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Fourth paper

In this assignment, you will make two linked arguments.  In your first argument, you will make a claim about who is showing deference to whom in an interaction between waitstaff and customer (that is, you or your party).  You will then use that argument about who is showing deference to argue which approach (Mead, Goffman, or Hochschild) makes more sense in understanding why that person or people are showing deference in that situation.
How to Collect Your Data
For this assignment, you will need to go to a restaurant or diner in which you are seated and served by a waiter or waitress.  I am not asking you to spend a lot of money on a meal; you may get a cup of coffee and a piece of pie at a diner if you wish.  However, there is a requirement that you be seated and served at this eating establishment; this may not be take-out or self-service. 

For those of you who work as waiters or waitresses, for the purposes of this assignment, you will need to be a customer, as it will give you a better chance to observe than your employment duties would allow.

You may go with friends or family or you may go alone.  As usual in the papers for this class, you should treat yourself as one of the participants.  The interaction you should observe is that between the waitstaff and you (or you and your party), not the waitstaff’s interaction with another party seated nearby.
You will want to take notes soon after the outing to remember the details that will support your arguments, noting down key actions and statements that were made.

How to Organize Your Paper
Argument Paragraph
You should have two related arguments answering two questions: “Who showed deference to whom?”  and “why did they show deference?” In this paragraph, you should remind the reader of Goffman’s definition of deference, summarize the arguments of Mead, Goffman, and Hochschild about why people show deference, and state which theoretical approach best explains why that person or people showed deference in that situation.

If you find that someone is not showing deference or even engaging in ritual profanation, to use Goffman’s term, that behavior should be analyzed instead of the question above.  You will want to observe how others respond to these actions.
Description Paragraph
Here, you want to describe the restaurant and the participants briefly to orient the reader, before engaging in your analysis and proof of your argument:

· Who is present and what is their relationship to one another and to the activity?

· What was the physical environment?  What kind of restaurant is this?

· What was the emotional mood or atmosphere?

Analysis of Deference Behavior
Then, you want to provide the proof by which you determined who was showing deference to whom.  You will want to marshal your evidence by which you made your interpretation, drawing on the details of participants’ actions and words (including your own).  You will want to consider avoidance and presentational rituals and symmetrical and asymmetrical forms as different ways that deference may be visible in the interaction. 
If you have not done so already in your argument, you will want to define any sociological terms that you use.

Analysis of why there is deference behavior

In this section of the paper, you will want to answer the question: Why was a person (or people) showing deference to another?  Which theoretical approach—that of George Herbert Mead, Erving Goffman, or Arlie Russell Hochschild—provides the best explanation for why the people in this situation are deferential?
Here, you will want to connect back to the details that you observed, but also engage with the readings.

Conclusion
In your conclusion, you should restate your arguments, using different words, about who showed deference to whom and why.

How I Will Evaluate Your Paper
For this paper, you need to demonstrate to me that you understand the concepts about deference that Goffman provides and the theoretical approaches of George Herbert Mead, Erving Goffman, and Arlie Russell Hochschild.  Quote or cite them when you need to; that is, when you are drawing on their ideas.  I strongly recommend that you re-read their work before writing this paper.  If you have questions or confusions about these ideas, please see me, preferably not at the last minute.  If you do not discuss them at all, you will receive no better than a C- on the paper.
Please review the guidelines for papers and the citation guidelines in the syllabus.  I will take off a letter grade if you fail to use proper APA citation format (for example, from an A to an A-).
Your grade will be dependent on (in this order of importance):

· your understanding of the various theoretical approaches;

· clearly stated arguments around which you organize the paper; 

· the extent to which you are persuasive in your argument by providing detailed proof that describes the actual words and actions of participants (including yourself); and
· the clarity and organization of your paper.

A draft of the paper is due Friday, March 29th (worth 1% of your grade), to be read and discussed in class in pairs. Please bring two copies: one to turn in and one to share with your partner (on which you may want to write notes, corrections, etc, that you will take home with you).  The draft will be graded on completeness, rather than quality.  In general, it is a good idea to have a draft completed a week before a paper is due.  The paper itself is due Monday, April 8th (10%) at the beginning of class.  As usual, come prepared to discuss what you found. 

Outline
First argument: Who is showing deference to whom?

Proof: Provide three details about behavior/actions/speech which illustrate how this person is showing deference, in your opinion (if more than one person is showing deference, you will want to provide three details for each person).  Consider presentational and avoidance rituals, and symmetrical and asymmetrical forms of deference.
1.

2.

3.

In thinking about your second argument, you will want to consider the following questions (and perhaps others not mentioned but which you consider significant):
· “When an individual becomes involved in the maintenance of a rule, he tends also to become committed to a particular image of self” (Goffman, 1956, p. 474).  To what kind of self are participants becoming committed through their maintaining certain rules of behavior in this situation?

· Based on your observation and analysis, do you agree or disagree that the self is a “ceremonial thing, a sacred object which must be treated with proper ritual care and in turn must be presented in a proper light to others” (Goffman, 1956, p. 497)?  Why or why not?

· Following Mead’s concerns with the mind and self-reflection, are you holding in your mind a sense of how others in the situation will react, how they will act towards you, and how they might see you and your actions?  To what extent is the awareness of other people’s reactions guiding your own behavior?  How do you anticipate people might respond to ritual profanation?  How do you anticipate people might respond to deference?
· Following Mead, to what extent are you and the waitstaff cooperating in the situation, following a set of rules of which all of you seem aware, as if you were in a game?

· Following Hochschild, what are the expectations regarding a worker’s presentation of feelings and self in a restaurant?  Does a customer have to make a similar presentation of feelings and the self?  Why or why not?

After considering these questions, decide:

Second argument: Why is this person (or these people) showing deference to another?  Which approach—Mead, Goffman, Hochschild—best explains this behavior?
Proof. Give three reasons why this theoretical approach makes the most sense of your observation.
1.

2.

3.

