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1. POLITENESS AND INTERACTION

In the last decades, a great number of phenomena pertaining to ancient Greek texts has been
reexamined and reassessed in light of the contributions of Politeness Theory!. These studies have
focused especially on the linguistic strategies employed in order to avoid (positive and negative)
face-threatening acts, as they appear in literary genres that reproduce interpersonal interaction,
such as theatre or philosophical dialogue?. Even if interaction is the context in which politeness-
oriented strategies appear more frequently, most of the linguistic phenomena attended thus far
from this perspective occur within the restricted scope of the utterance. Much less attention has
been devoted to the treatment of positive and negative faces through the dynamics of talk-in-in-
teraction?.

The fact is that much of the analysis of such dynamics in ancient Greek literary texts remains
unfinished. Whereas other branches of pragmatics or discourse-oriented disciplines have been
thoroughly explored, Conversation Analysis has only been recently applied to classical languages®.
This methodological framework approaches conversation as something more than a mere succes-
sion of turns: it studies it as a highly organized activity performed by a series of participants who
have specific goals and make use of different methods in order to see them successfully accom-
plished’. Although Conversation Analysis relies on an inductive methodology based on the de-
scription of recordings of naturally-occurring talk in modern languages, the study of literary di-
alogue as talk-in-interaction can help to provide a better understanding of the mechanics of the
conversational activity enacted in classical texts, providing an overview of the strategies and pat-
terns described by the different turns as the characters engage one another in the imagined con-
versations.

This paper combines both perspectives and explores the relation between politeness and inter-
action in the dialogues of Plato. It aims to show how the management of conversation can result
in different outputs in terms of (im)politeness or, in other words, how speakers can be (im)polite
through their ways of interacting. In particular, it will focus on a number of phenomena related
to the organization of preference as it appears in the different turns-at-talk that make up such dia-

logues®.

! Brown & Levinson 1987 is the milestone of the
literature on Politeness Theory. Culpeper & Kddir
2010 laid the groundwork for the study of politeness
from a historical perspective. Research on politeness
in ancient languages has been a fruitful field in the
last years, as evidenced by the special issues appeared
in the Journal of Politeness Research (Ridealgh 2016)
and in the Journal of Historical Pragmatics (Ridealgh
2019), among other monographs and collective vol-
umes.

2 Cf. Poccetti 2014 for an overview. Linguistic po-
liteness has been also studied in non-literary texts (see
Dickey 2011, on private papyrus letters). For an ap-
proach to politeness in ancient Greek culture with a
wider scope than that of language, see Mari 2021.

3 With remarkable exceptions: Mari 2016, Sorren-
tino forth., Van Emde Boas forth.

4 Pace Person 1995. The methodology of Conver-
sation Analysis has been applied to ancient Greek lan-
guage and literature by Minchin 2011, Sorrentino
2012, Schuren 2014, Drummen 2016, Person 2017,
Van Emde Boas 2017a, and Verano 2021. In Latin, it
is worth mentioning the contributions by Berger 2016,
2018, 2020a, 2020b and Risselada forth.

> For a complete overview on Conversation Analy-
sis, see Sidnell & Stivers 2013. The seminal papers of
the discipline are those by Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson
1974 and Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks 1977, together
with the lectures delivered by Harvey Sacks in the
1960’s and 1970’s, collected in Sacks 1992.

¢ Tllustrative examples provided throughout this
study come from all the corpus platonicum. The Greek
text quoted is that of Burnet 1900-1907 and the Eng-
lish translations are those published in the Loeb Classi-
cal Library.
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2. METHODOLOGICAL FRAME

2.1. The organization of preference in talk-in-interaction

A central idea to Conversation Analysis is that talk-in-interaction is organized through succes-
sive minimal sequences, the so-called adjacency pairs. Such pairs are made of two turns tied to-
gether, the first of which —uttered by a first speaker— precedes and determines the content of
the second —uttered by a second speaker. These minimal pairs can be expanded in different ways
and replicated in various forms, building up to larger chains of sequences of which conversations
are ultimately made. An example of a short conversational exchange composed of basic adjacency
pairs is presented below:

Hello.
Hello.

Can I have three apples?
Of course.

I will also take two oranges.
Very good.

T F> T

This minimal extract can be analyzed as containing three different sequences, each consisting
of a single adjacency pair. A complete account of the sequential organization of talk-in-interaction
is beyond the scope of this study’. What is interesting for the purpose of our study is the fact that
the actions performed by the first pair part (in the sample text, those of A) constrain the range of
possible reactions of its respective second part (those of B), narrowing them down to those deemed
to exhibit relevant responses®. For instance, after the verbal greeting ‘hello’ in the first part of the
first adjacency pair in the sample text, one can only expect to find a reciprocal greeting in the sec-
ond part. A different behavior should be interpreted as some kind of deviation unless the text pro-
vides contextual evidence of the contrary. In the second pair, the action performed in the first part
—a question— needs to be followed by an answer, namely a positive or negative answer since it
is a polar question. In the third pair, a statement in the first part is presumed to be followed by an
agreement or disagreement token.

Therefore, it can be said that second parts of adjacency pairs are conceived and shaped af-
ter their corresponding first parts and, given a first pair part performing a certain sort of ac-
tion, there is a set of possible valid reactions from which the second speaker is expected to
make a choice. However, as research in Conversation Analysis has extensively shown, not all
the possible reactions from that set are equally preferred in a particular talk-in-interaction con-

7 For a thorough introduction to sequence organiza-
tion, including the structure of adjacency pairs and the
multiple actions that can be performed through them,
see Schegloff 2007.

8 This property is known in Conversation Analy-
sis as “nextness”: “The concept of the adjacency pair
begins with the observation of ‘nextness’ and its corol-

https://doi.org/10.1387/veleia.22513

lary that each utterance has a reflexive relationship with
what comes prior, and with what comes next. The no-
tion of nextness crystalized as the adjacency pair — the
idea that with particular actions, social actors impose
a normative obligation on co-interactants to perform
a type-fitted response at the first possible opportunity”
(Stivers 2013, 192).
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text’. For instance, polar questions generally prefer positive answers over negative ones!%; petitions
and requests prefer compliance; statements and assertions would tend to prefer to be agreed with.
These are general rules and conventional patterns that comprise part of the conversational method,
of which the co-interactants are fully aware. Naturally, preferred does not mean compulsory. Speak-
ers do choose to react in a dispreferred way quite often. But such choices usually leave some formal
traits that can be traced back in the text. For instance, in the following passage, Socrates’ refusal to
Hippocrates’ request is accompanied by a proper justification:

Prt. 310e-311a: “Ei yap,” 71 & &¢, “® Zed xai Ogoi, &v 1001 £l Mg oVT’ v TAV
éud)v émkinoml ovdev olte TOV OldVv: GAL’ avdta todto Kai vOv fiko mapd o€, iva
vrgp €pod SrarexHNg avTd. Eyd Yap Gpo uév kol vedTepog eipt, dua 68 ovdE Edpoaka
Hpcowyopow TOTOTE 00O’ AKNKOO 0VOEV" ETtL yap Toig M O1e TO nporspov gnednunoe. GALA
Yép, @ Zprarsg, navrsg OV dvdpa Enavodoty Kol pooty Gocpmratov gtvol Xayew dAda Tl 09
Paoilouev mop’ avtov, ivo Evoov katalafwuev; kataldel 6°, ¢ &y fikovoa, mopa Kollig 1@
Inmovikov® 61" iwuev.” Kai éyo eimov: “Mumw, dyabs, éxsioe imuev —mp@ yap éotiv— GAAYL
dedpo EEavacTdEY €iG TNV ANV, Kol Teptidvteg adtod dtaTpiyopey Emg av edg yévnral
eita Topev. kol yap o modld Ipwtaydpag Evdov Swatpifer, dote, Odppet, kotainyduedo
avtdv, ¢ 10 £ikog, Evov.” “Would to Zeus and all the gods, he exclaimed, only that were nee-
ded! I should not spare either my own pocket or those of my friends. But it is on this very ac-
count | have come to you now, to see if you will have a talk with him on my behalf: for one
thing, I am too young to do it myself; and for another, I have never yet seen Protagoras nor
heard him speak a word — I was but a child when he paid us his previous visit. You know, Socra-
tes, how everyone praises the man and tells of his mastery of speech: let us step over to him at once,
to make sure of finding him in; he is staying, so I was told, with Callias, son of Hipponicus. Now, let
us be going. To this I replied: We had better not go there yet, my good friend, it is so very early: let us
rise and turn into the court here, and spend the time strolling there till daylight comes; after that
we can go. Protagoras, you see, spends most of his time indoors, so have no fear, we shall find
him in all right, most likely.’

Thanks to the contributions of Conversation Analysis, it is well-known that preferred reactions
come straightforwardly, whereas dispreferred ones need to be attenuated. In a certain way, utter-
ing a dispreferred answer can be qualified as a sort of failure in talk-in-interaction. In fact, speak-
ers tend either to avoid dispreferred answers if possible by means of different strategies or prevent
them by anticipating their interlocutor’s reactions and designing their turns accordingly. That
means that participants in interaction are engaged in an uninterrupted exercise of identity con-
struction and presupposition about their addressees based on common ground material, from

9 «

The core idea of preference is that participants
follow principles, often implicit, when they act and re-
act in a variety of interactional situations. However,
despite the common core, the concept of preference is
used to describe different kinds of principles that op-
erate in different domains and involve different orders
and types of constraints. Preference principles play a
part in the selection and interpretation of referring ex-
pressions, the production and interpretation of both in-
itiating and responding actions, repair, turn-taking, and
the progression through a sequence of actions” (Pom-

merantz & Heritage 2013, 210). For an overview of
the organization of preference, see also Schegloff 2007,
58-906.

19 That is, unless the questions are otherwise ori-
ented, such as in Prm. 148e-149a: OvkoUV 600 pev Ov
10 &v momoetey av tadTo Kol €V dvoilv ymdpoaw o
yévorto® &mg & v 1) &v, ovk £0eMioet; { — } OV yap
ovv. (“The one, then, might do this if it were two, and
might be in two places at once; but so long as it is one,
it will not?” “No, it will not.”). On question-design and
preference, see Pommerantz & Heritage 2013, 213-216.
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which they infer how to shape their turns —linguistically and otherwise— for the sake of success-
ful communication!!.

2.2. Dispreferred reactions as face-threatening acts

The organization of preference is understood by Conversation Analysis as a structural feature of
talk-in-interaction. According to this, the fact that some responses are preferred to others relies on
the dynamics of the interaction itself, rather than contextual or subjective matters. However, if one
must look into the reasons why a particular type of reaction becomes dispreferred, it is necessary
to take into account other factors involved in the social activity of communication. In this sense,
as it has been pointed out by Brown & Levinson in their foundational work on Politeness Theory,
a wide range of phenomena related to preference in interaction are also approachable in terms of
face:

«[...] the term ‘preference’ refers to the structural disposition, to the fact that conversational or-
ganization conspires to make it easier to use the preferred type of turn, not to participants’ wis-
hes. [...] If one asks what determines which kinds of response are preferred vs. dispreferred, in this
structural sense corresponding to unmarked vs. marked in form respectively, a large part of the an-
swer must surely lie in face considerations (Brown & Levinson 1987, 38).»!2

Certainly, there is an overlap between preference and politeness in interaction that makes the
association of both perspectives highly relevant for the analysis. First, it is important to bear in
mind that being polite is, above all, a personal decision, and therefore co-participants in commu-
nication are free to behave politely or impolitely with one another, depending on how they feel in
each and every moment. Therefore, if dispreferred reactions are to be seen as having an impact in
face management, that can explain why some speakers may make use of them, devoid of any of the
expected hedging and mitigating strategies, and consequently exploit preference settings for the
purpose of impoliteness or other intended effects in interaction'.

For instance, in the following passage, at the end of his turn, Socrates utters a question that is
clearly oriented towards a positive answer to which Hippias replies with a “no” without giving any
form of justification for his answer. Both the unexpected answer and the lack of further elabora-
tion befuddle Socrates, who expresses his bewilderment in the next turn and yet again in the fol-
lowing, reproducing extensively documented patterns in similar situations in naturally occurring

talk.

3 e

Hp. Ma. 283a-c.{ZQ.} Koiov ve, o Innio, Aéyeig kal péya texpunprov coglog tfig te oeavtod
Kol TOV VOV avOpdrmv mpog Tove dpyaiovg dGov dla@éPovct. TOV Yap TPOTEPMOV [mepi

1 On the concept of common ground, see Clark &
Brennan 1991. In Conversation Analysis, the principle
by which speakers orient to their addressees in produc-
ing their talk is known as ‘recipient design’, and it can
be traced back to Harvey Sack’s lectures (see, for in-
stance, Sacks 1992, 11, 384-390).

12 Politeness Theory relies deeply on the concept of
(negative and positive) face: «Central to our model is
a highly abstract notion of ‘face” which consists of two
specific kinds of desires (‘face-wants’) attributed by in-
teractants to one another: the desire to be unimpeded in

https://doi.org/10.1387/veleia.22513

one’s actions (negative face), and the desire (in some re-
spects) to be approved of (positive face). This is the bare
bones of a notion of face which (we argue) is universal,
but which in any particular society we would expect to
be the subject of much cultural elaboration» (Brown &
Levinson 1987, 13).

13 See Bousfield 2008 for a study of the exploitation
of the rules of talk-in-interaction for impoliteness, espe-
cially 235-258 for preference organization, and Hayashi
1996 for a case study.
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Avoéaydpov Aéyetar] oAl dpabio Katd TOV cov Adyov. Todvovtiov yap Ava&oyope eooi
cuppfivar i DUV KOTOAEWPOEVTOV YOp DT TOAADY YPNUATOV KATOUEATGOL KOl UTOAEGL
Tévta —oVT®G avToV Avonta cogilesbur— Aéyovot 8¢ Kol mepl ALV TdV TOAUIBY ETEpl
TolodTo. TODTO HEV 0DV Lot SOKEIS KOAOV TEKINPLOV ATOQUiveLy TEpi Gopiag TV VOV TPOC TOVC
TPOTEPOVC, KOd TOALOTG GUVOOKET HTL TOV GOPOV aNTOV 0T HAMGTO Se1 GOEOV £lvar ToVTOL
&’ 6pog otiv dpa, 0g Gv TAEIGTOV APYVPLOV EpyaonTol. Kol TadTa HEV IKAvADG EXETM" TOOE O&
Lot lmé, oV avTog TObeY TAEIGTOV APYHPLOV NPYAc® TOV TOAE®V €iC OC AQIKVT); 77 070V 5Tt Kk
Aaxedainovog, oirep xai mieiotaxic dpicau;

{IIL.} OY pé tov Ala, @ ZdKPOTES.

{2Q.} TIodg enic; AL’ Eldiyiotov;

{IIL.} OVS2V pev odV TO TAPUTOY TOTOTE.

{ZQ.} Tépog Aéyeig kai Bovpaoctov, @ Tnmia. kai por giné: mdTePov 1 copia 1| o1 ody oia
TOVG GLVOVTAG aVTH Kol pavldavovtog eig apetnv Pertiovg molely;

‘SOCRATES: That’s a fine thing you say, Hippias, and strong testimony to your wisdom and
that of the men of today and to their great superiority to the ancients. For the earlier sophists of
the school of Anaxagoras must have been very ignorant to judge from what is said, according to
your view; for they say that what happened to Anaxagoras was the opposite of what happens to
you; for though much money was left him, he neglected it and lost it all so senseless was his wis-
dom. And they tell similar tales about others among the ancients. So this seems to me fine testi-
mony that you adduce for the wisdom of the men of today as compared with the earlier men, and
many people agree with me that the wise man must be wise for himself especially; and the test of
this is, who makes the most money. Well, so much for that. But tell me this: at which of the cities
that you go to did you make the most money? Or are we to take it that it was at Lacedaemon, where
your visits have been most frequent?

HIPPIAS: No, by Zeus, it was not, Socrates.

SOCRATES: What’s that you say? But did you make least there?

HIPPIAS: Why, I never made anything at all.

SOCRATES: That is a prodigious marvel that you tell, Hippias; and say now: is not your wis-
dom such as to make those who are in contact with it and learn it, better men in respect to vir-
tue?’

Hippias’ interactional manners are but a part of his characterization as an arrogant, self-im-
portant man who does not care about his interlocutor'4; however, the organization of preference
has more to offer for the conduction of non-polemic communication or, in other words, for
the preservation, rather than the threatening of the participants’ respective faces. The following
pages will provide an overview of the mechanisms involved in such contexts using the methodo-
logical tools of Conversation Analysis and Politeness Theory. Thus, by overlapping the concepts
of dispreferred reaction and face-threatening acts, on the one hand, we will expand our knowl-
edge of the strategies used in ancient Greek texts to prevent and avoid such acts beyond the
scope of the utterance in which they occur; and, on the other, we will learn more about the nu-
ances and values associated to different moves and patterns in interaction. This will ultimately
lead us to a better understanding of the quality of the portrayal of human conversation in the
dialogues of Plato.

14 Cf. also Hp. Ma. 295a. A similar instance occurs patterns and politeness for literary characterization, see
in Euth. 273d, when Euthydemus denies Socrates with- Van Emde-Boas 2017b and Rodriguez Piedrabuena
out further justification. On the use of interactional 2019.

Veleia, 2022, 39, 209-223
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3. PREVENTING AND AVOIDING REJECTIONS WITH PRE- AND INSERT-EXPANSIONS

Among the actions that the participants can initiate in communication, the interlocutors’ faces
are often most sensitive to offers and requests. Especially, requests can be considered in them-
selves as negative face-threatening acts by default, since compelling the addressees to do some-
thing can be received as a violation of their freedom of action!; but they also expose the speakers,
whose positive faces can be damaged if their requests or offers are not accepted. The pair request/
rejection then is potentially threatening in both its initiating and reactive parts. In order to soften
the directive force of the requesting turns and, in doing so, their repercussion on their addressees’
faces, speakers have a number of resources at their disposal. They can make use of indirect forms
of commands or add pragmatic markers and formulae —such as &l fovAet or €l coi dokel in an-
cient Greek— which serve to mitigate the utterance’s impact on the negative face!®

Looking at the other side of the pair, rejections, as dispreferred reactions and possible face-
threatening acts, are to be avoided in talk-in-interaction. Clearly, designing the prior turn with the
help of negative politeness substantially favors a successful outcome in communication. However,
the sequential organization of talk-in-interaction provides for other strategies that can also be help-
ful in such cases. As previously mentioned, adjacency pairs can be expanded by adding subordinate
pairs before, between, or after the main turns, known respectively as pre-expansions, insert-expan-
sions and post-expansions!’. For instance, expansions preceding an invitation or an offer may be
used to obtain relevant information about the addressee that allows the speaker to anticipate his/
her possible response, as in the following sample text:

1. A: Are you free tonight?

2. B: Sure.

3. A: Would you like to go to the movies?
4. B: Of course.

In the preceding dialogue, the first pair of turns (1-2) acts as a pre-expansion of the invitation
that takes place in the base pair (3-4). That means that the first question formulated by A is in-
tended as a preparatory move, and so it is interpreted by B, who can easily recognize the question
as a pre-expansion and foresee the upcoming invitation. Such expansions that lay the ground for a
request can be found in the dialogues of Plato, as in the following passage:

Phd. 57a-b. {EX.} Abtdg, & Paidwv, mapeyévov Zwxpdter éxesivy tij fuépe 1j w0 pdpuorxov
Emiev év 1@ 580',ua)mpia) 7 4ALov tov fikovoog,

{DAIA.} Aurog, ® EXSKp(HSg

{EX.} Ti ovv &1 éotv 8rTal €imev 6 dviyp mpd 0D Bavdtov; Kai no)g £€1eleVTA; NOEMG y(xp
av €yo oucoucoum Kol yop obte [tdV moAt®dV] DPAslociov 00881g TOVY T STELX(DplO(CSl T
VOV AenvaCa obte Tig EEvog apiktan xpdvov cuyvod ékelbev oTig Gv MUV caeEg Tt dyyeiia
016¢ T NV TEPL ToVTOY, TV YE O 8Tl QAPHAKOY LAY Amobdvol TV 68 GAAmV 0VSEV elyev

opalev.

15 See Brown & Levinson 1987, 68-69 for an over- 16 Such strategies have been thoroughly studied in
view on face-threatening acts and the strategies to deal ancient Greek discourse. See Denizot 2011, 400-491
with them. On the pragmatics of directive expressions for a complete account on indirect forms for orders and
in ancient Greek and their relation to politeness, see related speech acts.

Denizot 2011. 17" See Schegloff 2007 for a definition of such expan-

sions with many illustrative cases.

https://doi.org/10.1387/veleia.22513
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ECHECRATES: Were you with Socrates yourself, Phaedo, on the day when he drank the poison in
prison, or did you hear about it from someone else?

‘PHAEDO: I was there myself, Echecrates.

ECHECRATES: Then what did he say before his death? and how did he die? I should like to
hear, for nowadays none of the Phliasians go to Athens at all, and no stranger has come from there
for a long time, who could tell us anything definite about this matter, except that he drank poison
and died, so we could learn no further details.’

Before asking Phaedo directly to give an account of Socrates™ last hours, Echecrates prepares
his request by asking an introductory question that can be recognized as such by the addressee!®.
From a common ground perspective, that first enquiry serves to confirm the addressee’s presuppo-
sitions, and so helps to elude the possibility of asking him to do something that he will not. A very
specific type of pre-expansion preceding requests documented in the dialogues of Plato is shown in

the following passage:

Tht. 242a-b. {EE.} Tpitov toivov &1t oe ouIKpOV TL TOPOITHOOUOL.

{®@EAL} Aéye pdvov.

{EE.} Einov mov vovdn Aéyov d¢ mpdg tov mepi todt’ Eleyyov del te dmelpnkag &ym

TOYXGVO Kai 81 Kod Td VOV.
{®EAL} Einec.

{ZE.} ®oPodpon &1 o ipnuévo, uy mote S1é TadTé GOt pavikdg eivar S6Em mapd TOHSa
petafoiav ELonToV avm Kol KAT®. 61V Yap O xapv EAEYxew TOV Aoyov EmBnoodueda, gdvrep

ENEYYOUEV.

{®EAL} Qg toivuv &potye undopti 86&mv undev minppuelelv, av €mi tov ELeyyov todTov Kol
v anddei&y ing, Bouppdv 101 Tovtov Ye Evexa.
‘STRANGER: Then I have a third little request to make of you.

THEAETETUS: You have only to utter it.

Stranger: I said a while ago that I always have been too faint-hearted for the refutation of this

theory, and so I am now.

THEAETETUS: Yes, so you did.

STRANGER: I am afraid that on account of what I have said you will think I am mad because
I have at once reversed my position. You see it is for your sake that I am going to undertake the re-

futation, if I succeed in it.

THEAETETUS: I certainly shall not think you are doing anything improper if you proceed to
your refutation and proof; so go ahead boldly, so far as that is concerned.’

8 An interesting parallel passage occurs at the be-
ginning of Banquet, where the same question comes af-
ter the request: Smp.172a-b: Kol 6¢, “Anoirddmpe,”
gpn, “xoil pnv kal &vayyog oe €0\tovv PovAdpevog
SramvOécon v AydOwvog cuvovsioy Kol ZoKpatovg
kol AAKiBLadov kol t@dv dALOV TOV TOTE €V TQ
GUVOEITV® TOPAYEVOUEV®V, TTEPL TAOV EPOTIKDY AOY®OV
tiveg Moav: dAlog yép tig pot dinyeito dxknkomc
Doivikog 100 Dkinmov, £pn 8¢ kol 6¢ eidévat. GAAL
YOp 0VSEV glye capEc AEyElV. G oLV Lol SMynoor
Sikatdétatog yap €l tovc tod ETaipov Adyovg
amoyyEALey. mpoTepov 8¢ pot,” | & 8¢, “einé, ob abTog
rapeyévov Tij ovvovaig ooty f 06;” (Then, “Apollo-

dorus,” he said, “do you know, I have just been look-
ing for you, as I want to hear all about the banquet that
brought together Agathon and Socrates and Alcibiades
and the rest of that party, and what were the speeches
they delivered upon love. For somebody else was relating
to me the account he had from Phoenix, son of Philip,
and he mentioned that you knew it too. But he could
not tell it at all clearly so you must give me the whole
story, for you are the most proper reporter of your dear
friend’s discourses. But first tell me this,” he went on;
“were you at that party yourself, or not?”). The repetition
of the pattern points at a sort of formularity that fits very
well in the definition of a pre-expansion.

Veleia, 2022, 39, 209-223
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Such pre-expansions project the actions to be performed in the base pairs by referring to them
explicitly!®. They create a space for negotiation, involving the addressee in the design of the up-
coming conversation, and in this way, they strengthen cooperation in interaction. Since they seek
for the addressees to grant their permission to proceed with the planned request, they can contrib-
ute to restraining the commanding force of the main pairs to which they are subordinate. How-
ever, they are part of well-known patterns that can be recognized as such, meaning that the direc-
tive charge of the utterance to come impregnates the structure as a whole, and makes it necessary
to introduce marks of negative politeness, such as the diminutive expression cpikpov 1, qualify-
ing the request as “a little thing”, intending to attenuate the utterance and, ultimately, preventing
a dispreferred reaction from the addressee?.

Despite such pre-emptive activities, as addressees become speakers, sometimes they have to face
producing dispreferred reactions. But even in those cases, there is a tendency to avoid explicit for-
mulations by using indirect or euphemistic expressions from which the actual response is to be in-
ferred. A second possibility is to delay as much as possible the rejection, putting off the utterance
of the second pair part by introducing insert-expansions, that is, subsidiary insert-sequences lo-
cated between the first and second parts of a base sequence, to defer the formulation of the second
part. Such insert-expansions usually take the form of other-initiated repair or repair-like sequences,
that is, they may point out a misunderstanding or miscommunication problem?!; or, in other in-
stances, they can simply be questions about any particulars referred to in the previous turn. In the
following passage, for instance, Socrates avoids answering Hippothales’ invitation by means of an
insert-expansion:

Ly. 204a-b. Bovket obv &recfot, £¢n, tva kod 1dng Tovg dvtog adtddt [odTod];

Llp@rov 1oéws drovaouu’ v Eml 1@ kol gioey Kol Tic 0 KaAdg.

"AMNOC, EQN, BAA® MUY SOKEL, ® ZdKPOTES.

Toi 8¢ 6 tic, ® Tnnddareg; TodTO pot Einé.

‘Then will you please come in with us, he said, so as to see for yourself the company we have
there?

1 should be glad to hear first on what terms I am to enter, and which is the handsome one.

Each of us, he replied, has a different fancy, Socrates.

Well, and which is yours, Hippothales? Tell me that.’

Such insert-expansions can create discontinuities in sequence organization, and it is not com-
pletely unusual for the base sequence to remain incomplete, especially when the first speaker un-
derstands well enough that the second speaker is not willing to comply with the request. Thus,
by managing sequence organization one can avoid uttering an explicit rejection, both protecting

9 These pre-sequences are called ‘pre-pre’s” in Con-
versation Analysis. For instance, asking “can I ask you a
question?” before a question, or “can I ask you a favor”
before making the request are good examples of pre-
pre’s. See Schegloff 2007, 44-48.

20 Cf. also Sph. 262e: €11 oM opkpov 166 (“Now
there is another little point”). On the attenuative value
of diminutives in ancient Greek, see Pascucci 1965. A
full account of the values of diminutive formations in
the light of recent Politeness Theory in ancient Greek
remains to be completed.
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2l The domain of repair in conversation can be de-
fined as “the set of practices whereby a co-interactant
interrupts the ongoing course of action to attend to
possible trouble in speaking, hearing or understanding
the talk” (Kitzinger 2013, 229). The concept was first
shaped in Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks (1977). Repair
moves can be self-initiated, when a speaker decides to re-
phrase, clarify, or reformulate his/her own words, or oth-
er-initiated, when it is a second speaker who asks his/her
interlocutor about his/her talk. Other-initiated repair se-
quences usually assume the form of insert-expansions.
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his/her own image and that of the interlocutor, who can decide to withdraw —or, at least, not to
claim again— his/her primitive request. That is not the case in the previous passage from Lysis, for
Hippothales’ persistence leads him to repeat his request to Socrates up to three times until he fi-
nally obtains a positive answer??.

Other passages from the dialogues of Plato show instances in which such expansions not only
seem to play a role in preference management, but also serve other conversational projects®. In the
following lines, Socrates avoids responding to Lysimachus’ request by uttering an insert-expansion

by means of which he can, at the same time, alter the course of the conversation:

La.184d-e. {AY.} A\ déopar Eymye, O Todkpoteg Kol yop domep tod Emdlaxkptvodviog
Sokel pot Siv NMuiv 1 PovAn). &l P&V Yap cuvepepéctny tmde, NTToV dv Tod ToovToL Edel VDV
8& v évavtiov yap, dg opdc, Adyms Nikig £0eto, e0 o1 Exel dkodoot Kai 6od ToTéP® TOv
avSpoiv oYM PO £l

(ZQ.} Ti 8¢, & Avoiuaye; omoétep’ Gv oi misiovg émarv@daory Hudv, tobdToIg uéAlelc ypiioal,

{AY.} Tiyap v Tic kai o101, O TMKPATES;

{ZQ.} "H xai 60, & Meknoia, obtog dv mooicudy &l Tic mepi dymviag tod Héog ot BovAn
gin i ypn dokely, dpa toic mheiooty dv Hudv meiboto, §j ‘keive dotig TVYYAvel Vd TardoTpifn
Gyo0@ TETOOEVIEVOS KO T|OKNKOG;

{ME.} Exeivo eikoc ye, & ZdKpoTeG.

‘LYSIMACHUS: Well, I ask it of you, Socrates: for indeed our members of council, as it were,
seem to me to need someone who will decide between them. Had these two agreed, we should not
have required this help so much; but as it is —for Laches, you see, has voted on the opposite side
to Nicias— it is as well that we should hear your view and see on which side you cast your vote.

SOCRATES: What, Lysimachus? Are you going to join the side which gets the approval of the ma-
jority of us?

LYSIMACHUS: Why, what can one do, Socrates?

SOCRATES: And you too, Melesias, would do the same? Suppose you had a consultation as to
what your son’s exercise should be for a coming contest, would you be guided by the majority of
us, or by the one who happened to have trained and exercised under a good master?

MELESIAS: By the latter, naturally, Socrates.’

Lysimachus’ request is formulated in an indirect way, avoiding explicit directive markers and re-
lying on the implicature originating from the expression of desirability (€0 87 &xgv). Socrates, how-
ever, does not respond to the request; instead he introduces a question that has the appearance of
an insert-expansion, seeking to obtain more information before agreeing to comply. In fact, such
compliance never occurs. The apparent insert-expansion is a strategy of Socrates to take over the
formulation of the first pair parts, and thus become the more active interlocutor, able to steer the
conversation towards other directions. In fact, he will use this move to lead his interlocutors into
the well known cross-examination through question and answer that is the Socratic elenchus. This
passage has therefore a relevance from a macro textual point of view, as it is through this ques-
tion introduced by Socrates (T1 82, @ Avciuaye; Omdtep’ dv o1 mAelovg Enavdo U@V, T00To1G
uéAAelg xpfioat;) that Plato makes the transition from one part of the dialogue to another.

22 Cf.. Ly. 204a “n 8¢ dotpiPny Ta oAl €V AGYOLG,
OV M8ém¢ Gv oot petadidoipev” (as a conversational
implicature); Ly. 204a “BovAgt obv &mecBou, E¢n, va
Kol 101G Tovg dvtag 0vtddy;” and Ly. 206¢ “mohi yap
dv droyio €. dAkd S TodTo 81 Gol, @ TdKpOTES,
avoxkowvodpat, kol € Tt Ao €xelg, cvpPodreve Tiva

Gv T1c AOyov dodeyduevog §j Tl TPATT@V TPOCSPIANG
TodKOIG Yévolto”.

2 On the concept of project in Conversation Anal-
ysis, as a planned series of actions leading to a particu-
lar objective in interaction, see Levinson 2013, 120-122
and Robinson 2013.
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4. CONCEALING DISAGREEMENTS WITH SEQUENCE CLOSING THIRDS

The preference for agreement in talk-in-interaction has been well established by Conversation
Analysis studies. In terms of the dynamics of conversation, whenever a speaker utters a statement,
there is a structural pressure for the interlocutor to agree or, at least, to not to disagree as much
as possible. Therefore, if speakers actually want to express disagreement with their interlocutors’
views and, at the same time, follow the guidelines of preference organization, a very common strat-
egy consists of using an agreement token at the beginning of the turn and then asserting their own
ideas as a new, independent statement. This move has been widely documented in studies focusing
on naturally occurring talk and is well attested in the dialogues of Plato:

Prm. 128b-c: 60 usv yop év 1:01g TOWHAGLY £V QTG glvol TOndv, Kol ToVTOV rSK;,mpla
TOPEYN KOADG T€ Ko €01 63€ 82 oy 0V TOAAG pnow givat, ‘ESK},mpl(l 3¢ Kol owtog nawtokka Kol
mappeyE0n mapéyetol. T 0OV TOV pev Ev edvar, TOV 8¢ uf moAld, Kol obTeg £kdtepov Aéyety
dote ;mSév TAV aOTOV elpnKEVAL SOKEV GYeEdOV TL AEYOVTOG TOTA, VIEP MUAG TOVG BALOVC
Qaivetar v uiv T gipnuéva smpnc@al

Noi, goavaz 0V Znvava, @ Xakpoteg. oL O ouv v aAn0eov 10D ypauuarog 0V TaVTo oD
HoOnoat. kaitol Gomep ye ai Adxovar crdlokeg e netadeic e kol iyvevelc o Aeydévia: dAld
TPMOTOV PEV o€ ToUTO AavBdvel, 8Tt 00 TavTATacLY 0VT® GEUVOVETAL TO Ypdppa, Gote drep ob
Aéyelg dlavon0ev ypaeivatl, Tovg avOpOITOVS 6& EMKPLTTOUEVOV DG TL UEYO SLOTPATTOUEVOV
[...]-

‘«For you, in your poems, say that the all is one, and you furnish proofs of this in fine and ex-
cellent fashion; and he, on the other hand, says it is not many, and he also furnishes very nume-
rous and weighty proofs. That one of you says it is one, and the other that it is not many, and that
each of you expresses himself so that although you say much the same you seem not to have said
the same things at all, appears to the rest of us a feat of expression quite beyond our power.»

«Yes, Socrates,» said Zeno, «but you have not perceived all aspects of the truth about my wri-
tings. You follow the arguments with a scent as keen as a Laconian hound’s, but you do not obser-
ve that my treatise is not by any means so pretentious that it could have been written with the in-
tention you ascribe to it, of disguising itself as a great performance in the eyes of men.»’

In the passage, it is clear that Zeno does not agree with Socrates’ proposed analysis, but he
chooses to initiate his turn with “vai”, and then proceeds to present his criticism towards his co-
interactant’s speech. Placing the agreement formula at the opening of the turn is consistent with
the principle of nextness mentioned earlier in this paper: thanks to this, argumentative co-orienta-
tion favored by preference rules is maintained across turns. The “yes-but” pattern also allows the
interlocutor to preserve and protect his/her positive face by avoiding direct disagreement, as noted
by Brown & Levinson in their description of the strategies of positive politeness, since lack of
agreement in communication is considered a face-threatening act?.

The fact that such tokens delay the utterance of the dispreferred reaction is consistent with the
use of insert-expansions as described in the previous section. But these cases are not only about the
postponement of the formulation. In terms of sequence organization, there is an important gap be-
tween the first part of the turn, which hosts the agreement formula, and the remaining turn. The
former can be analyzed as a post-expansion, thus linked and tied to the previous sequence from a
structural point of view. This specific type of post-expansion is called a sequence-closing third, and

24 See the strategy number 6 described by Brown & entation is almost entirely based on the data collected
Levinson (1987, 113-116). The first part of their pres- by Sacks (1992).
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it usually takes the form of a single turn attached to an adjacency-pair as a third member, provid-
ing a final assessment that serves as an acknowledgment of receipt and closes the sequence. After
that closure, the counter-oriented statement that comes next stands more isolated from the previ-
ous turn since it is constructed as the beginning of a new sequence. The following lines show an-
other example from /on:
Ton. 536d: {IQN.} XD uév eb Aéyerg, ® Tokpateg Oovpdloyn peviav el obtmg &b einoig,
HoTe pe Avamsical O¢ £Y0 KaTeXOUEVOS Kol povopevoc ‘Ounpov émavd. oipat 8& 0vd’ dv coi
d6&ou, &t pov dxovcaig Aéyovtog mept Ounpov.
‘ION: Well spoken, I grant you, Socrates; but still I shall be surprised if you can speak well
enough to convince me that I am possessed and mad when I praise Homer. Nor can I think you
would believe it of me yourself, if you heard me speaking about him.’

Formulae such as €0 A&yeig or kah®dg Aéyelg appear frequently in sequence-closing post-expan-
sions with the function described above. They are usually quite efficient by themselves but can be
part of more elaborated strategies through which the speakers take accountability for their inter-
locutors’ alleged mistakes and so they hold themselves responsible for the dispreferred way they are
about to react. As the following passage shows, in those cases it is common to use negative polite-
ness communicative strategies, such as self-deprecation:

La.190e: {ZQ.} ED pév Aéyeic, & Adyne AL’ ioog €yo aitiog, ov capdg eindv, 10 o8
amokpivacOat pr TodTo 0 d10voovEVOG NPOUNY, GAN’ ETEPOV.

‘SOCRATES: Rightly spoken. Laches; but I fear I am to blame, by not putting it clearly, for
your having answered not the intention of my question, but something else.’

In cases such as this, the discourse strategies used to preserve the rules of preference may be rel-
evant in terms of the social status and mutual relationships of the characters, as they are mirrored
in their behavior in interaction. In this sense, Politeness Theory can complete the description
based on Conversation Analysis, providing a more detailed approach to social factors, such as age,
gender or power relations between interlocutors, which influence the management of preference
and can favour the choice of certain discursive strategies over others. The example of Lagues can il-
lustrate how the selection of a specific strategy may have a meaningful reading from this point of
view. In the dialogue, Socrates debates with the general Laques, who is an individual of high so-
cial status and, as an experienced and succesful military man, stands as an expert in the topic under
discussion. The use of self-deprecation to hedge dispreferred reaction implies —except in contexts
of irony or overpoliteness— an acknowledgment of the inferior status of the speaker compared to
that of the addressee, and thus it contributes to establishing the roles of the interlocutors and ulti-
mately to shaping the mise-en-scéne of the conversation.

5. FINAL REMARKS

The previous pages have examined the interrelation between interaction and politeness in the
dialogues of Plato, focusing on a number of phenomena related to the organization of preference
in conversation. In particular, the analysis of dispreferred reactions as face-threatening acts has
proved to be relevant in providing a more complete account of the strategies used to mitigate the
effects of such acts through interactional patterns, expanding the focus of research on politeness in
ancient Greek beyond the scope of the single utterance.
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In the dialogues of Plato, some of these strategies include the use of specific pre-expansions
to anticipate requests and invitations and the insertion of expansions to delay rejections or neg-
ative responses. By expanding the base pair of the sequence, speakers can prevent or avoid dis-
preferred reactions, both of which fit best in the dynamics of talk-in-interaction and help to
preserve the face of the co-interactants. Another strategy used to soften the effect of disprefer-
ence attested in the dialogues is the uttering of polemic or controversial statements, only after
an agreement token at the beginning the turn. The disagreeing assertion is formulated after the
previous sequence is put to an end, preserving both the addressee’s face and the rules of prefer-
ence.

The overlapping between the discourse phenomena pertaining to the domains of preference
and politeness is well acknowledged. This study shows how this mutual relation can also be ex-
plored in ancient Greek, thus contributing to increasing our knowledge of the mechanics of lin-
guistic and interactive politeness in this language and culture. More particularly, it points out the
relevance of the study of talk-in-interaction patterns for a better understanding of the dialogue
technique displayed in Plato’s text.
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