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Inthe newpeer tutor trai ningsessions at anortheasternuniversity, a
highlevel of interactionanongthetutor trainer andtrai nees i s one way
the staf f neasures the success of the sessions. Wthinthelintedtine
frame of two hours, however, thetrai ner nust al soinpart agreat deal of
infornation about the center and tutor positionrequirenents. The con-
flict andtensionof thesetw goal stendtoberefl ected and creat ed through
the di scourse strat egi es enpl oyed by the participantsinthetutor training
sessions. This study | ooks closely at these interactional noves and shows
howt he strat egi es that work t owards achi eving the goal of interaction
tend t o be over shadowed by t hose t hat are nore consi stent wth explicit
i mstruction

I ntroducti on

ersitiesinthelhited Sates oftenof fer students strugglingin
a subj ect the opportunity towork wth a peer who has success

fully conpl eted t he sane course. Sone uni versities|limt their
i nvol venent i n such peer tutoring prograns by sinply natchingtutors wth
students, whileother institutions, likethenortheasternuniversityinthis
study, are nore activein preparing students to becone privateinstructors.
The purpose of thisresearchistoexannethe di scourse strategi es enpl oyed
inthetrai ning sessions for under graduat e peer tutors and, inparticuar, to
look closely at theeffectsthesestrategiesarehavingonthetutor partici pa
tionlevel sduringthe sessions. Hghlevel sof participationisaprinary goal
of thetrainer. Asthestaff expdained, itisinportant for thetutorstoengagein
di scussi ons and ask questi ons during t he trai ni ng sessi ons because the j ob
theyaretakingonisaninteracti ve one. Asecond goal, and onethat seens to
beinconflict wththefirst, istoinpart agreat deal of i nfornati onabout the
tutoring center andthe responsibilities of anewtutor. Each of these goal s
callsfor different, a nost conpeting, di scourse strategi es. The findi ngs of
thi s study suggest that whileinteractionanongthe participantsisastated
prinary goal for thetrainer, the strategi es whi ch he enpl oys t o encour age
thetutorstointeract and partici pateindi scussi ons are oft en overri dden by
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strategi es that di sengage them

Thi s resear ch was devel oped i nresponse tothe explicit concerns of the
tutoring center staff that the newtutorswerenot only mininal |y parti ci pat -
inginthetrai ning sessions, but they were al so not absorhbi ng t he i nf or na-
tion. Inadditiontoworkingoninterpersona skills, thestaff contendedt hat
thetrai ning sessions vere opportunities for thestaff toget feedback fromthe
tutors. Alack of engagenent onthe part of the newtutors, the staff contends,
nay hi nder the Genter fromachi eving thei r educati onal and pr of essi onal
goal s inhol di ngt hese sessi ons.

Indeternmni ngwnat |ingui sticfactors nght be affecti ngtheinvad venert | eve
of thetutors, twonai nareas arefocusedoninthisstudy. Frst, the di scourse
strateg esthat theperticipants (thetra ner andanunber of tutors) enployinthe
peer tutor trai ningsessi onstoexpress and nanagetheir positionsandstatusre a
tioshipsinther ineractiosaeidatified Secod thevaysthat thesestraeg es
influencethetutors’ inva venent inthe conversations are expl oredindepth.

Wenthetrai ner enploysastrategy, heisindcatingthere ati onshi phewou d
liketohavewththetutorsaswell ashintingtothetutors wnat ki ndof contri bu-
ti ons they shoul d nake tothe on-goi ng di scourse. The orchestrati on of these cues
by thetrai ner (by neans of the di scourse strateg es di scussed here) tends to per-
pet ust e asymnet rical socid rel ati onshi ps anong the perti ci pants. A wll be shomn,
thecues dfferedby thetraner toengegethetutorsincoversationareinconflict
wthat lesst oredf thegod sdf thetraningsessios, eqicit instruction Soecifi-
caly, thetrainer opensthefloor for discussion, but keegpstight contrd over the
conversadionaditsoucomes. It ischdlegnga best for thetuarsfirst torecoy
nizethegoa of theinteractionfromthe cues and second t o knowhowt o parti ci -
pete Intheend, theformd theinteractionnayinfluencethelevd o effectiveness
d thetra ningsessi ams.

Theoretical F amevork

Mich of thework presentedinthi s paper i s groundedinthe approachtodis-
cousead ysisreferredtoasineracti ond soci d i ngui stics. Basedonthe cotri b
tions of Gunperz (1982) and Gof f nan (1981), thi s appr oach encour ages a cl ose
anal ysis of utterances astheyreflect andcreateneaningwthintheir context. In
ot her words, this approach sees context not only as apl ace where l anguage i s
sititedbut dsoasanetitytha issocidlycreatedthroughl anguege. The focus of
thisana ysis of tra ningsessi onsisonthe neans by wi chthe speakers, parti cu-
larlythetrainer, nanagetheir positionsintheinteracti ons and howt he partici -
pant s ar e nade avar e of and co-construct these positions. Throughout thei r nego-
tigaiond rdesadpositiosintharineractios, thepaticpatsinthsstudyare
utinateystructuringandcontinuously restructuringthecotext of their ta k. As
nai ntai ned by bot h Gunper z and Gf f nan, this constructionis far fromrandom
Rther, it isasystenatic process wi chis acconpl i shed throughthe cortri buti ons
d dl paticdpatsinfacetofaceineractias.

Inorder for theretobeinvd venent i naconversation, the participants nust
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share | inguistic and soci o-cul tural know edge (Qunperz 1982). | ndivi dual s
cal onthisknowedgetointerpret wiat isgoingoninaninteraction. Partici-
pants al sorely on hints fromothers to informthemof howto react and
pur sue thei r communi cative goal . Qunperz (1982) cal | s these hints
contextual i zati on cues and defi nes t hemas “surface feat ures of nessage
forns... by whi chspeakerssignal andlistenersinterpret what theactivityis,
howsenanti c content i s to be under st ood and howeach sentencerel ates to
what precedes or fol | ows” (1982:131). Inother words, wthout recogni zi ng
where an utterance cane from whereit’ s going, and howit fitsintothe
interaction, it cannot real |y be understood (Gunperz, et. al. 1984 as sunma-
ri zed by Tannen 1989).

‘Footing isaconcept usedinlookingat howparticipantsareinvad vedinpar-
ticuar socid interactions (@ffnan1981). Inshiftingtheir footingduri ngta k,
speaker s convey nessages astotheli r positionor stancetovardsthetak, their
interlocuors, thense ves, axdsoon Theseshiftsfunctionascuestothehearer as
tothedrectionthetd kisgingandtheshgpeit istaking

Shiftsinfootingoccur vhen aspesker alterstheir rde(s) inaninteraction
(Gffnan 1991). These nay occur at any poi nt i ncl udi ng wit hi n a speaker’ s sane
tun Siftsserveavariety of functionsinineractionsandare cotext dependent.
Inhisstudy onnevsinterviews, Gaynan (1992) suggeststhat footingshiftswork
inthat context tonaintainneutraity. Shiffrin(1990), inher work on conflict
ta k, di scusses changesinfooti nganenginterl ocutors asastrategy for supporti ng
anargunent position. Secificdly, she says thet the shift noves the focus froma
proposition struthtothe spesker’ s sincerity, nakingit nored fficdt for ther
opponent to chal | enge. Ponerantz (1984) uses exanpl es of footing shiftsto show
vays i ndi vi dual s dedl wth perforning sensitive acti ons.

Virk on di spreferred responses has been usefu inidentifyi ng status decreas-
ingnoves onthe part of thetrai ner (Fonerantz 1984). S at us decr easi ng noves,
such as hedgi ng and usi ng i ncl usi ve pronouns, general |y suggest to a speaker’s
inerlocutors aninterest indevel opingor creatingrapport or co-nenfeership. I1n-
terlocutors wll ava d g vingaresponse thet woul d be counter towneat i s expected
o thenormfor aperticu a context. Thi s avoi dance of di spref erredresponse sug
geststhesaneinterest innaintainngpositiverd ati ons.

V@ ks by Edel sky (1993) and Mynard (1991) alsocontribute greatlytothis
researchandwereva usbl einidentifyingstatusincressingstrateges. Satusin
creasingstraeg es suggest tointerlocutars aninterest increatingsocia d stance
ad, evennare, adesiretoassert athority, superiarity, o pover. Inwat begenas
agender and | anguage st udy, Edel sky presentstheissuedf floor. Sed scussesthe
i nportance of turnlengthandtopi c control, and exanines howt hese af fect the
fl owand out cone of theinteraction. Mynard di scusses asymmetry i n prof es-
si onal d scour se betweenthe prof essi onal andtheir client. | nperspectived splay
series (), ad scoursepetternidentifiedby Mynard, the professiond contrd s
thed rectionof tal kbyignoringor nininal |y respondi ngtothe contributi ons of
theaher participat. Al of thesetod sareimstrunentd tothisadysis.
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Met hods

Thetutoring center wherethisresearchtook pl ace offers avariety of aca-
demic support servicestoall enrol | ed undergraduat e students. These ser-
vi ces incl ude assi stancewth | earning strategi es, individual peer tutoring,
grouptutoring, andavariety of other schedul ed tutoring events. The peer
tutors hired by the university are requi red to attend one two- hour “New
Tutor Trai ni ng” sessi on bef ore they begi n neeti ng w th students. Addi -
tional training sessions are hel dthroughout the year.

Thedatafor this study cones fromthree of these “NewTutor Trai ni ng” ses-
sions, wichwereledby thesanetrai ner, Jon!, but attended by different tutors.
Thesessioswered | aud otgpedwththeverbal consent of theperticipants. Ater
the tapes vere nade, the corpus of datafor thisproect vaslinmtedtonineind -
vi dual conversations fromthe sessions. Al of these conversati ons occurred after
t he groups wat ched vi deo skits of neetings betweentutors and students. These
di scussi ons vere al so sel ected as t he f ocus of the st udy because, accordingtothe
trarer, theseverethenast interactive parts of thetra nng sessi ors.

Inadditiontothe audi orecording, anuner of qualitative nethods vere em
ployedbathduringthesessionsand after. | atendedd | of thetra nings andtook
fiddnates. Though| vas occasi ondl |y addressed i nthe sessions by thetrainer, ny
partici pati onvas kept toanni numinaneffort toavoi dinfluencingtheinterac-
tions. | dsocoductedaninterviewiththetrai ner, John, after thetaperecord
i ngs vere nade. John was asked about t he sessi ons and hi s i npressi ons of the
interactionsandparticipationof thetutorsinthe conversations nenti oned above.
Thisinterviewvas extrenal yinfornati ve and of fered an addi ti onal perspecti ve of
theinteractiond patternsaswe | as anunderstand ngof howat | east thispartici-
part isframnghinse f inthe sessions. It vasa socruciad inthe study because at
theenddf theinterview after record nghi s perspectives o thetutori ngsessi ans, |
present ed and recel ved f eedback on ny prel i mnary fi ndi ngs.

Cat a Anal ysi s

Saus decressingstrateg es

Thefirst set of strategiesarethosethetrai ner uses seemingy inatenmt to
reducestatus d fferencesintheinteracti ons. These nay be consi dered i nvd venent
cuesfor thetutors. Bypacinghinsel f a anoreequal statuswththetutors, the
tra ner encorages themtobenoreinva vedininteracti on. These stat us decreas-
ing strategiesinclude footing shifts (Gffnan 1981) and the mitigati on of
di spreferred responses (Ponerantz 1984). Weenthetrai ner, John, shiftsfooting,
he di stances hi nsel f fromthe advi ce or requests heis offeringtothegroup. In
ather vords, heplacestheresponsibility for thethoughts and or vords hei s ex-
pressingonother parties and positions hingel f nore as anequal or peer of the

YAl nanes used in this paper are pseudonyns.
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tutors. Mtigationof dispreferredresponses occurs whenthereis di sagree-
nent in the conversation. John enpl oys various strategiesininitiating
di spreferred responses, agai n, seeningly to keep status di fferences mini nal .

Siftsinfoaing

Therearevariousrd es that speakers andhearers play i nta k (Gf f nan 1981).
Inthe productionof tak, therearetherdes of aninator, author, principal, ad
figure. Theaninator i sthe onewho produces the utterance. The author isthe one
whooriginatedthewords or beliefs. The principal isthe onewhose beliefsor
positionis bel ng expressed. Thefigureisthe personvhomthetal kis about. A
vividexanplevhich| findusefu inillustrati nghowt hese rd es nay be pl ayed out
isacourtroom Theaninator i stheassistant defenseattorney woista kingfor
theprincipd, or the defendant, andisread ngtheverds of theauthor, the def ense
attorney wiowat et he def ense but vas unebl etobeincourt, addthefigureisthe
ot her possi bl e perpetrator tal ked about i nthe def ense argunent to cast doult on
thegui It of thedefendart.

Inthedatausedfor thisstudy, Jonfrequentlyshiftsanay fromprincipal. In
other vords, hepl acesresponsi bi ity for athought or suggesti on onanon-present
aher. Inthengjority of the cases, the change of fodti ngappearstobeaneffart to
reduce status di fference. Inather words, through pronounuse, the namng of ot h
ers, and hypot hetical andreal quotes, Johnreduces hi s status froma posi ti on of
expert, or onewho has i nfornationthe others need, toonewhois onthe sane
statuslevd (andonthesaneside) asthetutors.

Thefollowngis anexanpl e of afooting change. It occurs when John nanes
ather asresponsiblefor wet heiseqressing Intheexcerpt, heclansthet itis
thevideothat i s encouragi ngstudentstoworktogether. Lhderlininginal l ex-
cerptsarethehighlights for and ysis. See Appendi x Afor transcri pti on conven
tios

o
a Jont umard(.) infact oedf thethingsthepantsthevideotriestonakeis

b. a sohavi gt hese peopl e do honeverk t oget her outsi de of theclass outsideof the
c tuaingsessionadit cankindd hd p

Inline(d, Jdnpontstothevideoastheprincipd . Hedffershisganond the
suggestionin(c), but doessoinarather nitigatedvway wth“kindof.” It is pos-
siblethat ei ther Johnrecogni zes the wel ghti ness of t he suggesti on and does not
vant tobeheldresponsiblefor nakingit, or hevantstoreduce hisstatus asthe
authoritya that nonent. Ineither case theshift workstoreducehisaffiliation
wththeidea
Anather shift anay fromprinci pal isthrough paraphrasi ng or predi cti ngwhat the
ahersinthegopaethinking Wthinhisturns, Jonwl| offer ahypat heti ca
quote, or sonethingthat thetutors night sayinaparticu ar situati on(as opposed
tosonethingthat atutor hasactud lysaid). Thisseenstofunctionind fferent
vays depend ngonthep aceit occursintheinteraction. For thenast pert, it seens
tobeusedas asdidarity buil di ng nechani smwhere hei s showngthetutors that
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he under st ands what they are goi ng through. A tines, though, it seensto
functionas avay of reestablishingexpert status. Thislatter functionwll be
exploredingreater detail inalater section

Inthenext excerpt, Jomnisvocd izingcriticisnmof oned theskitsinthevi deo.
Intheskit, thetutor encourages the studentstovwork onthei r omn. John uses the
i deas of other tutors wo have seenthevideotobathp aceresponsibility for the
neget i ve assessnent onothers andto of fer support for hisassertionthat tutors
shou dbeveryinvd vedintheir student’s|earning

@

a Johnt andsone pecpl € 11 conpl a nand have sai dyouknow(.) ectud lyit red |y
h lakslikethetua’sit’saged scanfa thetua thetua’ snakingther

c. niney adthey' retd lingtheseguystogostudytogether and!’ 11 neet

d. wthyouandsoandandacoupl e of peopl e have sai d wy dot hey even

e haveatu o becaussethethel evel of i nvd venert thetutor had andvart ed

f. themtostudy by t hensel ves based upon wet thetutor dd sojust another

g exap ed hon(.) yaknowit’ sinportat thet (.) uhtuarsareinvd ved

In(ad) and(de) Jodneqicitlystaestha heisrd ayi ngsoneone d se s nes-
sage. Initidlyit nay seenthat in(ad) and(e) Jonisa soshiftingaay framthe
rded asthor asvel | asprincipd . Inactudity, hovever, heisnat. Thequates are
parapirasesrather thandirect. Thus, theyarehiswords, but nat hisidess. In(e-f)
herationdizestheir opnions, but doesnat advocatefor their positionshinse f. In
(g) hethenjustifiesnakingtheuterances, but still refrai nsfromnaki ngastrong
commt nent tothe expressionsin(ad) and(d-e).

Inaninterview Johnsaidthat he does sone thi ngs such as tal k about hi s
interest i nbaseba | and have everyone i ntroduce thensel vesinthebeg mingtotry
tonake the at nosphereinfornal . Later inthat interview Johnand| di scussed
sone of the strategi es presented above. He agreed wth the suggestionthat he
shiftsprincipal tobathseparatehinsel f fromsoneof theinfornationheispre
senting (linesbande) andto shownare canaraderiewththetutors.

@

a John youknow(.) | amvery avare of thel and ve thi ngyou know? ‘ cause al o
b o tinel don't vt tobeassoci aedwthsone o thestuff (.) youknow

c. theytd | neinthedfficeyouhavetotd kabout ti nesheet they renct

d dingther tineshegtsrigt’ adstuf adliketheala socned thethings

e aejust crgpyoukno?and| don't vart tobehel dresposibl e

I nsum John enpl oys sone shi fting strategi estowork tovards astatus equal
ineraction Hewll, for exanpl e attributeanideatoanother and o i ncl ude quates
toshift anay fromtheprincipal rdeandpl aceresponsibilityfor thecontributi on
el sewhere. John' s changes i nfooti ng nost often functi onto reduce hi s conmit -
nent tothe advi ce or opi ni ons gi veninthe di scussi ons and t hus suggest a nore
symetrica relationshipwththetutors. Hsd stancingseenstobeacuethat he
wshestoidentifynorewththose attendi ngthe sessi onand, perhaps, engagein
nare peer ta k.
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D spreferred responses

Inher study of preferredand di spreferred responses to stat enents of assess-
nent, Ponerantz (1984) assertstha aspeaker wil construct their turnd fferently
accordi ngtownet her they are respond nginthe way the previ ous speaker woul d
favor or not. Vien a speaker agrees and an agreenent i s the preferred response
they nay of fer the sane eval uati on, anupgrade, or adowngrade. For exanpl e, if
twopeoplearelookingat apaintingandonesaysthat they likethe painting, the
secondcaneither saythat they d solikethe pai nting (sane eval uation), thet they
not onlylikethepainting, but thinkthat it isthenost beautifu pantinginthe
vorld (upgrade), or that theythinkit isjust not bad (downgrade). Wen a speaker
di sagrees and an agreenent i s the pref erred response, they nay del ay aresponse
and/or agreeandthendi sagreewthinthe saneturn. Avoidingdispreferredre-
sponses tends tofuncti ontodecrease stat us d fferences anongi nterl ocutors. Mst
often, inthecontext of thetrai ning sessi ons, positive feedback, agreenent, is
consi dered to be the preferred response t o a gi ven st at enent, and di sagree-
nent isthedspreferred.

Thefd l owngexcerpt isanexanpl e of ashort filler, or anutteranceinspeech
thet containsnopropositiond cotert (e.g um er, uh). Inthisinteraction, Jon,
who was aski ngwhat thetutors woul d dooncethey got their e-nai | ed assi gnnert ,
vas | ooki ng for the answer givenby Mtt inline(h), not the one gi ve by Adamin
lire(d.

¢

a Jon: wet doyouthink youwod ddo(.) um(.) wenyourecei vethise-nail (.)
b. other thancal lingthetuteevhat vhat wou dyoudowththi s nessage

citdf

d. Adam reply sanething

e Jant uh(.) ol veddit redyactud | ybecaseyod reredyingactud lytoar
f.dfice

g andit’sjust we renct gonnayou knowj ust send t hemsonet hi ng back

h.Mt: prirtit

i.Jdom printitod (\) print thsthngou keepaherdoqy o it () thet’ sagoad
j.idm

Inline(ef), Ji morecedes hi s d sagreenent wihAdams statenent inline(d),
ad spreferredrespase, wththefiller “uh’ Thisdd ay suggeststhat Jomnisnare
o lessre uctat tod sagpeeadhecatinuesinhistunwthanexd anationfor his
d sagreenent. Thi s stat us decreasi ng nave seens to be countered, hovever, inhis
next turn Inhisresponsetothe preferredresponse, Johnrepeats Mit’ s vords and
eval uatesthe ansver as“agoodidea.” (linehi) Inthiscotext, basedonthe
observationthat Jonhes dicitedthe saneresponseinal histutoringsessi ons,
thi s positi ve f eedback naly be consi dered astat us i ncreasi ng nove. 1 nather vords,
Jomisna ganngany newinfornation, rather, heispraisingatua for gvingan
ansver he al ready knew

Aather strategy usedistoagreebefored sagreei ngwththe previ ous positi on
(Ponerantz 1984). 1 n such agreenent - pl us- di sagreenent turns, the di sagreenents
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thensel ves are not very strong. Thiswas oftenthe caseinthetutor training
sessions. Inexcerpt 5, thetrainer first validatesthetutor’s contributi ons by
al i gni ng themw t h ot her s who have agreed wi th or previously nade t he
sane statenment. By strategical | y separating hi nsel f fromthose who agree
wththestatenent, thetrai ner sets upthe opportunity to contradict.

6]

a Jom: reneniber? (..) wat tinethey weregaingto get toget her on Sunday

b. eveni ng?

C. Jae saen

d Jom vell (.) actud lythet’ svhet youved dassune/shesad (.) but actud Iy
e shesadseven sh

Ater expressi ng under st andi ng of why Jane answered the vay shedid (lined),
John di sagrees wth a statenent that detaches hi nsel f personal Iy fromthe
di spreferred response. Inather vords, he pl aces bl ane for the di sagreenent sone
placeelse(linee). Hesuggeststhat her answer isonethat woul d general |y be
agreed upon, thengives aquote fromthetape. Byavoidingadirect criticismor
negat i ve eval uati on of Jane' s response, John nanages anare stat us equal posi tion
betveenhinsel f andthetutor.

Thefd lowng, segnent 6, isanather exanpl e of the agreenent - pl us-di sagree-
nent strategy invhi chJanstrongy agreeswthSarah' s contributi on(linec) then
partialydsagess(lined). Inthissegnent, thetra nees vereaskedtoidentify
fromanunered|list what kindof strategiesthetutor inthevi deoenpl oyedinthe
segnent .

@

a Srah day(.) for?

b. Johrt nuner faour (.) hevingthetueeexq anit tothetuor kindd wet vecd |
c. tdkabout theScraticnethod(.) defintdyandinfact () ala of pegde

d sayvell actud lyyouknowit’ skinddf questiontvo(.) too

Wien asked about howhe handl es a conment he does not agree w th, John
sadheavodsdrectlyrgectingthecontribution Intheinterviewhe suggest ed
that tutorswoul dbe“put off” if hedid(linef). Sncehevantstokeepthemen
gaged (linesf-g) adinaignet (linej) wthwiat heis preserting, he does nat
vant tosay they are wong.

@

a Jom yeahit’ sfumy(.) evenvienpeod €11 saythingswogl don't saythat’s
b. wong

c. Tam: wy

d Jon I'mveryaveretha | doit (..) | doit liketotdl themthat they rewag
e | don't vant toput themoff youknow?and| don't | don't vert thento

f. kindd get tunedoff towet” s goi ngonby hevi ngwet they sai dj ust

g kindof dsmissed sownet I'l1 trytodoistrytohavethenl ook ya know?

h (.)likel’ll kindof sayvel | yaknowt het’ s agoodi deabur t yaknowand

i. 'l trytoget thevntherigt track
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Insum inthe peer tutor trai ning sessions, thetrai ner uses avari ety of
strategiesinexpressing dispreferredresponses (i.e., disagreenent) to sone
tutors’ contributions. I'nthe exanpl es above, heuses fillers, places responsi-
bility for the di sagreement on anot her, and uses agr eenent -t hen- di sagr ee-
nent patterns. Al of these strategi es seemto be functioni ngtoreduce status
di fferences betweenthe trai ner, John, andthe tutors attendi ngt he sessi on.
As he says in hi s quot e above, he wants to keepthe tutors invol ved, so he
avoi ds certai nstat us i ncreasi ng noves such as i gnoring or negativel y eval u-
atinganindividual .

Wi lethereareanuner of strategies beingenpl oyed by thetrainer tocreate
o perpetuste asense of equalityinthe sessions, therecotinuestobeconplaints
a thetuoringcenter that thetuors arenat engagedi nthed scussi ons. Thi s nay
betheresut of theused statusincressingstra ey es.

Sausincressingstrateg es

Qrtaind scoursestrategiesinord nary conversati on nay be consi deredto be
stausincreasingprinarily basedonthe hi ghval uepl aced, by theparticipants, on
thosestrateg es (Vetts 1992). Theseincl udeintroduci ng anacceptedtopic, g ving
infornati onathers donat have, gettingaffecti veresponses, gettingatherstocarry
aut anaction, hd d ngaud ences’ atertionfar narratives or | onger turns, and cor
trolingaccesstothefloor (Edel sky 1993). A nost al| of these are enpl oyedin
thetutor trai ning sessi ons. These status i ncreasi ng and sustai ni ng strat e-
gi es used i nthe sessi ons seemto have asubstantia effect ontheinteraction
level sof thetutors. Inwat i s percel vedby Johntobeaveryinfornal interac-
tivediscussion, thereisactua lyrather |inited engagenent .

Gtrd of floor

Inthetutor trainingsession, thereisanoticead e asynmetry betveenthefre-
quency adlengthdf Jon stunsadthetuos tunsintheinteractions. Nt onl'y
does John speak nare of ten, he al so speaks far nuich | onger periods of tine. This
nove bath creat es and sustai ns ik minahi gher status positionintheinteracti ons.
Axther statusincreasingnoveisthat, particu arlyinthed scussi onsfd | owng
thevideoskits, Jonintiaesdl thetopicsof conversation Interns of engagi ng
tuorsintheinteracti ons, wen asked howhe doesit, Johnsai dthat he asks pro-
voki ng and of ten rhetori cal questions and frequently cal | s on peopl e he senses
have sonethi ngtosay. Insuchsituations, heclearly has contrd of accesstothe
floor. He determnes not onl y who can speak, but al sowhow || speak.

The fol l owi ng i s an exanpl e of bot h howJohn works to conti nue on a
topicheinitiatedand howhe control s accesstothe floor. Thi s pi ece cones
fromthe mdd e of a conversation about the second vi deo skit showninthe
Sessi ons.

@
a John: soagoodt hi ng one good t hi ng she di d vias she vias hel pi ng t hemt hi nk
h et thefuuealittlebt (..) adadwdlytha isaethmgvetd | youge
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c. asyllabus for the course soyou have anideavhereit’s headingal ot of
d. themare online nowso you can gototheweb site Jodi you' ve been

e relativelysilent about thistell nesonething bad or good you sawinthe
f.vido

g Jod : ursheshod dhavetriedtoorgani zeit noire

Inlines (d-€) JohnidentifiesJod as soneonewho has not yet takenaturnin
the conversation. Ater nakingthisidentification hedrectsthegenerd question
he has beenaskingthegrouptoher (linee-f). Thistine, honever, thereguest for
feedbackisintheformof aninperative.

Jod ' s conpl i ancetoperticipateinthed scussi onaoout thevideod i p suggests
acod | aborative novetosustainthe asynmetrical rel ationship. Inaddition, the
lack of interruptionswenJohntakesrather lengthyturnsandthetutor’ s genera
affectiveresponses toJohn' s contributions a so support the nati onof ca | abora
tionincrestingtheuneque statussituation Itispossidetha inthissituation the
tutors offer af fecti ve responses wet her they agree or nat because Jani s consi &
ered a gat ekeeper for their enpl oynent (Frei dson 1970). Intervi ewdatafromthe
tutorswoul dbe neededtoexpl orethisfurther.

Rerspective Dsplay Series

Inprofessiod settings, particdarlythat of thenedicd interview inaddtion
tothestatusincreasi ngstrateg es usedi nevery day conversation, therearedften
additiona strategies enpl oyedtosustai nasymmetrical socia structures between
the professi onal and the | ay person (Mynard 1991). The patterninwhi chthese
strategi es are usedi s the sane one of t en used i n everyday conversationtobui | d
solidarity. Inother vords, it isaninva venent strategy ineverydayta k. The
petternisreferredtoas perspectived sp ay series (9. InaH}5 aspesker sdic-
itsanather speaker’ sopinionor positiononatopicthenreports or assesses the
sanetopi cinawvay that takesthe ot her speaker’ s responseinto account.

I neveryday conversation, theinitia invitationinthe AOB5is of ten consi d-
ered a presequence (Sacks, Schegl of f, and Jef f erson 1974) or cauti ous way of
proposingatopi c. Thisinvitation (bothin everyday conversationand nedi -
cal interviews) iseither narked or unnarked. The narkedinvitations offer a
hi nt and/ or presune know edge of what the response is goingto be (Vdtts
1992). The questionmight be, for exanpl e, inthe formof atag questi onwhere
agreenent wththe statenent i s often presuned. The unnar ked does not
nake any such presunpti ons. |n everyday conversations, if the respondent
does not agree wththe speaker, or they donot givethe preferred response,
the speaker wll usuallyalter their next turntonantai nalignnent. Mynard
(1991) arguesthat innedical interviews, nosuchaterationis nade. |noather
words, the patient’s response has little consequence onthe directionof the
conversation. Theresult of thisisthat the physician guarantees that the
conversationw | endwth the diagnosi s or point they intendto nake.

Theparticipantsinthetutor trainingsessionstendtoenpl oy strateg es sinl ar
tothosed thenadica interview Secificdly, nuichof theasymetryintheinter-
actionscanbeattributedto FOSstyleinteracti ons wherethetrai ner nai n-
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tains control of thetopic and determnes the overa | outcone. Thereare afew
strategi es by whichthisis acconplished. These incl ude refornati on of a
tutor’sturnintojargon, givinglittle feedback on di spreferred responses, and
taki ng turns unfazed by surroundingtal k. Inthe end, John's agendafor the
interactionis achieved, and, asinthe nedical interviens, thesestrateg es
worktoreinforcethevisibility of thetrai ner’s own experti se (Mynard
1991: 477).

Thefol | ow ng segnent i s one of only afewexanpl es of reformil ationby the
trainer. Accord ngtoJon, theareaof tutoringrea |y has few'buzzverds.” Itis
thereforenat comanfor mtoreformi atethetutors’ responses. Inthis excerpt,
Karais respondingtoJohn' s request for conments onavideoclip. Ater Kara's
response, Jonrefornul atestheideaintosligtly noreprofessiond terns, “think
about thefuue (lired).

(a?Mra: I thinkit was goodthat at | east she had a syl | abus and she was keepi ng
b. track of /?/ shewas organi zedinthat way

c. John: okay (.) so agood thi ng one good t hi ng she di d was she was hel pi ng
d.thinkabout thefuturealittlehbit

The nor e common st rat egi es used t 0 sust ai n st at us ar e t hose used by
Johnto control thetopi c and out cone of theinteractions. VMleninitiatinga
di scussion, Johnw | either offer anarkedinvitationor anunnarkedinvita
tiontotheotherstospeak. Inthefad | owng exanpl e, Johnis worki ngto keep
theinteracti ons goi ng.

(19
a. John: umot her thought's about good t hi ngs or bad t hi ngs about what was

b. goi ngonspecifically anything?what didthetutor do? (.) | | guessyouall
c. youthinkthistutor didagoodjob?

Hefirst offersanunnarkedinvitationfor thetutors’ positive and nega-
tive opi ni ons about the video (lines ab). Bsfore anyone responds, hovever,
he tabl es, or puts forward, a narked invitation whi ch presunes that the
tutors have anegative eval uation (end of lineb-c).

Vilen asked about theinteractive nat ure of the sessi ons, Johnexpl ai nedthat he
intendsfor theretobed scussion(linesab, hi), but wthinsoneboundaries (11nes
df, ghj, K.

(1

a Jdn thsisajdbtha’sgangtobeineratti vesol vat thartostart getting

b usetobd nginteractiveearlyon

¢. Tam: nmhnmso youvart it tobeveryinteractive?

d. John: yesh| nean, as noch as possi bl ewthinthe real mof ny gui dance

e. Tam: what do you nean (| augh) by t hat ?

f. John: well (.) youknowlikel can't | just can't say tal k anongst yoursel ves

2 Vakl enpt i s a Yi ddi sh word neani ng t o becone extrenel y enoti onal . John' s use here,
asvell ashisutteranceinling(i) “ta k anong yoursel ves” i s arefereenceto a parody skit
on the tel evi si on showSat urday N ght Li ve.
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g don't get vaklenpt??/ no(.) but likel | don't want tojust say just talk
i. take and | wanna ya knowhave t hemtal ki ng but al sowant to keepit

j. theres(.) I canonly | neanit’sa ready atwoandaha f hour sessi on and
k. | don't vant it runon | have(.) sol havetokeepcontrol of it

Aguably, theasymetrica relationshipcreatedthroughthe partiality of
thetrainer tostatusincreasi ngstrateg es di scourages i nvol venent. Thetrai n
eesnot only havelittlesay or influence onthe directionof the conversation,
but al soare oftennot clearly cued as to howthey are expected to parti ci pate.

Sanpl e D scour se

Inthi s section, the researchon status i ncreasi ng and st at us decr easi ng
discourse strategies are pul | ed t oget her and used as a franework t o anal yze
asanpl e pi ece of di scoursefromone of thetutoringsessions. Theintent isto
| ook at howthe different strategi es are enpl oyedto create and sustai nthe
soci al rel ati onshi ps and t hus an envi ronnent i n whi ch nany parti ci pants
arerel uctant toengagein conversation. The di scussi onthroughout the anal y-
sisillustrates howandwerethe statusincreasingstrategi es arewoveninto
t he di scour se whi ch supports an asymnmetri cal status rel ati onshi p. The de-
creasi ng strategi es used by the trai ner do not seemt o be enough t o count er
the effect of the statusincreasi ngnaves, andthe strategies usedtocreatethe
highsocia status difference seenstonegatively affect thetutors’ |evel s of
i nvol venent .

Inthisp eced dscourse Jon asexdanedinhisinterview hadthe god of
pronatingtheideathat tutors shoul d schedu eregul ar neetings wththeir tutees.
Thisissonethingthat thetutorsinthevideoclipd dnot do. Thereare various
strategi es Jonenpl oystodrect thetuors' attertiontothi s aspect of thevideo
skit. Heenpl oyees nast |y narkedinvitati ons for negati ve eva uati ons of the vi deo.
Vien posi ti ve eval uations are g ven, hisresponses are mninal and/ or statusin
creasingandheoffers nore narkedi nvitations until hefina ly gets the negative
eva uationheislookingfor. Thisisanexanpl e of howt he cues (fromthetrai ner)
intheinteractiondonat natchhisgoal (asexpressedintheinterview. Hs cues
sugoest that heintendstoengageinaconversation, but hestructurestheinterac-
tion. Inather vords, asinned ca interviews, Jong vestheinpressi on he wshes
toinvd vethetutars, but wet they contributered lyheslittleeffect ontheaut-
cone (Mynard 1991) .

Thi s conversationbeganwth Johninitiatingthetop c of d scussi ngthe good
and bad aspects of thetutoringskit. He asks for feedback threetines, oneis
an unnar ked i nvi tati on and two are nar ked.

(2

a. John: okay so umwhat didyouseeinthat that youthought was good or not
b. so good? | neanif you were the person there woul d you have done sone of
c. those things?

d. Jodi: thiswastheir first neeti ng?

e. John: yeah (..) and naybe you mght even have a beef wi th what they were
f. talkingabout at thefirst neeting
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Inline(a) Johnoffersanunnarkedinvitationfor thetutors’ perspectives
of what they thought about the videoskit. Hefoll ows thiswthanore narked
invitationinlines (b-c) that suggests anegati ve eval uati on of sone thi ngs on
thevideo. Jodi repliesinline(d) wthaaquestionabout theset upof theskit
and John i ncl udes thisinhis second narkedinvitation (linese-f) inthe
interaction. Theinclusion of sone of the words used by Jodi suggest s t hat
they are col l aborati nginthe di scourse.

Kara responds t o Johns request for feedback wth a positive eval uati on of the
tutor inthevideo. Sheoffers severa supporting poi ntsto her position.

g Kaa vl | thinkshe sveryresourcefu um(.) you knoweventhi ngs she
h. cod d't doshetd dyouknowt hetutee where she col dgotoget them
i. likethed dexans exactly you knowather things thet hehes ather oti as
j. adshesmt limtedtojust tutor wi chisinportat becase aherwse
k. 1" ve hedi nstances vihere they’ dj ust rel y toonochonneandthenthey
|. theydon't yaknowthey j ust expect netodoit but it' sbetter yaknow

m wentheytakethingsintothei r owmn hands

Kara(lineg oferswat inthisineractionisad spreferredrespose. Jon vas
presuming anegati ve eval uationof thevideoskit. Karaprefaces her responsewth
afiller (lineg) adfdlomsit wthanexp anationfor her opinion. Sehigligts
exactlyviet vessaidinthevideotoleadher toher gonon(lineshj), restates her
ginon(lirej), adadds apersond rarrativetosupport her position(linek-1).

Jomresponds tothe d spreferred response wthanini nal eval uati on and nakes
anct her (narked) request for pertici petion

n Joh good(.) aythougtsonthat ?things specificd |y shesa dthet youthougt
0. ohl definitelywn't bebringingthat up?(..) no?

John eval uat es Kara' s response as ‘ good (linen) but does not el aborate or
expand on any of her ideas, aswl!| beseenlater wth coments he positively
eval uates. He then opens up the discussiontothe entire groupwith an
unnmarked i nvitation for i nput onwhat Karasai d (linen). Before anyone
takes aturn, honever, hetables anarkedinvitati onfor negative eval uation
(lineo). Inthisnove, heal soshiftsfootingaway fromprincip e, placingthe
tuorsinthat roe Thus, wiileheissustainingcontra of thetop c of conver-
sation, astatusincreasingstrategy, heis enpl oyi ng a stat us decreasi ng nove.

Like Kara, S eve offers apositive eval uationof thevideo. SnceJohnis
i ndicating apreference for anegativeeval uation, Johnalsotreats Seve' s
response as di spreferred.

p. Seve: unshenadeit pretty evident inthe begi nninglikewhat shelike her
g. boundaries /?/ with her exans.
r. John: so she she laidout kindof thegroundrul es/?/ about doi ngthi ngs

Seveinline(p-q) offersthe seconddispreferredresponseinthisinterac-
tionwthanother positiveeval uationof thevideoclip. Li ke Kara, he prefaces
theresponsewthafiller and gi ves a speci fi ¢ fromthe vi deo to support his
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opinion. Timreplieswtharefornationof Seve’ s contribution using nore
prof essi onal | anguage “ground rul es,” but does not el aborate (liner).
Bicathenoffers apreferredresponse of anegative eval uation of the
video (liness-t). Her criticismisintheformof advice. Timeval uatesthis
contribution, likeKara' s, as“good,” but herehebuildsonit (linesu-cc).

s. Eica shewas tal king about /?/ she coul d ve they coul d ve set up aweekl y
thing

t. you knowl i ke a schedul ed ti ne or sonet hi ng

u. John: good (.) umuhthat’ s sonethi ng by the vay thet verea |y encourage you

v. vaystodoand| haveseenthisvarkinthepest if youtd | your tuees hey

w gveneacdl next tineyouneedhd pthet’ sathet’ sared | y bed approech

X. becausel ats of tinesyouven't beheari ngfromthemurtil right befare

y. theexamard /7 inportat soit’sprabelyagoodideatosit domwth

z. themand say you knowvhen canwe neet and (.) kind of set up aveekly

aa negtingtinesotheyarekindd lockedinothet adif adif they needto

bb. changeit theonusisonthemtocal | youand| et youknowsothet’s ny

cc. advice

Wthintherather | engthy el aboration, John enpl oys a coupl e stat us de-
creasingstrategies, specificalyfoatingshifts. Inline(y) heusesthe pronoun
“we” toplacethe bl ane for the schedul i ng suggesti on on alarger body than
hinsel f, thetutoringcenter. Inthefollowngline (v) he endorses the i dea
w th hi s own experi ence but does not renove any of the responsi bility from
thetutoringcenter. Inlines (v-w he offers ahypothetical quote of what the
tutors night say. Theregi ster he chooses tousefor the utterancesis one he
seens to suppose thetutors woul d use. This, therefore, may be consi dered an
equal i zi ng strat egy. The sane, however, cannot be sai d for (z) where John
suggest s what they ought to say totheir students. The use of the pronoun
“we” refersheretothetutor andthetutee. Heis speaki ng on behal f of the
(good) tutors.

Notably, thesestatus decreasingstrategiesareusedat theendof theinterac-
tion Riortothistun Jonhesvirtud |y conpl etecontrd over the conversati on
Heintiatesatop candkeepsthe ot her participants onthat topicthroughout. By
not € aboratingonthepositiveevd uati onsandtabdl i ngnarkedinvitati onsto per-
ticipate, Johnnani pul ates the out cone of the conversationtothe points hevants
tonaketothe newtutors.

Goncl usi on

Wat the findings suggest isthat tutors nay not beinvolvedinthetrai n
i ng sessi ons because of an overt asymnmetrical social rel ationshi p between
thetrainer andthetutorswvhichtendstobelimtingthetutors’ participation
inthetraining. The asymmetrical relationshipis acconplished through a
nuniber of di scoursestrategieswhichraisethetrainer’sstatusintheinterac-
tion. Wil e he does enpl oy various strategiestoreduce his statusinthe
interactionandthusinvolvethetutors, these are not enoughto counter the
effects of the statusincreasi ng noves.
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The strategies enpl oyedintheinteracti ons functionbothto positionthe
participants and toindi cat e howt he parti ci pants shoul d react tothe con-
tributions of others. As Gunperz (1982) stresses, partici pants need cues and
tobeabletointerpret those cuesto understandwat i s goingonat any given
tinleinaninteraction. Qe of theproblensinthetutor trainingsessionsis
that the cues gi ven by John misl eadingly i ndicate aninterest i nengagingin
conversationwththetutors. Hewantsinteraction, but as he expressedin
hisinterview hewantsit tobewthinhis boundaries. Qne of the cuesin
questionisanarked or unnarkedinvitationtospeak. Thisisthefirst part of
per specti ve di spl ay series, which, ineveryday conversation, functions as an
i nvol venent strategy. Asinother institutional settings, suchas the nedical
interview Johncarefully control s the out cone, naki ngthe conversationlack
thenatura or infornal feel that, accordingtohisinterviews, hewou dliketo
see i n the sessi ons (Miynard 1991) .

Joneqlicitlystaesinhisinervienthet oned hisgod sinthetra nngses-
sionsistoengagethe newtutorsindial ogue wthhimandwtheachother. H
expansthat thejobthat theundergraduetes havebeenhiredfor isaninteracti ve
oeadthet it isinportat for themtobe confiortald ewththet reguirenent of the
position. Thetrainingsession, accord ngtoJan, isaninportant placefor thento
start beconing confiortabl e. Qe of the prod ens Johnruns i nto, hovever, isthat
thereisalot of infornationheisrequiredtoinpart duringthe short two-hour
session. If he encourages too nuchtal k aneng the trai nees, hew | not havethe
opportunity or tinetocover al thenateria they need as newenpl oyees.

The tensi on between these two goal s of thetrai ner for the trai ni ng sessi ons
seenstopara | & thetensi onbetweenthe stat us i ncreasi ng and st at us decr easi ng
straeg esenpl oyedintheinteracti ons. The stat us decressi ng strat eg es encour age
rapport bui I ding andthe nore rel axed envi romnent i nwhi chthetutors candispl ay
their reed nessfor their interactivejdos. Thesta usincreasi ngstrateg es costruct
ahi erarchy i nwhi ch John di scourages freeta k and contrd s the fI awand out cone
d thetd k Jdmistheninabetter positiontoenswred| o theinfornationthet the
tutoring center vants the newtutors tohavei s covered.

Inplicaios

Theinplicationsfor thisresearchseemtobefor thetutori ng center and vor k-
place educatorsingenera . Thefindings of thisresearchwll be presentedtothe
traner (again) adtotheadmnistraasa thetuoringcenter. Wingthi sinforna
tiononinvad venent and di stanci ng strategi es, perhaps the center canreeva uate
thestructureof thesessionasvel | asthepresetationd thenaterid. If thecerter
deci des that they dovant toencouragenareinfornal conversationinthe sessi ons,
one possi bl e suggesti on woul d be for the trai ner towork to enpl oy nore of
the stat us decreasi ng strat egi es throughout theinteractionand, infol | ow
ing, avoi d strategi es whi ch nay function as status i ncreasi ng. Anot her sug-
gestionnay betohol dtwo separatetrai ning sessions, onetopresent all of
theinfornationandthe other todiscusstutoring practices.

Asecodinplicationfor thisstudyistoaddtotheliteratwreonstaus, pover,
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and | anguage. Inorder to nore fully understand how power and st at us
structures work i nour society, we need to be abl e to recogni ze howit is
expressed and perpetuated in our daily interacti ons. As Maynard (1991)
pointsout, “byfirst exploringtheinteractional basisof institutiona dis-
course, it nay be possibletobetter explicatejust howpower and aut hority
arenanifestedwthinit” (1991:458). By focusingonthetrai ning sessi ons for
newt ut ors and t he devel oped asymnmetri cal social rel ationshi ps bet ween
thetrainer andthetutors, thispaper hasillustratedthe power of discoursein
i nt er per sonal conmuni cat i on t o per pet uat e hi erarchi cal socia structures.
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Appendi x A

Transcri pt Gxventi ons

: (after vowel ) el ongat ed sound
? risingintonation

0 a pause of 1/2 second or | ess
(8] a pause of 1/2to 1 second
() apause of 1to 11/ 2 seconds
Idl uncl ear utterance

/ wor d/ unsure transcription
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