while students yielded a mean of 5.01 and a standard deviation of 2.36. As a result, 

quantity maxim attained a p-value of 0.38. In totality, the p-value of the maxim of quality, 

maxim of quantity, and maxim of manner is greater than the cut-off level of significance (0.05). 

Hence, there is no significant difference in the number of observed flouting maxim statements 

between the teachers and the students; whereas the p-value of the maxim of relation is close to 

the cut-off level of significance (0.10). Hence, there is an almost significant difference in the 

number of observed flouting maxim statements between the teacher and the students. 

Generally, the statistical results suggest that there is no substantial variance in the occurrence 

of observed flouting maxims between the teacher participants and the student participants. Both 

participants can and cannot quickly detect flouting in a conversation depending upon the 

context or situation; both do and do not mind whether they do or do not flout as long as the 

goal of the conversation is eventually achieved; and both do and do not care whether the 

speaker does or does not flout as long as the answers satisfy their concern. 

It is apparent that in the five corpora of films utilized in the study, students have a higher 

tendency to flout the conversational maxims – quality, quantity, and relation maxims only – 

than teachers. The same situation was reflected in the data taken by Agung (2016) in a TEFL 

class the responses of the students violated the teacher’s questions. In parallel, his study also 

concluded that the maxims flouted by the students were maxims of quality, quantity, and 

relation only; the maxim of manner was not flouted. This further implies that in an interaction 

between the teacher and the students, students may answer something that lacks enough 

evidence, may provide an exaggerated or timid amount of information than the required rightful 

amount, or may opt to change the topic or insert other things which are unrelated to the present 

subject; nevertheless, they still respond clearly or in ways which the teacher or their listener 

can comprehend. 
 

TABLE 6.   

 

Joint Display of Salient Qualitative and Quantitative Findings 
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Aspect or 

Focal Point 

Quantitative 

Findings 

Qualitative 

Findings 

Nature 

of Data 

Integrat

ion 

Axiological 

Implications 

The sensitivity 

of students over 

teachers in 

detecting 

flouting maxims 

From Table 1 on 

Non- Non-

Observance, more 

students got a 

score of 22, 23, 

and 24 

than teachers, 

(12/2=22; 

10/6=23; 

19/3=24) 

respectively. 

Table 2 on Personal Usage of 

Flouting Maxims in Classroom 

Interactions has codes Intentional 

Use: 

• "Personally, I flout." 

• "I flout because I have so many 

things in mind to say." 

• "I always flout even when it is 

not necessary." 

 

Habitual Use: 

• "I always flout." 

• "I always flout even when it is 

not necessary." 

Embe

ddin

g – 

Sup

porti

ng 

Students have the tendency 

to engage in informal 

speeches and 

unintentionally neglect the 

rules of formal classroom 

interaction or 

conversation. 

No Significant 

Difference in the 

Detection of 

Flouting 

Maxims in a 

Classroom 

Interaction 

From Table 5 on 

the Significance of 

Difference, the p-

values 0.35 

(quality maxim), 

1.00 (quantity 

maxim), and 

0.38 (manner 

maxim) show that 

there is no 

significant 

difference (p-value 

> 0.05=NS) 

between the teacher 

and the students. 

Table 2 on Personal Usage of 

Flouting Maxims in Classroom 

Interactions has codes Habitual Use, 

and Accidental Use of Flouting 

Maxims: 

 

• "Sometimes, yes.    I accidentally 

flout while talking with my friends 

or during the lecture in the 

classroom." 

• "I flout accidentally. I didn't 

mean or I didn't realize the thing 

that I 

already flout." 

Embed

ding – 

Supple

menting 

Teachers and students 

tolerate flouting in 

classroom interactions 

when it serves a 

purpose. 

Teacher and 

Student almost 

significantly 

differ in detecting 

the maxim of the 

relation 

From Table 5, 

Relation Maxim 

obtained a p-value 

of 0.11, which is 

closest to the 

0.10 p-value level 

of significance of 

difference. Teacher 

yielded a mean of 

7.80 while student 

yielded a mean of 

6.65, respectively 

which means that 

teachers are more 

sensitive in 

detecting the 

relation maxim than 

students. 

Table 2 on Reactions to Flouting 

Maxims in Classroom Interaction has a 

code Negative Reactions towards 

Flouting Maxims: 

• "It takes away the time from 

focusing on our main point." 

• "It stops the momentum of the 

class." 

Embedding 

– 

Supplementi

ng 

Teachers are more particular 

with discussing one idea 

first before diverting or 

changing the current topic. 

 

Joint Display of Salient Qualitative and Quantitative Findings 

  

Students have the tendency to engage in informal speeches and unconsciously neglect 

the rules of formal classroom interaction or conversation. In an authentic setting, Agung (2016) 
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gathered data to conclude that students flouted the quality, quantity, and relation maxims when 

answering the teacher's questions during their class discussion. An example of this is when the 

teacher asked about the language skills or components their former English teachers used to 

teach; one student answered if they should recall their junior or senior high school teacher. The 

student's insignificant clarification interrupted the teacher's momentum; hence, the maxim of 

relation was flouted. Similarly, in the film Freedom Writer, the teacher asked the student to 

read what was written on the board, but the student asked back as to why it had to be her, which 

also flouts the relation maxim. These examples imply that even in formal talk exchanges, young 

people, such as students, tend to reply informally or neglect the rules of formal conversation.  

 

 Teachers and students tolerate flouting in classroom interactions when it serves a 

purpose. Flouting is deliberately the absence of observing one or more maxims during 

communication (Jia, 2008) to deliver another set of meanings or implicature (Paltridge, 2006). 

In short, when an interlocutor intentionally violates a maxim, the purpose may be to 

communicate a message effectively. It is for this reason that teachers and students tolerate 

flouting in classroom interactions because they see the underlying idea the speaker wants to 

convey. For example, in Dangerous Minds, when the teacher asked if the class agreed with the 

answer of their classmate, one student raised his answer with verbosity, thus flouting the 

quantity maxim. Nonetheless, though the student provided more information than required by 

expounding his answer, the teacher understood what he wanted to say and his standpoint on 

the topic. 

 

Teachers are more particular about discussing one idea first before diverting or 

changing the topic. The last axiological implication is connected to the maxim of relation. Grice 

(1975) defines the maxim of relation as expecting the interlocutor's contribution to be 

appropriate to the immediate needs at each stage of the conversation. Correspondingly, it 

necessitates the utterance to be directly and honestly relevant to the topic at the moment 

(Mehawesh & Jaradat, 2017). For example, one teacher participant particularly pointed out 

how she disliked students who always asked questions that were irrelevant to the present lesson, 

which always resulted in commotion amongst the students. Not only it took their focus away, 

but it also took away the time they could have done something more meaningful. Hence, 

teachers mind when students flout this maxim. 

 

4. CONCLUSION 

 

From the findings and analyses, the researchers conclude the following: The quality, 

quantity, and relation maxims were the flouted maxims. In a conversation, people tend to flout 

the maxim of quality because they opt to lie to conceal information or to answer that lacks 

evidence just to look smart intentionally; to flout the maxim of quantity to explicate an idea or 

to keep information by themselves deliberately; and to flout the maxim of relation to escape 

from the current topic to avoid humiliation, embarrassment, or being the center of attention. 

Furthermore, flouting occurs not only informally but also formally. It happens during a class 

discussion between a teacher and a student. However, there are cases wherein the speaker 

accidentally flouts because it has become a developed habit or a common norm in his social 

circle and holds himself back before flouting because he is afraid of its effects. On another 

note, the maxim of manner is quite challenging to flout because people always speak 

understandably regardless of whether they lie, exaggerate, keep silent, divert the topic, or stop 

the conversation. More so, when asked, people reply using comprehensible language and 

expression. 
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