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Power and Solidarity in
Modern Greek Conversation:
Disagreeing to Agree

Deborah Tannen and Christina Kakava
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Abstract

In Modern Greek conversation, disagreement, which can express power, can
also be used to create solidarity among participants. Analysis of a segment
of tape-recorded, naturally occurring conversation demonstrates that the
three primary speakers are pursuing different frames—that is, they have
different purposes in the conversation—and that they have different styles
of disagreeing. The Greek man disagrees directly; the Greek woman briefly
agrees before going on to disagree; the American woman disagrees indirectly. -
Analysis of other, briefer excerpts of casual conversation reveals that lin-
guastic markers of solidarity occur at points of disagreement. These markers
are (1) first name or figurative kinship term, often in diminutive form, and
(2) personal analogy. Finally, two linguistic markers frequently occur at
points of disagreement: (1) the particle «pe» and (2) what we call “ad-
versative imperatives.” This discussion furthers our understanding of the
relationship between power and solidarity in conversation in general, and
in Modern Greek conversation in particular.

1. Introduction

The dimensions of power and solidarity have been fundamental to
sociolinguistic theory since Brown and Gilman (1960) introduced the
concept in relation to the pronoun system. Tannen (1984, 1986, 1990)
has explored the paradoxical nature of these two dynamics and the
implications for conversational discourse. The present paper extends
this investigation to Modern Greek discourse by examining the ne-
gotiation of agreement and disagreement in naturally occurring con-
versations tape-recorded in Greece.

In a sense, agreement is an expression of solidarity, disagreement
an expression of power. We find, however, in the Greek conversations
examined, that overt disagreement is marked by expressions of soli-
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darity. The present study begins with a discussion of the theoretical
framework of power and solidarity. Then we examine an f:xtend.ed
example of a disagreement in which two Greek speakers vie to give
travel advice to an American. We show that the disagreement 1s a
conflict of frames—that is, what participants think they are doing in
the conversation. We examine the participants’ differing styles of dis-
agreement and we discuss the sense in which the disagreement itseif
is a sign of solidarity. Moving on to other, briefer examples, we sltloyv
that disagreement is often accompanied by two types of linguistic
markers of solidarity: (1) first name or figurative kinship term, or a
diminutive form of one of these; and (2) personal analogy. Fina_lly,
we identify two linguistic markers of disagreement: (1) the particle
pe, and (2) what we call adversative imperatives.

2. Power and solidarity

Brown and Gilman (1960) introduced the framework of power
and solidarity by reference to the linguistic choices that must be made
in languages that have “polite” and “familiar” forms of the second
person pronoun. The “polite” pronoun, referred to as “V” from the
French vous, corresponds to the modern Greek goeig “you”. The “fa-
miliar” pronoun, referred to as “T” from French tu, corresponds to
modern Greek o0 “you”. In English, which does not have two second
person pronouns to choose from, address terms are roughly parallel:
title-last-name corresponds to the V pronoun, while use of first name
corresponds to T.

The power dynamic is in play when one party addresses the
other with T but is addressed by V: adult to child, boss to secretary,
teacher to student, master to servant, doctor to patient. The solidarity
dynamic reigns when speakers address each other in the same way;
both use T (for example, children or close friends with each other)
or both use V (for example, professors or doctors who do not know
each other well or who are in a formal meeting). Thus it is whether
or not the forms of address are reciprocal, not the forms them_selves,
that determines whether power or solidarity is primary. Reciprocal
forms of address, whether familiar or formal, place speakers on an
equal footing;! nonreciprocal forms of address position those who
receive V as one-up and those who receive T as one-down:

The importance of symmetry, rather than formality, is 11}ustrate$l
by the following example. Tannen was once scheduled to give a talk
entitled “The Paradox of Power and Solidarity.” The professor sche(.i—
uled to be respondent to her talk arrived dressed in a three-piece suit,
with a knapsack on his back. The suit was intended to represent power,
the knapsack solidarity. These symbols sparked immediate recogmtion
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among audience members. For example, if students were staging a
demonstration, a professor who appeared in their midst dressed ca-
sually and wearing a knapsack might be seen as demonstrating soli-
darity with them. In contrast, if he appeared wearing a three-piece
suit, he would be perceived as reminding them of his position of
superior power. But these modes of dress do not necessarily have the
same associations with power and solidarity in all situations. For a man
at a corporate board meeting, wearing a three-piece suit would mark
solidarity with the other board members similarly dressed, and wear-
ing a knapsack would set him apart from the other participants.

Tannen (1984, 1986, 1990) demonstrates the paradoxical rela-
tionship between power and solidarity as it emerges in conversational
discourse. Far from being mutually exclusive, power and solidarity
entail each other. Any show of solidarity necessarily entails power, in
that claiming similarity and intimacy has an element of control; in-
timates, for example, are expected to do things for each other, and
obligations to family and close friends often result in significant lim-
itations on an individual’s autonomy. Similarly, any show of power
entails solidarity, in that controlling others necessarily involves them
in a relationship. It is only with someone with whom one has no
relationship at all that one is entirely uninvolved.

Furthermore, as Tannen (1986) puts it, “power and solidarity
are bought with the same currency.” That is, the same linguistic means
are used to express both. This has just been seen with regard to forms
of address: being addressed by T reflects power if its use is asym-
metrical, as, for instance, when a doctor addresses a patient by first
name, but the patient must use “Doctor” in response; on the other
hand, being addressed by T expresses solidarity when its use is sym-
metrical —as when friends address each other by first names.

This ambiguity gives rise to potential misjudgments. Tannen
(1986) gives the example reported by a man who visited his grand-
mother in a nursing home.? The grandmother boasted that she was
really “in” with the nurses because they called her “Millie.” The grand-
son sadly suspected that she was (fortunately) misinterpreting as a gift
of solidarity what was really a violation of power: the nurses’ insuf-
ficient respect for his grandmother’s status and age. Similarly, women
are addressed by their first names more frequently than men. One
may ask (as does Tannen 1986, 1990) whether this results from sol-
idarity (people perceive women to be friendlier and feel more com-
fortabie with them) or power (people have less respect for women
and see them as less important than men). It is possible for a speaker
to intend the latter and be perceived as revealing the former, or vice

versa.
Tn a stndv hy Pauvlidas /100Mm 0.1 )
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Modern Greek, it emerges that women, more frequently than men,
use the subjunctive construction as a grammatically indirect way to
make a request, e.g.: Na nnw k&u; “Can I say something?” Yet Pavlidou
also claims that the subjunctive shows “immediacy and involvement.”
Is using this relatively indirect means of making requests a way in
which women display their relatively powerless role in society, or is it
an attempt to show solidarity and perhaps politeness, which may be
mistaken as a show of powerlessness or insecurity?

Tannen (1986, 1990) describes a pattern by which women are
more inclined to focus on solidarity in any interaction, men more on
power. As a result, it is common for a woman to intend a linguistic
strategy in the spirit of solidarity but be interpreted by a man as
exhibiting powerlessness. Evidence for this comes from the Greek
context with respect to attitudes toward gossip.

In discussing gossip in rural Greece, Kennedy (1986) shows that
women value friendships with other women because friendships pro-
vide them the opportunity to open their hearts; if they can tell their
secrets to someone, they feel less isolated and lonely. Although they
know that this opens them to the dangers of gossip, many women
take the risk because the gain in solidarity is more important to them
than the loss in power. Dubisch (1986), however, shows that men

egard the telling of personal and family secrets to those outside the

family as a dangerous yielding of power to those who can use the
information against the family. For them, the dimension of power is
primary.

Crucially, the interpretation of a linguistic device in interaction
may not match the speaker’s intention. Intentions and effects may
well be at odds. In addressing someone with the T form, one may
intend to show friendliness but inadvertently offend by seeming to
show lack of respect. One may address someone with V or title-last-
name to show respect and be perceived as aloof or distant. This hap-
pened to Tannen, who, unused to a language with formal and familiar
pronouns, continued for years to address the writer Lilika Nikou,
with whom she had become very close, with goeig “you”, in an effort
to show respect for her status as a famous writer as well as her age.
One day Naikou corrected her: “Stop calling me eoeic, it sounds cold
(poxpo).”

Moreover, the linguistic markers of power and solidarity are not
only ambiguous— potentially signifying either power or solidarity—
but also polysemous, that is, simultaneously signifying both. Any sign
of affection is inherently condescending because it precludes the un-
equal footing of differential status. Similarly, any sign of respect is
inherently distancing because it places the speakers on relative footings
that reflect different levels of status.

Power and Solidarity 15

The preceding is a brief summary of the dynamics of power and
solidarity. (For more discussion of power and solidarity, see Friedrich
1972; Brown and Levinson 1987; Tannen 1986, Chapter Six; Brown
and Gilman 1989; and Fasold 1990, Chapter One.) The remainder
of this paper examines excerpts of naturally occurring conversations
between women and men in Modern Greek, in order to discover the
linguistic means by which the speakers negotiate power and solidarity
in agreement and disagreement.

3. Power and solidarity in conversation

The first example shows the ambiguity and polysemy of power
and solidarity in giving advice. At the same time, it shows that disa-
greement can result from conflicts in frames—that is, differing as-
sumptions about what is being done by talk®—and it illustrates the
differing styles of agreement and disagreement displayed by three
speakers.

The example is taken from a conversation recorded by Tannen
in 1978 when she was in Greece for a summer visit to the novelist
Lilika Nakou, about whom she was in the process of writing a book
(Tannen 1983). The conversation took place at Nikou’s home in Ha-
landri, a suburb of Athens, among four speakers: Tannen, Nékou,
Niki (a young woman who lived with Nakou and worked for her), and
Yérgos, a young man who lived in the home of one of Nékou’s good
friends. At the time of the conversation, Tannen was about to embark
on a short trip to Crete, to visit other Greek friends. Nakou herself
was about to go to the island of Aegina for the rest of the summer.
Nakou suggests that Tannen visit her on Aegina when she returns
from Crete. Y6rgos, however, suggests an alternative trip: a visit to
Sounion. The conversation was transcribed by Kakava. The following
transcription conventions apply:

a. Punctuation reflects intonation, not grammar.
b. | Brackets show overlap:
Two voices at once.

¢ Brackets with reversed top flap show latching
Second voice

begins without perceptible pause.

d. - Arrows highlight lines relevant to analysis.

Underline indicates emphatic stress.

f. The Greek particle ¢ (the vowel “¢” as in “ten,” preceded and
followed by a glottal stop) has no English equivalent, so in most
cases we have not translated it.

o

The Greek transcription is accompanied by word-by-word glosses for
the benefit of linguists. The entire excerpt is followed by a free trans-
lation into English.
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Nékou:

Deborah:

Niki:

Yoérgos:

Deborah:

Yérgos:

Deborah:

Yorgos:

Deborah:

Yorgos:

Niakou:

H Aiywa 9a o apeos.
the Aegina will you like

Kpiua nouv bev éxeg Kaipo.

S———

pity  thatnot (you) have time
F Aiywa

the Aegina

Zmy  Aiywa 9a sivar opaio.

to the Aegina will be  nice

M’ apéoe noAd.
me like alot

Oa sivar wpaia.
will be  nice

AMéG eivar wpaia oto  Zobdvio
but s nice  at the Sounion

yiord
because has pool

éxer moiva 10 &evodoyeio andé ka1,
the hotel from below

1 9draooa xkovid.
the sea close

Tlowo  Eevoboyeio; » ,
which hotel i

Cape Sunio
Cape Sounion

a TIInyaivouv mdodowon;
oh (they) go nich

KOAWDVEG, vai.
columns yes

Kovid ong
close to the

Zévor,
foreigners

Zévor, vai.
foreigners ves
2ok )

eivor aAA& va oov ne
{it) is but 1o you (I) tell

Qpaia
nice

17 Deborah:

18

19 Yorgos:

20 Deborah:

21 Yorgos:

22 Nikou:

23

24

25

26 Niki:

27 Deborah:

28 Niki:

29 Deborah:

30 Nikou:

31

-Eror- Préorres
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Eévor

foreigners and (they) go

Kol mmyaivovy exei
there

K1 pévovv
and (they) stay days

pépeg exef;
there

Nau.
yes

Exef;
there

‘Exer pmovykoddéovg ekei  mépa.
has bungalows there beyond

H owpmétepny on— ya péva
the nicer spo— for me

oAé kar yia Tovg &évoug ar’ 6m  SidPala,
but and for the foreigners from what (I) read
Aiywvag,

10 wpadiepo onpeio sivato— owy  déo g

the nicer spot is  the— at the view of the Aegina
yu avtbékavavekol 10 vad  Touv  AnGAAmvog exel.
for this made and the temple of the Apollo there
Aev éysig maer noté exel  népa;
not (you) have gone never there beyond
Mpp
mmm
Aev éyeig naet;
not (you) have gone
Exo ndel 600 @po—dvo- Tpeig popéc.
(I) have gone two ti— two- three times
AAAé 6y

but not
thus hastily

Na néer xaveig

yia | Svo-tpeig pépeg
to go

someone for | two-three days
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34

39

40

41

43

46

47
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Yorgos:

5 Nikou:

Yorgos:

Nikou:

Yérgos:

5 Nikou:

Niki:

;—_Eépsu; T
(you) know what people go

Zto Zolvio sival wpaig,
at the Sounion is  nice

nave otov Nabé  1tov

va peivelg exet
at the temple of the Poseidon

to stay there up

TTowd eivon exet;
which is there

Nau
Exel elvan wpaia.
there is nice

k6opog nGer exel  mépa;
there beyond

‘Exo naet.
(I) have gone

néve Kar kédoviau,
and (they) sit

Zépeig TIGVE
(you) know (they) go up

néve exbpopr] pe T modApav
go  excursion with the buses

kot katefaivouy ambé kaGtw oo Awaio,
and (they) go down from down at the Aegean

éxer éva— xam  taPépveg,

has one some tavernas

kot elvon Rovid o OdAaooa,

and are close tothe sea

néve Kol TPMVE KOl KAGVOLV KOl PIGvio.

(they) go and eat and do and swim
Nat 10 &pw

yes it (I) know

adAd dev sivon tinoto  pmpootd.
but not is nothing in fromt

néer eyo noté.
never

Asv &
not (I) have gone I

Hooaidbova.,

48 Yoérgos:

49 Nikou:

50 Deborah:

51

52

53

54 Deborah:

55

56

4
5
6

Nékou:

Yorgos:

Nikou:

Nikou:

Deborah:
Niki:

7 Yorgos:

8

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Deborah:
Yérgos:
Deborah:
Yorgos:
Deborah:
Yérgos:
Nakou:
Deborah:

Power and Sokdarity 19

Kadd Ba Ppedei 1 GAdo
well  will be found and another

ITape o pépa
(we) go one day

©a  fdeka  va ndo.
would wanted to (I) go

AMG elvon pakpid, 8%o dpeg and  eda.
but is far two hours from here

Nai, 800 opes. E— | 6y1 kon 860 wpeg.
yes two hours no and two hours

E Sev ailer tov xémo.
not worth the effort

Méypt note . . .
until  when

Evé me opo nag oy Ailywva
While one hour (you) go to the Aegina

Kon aAdadeig.
and (you) change

Translation

You'd like Aegina.
It’s a pity that you don’t have time.
Aegina

It must be lovely on Aegina.
I like it a lot.

It be lovely. |
But it’s lovely at Sounion

because the hotel has a pool down below.
The sea is close by.

Which hotel?

Cape Sounion.

[Oh. Do rich people go there?

Near the columns, yes.
Foreigners? |
Foreigners, yes.
It is lovely but I would say
Foreigners, and they go there
and stay there for days?
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19 Yérgos: Yes.
20 Deborah: There
21 Yorgos: There are bungalows there.
22 Nakou: The most beautiful sp— for me
23 but also for foreigners from what I've read,
24 the most beautiful spot is the— the view of Aegina
25 and that’s why they built Apollo’s temple there.
26 Niki: Haven’t you ever been there?
27 Deborah: mm
28 Niki: You haven’t been?

29 Deborah: I've gone two ti— two or three times.
30 Nikou: But not like

that, in a rush.

31 One should go for Ewo or three days.

32 Yoérgos: It’s lovely at Sounion
33 to stay up there at Poseidon’s temple.

34 Which one is there?

35 Nakou: Yes.

36 Yorgos: It’s lovely there.

37 Do you |know how many people go there?
38 Nakou: I've gone.

39 Yoérgos: You know they go up there and they stay,
40 they go on excursions by bus

41 and they go down to the Aegean sea,

42 there is a— some tavernas,

43 and it’s close to the sea,

44 they go and they eat and they go swimming, too.
45 Nakou: Yes, 1 know

46 but it’s nothing compared to—

47 Niki: I've never been.

48 Yorgos: Well there’ll be another
49 Nakou: Let’s go one day.

50 Deborah: I'd Eke to go.
B

51 Nakou: ut it’s far away, two hours from here.

52 Yorgos: Yes, two hours. | No, not even two hours.

53 Nakou: Well, it’s not worth the effort.
54 Deborah: Until when

55 Nakou: While in an hour you can go to Aegina

56 and change scenery.

3.1 Disagreement as a conflict in frames. A global aspect of this interaction
is a conflict in frames—that is, what participants think they are doing
in the conversation. For Tannen and Nikou, who became deeply
attached to each other during the time that Tannen lived in Greece
to research and begin writing the book about Nakou, the impending
separation is a threat to solidarity. The suggestion that Tannen visit
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Nékou on Aegina before she leaves Greece for another undetermined
number of years is an attempt to repair that threat.? Yérgos, however,
is operating within a different “frame,” that is, a different under-
standing of what the conversation is about. He talks as though “a visit
to Aegina” is “a way for an American visitor to enjoy Greece” rather
than “a way for Tannen and Nédkou to enjoy one last meeting.” This
difference in frames is one of several forces driving the conversation.

3.2 Power and solidarity in giving advice. This example shows, further-
more, the ambiguity and polysemy of giving advice. When Yérgos
offers an alternative suggestion for Tannen’s vacation, is he trying to
be nice (a display of solidarity), trying to show that he has superior
wisdom (a subtle display of power, since the one who knows more is
one-up), or trying to bend her will to his by determining her actions
(a more obvious display of power)? Probably he is doing all these and
more. Furthermore, the interaction can be seen as a power struggle
between Yérgos and Nakou over who is going to influence the Amer-
ican visitor.

3.3 Styles of disagreeing. The example also shows differences in linguistic
means of disagreeing. Yoérgos disagrees openly. When he introduces
his suggestion of Sounion as a destination preferable to Aegina, his
utterance comes as a disagreement with the foregoing conversation,
and is marked overtly by his use of the adversative conjunction aAAé
“but”:

7 AMG givon wpaia oto Zobvio.
But it’s lovely at Sounion.

Later, when Nikou argues that Sounion is too far from Athens to
warrant the trip (51 AAAG sivon pakpid, 6o @peg and 6o “But it’s
far, two hours from here”), Yérgos first agrees but then changes his
mind and contradicts her explicitly:

52 Nau, 800 dpeg. E— 6x1 kan 600 odpeg.
Yes. Two hours. No, surely not two hours.

Yérgos never grants the advantages of Aegina; instead, he argues
repeatedly for the advantages of Sounion: it has a swimming pool and
the sea is nearby (lines 8-9); there are bungalows (line 21); there are
organized bus excursions (line 40); there are tavernas by the sea (lines
42-43). When Nikou argues that Aegina has the Temple of Apollo
(line 25), George counters that Sounion has the Temple of Poseidon
(line 33).
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In conirast, Nakou grants Yorgos his points about Sounion be-
fore disagreeing implicitly by extolling the virtues of Aegina and ex-
plicitly by discounting those of Sounion. Nékou begins by agreeing
with Yérgos's evaluation (7 AMé eivan opaia oto Zodvio “But it is
lovely at Sounion”) by repeating his evaluation (16 wpaia eiven “it is
lovely™), but she goes on to disagree:

16 Qpaia eivon addéd va cov no
It is lovely but I would say

22 H wpwmdteprn on— yia péva
The most beautiful spo— for me

23 adAé ko yia toug §évoug arr’ 6m Safala,
but also for foreigners from what I've read,

24 10 wpadtepo onpeio eivonr o— ot Yéa g Afyvag
the most beautiful spot is the— the view of Aegina

Perhaps Nakou interrupts herself in line 22 in order to counter what
she perceives as the thrust of the argument that foreigners like to go
to Sounion.

When, in response to Nakou’s reference to the Temple of Apollo
on Aegina, Yorgos refers to Sounion’s Temple of Poseidon, Nikou
at first ostensibly agrees (35 Nou “Yes”; 45 Nou 10 §épw “Yes I know”),
but then goes on to disagree (46 aAdd Sev eivar Tinota prnpootd—
“but it’s nothing compared to—"). Similarly, before pointing out that
Sounion is too far away from Athens (51 AMG eivor paxpiéd “but it’s
far away”), she agrees with Yérgos to the extent of suggesting that
she and Tannen should go to Sounion some day (49 Tlape ma pépa
“let’s go one day”). Note, however, that by suggesting that she and
Tannen go together she ratifies Yorgos's praise for Sounion but not
his advice that Tannen go there instead of visiting her in Aegina. In
the end, she states her disagreement with Yérgos in no uncertain
terms: 53 E 8ev atiler tov k6mo “Well it’s not worth the effort”.

In contrast to her tendency to agree with Yérgos before dis-
agreeing with him, which may be seen as relatively conciliatory, Nakou
is more contentious with Tannen. When Tannen says she has been to
Aegina 800-1peis popég “two or three times” (line 29), Nakou discounts
her previous visits (30 AAAG 6yt étor Braonké “But not like that, in a
rush”). This contentiousness, however, is clearly aimed at solidarity:
Nikou wants her young American friend to visit her on Aegina, so
if having been there before is a counterindication to going again,
Nikou is not about to accept it. Perhaps it is their greater friendliness,
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or perhaps the parent-child-like footing between them, that enables
the older woman to chide her young friend.

The verbal behavior of Tannen, the American participant, is in
striking contrast to that of both Greek speakers in that she never
disagrees openly. Quite the contrary, she expends considerable verbal
effort to mitigate and mask her disagreement. When Tannen asks
Yoérgos, with reference to Sounion, 12, 14 Ilnyaivovv ndobotor; Eévor;
“Do rich people go there? Foreigners?” she is implying that she is not
interested. Although she is a foreigner, she does not want to go where
other foreigners go, and, as a graduate student at the time, she is
certainly not rich and neither could nor would want to go where rich
people go. Her disagreement is so indirect, however, that Yérgos
misses it. Although he ignores her question about the rich, he asserts
that indeed foreigners do go to Sounion (15 Zévor vai “Foreigners,
yes”) and continues extolling the virtues of the place. He seems to be
assuming that the prospect of going to Sounion will be more rather
than less appealing to this foreigner if other foreigners go there.

Most of Tannen’s verbal energy is devoted to agreeing with
Nikou. When Nakou says that Tannen would like Aegina, Tannen
agrees: 4 Xtnv Afywa Do eivar wpaia “It must be lovely on Aegina”.
When Nikou suggests that they go to Sounion together one day, she
again agrees: 50 Oa 119eda va néw “I'd like to go”. In fact, Tannen
recalls that she wanted to spend time with Nédkou, and the end of the
story is that she did visit Nakou on Aegina when she returned from
Crete. Needless to say, she did not go to Sounion, and never considered
going there.

3.4 Disagreement as solidarity. In recalling her years spent living in and
visiting Greece, Tannen remembers her conversations with Greeks as
an unending but futile effort to be agreeable. Na1 “yes”, BeBaing
“certainly”, ofyovpa “sure”, okpipog “exactly”, onwodinote “abso-
lutely”, ywpic GAAo “without any doubt”, and @uoikd “of course” were
constant interjections in her speech, chanted almost like a litany. Yet
somehow these earnest markers of agreement often reaped a harvest
of disagreement. The following excerpt is a brief example of how this
happened.

The excerpt is from another conversation that took place at
Nikou’s home in Haldndri, this time including Tannen, Nédkou, and
a friend of Ndkou’s whom we will call Mrs. Pappas. Mrs. Pappas has
been telling about having made formal complaints to the police about
a construction crew that persisted in working through the siesta hour,
an annoyance that is also illegal. Tannen attempts to sunnort Mre
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Pappas’s position, yet her agreement is not quite accepted; instead, it
1s reframed as if in disagreement:

Deborah: ‘Exete Sixio.
(you) have right

Mrs. P Eyo éxo bixo.
1 have right

KonéMa pov, Sev Eépw av €Xe Sixio 1
girl my not know if (I have) right or

Sev éxo bixio.
not have right

AXAG eyed vnepootii(opol @ OURGEPOVIE Pov
But I  defend the interests my

Kot Ta  Sikondpatd pov.

and the rights my
Translation
Deborah: You're right.
Mrs. P: I am right.

My dear girl, I don’t know if I'm right or not right.
But I'm defending my interests
and my rights.

Mrs. P. seems to accept Tannen’s assessment by repeating it
(Ey® éxw Sixio “I am right”), but she does not lexicalize agreement
by saying “yes”; her emphasis on the verb éxo seems somehow con-
tentious in tone. She then undercuts that agreement (Bev Eépw av Exe
dixio 1§ Sev éxw dixio “I don’t know if I'm right or not right”) and
goes on to redefine the explanation of her behavior in her own,
different terms (ey® vnepaomilopar 1@ CUPPEPOVIA HOL KOl Ta
Sixadpaté pov “I'm defending my interests and my rights”). ‘

Tannen recalls the gnawing discomfort she frequently felt in
Greece when trying to be agreeable and getting responses that seemed
determined to resist her agreement. .

Pomerantz (1984: 77) claims that speakers prefer agreement in
interaction “as comfortable, supportive, reinforcing, perhaps as being
sociable and as showing that they are like-minded.” Tannen (1990)
demonstrates at length that American women prefer agreement to
disagreement to a greater degree than do American men. Disagree-
ment, it seems, is not as disagreeable to native speakers of modern
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Greek—male or female—as it is to Americans.’ In this sense, Tannen’s
discomfort with Greeks’ disagreement resulted from a cross-cultural
misunderstanding involving power and solidarity. She was frustrated
because she felt distanced and put down when her attempts to agree
were met with contentious responses. In an attempt to make things
right, she stepped up her efforts to achieve agreement, consequently
overusing the agreement phrases noted above. Her Greek interlocu-
tors were probably puzzled, irritated, and bored by her relentless
agreement, and probably stepped up their contentiousness in their
efforts to liven up the interaction.®

4. Solidarity markers in disagreement

The preceding example evidences two ways in which the poten-
tially power-tinged act of disagreement is marked by solidarity:
Nakou’s tendency to verbalize agreement before going on to disagree,
and Tannen’s indirect expression of disagreement. However, there is
a sense in which disagreement itself can be a marker of solidarity.

Kakava (1989) claims, following Schiffrin’s (1984) study of East
European Jewish conversation, that contemporary Greeks in in-group
settings, such as casual conversation among family and friends at
home, may use contentiousness as a form of sociability. This seems to
be the dynamic at play in the preceding example. Throughout the
Greek conversations studied, the friendly nature of disagreement is
linguistically marked by the appearance of solidarity markers at the
point of disagreement. One such marker is the use of address terms:
first names, diminutives of first names, or figurative kinship terms.”
Another is personalization of the argument. These will be illustrated
in turn.

4.1 Terms of address. Marianthi Makri-Tsilipakou recorded a casual
conversation among two couples in Thessaloniki.® In one segment of
this conversation, examined by Kakavd, the seven pages of transcript
in which there was no argument contained no use of names in direct
address. However, in a ten-page segment in which an argument
erupted, names were used eight times (only by the two women
present). Six of these eight instances occurred at points of disagree-
ment, whereas two did not. Of the six instances of names used at
points of disagreement, two were used by a woman addressing the
other woman, and four were used by women addressing men.

For example, one segment of the discussion concerns how often
and why people tend to go out for entertainment. One of the women,
Katerina, argues that it depends on age: the younger nneic tho ~~--
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one likes to go out. The other woman argues that it is more a matter
of individual personality. In doing so, she inserts her friend’s name
mid-sentence:

- TTapd) avtd Spog Katepiva
Besides these however Katerina

&yw motedw 6n  Bev eivar pévo avid.
I believe that not is only this

Eivar Oépa va eiom kor t€t0106 Gvdpwnog.
(it) is issue to be and such  person

Translation

- Still and all, though, Katerina
I think it’s not only that.
The point is to be that kind of person.

The name comes at the end of a string of introductory words signaling
the ensuing opposition.

A similar pattern emerges in the dinner table conversation re-
corded by Kakavd—a conversation that took place among her family
in Halkida, Greece.® The participants were Kakava, her parents, and
her youngest sister, Fototila. The conversation at this point concerned
current events: the much-publicized affair between then Prime Min-
ister Papandreou, who was 69, and a 35-year-old woman (whom he
subsequently married). Fotoula, who was sixteen, argued that the
woman must have fallen in love with the prime minister. Her older
sister, Christina, who is a full dozen years older, argued that the woman
more likely had motives other than love. In the conversational excerpt
that follows, Kakava posits what is to her 2 more plausible explanation
of the woman’s motives: by having an affair with the prime minister,
and getting her name on the front pages, the young woman may feel
that she is accomplishing something notable. Fototla dismisses this
explanation, saying that having an affair would be too high a price
to pay for such a benefit:

Christina: Oé» va oov nw Aowmndv,
want to you tell therefore

10 yeyoveg 61 pévo kon pbvo—
the fact that only and only

6n  oavtq éyive,
that she became
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prKe OT0— OT0  IpOI0 PEIONO TV VEGY
entered in the in the first front of the news

¢ 6Anp mv EMGSa, (lines omitted)
in all the Greece,

€ oov Aéel «eviddel, eywd KotaPepo KATL,
you (she) says okay I achieved something
ékava KGTw, ratdhaPec;

(I) did something,” do you understand

~Fototila: TIoA® peyddo Ttipnpa pe Xponvaxi
very big price  re Christindki

va TANPOOES NAVING.
to pay anyhow

Translation

Christina: So the point I'm making is,
merely the fact that
that she became,
that she made the headlines
all over Greece, (lines omitted)
she must have thought, “Okay, I accomplished
something,
1 did something.” You see what I mean?

-Fotoiila: In any case, that’s a very high price re Christinaki
to pay.

At the point of disagreement, Fototila addresses her older sister with
an affectionate form of her name, the diminutive Christinaki.

In the twenty-six minutes of this dinner table conversation re-
corded and analyzed by Kakava, Fototla, the youngest family member
present and the youngest of three sisters, is as argumentative as the
rest. However, she uses the most terms of address to mark disagree-
ment: popd “mom” twice, pntépa “mother” once, pnopnd “dad” twice,
Xpwrtiva once, and Xpiouvax twice, and she uses them only when
she is disagreeing with the addressee. In contrast, Christina uses papd
“mom” only once.

That the youngest child would participate fully in a family ar-
gument might surprise some Americans. But Aschenbrenner (1986:
42, 45) observes that Greek families encourage children to express
emotion, opinions, and disagreement in the orivate familv conteve
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(though not with outsiders). Why, however, does Fotoiila use the most
solidarity markers in disagreeing? At sixteen, Fotoiila is a teenager,
and teenagers are caught at a crucial moment of development in terms
of the tension between power and solidarity, as Tannen (1986) ob-
serves. As children, they were completely under the power of their
families and also blessed by their families’ protection. As adults, they
will have to give up some of this protection in order to achieve a
greater measure of autonomy. Caught in transition between these
states, Fotoila may be using disagreement to claim her right to par-
ticipate in arguments with the adults. But she may mitigate her dis-
agreement with solidarity markers because she is aware of her position
as the lowest-ranking member by age.’®

4.2 Personalization of conflict. Another marker of solidarity found in
the Greek conversations is the personalization of an argument at the
point of disagreement. A brief example comes from the same con-
versation as the preceding one. Here Fototila uses a personal analogy
in order-to drive home her point. The discussion is focused on another
aspect of Papandreou’s affair: when the prime minister entered a
hospital in London, his girlfriend was in constant attendance, and his
estranged wife did not visit him. Fotoila argues that Papandreou’s
wife was wrong not to visit her husband in the hospital, but her mother
argues that the wife may not have been able to approach him because
of the presence of the other woman. In challenging her, Fototla
figuratively places her mother in Mrs. Papandreou’s position:

1 Fotoiila: AnAady apa fHEepeg
thatis if (you) knew

»no

nwg o Gvipag oov Atav pe  mo GAArp oto
that the husband your was with an other in the

Aovbivo,
London
3 6ev Do mrfjyaiveg vatov Seig;
not will go to him see
4 Aev Da eiyeg evhia@épov yia v vyeia ToU;

not will (you) had interest for the health his

5 Mitéra: Ilowég Eéper;
who knows

6 Fototila: Ba 10 pddaveg ané v Aedpaor, Snady;
will it learned from the tv. that is
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7 A, wopaia.

oh nice

Translation

1 Fotoula: You mean to say, if you knew
2 that your husband was with another woman in London
3 you wouldn’t go to see him?
4 You wouldn’t have any interest in his health?
5 Mother: Who knows?
6 Fotoula: In other words, you'd find out about it on t.v.?
7 Oh, that’s great!

Fototila puts her mother on the spot by personalizing the argument.
Whereas the mother excused Mrs. Papandreou’s failure to visit her
husband in the hospital, Fototila forces her to extend this to her own
situation: would she not visit her own husband if he were in the hospital
in London? The mother evades the question (5 TToi6g Eépar “Who
knows”), apparently unwilling either to change her opinion about Mrs.
Papandreou or to go on record as saying she would not visit her
husband in the hospital. This permits Fotoila to score a point by
remarking sarcastically on the resulting appearance of impropriety
(6~7 ©a 10 pédorves ané v mAedpaot), Snhadi]; A wpaia “In other
words, you’d find out about it on t.v.? Oh, that’s great”).

5. Linguistic markers of disagreement

The preceding discussion illustrates the dynamics of disagree-
ment in Greek conversation as well as the use of solidarity markers
at the point of disagreement. In the remaining discussion, we identify
two linguistic strategies that tend to appear at the point of disagree-
ment: the particle pe and what we call adversative imperatives.

5.1 «Pe» as a marker of friendly disagreement. The earlier example in
which Fototila addresses her sister as Christindki also shows the use of
the particle r¢ immediately preceding the name: re Christinaki. We
conclude, based on analysis of all the conversations examined, that 7e
is a pervasive formulaic marker of friendly disagreement.

The formulaic nature of re coupled with an affectionate ierm of
address is most apparent in the widespread formulaic expression Oyt
pe maudi pov “no, my child”, where the lexical item most clearly as-
sociated with disagreement, 651 “no”, is linked with the particle re and
two solidarity markers: a figurative kinship term, and the possessive
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pronoun. Moreover, when used by women, this expression is typically
uttered in high pitch, a paralinguistic marker of affection which is
typically used in speech to babies, children, and intimates. In another
extended body of conversational data, a fifty-minute argument among
four friends (two men and two women, one of whom was Kakava),

there were 20 instances of mouSi{ pov “my child”, of which 16 occurred
with the particle 7e.!!

5.2 Adversative imperatives. A final type of linguistic marker of dis-
agreement that occurs in all the conversations examined is what we
call adversative imperatives. They include such familiar imperatives
as KoiTqu “look”, obniax “be quiet”, xétoe “sit”, i po6oeke “pay attention”
axov “listen”, koita va Seg “look to see”, and £da va cou nw “come’
f(?r me to tell you”. For example, in the following excerpt from the
dinner table conversation, the discussion has turned to whether or
not Papandreou’s girlfriend has a rightful place at the hospital with
him. The father argues that, by her constant presence, she is protecting
the prime minister from would-be assassins. The mother disagrees:

- Koitage va Seig
look to (you) see

Oev kepileic ko Tmota TO—
not (you) earn and nothing the

VO TOV OKOTWOEIS TOV avdpwno
to the (you) kill the person

Translation

-> Look
you wouldn’t gain anything
by killing the man.

L1ke the othgr solidarity markers discussed, the adversative impera-
tive, uttered in the familiar second person, marks the point of dis-
agreement by introducing the oppositional proposition.

6. Summary

The f:mrhMWﬂ;ﬁiOﬂ among women
and men in three different casual, naturally occurring settings has
resulted in the following findings. First, we examined an extended
d_15f:u551on in which two Greeks differed in their advice to an American
visitor. Wg discussed the subtle interplay of power and solidarity in
giving advice and showed that the disagreement evidenced a conflict
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in frames. We also examined the individual differences in the linguistic
means by which the three participants displayed their agreement and
disagreement: the Greek man expressed disagreement directly and
without mitigation; the Greek woman prefaced disagreement with
agreement; and the American woman expressed agreement directly
and disagreement indirectly. Next, we showed that disagreement is
frequently accompanied by linguistic markers of solidarity: address
terms (first names, kinship terms, or diminutives) and personal anal-
ogy. Finally, we identified two linguistic markers of friendly dis-
agreement: the particle re and what we term adversative imperatives.

7. Conclusion

Agreement is inherently symmetrical: saying “We believe the
same thing” implies “We are equally right, equally wise.” Disagreement
is asymmetrical: it says, “We are different,” and it is a short—maybe
an inevitable—step from “We’re different” to “I'm right, so you're
wrong,” or “I know, and you don’t.” Asymmetry is the essence of the
power dynamic, symmetry of solidarity. Why, then, are solidarity
markers used to mark disagreement? Perhaps it is a way to redress
the power imbalance: whereas the disagreement pushes interlocutors
away, the affectionate term of address brings them closer. Further-
more, it is a means to reinforce involvement, which is potentially
threatened by disagreement. In this sense, the solidarity markers that
accompany disagreement can be seen to counteract the effects of the
disagreement. But, in another sense, they can be seen simply to re-
inforce the solidarity that can be inherent in disagreement. As Schif-
frin (1984) and Ong (1981) argue, taking oppositional stances can be
a means of creating involvement, especially if the opposition is ritual
rather than literal. The contentious character of Greek conversation
may be understood in this light. If it is, then the use of solidarity
markers does not conflict with the spirit of disagreement but rather
reinforces the solidarity function of disagreement in modern Greek
conversation.
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(wmdhicas, and John Chioles tor last nunute translauloln_consulluumL They .dxd n?t check
I translaions, however, so any remaining infelicities are the responsibility of the
mm"nt.ul’xman (1981: 128) defines “footing” as “the alignment we take. up to (mrscl'vt‘s
and the others present as expressed in the way we manage ‘hf' pm_duqlof} or reception
of an uuerance " Davies and Harré (19901 use the term “posiuonng® to express a
anl . conce pt
™ I he r\.‘unph was oryanally provided by Ralph Fasold, to whmnlthunks,

“Ihe term and concept “frame” traces to Bateson (1972) and is developed by
Goffman (1974) [t v cxplored o conversational discourse by Tannen.(1986) an,d

lannen and Wallat (1987). Framing icters to ?uperordumlc messages (xr.x Bateson’s
Le1 s “metamessages”) about how utterances are intended. hjl Bateson’s classic example,
a bite or punch denotes an atta k within thf-”frame of fighting but could be reframed
as plaviul by the metane >>Ag€A“Th15 18 [:)ldjv~ ) ) o
+The threat to solidarity inherent in leave-taking, and the desire to repair it bY
reference to a reunion, is reflected linguistically in the leave-tkamg formula xaAr
(o ttpmotp Lanmen and Oztek (19511 discuss the use of Modern (Greek verbal formulas
uddas this one o )

51t is, however, morc disagreeable 1o Japanese speakers than it is to most Americans,

as Yamada (1992) argues and demonstrates. . '

“The techmcal term for this mutually aggravating process is complementary schis-

mogeuesis thateson 1972), which Tannen (1986) describes as common in cross-cultural
Comnl\ll)h ahion A

Not shown here, but similar and related w use, are terms ot endcarment such
as ayann pov tmy love” ke\é “good one,” and, as scen in the preceding example,
xonéAa pov “my (dear) girl™ o ' '

sWe are grateful to Makri- T sihpakou for permission to use hgr.recordmg§, which
were, like all the conversations analyzed here, transcribed by Christina Kakava.

9Some of the examples discussed here also appear in Kakava (1989).

1°Tannen surveyed students in an anthropology class at Princeton University, Fall
1991, with regard o participation in family dinners in thftir homes. Seve_ral American
students noted that a teenaged sister habitually engaged in arguments w1th the father
atthe dinner table: This remtorces the hypothesis that teenagers may seek disagreement
(o assert theuw independence. - ,

SOther vanants of pe are Bpe (for example, the father in the dinner table con-
cersation savs §da Bpe “come on vre”, and Fototla says Bpe nax&ixjx pov “vre my»ht[le
child”y and pwpé (as in the commonly hearfi 6x1 pwpé and dv’:e‘ ‘pm.pe). T;‘he ﬁfty-mmu‘te
argument just referred to included three instances of noahid “children” (more readily
translated “guys™), of which one was preceded by vre and one by re.
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