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Abstract 

This study aims to examine the phenomenon of hostile dehumanization in Shakespeare’s political play Julius 

Caesar from the perspective of modern political and sociopsychological theories. This paper targets unfriendly forms 

of dehumanization used by rival Roman senators that end up in aggression or instigate violence. The forms of 

dehumanization dramatized in the play and sorted out in modern relevant theories include animalization, 

objectification, and mechanization. The paper also analyzes Shakespeare’s presentation of characters’ motives that 

trigger denigrating methods of dehumanization. The paper contends that Julius Caesar demonstrates that antagonistic 

dehumanization practices emerge and develop in a tense atmosphere of political rivalry that turn the opponents into 

enemies in a situation that leads one political or social group (ingroup) to denigrate another (outgroup), a concept 

which makes the core of modern political and sociopsychological theories on the subject in the last fifty years. 

Keywords: Dehumanization, animalization, objectification, ingroup, outgroup, schadenfreude, violence. 

1. Introduction 

Psychoanalysis is a practice of which Shakespeare himself could never have conceived, and yet he 

gave birth to it (Marche 2011, 51). Harold Bloom rightly maintains that psychoanalysis is “Shakespeare 

prosified” (cited in Marche 2011, 51). Reference here is to Freud and his discoveries in the field of 

Psychoanalysis. Freud’s early perceptions on the psyche came mainly from Hamlet and Freud himself 

(Marche 2011, 51). Marche (2011) argues that “Hamlet is the original neurotic and we are all neurotics” 

(51). By the same token, modern sociopsychological and political theories of antagonistic dehumanization 

actually ‘prosify’ Shakespeare’s presentation of the issue in his political plays, mainly Julius Caesar (JC 

hereafter). These forms of dehumanization emerge and grow in situations of political rivalries and 

conspiracies. JC was written when England was suffering from such a political turmoil. This is reason 

why this play about political struggle over power in Rome was appealing to the Elizabethan audience and 

particularly to Queen Elizabeth I, who was surrounded with political conspiracies seeking her 

assassination, which makes JC most suitable choice for the opening of the Globe Theater in 1599. 

Stephen Marche points out that in recounting Plutarch’s story of Caesar’s assassination, Shakespeare was 

drawing on the prevailing apprehension of his time that Queen Elizabeth would be assassinated. Like 

Caesar, Queen Elizabeth transcended her human status to assume the divine-like entities of Gloriana and 

                                                
2020 JJMLL Publishers/Yarmouk University. All Rights Reserved. 
 



Al-Abdullah 

80  
 

the Fairy Queen, but, unlike Caesar, she was aware of the numerous conspiracies against her life (Marche 

2011, 82). Similarly, Lauren Leigh Rollins contends: 

However, although his perspective is decidedly veiled, a structured analysis of 

Shakespeare’s anachronistic representations of tyranny and Roman republicanism 

not only in Julius Caesar but alongside his later work in Antony and Cleopatra 

reveals certain continuities that provide a far more nuanced picture of Shakespeare’s 

view of his own historical moment (Rollins 2017, 165). 

And since she had no heir to the throne, her assassination would have led to a dreadful civil war 

similar to those that marked the Roman history escorting the rise of Caesar and following his fall. 

Elizabeth, like Caesar, resorts to the support of the low classes as she, in 1588, went without guards to 

address the sailors who were setting to fight the Spanish Armada, saying: “Let tyrants fear. I have so 

behaved myself that under God I have placed my chiefest strength and safeguard in the loyal hearts and 

goodwill of my subjects” (cited in Marche 2011, 83). This is how Caesar trusts his safety to the common 

Romans ignoring the jealousy and potential danger of his elitist rivals (Dryden 1683, 887). 

The dehumanization forms in JC that are subject to scrutiny in this study are the unfriendly types 

that lead to animosity and violence that surrounded Caesar and Elizabeth. Friendly and sympathetic 

dehumanization do not fall within the scope of this paper. Similarly, healthy and necessary rivalry 

between and among partners in modern democratic political societies is also out of the scope of this 

study. What this paper seeks to examine are the dehumanization forms that develop when the political 

opponents turn into enemies and their attitudes transform into envy and hatred in a situation that results in 

the development of strategies of group protection and moral distance of the other as described in modern 

theories, such as Waytz and Schroeder (2014) and Pacilli et al. (2015). Dehumanization is basically 

presenting the other as suffering a deficit in mental abilities and rational thinking. Waytz and Schroeder 

(2014) define the concept as “the denial of distinctively human capacities to others” (2). Whereas 

psychological research considers animosity as the motive behind the phenomenon, most recent 

scholarship considers negligence and indifference towards the needs and concerns of the other as the 

sources of dehumanization (Waytz and Schroeder 2014).To reconcile the two views, Waytz and 

Schroeder distinguish two categories of dehumanization: dehumanization by commission and 

dehumanization by omission. They define the one as the active denial of the outgroup’s intellectual 

abilities, and the other, as the action of passively ignoring or underplaying the outgroup’s mental abilities 

and interests (4). However, both types refer to the endeavor of the members of one group to supersede the 

members of another (3). In sociopsychological studies, the first group is referred to as the ingroup, and 

the targeted group is called the outgroup (Waytz and Schroeder 2014; and Pacilli et al. 2015).  

Dehumanization of the outgroup is functional in the sense that the perpetrators feel that their 

atrocious and violent behavior towards the outgroup can be legitimized and can be carried out without 

grudges of morality (Bandura 1999; and Waytz and Schroeder 2014, 5). Moreover, Waytz and Schroeder 

confirm that despite the differences among the social learning theories of aggression in their definition of 
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dehumanization, they all agree that it decreases the load of moral guilt over aggression as the ingroup 

members feel justified in harming the outgroup without breaking their own moral norm (2014, 5). 

Besides, dehumanization can take other forms like objectification and mechanization. Objectification 

is the denial of the outgroup’s humanness and moral status, which turns them into instruments to fulfill 

the goals of others (Loughnan et al. 2010, 710). Instrumentality is usually referred to as dehumanization 

by mechanization. Loughnan et al. (ibid) point out that objectification and mechanization lead to 

depersonalization. A depersonalized individual is denied the features of personhood, namely intellectual 

ability and moral consideration, i.e. deserving moral treatment (p.711). 

Despite the dominance of unfriendly dehumanization strategies in the political struggles in 

Shakespeare’s JC, the researcher is not aware of any study that analyzes those struggles from the vantage 

of social psychological theories of today. The current study means to analyze these forms and elements of 

dehumanization described in modern sociopsychological, philosophical, and political studies as they are 

all available and demonstrated in JC. The version of dehumanization addressed in these studies is the 

antagonistic one that leads to animosity and aggression. Therefore, references to dehumanization in this 

study indicate only this type of dehumanization.  

2. Theoretical framework 

To analyze the phenomenon of dehumanization in JC, the writer draws on a number of studies from 

modern sociopsychological and political research that provides the theoretical framework. Relevant to the 

issue in question is the article of Maria Pacilli et al. (2015) on moral distance and the animalistic 

dehumanization of the political outgroup. The authors analyze the phenomenon of animalization as one 

form of dehumanization. Animalization is a psychological step adopted by a political ingroup, through 

which they attribute animal features to the outgroup in order to exclude them from the human race and 

justify the use of violence and aggression against them. That study explains the construction of the 

ingroup, the development of defence strategies, fortification mechanisms, and assault tactics in order to 

inflict damage upon their opponents (Pacilli et al. 2015, 4 and 10). 

Another article of paramount importance to the present study is the article of Steve Loughnan et al. 

(2014) entitled, “Objectification Leads to Depersonalization.” It explores objectification as another form 

of dehumanization. The article defines objectification as the denial of one or both components of 

personhood, i.e. mind and moral status (715). Therefore, when people are objectified, they would be 

depersonalized, and, specifically, denied mental state and moral status. 

A third relevant work is Haslam’s article on dehumanization (2006), which studies mechanization as 

an act of dehumanization. Mechanization is the use of others as instruments towards the achievement of 

one’s goals. This study will be helpful to the analysis of Caesar’s manipulation of the commons and their 

instrumentality to the achievement of his regal ambitions. Furthermore, schadenfreudeor malicious 

pleasure discussed in the work of Leidner Giner-Sorolla and Castano (2012) will also be utilized to 

explain the assassins’ satisfaction and ecstasy demonstrated after the murder of Caesar. 
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Most relevant to the current work, however, is Waytz’s and Schroeder’s article on dehumanization 

by commission and omission (2014), in which the authors introduce two forms of dehumanization. The 

one is caused by direct active animosity, the second, by passive apathy towards the concerns of the other. 

That article goes beyond previous studies on the subject as it directs attention to dehumanization by 

omission in which the political dehumanizer degrades others by ignoring them and their interests. The 

researcher finds that this type of dehumanization helps explain Caesar’s demeaning behavior towards the 

rival senators of Rome. Drawing on that article, this study will analyze two different types of 

dehumanization in JC, namely ‘soft’ and ‘rough dehumanization’. By using other terms than those 

introduced by Waytz and Schroeder, the researcher hopes to show the difference between the 

consequences resulting from the two types of dehumanization in their article and those discussed in the 

study at hand. Along with these important studies, other numerous works will be used to shed light on 

specific dimensions of the phenomenon along the discussion. 

3. Literature Review  

The concept of dehumanization has received a lot of attention in sociopsychology and political 

science in the last fifty years, and scholarship in these fields has pointed out different elements and forms 

of dehumanization (Pacilli et al. 2015, 20). Elements include the construction and salience of the ingroup, 

and moral distance from the outgroup. Moral distance usually justifies and preludes the use of violence 

against the ougroup which results in schadenfreude. Among the forms of dehumanization covered in 

research, namely animalization, objectification, and mechanization are the most relevant to this study. 

The sources reviewed here include studies that analyze the foregoing elements and forms. 

Pacilli et al. (2015) explicate animalistic dehumanization of the political outgroup through the 

mediation of moral distance. They point out that with regard to animalization, two models were advanced 

to define the human / animal divide in dehumanizing the outgroup (Pacilli et al. 2015, 4). The Leyens et 

al. (2000) model is structured around the portion of primary and secondary emotions in the outgroup. 

Primary are those emotions shared by humans and animals, while the secondary are those limited to 

humans (Pacilli et al. 2015, 4). The second model advanced by Haslam (2006) defines animal 

dehumanization as the absence of rational superior qualities in the outgroup (255). The two models are 

structured around the differences between animals and humans. And despite the need for objective 

measures to assess the differences, dehumanization can be explicit and overt in attributing animal status 

to another individual or group (Pacilli et al. 2015, 4). For instance, Albert Bandura (1999) argues that the 

type of overt attribution of animal features to the outgroup marks a “moral disengagement” towards them, 

which entails the justification of negative attitude and violence, against them, and the alignment of that 

aggression and accepted norms of the community (2). 

Traditionally in politics, the alteration of opponents into enemies takes the form of derogatory 

animal metaphors (Pacilli et al. 2015, 4). Animosity occurs when a group tries to suppress their opponents 

as they turn into enemies. Suppression takes the form of dehumanization through animal metaphors that 

denunciate the enemy as more animal-like than human (Pacilli et al. 2015, 4). Besides, they assume that 
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identification with the political ingroup and salience of the ingroup membership incurs moral distance of 

the outgroup. Moral detachment usually incurs harsh denigration of the outgroup, taking the form of 

animalistic dehumanization (Pacilli et al. 2015, 2). Sociopsychological theorists converge with political 

scientists in the concept that the core of politics is the conflict between two parties with different 

viewpoints, each thinking their view to be the better one (Pacilli et al. 2015, 3). Adversaries in political 

conflict develop mutual contempt, ruthless disparagement, and emergence of ingroup prejudice and 

animosity to the outgroup (Leyens et al. 2000; Mackie et al. 2002; and Pacilli et al. 2015, 3). 

Similarly, the findings of Ellemers et al. (2013) emphasize the importance of morality in connection 

to dehumanization. In their article entitled, “Morality and Behavioural Regulation in Groups: A Social 

Identity Approach,” they isolate three significant functions of morality in the context of political rivalry: 

it helps a group define its identity in relation to other groups, regulates intergroup processes and 

individual behavior of the group members, and provides a basis for relating to other groups.  

Some scholars hold that morality is essential to the concept of humanness in a way that individuals 

receive credit and become worthy of moral treatment simply by virtue of being human (Haslam 1990; 

Opotow 1990; Bandura 1999; and Bastian et al. 2011).Nevertheless, Pacilli et al. (2015) indicate that 

humanity is not granted to everybody. Dehumanization is a form of outgroup denigration which locates 

some individuals or groups outside the human scope (Pacilli et al. 2015, 4). 

The other form of dehumanization that has attracted the attention of scholars of philosophy and 

psychology is objectification. The term was first introduced by Immanuel Kant in the 18th century and 

caught the interest of philosophers since then. For Kant, objectified people are deprived of their 

humanness and turn into tools in the hands of others (Loughnan et al. 2010, 710). Similarly, Nussbaum 

(1995) argues that the objectification of a person leads to the denial of their personhood or humanness. In 

fact, both Kant and Nussbaum agree on two aspects of objectification: (1) denial of humanness and 

instrumentality to others, and (2) depersonalization (Loughnan et al. 2010, 710). 

Loughnan et al. (2010) notice that psychological work on objectification focuses on what is 

emphasized (i.e., the body), whereas philosophical work focuses on what is de‐emphasized or denied, i.e., 

personhood and humanity (711). Loughnan et al. note that a depersonalized individual is denied both 

rational and ethical features (2010, 711). Previously, Sapontzis (1981) clarifies that in order to have 

personhood, an individual should have the features of intellectual ability (mind) and moral consideration, 

i.e. deserving of moral treatment (611, 614). 

Loughnan et al. (2010) explain that social psychological research points out two dimensions to 

morality: moral agency, i.e. the ability to act morally, and moral patiency, i.e. deserving of moral 

treatment. They hold that the attribution of these two aspects of morality varies according to the type of 

mind an entity is seen to possess. The authors maintain that entities possessing thoughts and intentions, 

such as adults, are awarded moral agency, and those seen as possessing emotions, such as adults, children, 

and animals, are awarded moral patiency (Loughnan et al. 2010, 711). Previous research has shown that 

two components of personhood, i.e. mind and moral status, may be denied to people, and these 



Al-Abdullah 

84  
 

phenomena may clarify the psychological basis for objectification (Loughnan et al. 2010, 710). Therefore, 

it can be predicted that when people are presented in an objectified manner, they would be 

depersonalized, and, specifically, denied mental state and moral status. 

Highly relevant to this study is the theoretical framework laid out by Waytz and Schroederin which 

they introduce the two forms of dehumanization: by commission and by omission. The former is caused 

by direct active animosity, the latter, by passive indifference towards the concerns of the other. Research 

about dehumanization by commission has been going on for 50 years, but dehumanization by omission 

has appeared in research for the last 10 years (Waytz and Schroeder 2014, 21). The authors define 

dehumanization as “the denial of distinctively human capacities to others” (2). And whereas 

psychological research consider animosity as the motive behind the phenomenon, Waytz and Schroeder 

consider indifference towards the outgroup as the source of dehumanization. They argue that 

dehumanization is basically presenting the others suffering a shortage in mental abilities and rational 

thinking (2014, 3).  

Dehumanization by commission is the endeavor of the members of one group to supersede the 

members of an outgroup, and feel justified in harming them without breaking their own moral norm 

(Waytz and Schroeder 2014, 3). Waytz and Schroeder explain that dehumanization occurs consciously or 

unconsciously either by actively denying the outgroup’s intellectual ability or by passively ignoring or 

underplaying their mental abilities (2014, 4). They further clarify that dehumanization of the outgroup can 

be functional in the sense that the perpetrators feel that their atrocious behavior can be justified and, thus, 

it can be executed without grudges of morality (2014, 5). Theyconclude that despite the differences 

among the social learning theories of aggression in their definition of dehumanization, they all agree that 

it decreases the load of moral guilt over aggression (5). 

Furthermore, Waytz and Schroeder (2014) point out that the feeling of exclusion leads also to 

perceiving the outgroup as dispensable and worthless, a perception that justifies aggression against them 

(8).Moreover, dehumanizing the outgroup as animals and objects incur behavioral consequences. 

Violence of the ingroup towards them becomes justified and acceptable (Waytz and Schroeder 2014, 11). 

Therefore, to be distinctly human, one should possess notable capacity for agency and experience (12). 

Waytz and Schroeder list four reasons for dehumanization by omission, namely outcome irrelevance, 

social connection, goal instrumentality, and the possession of the resources of status, power, and money. 

Three of these reasons are to the core of this article on JC and thus they deserve some brief review.  

Outcome irrelevance leads to indifference to individuals or groups that have no or little impact on 

the person’s outcomes, whereas more attention is given to individuals or groups that have impact on the 

person’s outcomes (Waytz and Schroeder 2014, 14). People who are necessary to fulfill a goal may be 

afforded a great deal of attention not because of their intrinsic value as humans, but because of their 

extrinsic utility to complete the goal (Gruenfeld et al. 2008, 12). 

Studies also show that people with power tend to be inattentive and indifferent to others because 

these attributes enhance the feeling of personal autonomy from others (Waytz and Schroeder 2014, 18). 

Similarly, other studies indicate that powerful people do not usually  heed to the interests and attitudes of 
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others. They objectify them not because of their intrinsic human value, but because of their utility in 

achieving the goals of the powerful individuals (Gruenfeld et al. 2008). 

Additionally, studies show that powerful people tend to treat others as subhuman. They feel less 

sympathetic with others’ suffering. Their perception of others entails the development of a sense of 

immunity to communal pressure and less commitment to social emotions, such as sympathy and 

gratefulness (Waytz and Schroeder 2014, 19). This concept also results in “asymmetric social distance 

with higher power individuals feeling more distant than lower power individuals” (cited in Waytz and 

Schroeder 2014, 19). We can conclude that people with power tend to treat others with less humanity and 

less compassion and demonstrate indifference to others’ needs (Waytz and Schroeder 2014, 20). 

With regard to dehumanization by commission and by omission, Waytz and Schroeder point out that 

the major difference between them lies in the consequences each causes. Dehumanization by commission 

leads to violence, whereas dehumanization by omission usually results in isolation and exclusion, which 

can be as serious and hazardous physically, mentally, and morally (Steptoe 2013). Dehumanization by 

omission is usually manifested in failing to cater for others’ needs and showing indifference to their 

aspirations and feelings. The harm of dehumanization by commission usually affects the target, whereas 

dehumanization by omission may affect the target and also perpetrator. It leads to detachment from others 

(Waytz and Schroeder 2014, 22). The current study uses the terms soft and rough dehumanization to 

show that the one is not meant to provoke violence against the outgroup, as in the case of Caesar’s 

dehumanization of the patricians; whereas the other openly instigates violence against the outgroup, as in 

the case of Cassius  and Brutus.  

With regard to the feeling of pleasure the ingroup members enjoy after inflicting damage upon the 

outgroup members, or the enjoyment they experience when the outgroup suffers a mishap, it is 

worthwhile to review the article of Leach et al. (2003, 932). The authors clarify that the term for this 

psychological state is the German word “schadenfreude,” which means “malicious pleasure.” Heider 

argues that it is malicious because a happy response to the calamity of another individual or group is a 

“discordant” response (cited in Leach et al. 2003, 932). Contrary to an amiable one, this perverted 

response usually provokes a hostile reaction of the person in trouble or his supporters. Therefore, Leach et 

al. assert that schadenfreudeis a threat to social relationships (2003, 933). They study three factors that 

should moderate schadenfreudeingroup feelings towards the outgroup. One factor that intensifies 

malicious pleasure is domain interest. Therefore, when the misfortune of the outgroup is in a domain of 

interest of the ingroup, schadenfreudeintensifies. “This is because greater interest in the domain increases 

the self-relevance of others’ performance within the domain,” argue Leach et al. (2003, 933). The second 

factor that increases schadenfreudeis the threat of status inferiority. Those that are threatened by 

inferiority enjoy schadenfreudeas a sort of vengeance on those who posit themselves as superior entities 

(Kaufmann and Hollingdale 1967, 127).  

The writers notice that the threat to ingroup status raises the intensity of schadenfreudetowards the 

outgroup that posits such a menace (Leach et al. 2003, 933). Besides, schadenfreudeis integral to the 
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ingroup because it is the loss of an outgroup that is felt. It is also different from the ingroup method of 

celebrating superiority with less derogation, such as in the show of pride (Leach et al. 2003, 933). 

4. Discussion 

Shakespeare’s Julius Caesar anticipates the antagonistic types of dehumanization in modern 

sociopsychological and political studies. These theories fall short of tracing every aspect of this 

phenomenon provided in Shakespeare’s play. There are positive and sympathetic types of dehumanization 

in the play that are not covered in the modern theories, such as in Antony’s elegizing words after the 

assassination of Caesar (3. 1. 148-150, 204-211, 254). However, this type of positive dehumanization is 

out of the scope of this work. This study tackles only the aggressive and hostile forms of this 

phenomenon, which are the subject of modern sociopsychological political confrontations. Most pertinent 

to the purposes of this study are the two forms of dehumanization by omission and by commission 

suggested by Waytz and Schroeder (2014). Other studies focus only on dehumanization that produces 

violence. This study analyzes the phenomenon in the play with these forms in the backdrop to provide a 

part of the theoretical framework for the analysis.  

This study proposes two forms of soft and rough dehumanization analogous to Waytz and 

Schroeder’s suggested forms. The first type includes the practice of dehumanization against others by 

underestimating their status, ignoring their interests and concerns, and/or objectifying them through 

instrumentality. The motives behind this type are arrogance and the feeling of superiority. Like in 

dehumanization by omission, the dehumanizer, here, does not use these techniques with the intension of 

employing violence against the dehumanized. In contrast, the other form of rough dehumanization 

includes the employment of all techniques of denouncement and degradation that take the forms of 

animalization, objectification, depersonalization, among others, only to prelude violence and aggression. 

Similar to dehumanization by commission, the dehumanizer, in this case, seeks damage and destruction of 

the other. The moment the damage or destruction occurs, the dehumanizer expresses schadenfreude and 

all forms of malicious ecstasy.  

In JC, soft dehumanization is the one practiced by the powerful and conceited Caesar against the 

elites of Rome in a show of supremacy. Caesar’s conduct does not involve any plan to resort to physical 

violence against his targets, but plans only to transcend them and monopolize authority. However, 

Caesar’s deprivation of his peers provokes hatred and malice and instigates a counter reaction of ruthless 

dehumanization against him. The patricians’ form of rough dehumanization is revengeful in nature and 

violent in practice. Furthermore, Shakespeare multiplies the phenomenon of dehumanization, with all its 

facets and consequences, by deploying two subsequent processes of rough dehumanization: one is 

practiced by Cassius, Brutus, and other partners in reaction to Caesar’s soft dehumanization of them, 

culminating in slaughtering Caesar, and a sequential one, led by Antony, in response to Caesar’s brutal 

assassination.  

The reader is also led to understand that Caesar’s soft dehumanization of the patricians and the 

counter malignant rough dehumanization of Caesar and Caesarian forces are mainly the consequence of 
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an earlier political rivalry between Caesar and Pompey, a rivalry that led to a devastating civil war that 

ended with the murder of Pompey and his sons, and harvested hundreds of thousands of Roman souls in a 

vast battlefield that covered the whole geography of the Roman commonwealth, according to Plutarch 

(Dryden 1683, 866).The brutal events resulting from dehumanization in JC antecede the events of the 

sequel Antony and Cleopatra, which is another good example of Shakespeare’s anticipation of modern 

theories about dehumanization. The triumvirate winning the civil war against the assassins of Caesar 

engages in a political struggle over power conducted through rough dehumanization that instigates 

another civil war which leads to the death of Lepidus and Antony and puts all power in the hands of 

Augustus Caesar. Therefore, this type of political struggle in Shakespeare is put in a continuum of cycles, 

each breeding the other, and in each cycle, dehumanization is the tool of antagonism utilized to prelude 

the damage of the other. Neither is this a feature of Roman history alone, but human tradition across 

human history and geography. Shakespeare brought this theme to the fore, at a time when Elizabethan 

Queen was surrounded by conspiracies and political havoc.  

4.1 Soft dehumanization  

The source of all trouble in JC is Caesar’s soft dehumanization of other patricians, which triggers 

their envy. “All the conspirators save only he [Brutus] / Did that they did in envy of great Caesar,” asserts 

Antony (5. 5. 70-71).Envy develops into hatred, which in its turn instigates rough dehumanization and 

violence against Caesar. Caesar’s dehumanization of the Roman upper class stems from his aspirations to 

transcend them and gather all power to himself. An elaborate condemnation of Caesar’s efforts to soar 

above his peers, or what Leach et al. describe as a method of celebrating superiority with less derogation, 

or simply the show of pride (2003, 933)is expressed by the envious Cassius while trying to convert Brutus 

to the conspiracy against Caesar. He contemptuously complains that the psychologically and physically 

deficient Caesar is  

Bestrid[ing] the narrow world 

Like a colossus, and we petty men 

Walk under his huge legs and peep about 

To find ourselves dishonourable graves. 

(1. 2. 134 -137) 

He sarcastically compares Caesar to the Colossus of Rhodes, the statue of Helios, the god of the sun. The 

magnification of Caesar is seen simultaneously as a process of dwarfing others and multiplying physical 

and moral distance between Caesar, on the one hand, and the rest of the Romans, on the other. Cassius 

expresses his bewilderment at the situation in which Rome, the land of heroes and leaders, is now the 

playfield for only one man (1. 2. 150-156). 

This is how the enemies of Caesar perceive of him. And since they hate him and are jealous of him, 

we need to take their charges against him with caution. But Shakespeare reveals Caesar’s dehumanizing 

degradation and indifference to the interests of the senators of Rome. And as discussed above, 
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indifference to the interest of others is a form of dehumanization (Waytz and Schroeder 2014, 18). For 

instance, in his exchange with the conspirers over their quest for a repeal of his decision to banish Publius 

Cimber, Caesar’s response to Metellus Cimber is very humiliating and dehumanizing: 

I must prevent thee, Cimber: 

These couchings and these lowly courtesies 

Might fire the blood of ordinary men, 

And turn pre-ordinance and first decree 

Into the law of children.  

(3. 1. 35-39) 

Caesar considers his rejection of Cimber’s appeal as an act of abidance by the Roman law and 

dispensation of justice. He refuses to supersede a legal decision under the pressure of an emotional 

appeal. What makes his response dehumanizing, however, is the selection of humiliating words or phrases 

he attributes to Cimber’s petition, such as “couchings,” and “lowly courtesies,” which relegate the 

petition as an act of flattery. Caesar haughtily distinguishes and elevates himself above his peers. He 

insinuates that even his blood is different from the blood of low-metal foolish people who give in to 

curtsies and flattering language: 

Be not fond 

To think that Caesar bears such rebel blood 

That will be thawed from the true quality 

With that which melteth fools - I mean, sweet words, 

Low-crooked curtsies and base spaniel-fawning. 

Thy brother by decree is banished. 

If thou dost bend and pray and fawn for him, 

I spurn thee like a cur out of my way. 

Know, Caesar doth not wrong, nor without cause 

Will he be satisfied.  

(3. 1. 39-48) 

Caesar brags about his distinctiveness and dehumanizes Cimber by ignoring his request and scolding 

him. He rebukes Cimber with contempt for his appeal and threatens to spurn him like a cur out his way. 

He further boasts that he is immune to “Low-crooked curtsies and base spaniel fawning” (3. 1. 43). 

Caesar rebukes him and demonstrates indifference to his appeal. Beside his apathy to his request, Caesar 

dehumanizes Cimber through animal metaphors of cur and spaniel fawning.  

Moreover, when Brutus and Cassius intercept on behalf of Cimber, pretending humility before 

Caesar in order to repeal his decision, he rebuffs them with the most denigrating cynical statement “I 

could be well moved if I were as you” (3. 1. 58). He immediately distinguishes himself from all others for 

being constant as the northern star that, unlike all other stars in the firmament, remains unvarying. All 

stars shine, he brags, but there is only one among that remains in its location. Similarly, men are all flesh 
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and blood, but he is the only one who cannot be moved. He talks haughtily and behaves like a divine 

being: 

The skies are painted with unnumbered sparks: 

They are all fire, and every one doth shine, 

But there's but one in all doth hold his place. 

So in the world: 'tis furnished well with men, 

And men are flesh and blood, and apprehensive. 

Yet in the number I do know but one 

That unassailable holds on his rank 

Unshaked of motion. And that I am he.  

(3. 1. 59-73). 

In these analogies between the stars and men, Caesar means to differentiate and raise himself above 

all others. He emphasizes this self-perception by bragging that to persuade him to repeal his decision is as 

impossible as lifting Mount Olympus, the habitat of the Greek gods: “Hence! Wilt thou lift up Olympus” 

(3. 1. 73). He perceives of himself as the divine man of Rome (Bloom 1964, 75). He practices 

dehumanization upon the senators by underplaying them and showing total apathy to their petition under 

the pretext that he abides by the law.Caesar’s behavior converges with the conclusionof Waytz and 

Schroeder (2014) that showing indifference to the others’ concerns is a type of dehumanization by 

omission (4).   

What encourages Caesar to act conceitedly and indifferently are power and social status. Clearly, 

Caesar’s power reduces sympathy with others and encourages him to deal with them as subhuman. This 

behavior of Caesar dramatizes and anticipates the findingsof modern such studies as Gerben Van Kleef et 

al. (2008) and Waytz and Schroeder (2014). According to these studies, the possession of power entails 

immunity to social pressure and less commitment to social emotions, such as sympathy and gratefulness 

(Waytz and Schroeder 2014, 19). This behavior also procures what Magee and Smith describe 

“asymmetric social distance with higher power individuals feeling more distant than lower power 

individuals” (cited in Waytz and Schroeder 2014, 19). This indicates that people with power, as in 

Caesar’s case, tend to treat others with less humanity and less compassion, and demonstrate lack of 

interest in their needs. Scholars explain that such inattentiveness stems from self-sufficiency that is 

nurtured by having power and social status (Keltner et al. 2003). 

Furthermore, Caesar’s feeling of indifference leads to his perception of others as dispensable and 

worthless because of their outcome irrelevance, echoed in Waytz and Schroeder (2014, 14). In fact, 

Caesar looks down upon patricians as detriments to the attainment of his royal goals. In contrast, more 

attention is given to individuals or groups that have impact on his outcomes, such as the plebeians that 

give him support and protection against the leaders of Rome. However, the plebeians are not afforded 

high attention because of their intrinsic value as humans, but because of their extrinsic utility to 

accomplish his political mission. This consideration given to the plebeians for their instrumentality 
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converges with modern theories about instrumentality and mechanization, as in Gruenfeld et al. (2008, 

12) and Waytz et al. (2014, 16). Shakespeare does not provide any scene in the play where Caesar 

interacts with the plebeians, but such an interaction is reported by Caska, who describes them as 

instrumental tools to fulfill the goals of Caesar. Caska reports: 

Marry, before he fell down, when he perceived thecommon herd was glad 

he refused the crown, heplucked me ope his doublet and offered them his 

throat to cut. … And sohe fell. When he came to himself again, he said, If 

he had done or said anything amiss, he desiredtheir worships to think it 

was his infirmity.  

(1. 2. 262-270, italics mine). 

Albeit their adamant rejection of his installation as a king, Caesar treats the plebeians with extreme 

care, addresses them with euphuistic and complimentary phrases like “thy worships,” and apologizes to 

them for any inappropriate deed or utterance on his part that displeases them. They are important to him 

because of their outcome relevance to his objectives. In contrast, he denigrates and dehumanizes the noble 

leaders of the community and shows total indifference to their interests because of their outcome 

irrelevance despite their plan to install him king in the Senate House on the Ides of March. As 

instrumentality is a method of dehumanization by mechanization, according to political and psychological 

theories, and instrumental people are objects, according to the theory of objectification (Nussbaum 1995; 

and Haslam 2006), then Caesar is not only dehumanizing his enemies with apathy and negligence, but 

also his supporters by mechanizationand objectification.  

Indeed, Caesar manipulates the commons for his own purposes both in Shakespeare and Plutarch. 

They serve as his shield against the rival patricians, whom he targets for degradation, and in recompense 

the commons get benefits. In Plutarch, Caesar celebrates them with massive feasts and distribution of 

corn (Plutarch: 887). In Shakespeare, he left them money (3. 2. 235), his private arbors, and orchards for 

them and their heirs, as indicated by his will (3. 2. 239). However, the commons in JC are different from 

their counterparts in Lives. In the Elizabethan play, they are presented as gullible and fickle (Bloom 1964, 

82). They gather along the streets of Rome and throw flowers on Caesar’s way. However, they are 

cheated by the exaggerated reverence they get from Caesar as Caska reports in Act 1, Scene 2, and they 

are persuaded by the contradictory rhetoric of Brutus and of Antony to twice change their view on 

Caesar’s assassination in Act 3, Scene 1 in the market-place. In Plutarch, they are wiser and more critical 

of Caesar and of the other senators. But albeit the pragmatism of Petrarch’s and the fickleness of 

Shakespeare’s commons, they are the force that defies the victory of Brutus and his team, and gives 

Antony the courage and power to stand up against them.  

4.2 Rough dehumanization  

The consequences of Caesar’s soft dehumanization of the senators and elites of Rome by ignoring 

their interests and demeaning them include the provocation of their hatred and enhancement of their 

counteraction of rallying against him. His arrogant demeaning behavior gives his adversaries a lee way to 
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assemble a solid hostile ingroup that dehumanizes him and plans to destroy him without any moral 

grudges. Caesar’s tyranny and arrogance trigger the hatred of his most adamant rival Cassius and 

encourage him to assemble the support of noble senators, who share hatred and jealousy of Caesar, to join 

his scheme, which is masked with the noble nationalistic pretext of thwarting Caesar’s provocative efforts 

to topple the republican political system and turn it into a kingdom. 

Cassius hides his real reasons and constructs his ingroup around sound and acceptable good reasons 

for other members of the senate. His good reason is the sustainment of the democratic political tradition 

of the republic which has been well established since dismantling the last monarch at the hands of Lucius 

Junius Brutus, supposedly Marcus Brutus’ ancestor in the sixth century BC (Marche 2011, 86). Other 

reasons include the anger of the patricians of the overreaching ambition of Caesar who behaves like a god 

on earth, and also their annoyance with the denigration they suffer at the hands of Caesar (3. 1. 39-73). 

Another major reason is the patricians’ apprehensiveness of Caesar’s show of exaggerated reverence of 

the commonality, which enables him to raise political havoc at the time of his choice.  

According to the terminology of modern sociopsychological theory, Cassius, in fact, establishes a 

political ingroup of members who advocate the retention of the democratic political system. Cassius and 

the other members develop strategies of group protection and assurance of ingroup salience, to use 

modern terminology (Pacilli et al. 2015, 20). Furthermore, this situation entails moral distancing of the 

outgroup (Bandura 1999; and Waytz and Schroeder 2014), which consists of Caesar and the forces that 

support him, i.e. the plebeians and Antony. Founding the ingroup is the initiative of Cassius, who has 

approached “Some certain of the noblest-minded Romans / To undergo with me an enterprise / Of 

honourable dangerous consequence” (1. 3. 122-124), as he relates to Caska. The target of the ingroup is to 

use violence to stop Caesar’s regal ambitions. Cassius is resolved to behave violently to stop Caesar. He 

releases his secret to Caska the moment he is sure of the latter’s commitment to the dangerous scheme. 

Pointing to his dagger, Cassius confirms his determination and recklessness: “… I know / My answer 

must be made. But I am armed, / And dangers are to me indifferent” (1. 3. 113-115). But that violent 

enterprise is highly risky and can be thwarted and punished by the counter violence of Caesar’s allies. 

Therefore, Cassius directs his efforts to “seduce” (1. 2. 311) Brutus, the dear friend of Caesar, to join the 

scary scheme of the ingroup, because he is the only one who can neutralize the plebeians since Brutus 

“sits high in all the people's hearts” (1. 3. 157). 

Cassius’ success in converting Brutus and persuading him to join the membership of the ingroup 

dramatizes what Pacilli et al. (2014) consider as ingroup salience, which is a necessary condition for 

assembling a solid and unified ingroup. The formation and ideology of this ingroup simultaneously 

defines the outgroup to be targeted for assault and violence. The resultant outgroup is Caesar and the 

plebeians. The aggression against the outgroup in JC anticipates some of the forms and elements of 

dehumanization listed in modern theories, namely animalization, objectification, depersonalization, 

mechanization, and schadenfreude. Dehumanization by animalization is either attribute-based or 

metaphor-based, according to Loughnan et al. (2000, 747). The one focuses on the denial of human 
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attributes to the outgroup and the other on likening the outgroup members to animals. Caesar and his 

allies are disparaged with all these types of dehumanization. What intensifies the need to dehumanize 

Caesar and Caesarian allies is Caesar’s threat to the ingroup ideology which is highlighted by Cassius in 

scenes two and three of Act 1, as he attempts to recruit Brutus to the ingroup. His successful attempt to 

convert Brutus, the stoic friend of Caesar, consumes a lot of utterance in the Act. In fact, tempting Brutus 

to be a member of the ingroup is the core of Act 1. This Act can safely be called the Act of Cassius since 

he utters 1875 out 4700 words, i.e. 40% of the total utterances in the Act. This way Shakespeare brings 

Cassius’ role to the fore as the most important event in this part of the play. 

Cassius’ utterance is devoted to building the ingroup of patricians who share his conviction that 

Caesar is positing a threat to the republican values of Rome. Upon Caesar’s arrival to Rome to celebrate 

his final victory against Pompey and his sons and end an epoch of pain and suffering for Rome and the 

Romans, he finds himself face to face with another vicious competitor, who is not as ambitious to gain 

power as Caesar himself, but his heart is loaded with much hatred and envy of Caesar. Shakespeare shows 

that both Caesar and Cassius have reciprocal hatred and are aware of the malice each holds for the other. 

Caesar has an insight into the dangerous nature of his new rival: “Yond Cassius has a lean and hungry 

look; / He thinks too much: such men are dangerous” (1. 2. 193-194). To express his apprehension of 

Cassius, Caesar dehumanizes him by animalization, as he perceives him to be more like a hungry wolf 

than a human being. Similarly, Cassius complains that the physically defective Caesar has become the 

strongest person in Rome: “ye gods, you make the weak most strong” (1. 3. 91). He, too, dehumanizes 

Caesar by animalization, as he wonders how this person who suffers from physical deficiency and 

psychological ailments (1. 2. 128-129) has turned to be the most powerful man in Rome. He compares 

Caesar to a carnivore: “Upon what meat doth this our Caesar feed, / That he is grown so great” (1. 2. 

148). Furthermore, he protests that Caesar behaves like a lion only because others appear to him as hinds, 

and, like a wolf, because others behave like sheep: 

And why should Caesar be a tyrant then? 

Poor man, I know he would not be a wolf    

But that he sees the Romans are but sheep. 

He were no lion, were not Romans hinds. 

(1. 3. 103-106) 

This tribute-based animalization stems from Cassius’ hatred which triggers his perception of Caesar as 

more like animal than human. 

The detesting Cassius goes beyond animalization to dehumanize Caesar by objectification:  

What trash is Rome, 

What rubbish and what offal, when it serves 

For the base matter to illuminate 

So vile a thing as Caesar! 

(1. 3. 108-111, italics mine)  
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Cassius degrades Caesar as an inanimate non-entity object. Furthermore, he condemns Rome with 

the derogatory epithets of “trash,” “rubbish,” and “offal,” for allowing Caesar to heap undeserved glory 

and grandeur. For Cassius, Caesar’s soaring above the Romans leads to simultaneously dwarfing them 

and creating asymmetric distance between him and the others:  

Why, man, he doth bestride the narrow world 

Like a colossus, and we petty men  

Walk under his huge legs and peep about 

To find ourselves dishonourable graves.  

(1. 2. 134-137) 

Spatial distance resulting from Caesar’s behaving as a deity incurs moral distance between the 

ingroup and Caesar. The moral distance mediation of the salient ingroup leads to dehumanization through 

animalization, which, in its turn, legitimizes the use of violence in order to pull Caesar down to earth 

without violating the fairness norm. According to Van den Bos et al. (2011), fairness norm indicates that 

it is not acceptable to openly express hostility and prejudice towards outgroup, and that social justice 

requires that ingroup partiality and outgroup denigration need to be moderate.  

Dehumanization of Caesar is more eloquently expressed in Brutus’ extended metaphor-based 

animalization, likening Caesar to an adder (2. 1. 10-34). He gives the analogy that crowning Caesar is like 

bringing an adder and empowering it with a sting, which makes it ‘possibly’ dangerous. But he is divided 

about that, as his knowledge of Caesar contradicts that analogy, for he has always known Caesar to be a 

rational person, whose mind has never been subdued by his passions. However, he wants to prove to 

himself that Caesar could be dangerous despite his first-hand understanding of Caesar’s nature. He tries to 

convince himself that Caesar’s current low profile status is merely his ladder for ascending to the top. 

When reaching the top and acquiring the crown, he will ‘possibly’ turn his back and scorn the low steps 

that have taken him upward. Because Caesar ‘may’ do that, then he should be prevented from climbing to 

the top. Therefore, prior to his crowning, he is like a serpent’s egg, which should be crushed in the shell 

before hatching and becoming venomous; concludes Brutus: “...therefore think him as a serpent's egg / 

Which, hatched, would, as his kind grow mischievous, / And kill him in the shell” (2. 1. 32-34). 

Animalization guides the traffic to Brutus’ erroneous conclusion of the foregoing hypothetical unfounded 

argument that Caesar is an embryo of an adder that should be destroyed before it becomes dangerous. 

Brutus’ argument does not hold water, but he cannot go back on his promise and commitment to Cassius.  

Similarly, the supporters of Caesar suffer dehumanization from the beginning of the play with the 

tribunes scolding and dispersing the commoners dressed in their best attire and culling a holiday to 

receive Caesar and throw flowers on his way. The tribunes’ ardent political hostility to Caesar stems from 

their evaluation that the triumphant Caesar is ambitious and is positing a threat to the current political 

system. Flavius warns that if Caesar’s ambition is not thwarted, he “would soar above the view of men, / 

And keep us all in servile fearfulness” (1. 1. 75-76). As a result, Caesar is dehumanized by animalization 

in the falcon metaphor and the plebeians by objectification as feathers in the wings of Caesar that enable 
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him to rise above others. Says Flavius: “These growing feathers plucked from Caesar's wing / Will make 

him fly an ordinary pitch” (1. 1. 33-34). Thus, sending the plebeians away from the streets is a tactic to 

detach them from Caesar, and the process is analogous to the act of plucking the feathers that enable him 

to transcend the human level.  

The tribunes’ disappointment with the commons incurs further dehumanization by objectification. 

They relegate the commons as “blocks,” “stones,” and “senseless things” (1. 1. 36-37), denying them 

mental capacity of agency (free will) and experience (emotions), which are the distinctive features of 

humanness (Gray et al. 2007), and denouncing them as inanimate objects. Besides, the tribunes’ treatment 

of the commons as subhuman is in itself a process of dehumanization (Pacilli et al. 2015, 4). The hostility 

in the opening scene prepares the environment for the subsequent political rivalry between Caesar and 

Caesarian allies, on the one hand, and the ruling class, on the other.  

The commons are further dehumanized by Caska in Act 1, Scene 2. The blunt Caska denounces 

them with the ugliest epithets denoting dirtiness, stench, and lowliness. He denigrates them as snakes that 

“hiss” Caesar (1. 2. 258) and dehumanizes them with animalization in the epithet of the “common herd” 

(1. 2. 263). He further disparages them as instruments manipulated by Caesar:  

Marry, before he fell down, when he perceived the common herd was glad 

he refused the crown, he plucked me ope his doublet and offered them his 

throat to cut. An I had been a man of any occupation, if I would not have 

taken him at a word, I would I might go to hell among the rogues. And so 

he fell. When he came to himself again, he said, if he had done or said 

anything amiss, he desired their worships to think it was his infirmity. 

Three or four wenches, where I stood, cried 'Alas, goodsoul!' and forgave 

him with all their hearts. Butthere's no heed to be taken of them; if Caesar 

hadstabbed their mothers, they would have done no less. 

(1. 2. 262-274, italics mine)  

Caska dehumanizes the plebeians as instruments in the hands of Caesar. This converges with the 

concept advanced by Giner-Sorolla et al. (2012) that instrumentality is a form of dehumanization by 

mechanization. He asserts that Caesar manipulates the “stinky” “herd” by appealing and apologizing to 

them for any inappropriate deed or utterance of his, and asks ‘their worships’ to consider it the result of 

his infirmity. Caesar’s exaggerated reverence of his allying plebeians is juxtaposed to Caesar’s conceited 

indifference to the interests and concerns of the senators. 

Cassius’ ingroup’s dehumanization of Caesar and the Caesarian forces preludes violence against 

Caesar. The conspirators strengthen and unify the ingroup the night before the assassination of Caesar 

when they finalize the list of membership and take a decision to murder Caesar alone despite Cassius’ 

urges to murder Antony as well: “Let Antony and Caesar fall together” (2.1.160). But Brutus, who 

symbolizes the moral parameter in the group, insists on observing the prevailing moral code and fairness 

norm of Rome. He wants the murder to look as an act of purgation of Caesar and of Rome: “We shall be 

called purgers, not murderers” (2. 1. 179). He further bequeaths honor and nobility upon the crime: 
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Let’s be sacrificers but not butchers, Caius. 

We all stand up against the spirit of Caesar; 

And in the spirit of men there is no blood: 

O, that we then could come by Caesar's spirit, 

And not dismember Caesar! But, alas, 

Caesar must bleed for it! And, gentle friends, 

Let's kill him boldly, but not wrathfully; 

Let's carve him as a dish fit for the gods 

Not hew him as a carcass fit for hounds.  

(2. 1. 165-173) 

Brutus targets the spirit, not the body, of Caesar. He is not interested in bloodshed, but rather in 

murdering the spirit of Caesar and the ideology he stands for. He admits, however, that targeting the spirit 

will be only through piercing the body, which should bleed in the act of assassination. This is why he 

wants Caesar to be offered as a sacrifice to the gods by slaughtering his soul, and not a corpse to the dogs 

by targeting his body. The assassination is carried out when Caesar comes to the meeting of the senate in 

which he is supposed to be installed as king, who can carry his crown everywhere outside Rome. 

After the assassination, the assassins thrill at their achievement, proclaiming it as an act of liberty, 

freedom, and termination of tyranny. Furthermore, they take pleasure in blood washing their hands to the 

elbow and smearing their swords with the blood of Caesar. Feeling that they have not violated the fairness 

norm, and that their violence is justified, they experience schadenfreude described by Leache et al. (2003, 

932). Notice how Brutus feels honored and exalted with the deed:  

Stoop, Romans, stoop, 

And let us bathe our hands in Caesar's blood 

Up to the elbows, and besmear our swords. 

Then walk we forth even to the market-place, 

And waving our red weapons o'er our heads 

Let's all cry, 'Peace, freedom and liberty'.  

(3. 1. 105-110) 

What multiplies the assassins’ pleasure is the conviction that they are history makers, who will be 

remembered as the “men that gave their country liberty” (3. 1. 117-118). Besides, they want to revive the 

glory of Brutus’ ancestor Lucius Janius Brutus, who had liberated Rome from monarchy and revived 

democracy centuries before. Ridding Rome of Caesar reassures Brutus for being “derived from 

honourable loins” (2. 1. 321). The assassins also expect to be remembered in theater. Their “lofty scene 

[will] be acted over / In states unborn and accents yet unknown” (3. 1. 112-113), similar to what 

Shakespeare did by writing and staging the play.  
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In the meantime, Brutus has to realize that what the ingroup has really murdered is the body of 

Caesar, which turns into its essence of dust: “That now on Pompey's basis lies along / No worthier than 

the dust” (3. 1. 115-116), anticipating Hamlet’s vision of man as the “quintessence of dust” (Hamlet; 2. 2. 

300). To Brutus’ disappointment, the soul of Caesar is not murdered, but is rather unleashed to chase the 

murderers to their doom. It visits Brutus’ tent at Sardis and later at Philippi. In fact, Caesar’s spirit 

preoccupies the assassins’ minds during the events of the final battle. Brutus admits:  

O Julius Caesar, thou art mighty yet. 

Thy spirit walks abroad and turns our swords 

In our own proper entrails. 

(5. 3. 94-96) 

And Cassius, Caesar’s main enemy that has instigated all this havoc, has Pindarus stab him with same 

sword he has used to stab Caesar:  

Now be a freeman, and with this good sword, 

That ran through Caesar's bowels, search this bosom. 

(5. 3. 49-50) 

So, as expected, Brutus neutralizes the supporting Caesarian forces of the outgroup as he treats Antony 

amicably and appeases the multitudes with a highly rhetorical speech in the market place.  

However, the plebeians’ loyalty to Caesar is regained by Antony’s counter speech. The restored 

masses chase the murders “like madmen through the gates of Rome” (3.2.259). Antony explains the cause 

of their flight from Rome, saying: “Belike they had some notice of the people, / How I had moved them” 

(3. 2. 260-261). Antony with Augustus Caesar and their army follow and encounter the assassins at 

Phillipi. There, Antony has the chance to confront Caesar’s murderers and candidly express his real view 

of them in the parley of “words before blows.” He flatly dehumanizes them through animalization in a 

cluster of demeaning similes in which he compares them to apes, hounds, and curs. He further scolds 

them as villains, flatterers, and bondmen, who hypocritically kissed Caesar’s feet before the wicked 

Caska stabbed him from the back in his neck. Thus, Antony dehumanizes them by animalization: 

Villains! You did not so, when your vile daggers 

Hacked one another in the sides of Caesar. 

You showed your teeth like apes, and fawned like hounds, 

And bowed like bondmen, kissing Caesar's feet; 

Whilst damned Casca, like a cur, behind 

Struck Caesar in the neck. O you flatterers! 

(5. 1. 39-44) 

In the battle of Phillipi, Antony and the allies of Caesar gain victory against Brutus and his cohorts in a 

battle that leads to the death of all the assassins. 
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5. Conclusion  

This study has examined one aspect of dehumanization dramatized in JC in the political conflict 

between Caesar and Caesarean forces, on the one hand, and the antagonistic senators of Rome, on the 

other. This version of dehumanization with its three hostile forms of animalization, objectification, and 

mechanization is shown to be nurtured by the bitter feelings of hatred and jealousy in the hearts of 

rivaling elites in the turbulent political arena of Rome from which Shakespeare sheds light on his 

historical moment which witnessed an Elizabethan political havoc with numerous conspiracies lurking 

around the Queen.  

The forms and facets of hostile dehumanization dramatized in JC and other plays of Shakespeare 

have engaged modern political and sociopsychological scholars in active research in the last five decades. 

These scholars have studied the phenomenon in an attempt to explain the abhorring human brutality and 

ruthlessness of wars among countries and civil wars among societal groups in the modern times. The 

unfriendly forms of dehumanization used by rival Roman senators that end up in aggression and violence 

culminating in the assassination of Julius Caesar, one of the most popular political assassinations in 

history, anticipated the findings of modern research on the phenomenon. In JC, Shakespeare dramatizes 

the dialectics of political dehumanization that breed aggression and violence. The play shows us Caesar’s 

antagonists’ techniques of forming a hostile ingroup, the rhetorical methods for recruiting influential 

members to make the ingroup salient, and the forms of dehumanization employed to degrade Caesar and 

justify his murder. These dialects, techniques, and methods converge with the conclusions of modern 

theorists in this regard.  

In his masterpiece, Shakespeare goes beyond the external manifestations and the negative and 

devastating results of the phenomenon of dehumanization to dig deep into the real motives behind it. 

Indeed, here and everywhere in his drama, Shakespeare guides us to look for the real drive behind human 

action. Like in modern art, he analyzes human deeds not from their external manifestations, but from their 

internal drives and realities. He goes beyond the external façade of human behavior to uncover the 

intricate hidden tracks of the human psyche. Reading Shakespeare’s JC, we are trained not to be gulled by 

rhetorical captivating language, astounding claims of patriotism, and national concern about democracy 

advanced by the odious characters, like Cassius. We are warned of being credulous and falling victims, 

like Brutus, to the schemes of the envious and the jealous instigators.  

Finally, this study approaches the dominant phenomenon of dehumanization in all its manifestations 

presented in the modern political and sociopsychological theories, and traces them in JC. The study hopes 

to encourage further studies to approach the various topics in the plays of Shakespeare from the 

perspective of other disciplines and to study the uses of positive dehumanization available in the play. 
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 من منظور  لشكسبير )يوليوس قيصر(جدلية الالأنسنة في مسرحية 
 علم النفس السياسي واالجتماعي الحديث

  مفيد العبدالله
  ، األردنجرش، جامعة اللغة اإلنجليزيةقسم 

  الملخص

يوليوس (ة ة شكسبير السياسيفي مسرحي المعادية )ةالتجريد من اإلنساني(الدراسة إلى تحليل ظاهرة الالأنسنة  هذه تهدف

تحليل ثالثة أشكال إلى كما تهدف الدراسة . ة وعلم النفس السياسي واالجتماعي الحديثمن منظور النظريات السياسي )قيصر

صطلح على تسميتها في ا وموّلدة  للعنفعتداء الإلى ا مؤديةمن الالأنسنة استخدمها القادة الرومان المتنافسون في المسرحية 

، )إلصاق صفات حيوانية باآلخر أو تشبيهه بالحيوانات باستعمال اللغة المجازية(التحوين : نظريات علم النفس السياسي الحديثة

). ةاستغالل اآلخر أداة لتنفيذ المآرب الذاتي(ة ة أو األدواتي، والميكني)وصف اآلخر باألشياء الجامدة أو تشبيهه بها(والتشييء 

وتوضح المسرحية أن . سنة ونموها كما بينها شكسبير بالمسرحيةوتحلل الدراسة الدوافع التي تتسبب بظهور ظاهرة الالأن

ل األطراف المتنافسة إلى أعداء، وهو ظاهرة الالأنسنة تنمو وتتطور في أجواء التوتر الناتجة عن الصراعات السياسية التي تحو

ى طرائق الالأنسنة من أجل بشّتالموقف الذي يقود حزب أو جماعة سياسية أو اجتماعية إلى تشويه سمعة الجهة المنافسة 

إضفاء الشرعية على استخدامها للعنف والعدوان ضدة سابقة في تحليلهذه الظاهرة وتحليلها ها، مما جعل هذه المسرحي

للنظريات السياسية واالجتماعيرت ة الحديثةة النفسيفي الخمسين سنة الماضية التي تطو.  

 .حوين، التشييء، التشفي، الفريق المهاجم، الفريق المستهدف، العنفالالأنسنة، الت: الكلمات المفتاحية
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