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students’ further contributions to the talk. Another salient feature of these exchanges is that the
instructor almost never shares laughter with students.

In example 33, Wen makes a humorous comment and then immediately continues serious
talk, which overlaps with the students’ laughter. In this comment, he affiliates with the students

by ridiculing the One-Child Policy in China, while explaining the reasons for the policy.

33) 1 Wen: especially they wanted to have boys (.) <so if boys
2 do not come they will continue
3 [get work done>[till boys [would come (.)
4 Khalila: [ ~~~ [heh heh [heh heh heh
5 Matilda: [heh [heh heh
6 Sara: [heh heh heh heh
7 heh
8 Wen: so you know, they its very it was extremely hard

In his short humorous comment (lines 1-3), Wen ridicules Chinese cultural traditions that led to
the policy. One of the reasons for the policy implementation was high birth rate because families,
especially in rural areas, wanted to have more boys. According to Wen, “it’s funny because in
many villages in China, [people] have girls and they make love until they have a boy. That's kind
of stupid.” Wen expresses his attitude toward the traditional thinking in his culture during the
lecture through a joke that has sexual connotations “so if boys do not come, [villagers] will
continue get work done till boys would come” (line 1, 2). Students also interpreted Wen’s joke as
sexual. As Teresa, a student from Wen’s class, said, he implied that the “villagers keep having
more and more sex”.

By introducing a sexual joke, Wen not only provides an extreme example of how
necessary the policy was, but also builds rapport with the students because he initiates “a move
into intimate interaction from a status he perceives as non-intimate so far” (Jefferson, Sacks, &
Schegloff, 1987, p. 162). According to Jefferson, Sacks, and Schegloff, “improper talk” is an

example of intimate interaction. Although Wen does not share laughter with students, at least



147

some students appreciate the impropriety (lines 4-6). By ridiculing the values of his own culture,
Wen also affiliates with his American students because the students and Wen have similar views.
One of the students, John, commented on this video segment, “for Americans, it’s funny why
they want more boys, why people do that”. Wen expresses a similar opinion during the
stimulated recall session, “their bias against girls — that's traditional thinking, but it’s ridiculous.”
Alexandros, similar to Wen, also performs teacher identity by humorously explaining
class material. As he explained when viewing the video, he was “trying to get [students] in the

thinking mode” by asking “stupid questions”.

34) 1 Alexandros: Think think of this can we have the benefit
2 paid at the beginning of the year of death?
3 Ss: hah hah [hah hah hah hah] [hah hah hah
4 Melanie: [no:::]
5 Alexandros: [no ok that’s not possible

Alexandros asks students whether an insurance company can pay benefits before somebody dies.
Students respond to his question with laughter, which Alexandros interpreted during a stimulated
recall session as the students’ understanding of his point: it is impossible to pay benefits before
somebody dies. One of the students also provides a “no” response. Alexandros accepts the
student’s response (line 5), but he does not share laughter with his students and pursues serious
talk, which overlaps with the students’ laughter (lines 3, 5).

Alexandros uses the same technique of asking “a stupid question” again to explain a
formula (ex. 35). This example differs from the previous one in that Alexandros supports his

question with gestures.

35 1 Alexandros: if you take it back where is it gonna
2 go ((shrugs his shoulders))
3 Ss: hah hah hah hah hah hah
4 Alexandros: right©
5 Ss: ah hah hah
6 Nancy In my pocket
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7 Ss: [hah hah hah hah hah]
8 Alexandros: [ok all right]

When asking where the money should go in that situation, Alexandros shrugs his shoulders,
which could be understood in this situation to indicate something like “nowhere” or “who
knows?” (line 2). Students initiate laughter and Alexandros accepts their laughter as a correct
response, saying, “right” (line 4), which is accompanied with his smile. His smile seems to
indicate that he appreciates students’ reaction to his question thus aligning with them. A student,
Nancy, “goes along” with Alexandros’ humor saying “in my pocket” (line 6). Although
Alexandros smiles, he does not share laughter with the students and continues his lecture. As
soon as Alexandros hears Nancy’s response “in my pocket” (line 6), he moves to the next topic.
His transition, as in the previous example, overlaps with the students’ laughter (lines 7, 8).
Alexandros said that he also used humorous comments embedded into longer turns to
draw students’ attention to something important that students should not miss. According to
Alexandros, in the next example he exaggerates by saying that the equation “looks nasty” to

draw students’ attention to the formula they had to memorize.

36) 1 Alexandros:  that equation you have to memorize. this is what it
2 looks like (.) its nasty=
3 Nancy: = ouch
4 Melanie: he heh
5 Stephen: eu::: [what’s that]
6 Nancy: [ha-hah ha-hah]
7 Alexandros: I will explain it next time

Students elaborate on Alexandros’ humor “it looks nasty” (line 1) by responding “ouch” (line 2)
and “‘eu, what’s that” (line 4) thus supporting the instructor’s humor and collaborating with him.
While providing supportive responses, some students not only demonstrate their attention, but

also illustrate their agreement with Alexandros, thereby affiliating with him. Alexandros does not
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share laughter with the students, nor does he smile. He continues his talk saying, “I will explain
it next time” (line 7).

Exchanges 33-36 share several characteristics. All of them are initiated within longer
instructors’ turns, but the instructors do not provide an introduction to the forthcoming joke. This
is because jokes continue instructors’ serious utterances and do not stand alone; they are
embedded into serious segments of talk. Only sometimes, instructors mark the humorous
comment with a short pause at the beginning (ex. 36, line 1) or with a short pause and a louder
voice (ex. 33, line 1). As examples 33-36 show, the instructors’ transition back to serious talk
always overlaps with the students’ laughter. Most of the time, instructors do not invite laughter
and do not share laughter with students during these exchanges because only students’ laughter is
relevant at this time. In example 33, students’ laughter indicates their acceptance of the
instructor’s impropriety (see Jefferson, Sacks, & Schegloff, 1987); in examples 34 and 35,
laughter is taken by the instructor as demonstration of their understanding of the instructor’s
point; and in example 36 the instructor interprets laughter as a demonstration of the students’
attention to the important information. The instructors’ not indicating transition to the humorous
mode, not sharing laughter with the students, and transitioning to serious talk simultaneously
with students’ laughter minimize the interruption of serious talk.

This minimization of the interruption of serious talk can also be observed through the
instructor’s body moves. When the instructor pronounces the humorous utterance, he remains
standing at the same place (ex. 33a, lines 1a, 2a, 3a) and starts moving slightly only when he
transits to another segment of talk “so you know” (line 4a).

(33a) 1la Wen: S

1b especially they wanted to have boys (.) <so if boys
Ic Ss: Sit




2a
2b
2¢c

3a
3b
3c
3d
3e
3f

4a
4b
4c

Wen:
Ss:
Wen:
Khalila:
Matilda:
Sara:
Ss:
Wen:

Ss:
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do not come they will continue

[get work> till boys would come]

[ ~~~  heh heh [heh heh heh]
[heh [heh heh]
[heh heh heh heh heh]
& & &
M T M

so you know, they its very it was extremely hard for
Sit

The beginning and the end of the humorous utterances in the form of a question (ex. 34a, lines

la, 3e) are marked by the instructors’ body moves. However, the body moves in these

exchanges are more likely to emphasize not a humorous exchange per se, but the transition from

the narrative to a question format.

(34a) la
1b
Ic

2a
2b
2¢c

3a
3b
3c
3d
3e

Alexandros:

Ss:

Alexandros:

Ss:

Melinda:

Alexandros:

MF
Think think of this can we have the benefit
Sit

paid at the beginning of the year of death?

& & & &
hah hah [hah hah hah hah] [hah hah hah ((talking))
[no:::]
[no ok that’s not possible
S MB

The turn taking organization, turn design, and laughter organization of these exchanges

supported with the instructors’ body moves show that although the instructors use humor for

different purposes while giving a lecture or explaining the material, both instructors and students

orient to on-going serious talk thus performing their identities of teachers and students. While
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instructors initiate humor which amuses students, they use their authority to terminate
amusement as their serious talk is still in progress.
Rapport Building Through Humorous Self-repair

This group includes two exchanges initiated by Alexandros and Wen. Utterances that
were ambiguous in some way were disambiguated by the instructors’ humorous self-repair in a
form of self-targeted humor. Although instructors use self-targeted humor, the organization of
these exchanges together with the supporting body moves show that instructors treat these two
types of exchanges as not threatening to their teacher status. Self-targeted humor here does not
seem to be used to downplay their authority; on the contrary, their humor appears to show that
while teaching, the instructors use their sense of humor to entertain students.

Alexandros (ex. 37) draws students’ attention to possible misunderstanding of his
utterance. When Alexandros explained a formula where one of the symbols stands for mortality,

he pointed to the symbol and told the students, “mortality right there is waiting for me” (line 1).

37 1 Alexandros: no mortality mortality right there is waiting for me
2 (2)
3 ((““ ”gesture)) ©I did not mean that ((“ ” gesture))
4 Alexandros: [© ]
4 Ss: [hah hah hah hah hah hah] [hah hah hah]
5 Alexandros: [ok]
6 what is this saying?

Alexandros’ comment “mortality right here is waiting for me” has two scripts. One meaning in
the Math language is that the symbol for mortality is right there on the board in that situation.
Another script reads, “I will die at this point”. Students do not indicate with their laughter that
Alexandros’ utterance is funny (line 2). Alexandros uses his teacher status and initiates a repair
on the utterance “mortality right here is waiting for me” to make a humorous comment and to

allow for some entertainment. He activates the switch to the second script by saying, “I did not
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mean that” (line 3). Although he said something that is not funny in math language, his switching
to another script demonstrates his sense of humor. Alexandros does not laugh with students at his
own joke, but he smiles while students appreciate his humor.

Like Alexandros who initiates a repair on an utterance, Rana does not admit that he made
a funny statement because the statement he made includes students’ ideas. When explaining class
material, Rana asked students to provide two examples of products that people mostly need,

which appeared to be coke and cars.

38) 1 Rana: Give me some of the products, give me any product
2 S1 car
3 S2: coke
4 Rana: Coke ok ok so there are two
5 S: hah hah [hah hah hah]
6 Rana: [© for the purpose] for the purpose of this
7 class let's say all human
8 beings require only two things, one coke the other
9 cars
10 Ss: hah hah hah hah=
11 Rana: =let's say for example, and the US with its resources

When Rana begins summarizing what students said, one of the students initiates laughter before
Rana finishes his utterance, because the student prospectively orients to the end of Rana’s
utterance: the two products that human beings need are coke and cars. Rana initiates an
affiliative smile and then repairs his utterance saying that it is just for the purposes of his class.
This exchange is entertaining because when Rana repeats what students have suggested, he
produces an ambiguous statement: coke and cars are the most important products for human
beings in general vs. coke and cars are the most important products for human beings as an
example to explain class material. So, with his utterance containing students’ examples he seems

to build rapport with his students by using their examples and thus working together.
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Although instructors maintain their teacher identity by initiating and terminating
humorous exchanges, through their humor, they also build rapport with their students. Wen
displays his disagreement with the traditions of his culture and demonstrates similar views with
American students by means of a sexual joke. Alexandros asks “stupid” questions to make
explanation more accessible to his students. In other words, teaching and rapport building seem
to occur simultaneously. Apparently, being too authoritative makes instructors more distant from
and less accessible to students. Therefore, building rapport with students allows for maintaining
teacher authority without overexerting it.

Affiliating While Recovering Teacher Authority

Ten humorous exchanges were initiated to recover compromised or possibly
compromised teacher status with the affiliative activity of laughing together invited by the ITAs.
These exchanges also occurred during instructors’ turns in which they delivered lectures.

This group includes two types of humorous exchanges in which instructors make
themselves the targets of their own jokes. One type includes instructor-initiated comments that
prevent students from asking the instructor questions they cannot answer or comments on
something that the instructors did wrong (made a mistake, provided an unsuccessful example).
To recover their authority, instructors joke about what they have done wrong. Although they
make them look “not altogether competent” (Boxer & Cortés-Conde, 1997), the instructors seem
to mitigate their students’ possibly negative perception of their competence. When allowing
students to laugh at their own misdoings, instructors “downplay their authority while exercising
it” (Tannen, 1994, p. 177). They downplay their authority by revealing their errors or

weaknesses, but they exercise their authority by actually telling about their errors to students.
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Although they seem to look “not altogether competent”, they are still competent enough to notice
the error and correct it.

The second group, which is not included in the discussion, consists of two humorous
exchanges were initiated by Alexandros unintentionally. One of them occurs when Alexandros
accidentally touches his bag with his computer and it falls down. Another one occurs when
Alexandros writes a formula on the board and makes an error. These situations evoked students’
laughter and Alexandros used humorous comments in response to students’ laughter to reassert
his status.

Similar to the example of joking about absent other and joking without a target discussed
in the previous sections, instructors use humor in the middle of instructional talk. The
instructor’s humorous comment referring to something they did wrong is followed by students’
laughter. The instructors may or may not share laughter with students and their transition to the
serious talk may or may not overlap with students’ laughter. Unlike previous exchanges where
instructors’ body moves at the end of the sequences support on-going serious talk, the body
moves at the end of these exchanges separate humor from serious interaction.

Rana uses self-denigrating humor which works as rapport-building and identity display
because through this type of humor, he presents himself as “human and not altogether
competent” (Boxer & Cortés-Conde, 1997, p. 284). According to Rana, he did not know the five
main pollutants, so before students ask him what those pollutants are, Rana prevents their

questions with self-denigrating humorous comment.

38) 1 Rana: I wouldn't like to put a lot of science into it
2 because a) you would not like it, b) because I don't
3 know it ©
4 Ss: hah hah hah hah hah [hah hah hah ~ ~
5 Rana: [so the the some assumptions



155

6 [i-heh-heh-s that there are five gases
7 Ss: [~ ~ ~ ~ ~

This exchange shows the complexity of the identity negotiation process. Rana does not just
downplay his authority. First, he exercises it by making a decision of not including the scientific
information because it is not interesting for his students (line 2) thus attending to the students’
face wants first. While exercising his authority by telling students that he will not provide any
scientific information on greenhouse gases, he downplays it by telling the students directly that
he lacks knowledge on this subject. The lack of knowledge may be seen as threatening to Rana’s
status and he initiates an affiliative smile, which also could be interpreted as a laughter
invitation, which the students accept (line 4). As in previous exchanges, Rana continues his talk,
which overlaps with the students’ laughter (lines 4-7). In line 6, he initiates within-speech
laughter and aligns with his students by laughing together. Thus Rana goes through a complex
process of negotiation in which exercising his authority occurs simultaneously with rapport
building and affiliation.

Rana’s display of his lack of knowledge also reveals his familiarity with American
classroom culture. According to Tannen (1994), in many cultures professors would not admit
their unawareness of something; in American culture, however, it is not unusual that professors
can admit that they do not know the answer to the students’ questions.

Unlike Rana, who prevents students’ questions with self-denigrating humor, Wen uses
humor in the aftermath of providing an unsuccessful example (ex. 39). Providing an unsuccessful
example may threaten his teacher’s status. Apparently, Wen opts for creating a laughing at
environment before the students challenge his example. During his lecture, Wen talked about

trade relations between countries and how the U.S. controls world trade. Wen mentioned a
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military option as a possible method to control world trade by referring to the Iraq war, which,

according to Wen, was not successful.

39 1 Wen: in our case (.) is certainly not a successful example
2 to look at
3 [(D)]
3a Matilda: [>hum<]
3b [((Matilda and Clarissa exchange looks))]
4 Wen: hah [hah hah so um (.)]
5 Ss: [hah hah hah hah hah hah ]
6 Wen: so what people think

After Wen provided the example, he made a short pause (line 1) and expressed his personal
opinion that the military option was not a good example (line 1). Two students looked at each
other (line 3b) and one of them, Matilda, initiated a quiet laugh (line 3a). However, the other
students did not join her in laughter but started laughing only after Wen initiated a laughter
invitation (lines 5, 6). It might be that although Wen created a laughing at situation by initiating
self-denigrating humor, his higher status did not allow students to start laughing at his comment
before he offered a more explicit sign, his laughter invitation, to laugh at him. It appears that,
similar to the previous example, downplaying and exercising authority occurs simultaneously: on
the one hand, Wen deemphasizes his authority by initiating self-denigrating humor; on the other
hand, he exercises his power by inviting them to laugh together.

The next example differs from example 39 in that students did not wait for the
instructor’s laughter invitation, but started laughing simultaneously with the instructor after his
self-targeted comment. Wen was responding to a student’s comment on environmental issues
and was so involved in his talk that he shifted to another topic. As one of the students said in
stimulated recall, while Wen was responding to the student’s comment, “he realized that he

slipped into his personal beliefs; it was more his opinion.”
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(40) 1 Wen: but its not gonna happen because you always have
2 other things that contribute
3 3)
4 we are a little bit off topic but
5 Matilda: hm hm
6 Clarissa: hm hm hm
7 Ss: [hah hah hah hah hah]
8 Wen: [hah ha hah ha ha hah] © consequences you
9 know

Similar to example 39, Matilda again initiated something like quiet laughter and Clarissa did so
too (lines 5 and 6). After that, students together with Wen started laughing at Wen’s comment.
Matilda’s and Clarissa’s laughter after Wen’s comment characterizes the environment as
laughing at and Wen and other students laugh at Wen’s comment.

The example from Alexandros’ class (ex. 41) resembles the examples from Wen’s and
Rana’s classes in that he acknowledges that he made a mistake, but it differs from those
examples because Alexandros does not affiliate with his students. Alexandros talks about
endowment insurance and says that no matter what happens, an insured person gets benefits. A
bit later, Alexandros stops drawing a graph, goes to his table, looks into his notes, then, returns to
the board (line 2b) and says, “so actually you don't get paid no matter what” (line 3). The

statement evokes students’ laughter because it is opposite of what he had said before.

41 1 Alexandros: it gets paid no matter what (2) ok (2) u:m
2a [(22)
2b [((goes to his table, looks at his notes, returns to the
2¢ board))]
3 ok (1) so actually you don't get paid no matter what
4 Ss: [hah hah hah hah hah ]
5 Alexandros: [that's whole life insurance] ok [ made a mistake

Making mistakes is threatening to the teacher’s authority, so Alexandros, like Wen in examples
39 and 40, negotiates it. On the one hand, he presents himself as a human who is not perfect; on

the other hand, initiating self-criticism makes him look good in front of students because he can
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criticize not only the students, but also himself. Unlike Wen and Rana, who initiated shared
laughter, Alexandros does not laugh together with his students. Rather, he first states something
contrary to what he stated before, which students treat as funny. Jokes are supposed to be
appreciated by the audience (Glenn, 1995). Thus, first, he entertains the audience, and only after
his comment has been appreciated does he acknowledges that he made a mistake. He exercised
his authority by evaluating his own work and he downplayed it by admitting he made a mistake.
The exchanges initiated by the insturctors in response to something they did wrong are
threatening to the teacher authority. The instructors’ body moves appear to show that the
instructors indicate that something went wrong by pausing, and after the pause they admit what
happened. In example 38a, Wen begins to move backward during the pause and his utterance
“we are a little bit off topic”, thus leaving the engagement space and distancing himself from the
activity that threatened his authority. He re-enters the engagement space to share laughter with

the students.

(38a) la Wen: M/Xaway MB/Xaway
1b always have other things that contribute (3)
Ic Ss: XT/notes
2a Wen: MF
2b We are a little bit off topic but
2c XT
3a Wen: MB/X Xaway
3b [hah hah hah hah hah hah] ©and
3¢ Sl: hm hm
3d S2: hm hm hm
3e Ss: [hah hah hah hah hah]
3f Ss: & & &

By leaving the engagement space simultaneously with admitting that something when wrong, the
instructors reconfigure the body field of engagement. According to Gill, Kawamori, Katagiri,

and Shimojima (2000), reconfiguration occurs when there is disturbance in the participants’
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relationships. The discrepancy between the speakers “is expressed by the bodies’ need to re-
arrange their relationship to each other, so that a feeling of sharing an engagement space is re-
established” (p. 97). When the authority of the instructors is threatened, the instructors appear to
re-arrange the relationships with the students and to re-enter the engagement space to share
laughter.

Making mistakes or saying something irrelevant is rather face threatening because it
threatens the teacher’s status. Therefore, the instructors negotiate their authority by making a
self-denigrating humorous comment and simultaneously giving students permission to laugh at
them. It appears that using humor in such situations also helps the instructors to create an
environment for offering affiliation at their own expense (Glenn, 1995). After instructors
acknowledge that they did something wrong, they either initiate a laughter invitation or join in
laughter after students initiate the first laugh. Although the situations when instructors make
errors may become awkward, using humor to laugh at themselves can also relax participants and
“ease the tension of awkward moments” (Sarkisian, 2006, p. 29).

The humorous exchanges included in this group demonstrate how ITAs, simultaneously
with recovering their authority, build rapport with their students. Rapport building occurs when
ITAs and their students affiliate when they laugh together at the instructor upon his invitation or
voluntarily at his humorous comment.

Student-initiated Humorous Exchanges

Student-initiated exchanges included in this group are divided into three categories based
on the degree of threat to the teacher authority. The first category, affiliating while having
authority enhanced, incorporates three exchanges initiated by students who sought the

instructor’s affiliation and support when they did something wrong. In the exchanges included in
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the category affiliating while re-asserting authority, students challenge teacher status and
instructors assert their authority in subsequent activities. The sequences form the last group
affiliating while passing authority to a student are the most threatening to teacher authority
because students attempt to hold the floor and the instructor instructor passes authority to
students so that they continue to talk.

Affiliating While Having Authority Enhanced

Not only instructors, but also students initiate self-denigrating humor when they do or say
something wrong and need to recover their status or positive image. While recovering their
status, students enhance the instructor’s authority by seeking the instructor’s support and
affiliation.

With his self-denigrating humorous utterance, John recovers his identity of a good
student and makes Wen’s identity of an instructor relevant at the same time. John initiates self-
denigrating humor when Wen gives quizzes back. As John commented when he viewed the
video segment, he knew he had not done well on the quiz.

(42) ((Wen moves around the classroom and gives back his students’ quizzes. He
moves toward John, calls his name and stretches his right arm out to give John his

quiz))

1 Wen: John

2 John: ©You can throw it into a trash can
3 Wen: hah hah hah hah hah

John is a good student, but he did not prepare for the quiz, so he expects a bad grade on it. John’s
positive face is threatened and his identity of a good student may be damaged as well. By saying
to Wen, “you can throw it into a trash can”, John lets Wen know that he is not happy with the
expected quiz score, thus recovering his identity of a good student. During a stimulated recall
session, John said, “I knew it [the quiz] was bad; I did not want to see it. It was the quiz I was not

ready for”. With this comment John demonstrates that he is aware of his bad performance and
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does not even want to see the expected bad grade. At the same time, he makes Wen’s authority
relevant by letting Wen know that he is not satisfied with the grade. With his self-denigrating
humor he seems to seek Wen’s affiliation and support of his self-criticism. By laughing, Wen
appreciates John’s humor and affiliates with him.

The next example demonstrates how a student, Anne, creates affiliation with the other
students and Rana while she is recovering her identity of a competent speaker. Anne was
reporting the news and “lost her train of thought”, as Tenesha explained during a stimulated
recall session. In order not to stop talking and at the same time to find the place where she lost
her thought, Anne says, “huh huh-huh” (line 10), as if she is singing.

(43) Anne: And China is- has announced plans of investment

1

2 (of the sum) of 5 billion dollars in environmental

3 protection to into 2006 into 2010 the amount equal
4 to more than 1.5 percent of China’s annual growth
5 in domestic products and it will be using to control
6 water pollution and improve air quality in China's
7 cities to increase solid waste disposal to

8 reduce soil erosion and (.) huh huh-huh

9 [China]

10 Ss: [hah hah hah hah]

11 Rana: [©]

Anne is reading the news from a newspaper in a monotonous voice. When she loses her train of
thought, she pauses (line 8) and then says “huh huh-huh” (line 10) which seems to indicate that
she messed up and to operate as self-denigrating humor. Anne’s losing her train of thought is
face threatening when making the news report in front of the entire class and getting a grade for
the report, so she acts similar to the instructors when they made an error or said something
inappropriate. By initiating a self-denigrating comment, Anne creates an environment when

laughing at her is relevant and students and Rana affiliate when appreciating her humor (lines 10,
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11). At the same time, Anne recovers her identity of a competent speaker by demonstrating that
although she messed up, she is able to admit her error and entertain the class.

Similar to exchanges in which the instructors create affiliation while recovering their
authority, students also create affiliation while recovering their student identities. During these
exchanges, instructors’ authority is not threatened, but enhanced. By initiating self-criticism,
they let the instructor who assesses their knowledge know that they are in agreement with his
expected negative evaluation. At the same time, they appear to seek the instructor’s confirmation
of his agreement expressed by his laughter or smile. Apparently, no matter whether the teacher
authority or a student identity (e.g., an identity of a good student, an identity of a competent
speaker) is at risk, the instructors and students orient to affiliation while participating in face
threatening activities.

Affiliating While Re-asserting Authority

The data show that students do not have many opportunities to initiate humor because
most of the time instructors hold the floor. Students can initiate humor in the turns which are pre-
allocated for students such as in their response to the instructor’s questions, while asking
questions, or, in other words, when instructors allow for students’ contributions.

The exchanges included in this group are initiated by students during the lectures and are
challenging to the instructors because even if the instructors are not the targets of students’
humor, their authority is somehow threatened and they re-assert their teacher status. Situations
that are challenging for instructors can arise when instructors ask unspecific or ambiguous
questions, when students ask challenging questions, or just humorously respond to the

instructors’ comments. In all cases, instructors need to deal with the students’ humor.



163

Affiliating While Dealing With Students’ Challenging Responses

Ambiguous questions and the questions to which students do not know the answer evoke
students’ ambiguous responses, which are different from what the instructor expects. Students’
ambiguous responses operate like teases because they make instructors’ questions strange, and,
therefore, they are threatening to the instructors’ authority. First, they indicate that instructors’
questions are not clear and, second, they create an environment in which the students are
appreciated for their amusing responses. As a result, instructors re-assert their authority in the
subsequent activities.

When dealing with the student’s tease, Wen aligns with the student and then performs a
delayed target switch (ex. 44). Wen asks a question which does not seem to be specific, “what
does WTO has to do with environmentalists?” (lines 1-2). A vague question elicits a vague

response from John, “they hate capitalism” (line 3).

44) 1 Wen: But environmentalists, what does WTO has do with
2 environ-environ-environmentalists.
3 John: They hate capitalism so-
4 Wen: hah
5 John: hah hah hah
6 Wen: more detail. [Explanation.] (.) how?
7 Ss: [ hah]

With his response, John challenges the instructor because Wen needs to either accept John’s
response or reject it. Wen first appreciates John’s humor by initiating a laugh (line 4). John also
laughs and affiliates with the instructor (line 5). After John and Wen create affiliation, Wen re-
asserts his authority by making John explain his answer in more detail (line 7). Wen’s asking for
more explanation operates as a delayed target switch because Wen challenges John back and

makes him the target and the butt of the tease (line 6) after the parties appreciate John’s humor
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that challenged Wen. Students appear to orient to the laughing at environment of Wen’s tease
and initiate a short laugh (line 7).

Alexandros also has to deal with a student’s challenging response (ex. 45); however, he
does not appreciate the students’ humor nor does he affiliate with her. Rather, he opts for a direct
rejection, which itself may be treated as humorous (line 11). Alexandros asks students a question

about the time of death of the insured person that would be more beneficial for the insurance

company.
45 1 Alexandros: now let me ask you this, what happens if you

2 have somebody die right there. (2) which one would
3 the insurance company prefer. this one or this one
5 Nancy: second [one]
6 Ss: [the second one]
7 Student 2: first
8 Student 3: no, no, no the first one=
9 Alexandros: =who says the first one?
10 Nancy: it depends on how long it happens=
11 Alexandros: =[<<no, no, no>> this is let's suppose it’s for one year]
12 Ss: =[hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah
13 hah hah hah hah]
14 Alexandros: it definitely does not matter doesn’t matter the
15 period which one does the insurance company
16 prefer?

Alexandros provides students with two options for the answer and asks them to choose one (lines
1-3). Students who are not sure of the correct response make guesses and then Nancy says that
both options are fine; it is just a matter of fact how long it takes a person to die (line 10). While
in the previous example Wen first appreciated the student’s humor and then initiated a delayed
target switch to re-assert his authority, Alexandros asserts his authority by rejecting the tease and
pursuing serious talk (line 11).

Alexandros’ rejection also seems to work as a target switch. Although his response “no,

no, no” does not seem humorous, the manner in which Alexandros performs it makes it funny.



165

He pronounces “no, no, no” louder which makes his rejection both funnier and stronger. In
addition, his rejection makes Nancy the target because he negatively evaluates Nancy’s response.
Alexandros appears to treat Nancy’s response as funny and initiates his rejection right upon
Nancy’s completion of her utterance; as a result, Alexandros and Nancy’s utterances latch (lines
10, 11). According to Jefferson (1979), initiation of talk after the laughable may lead to the
termination of laughter. In this situation, however, students’ laughter overlapping with
Alexandros’ rejection “no, no, no” is ambiguous since it is initiated simultaneously with
Alexandros’ rejection: students may laugh at Nancy’s humorous comment and continue laughing
at Alexandros response, thus affiliating with both.

Rana’s student also provides a challenging response (ex. 46), but Rana, unlike Wen, who
first created affiliation and then performed a delayed target switch, or Alexandros, whose target
switch overlapped with students’ laughter that was appreciative of Nancy’s and possibly his

utterances, affiliates with the students after he accepts Ken’s challenging response.

(46) 1 Rana: How many science majors?
2 (2)
3 Ken: ((raises his hand))
4 Rana: CFC is Montreal protocol.
5 3)
6 Any light on that?
7 Ken: nope
8 Rana: ok
9 Ss: [hah hah hah hah]
10 Rana: [hah hah] CFC is is its its in an emission

Ken’s response “nope” (line 8), as Tenesha said during a stimulated recall session, is funny
because Ken is a science major and does not know what the Montreal protocol is about. It is also
funny because Ken’s response is an informal and rather direct acknowledgement of his
ignorance, which is not mitigated or hedged (for example, by saying “sorry”). Since Ken does

not know anything about the Montreal protocol, with his response “nope” he creates laughing-at-
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Ken environment. However, students do not laugh after Ken’s response, but they do laugh after
Rana says “ok”. Rana’s “ok” does not switch the target, but it does create an environment where
laughter after his “ok” is relevant. By accepting Ken’s response which is not the answer to
Rana’s question, Rana creates a laughing-at-Rana situation. Rana’s “ok” changes the
environment in that now students’ laughter is invited not by Ken’s self-denigrating comment to
laugh at him, but it is invited by Rana’s comment. Thus, with his “ok” Rana creates an
environment in which not Ken’s but Rana’s comment is treated as humorous because, according
to Sacks (1989), laughter affiliates with the utterance after which it occurs. By accepting Ken’s
response, Rana downplays his authority and re-asserts it at the same time by inviting students to
laugh together.

Ming, while affiliating with a student who provides a vague response (ex. 47), also
initiates a target switch. Ming shows to his students a very long expression used in programming
and asks students whether they can use the expression. However, he does not specify where to

look for an error in that expression.

47 1 Ming: Can we use this expression=
2 Kevin: =yes=
3 David: =um go back up to the top heh heh heh yeah
4 this xxxxx yeah um
5 Kevin: right there
6 David: yeah
7 Ming: yeah [heh heh heh heh heh heh]
8 David: [heh heh heh heh]
9 Ming: yeah means yes or heh heh
10 David: sure yes why not heh heh heh heh heh heh heh heh
11 heh heh heh heh

Kevin says “yes” (line 2) and David asks Ming to scroll up to the beginning of the expression.
Kevin seems to find the error and says “right there” (line 5) and David confirms “yeah” (line 6).

Ming repeats David’s response (line 7) and Ming and David initiate shared laughter (lines 7, 8).
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Jefferson (1972) recognizes this practice of repeating the previous utterance as appreciation of
the prior turn. Laughter, however, could be either at or with the speaker of the laughable, which
becomes evident in the subsequent talk. The next turn shows that Ming treats David’s response
as problematic because he initiates clarification of David’s response. After his clarification
question Ming initiates a post-utterance laughter invitation. However, since Ming’s utterance has
not been completed “yeah means yes or”, it is not clear in this particular situation whether Ming
treats his utterance as a laughable or instead of completing the utterance with “no” or “something
else” he finishes it with laughter. It may be that Ming laughs because he does not know how to
interpret David’s response. However, David affiliates with Ming by sharing his laughter with
him, thus treating the environment as laughing at him and transfers laughing at into laughing
with.

Although David says “sure yes why not” (line 10), he initiates a long post-utterance
laughter invitation turn, which is also ambiguous in that it may indicate that David treats his
response as funny or he is not sure whether his answer is correct and laughs because now he is
embarrassed. Although David and Ming seem to work on clarification of David’s answer, they
seek support of and affiliation with each other.

When Ming and David watched this video segment, they explained what was going on
there differently. Ming commented that in Chinese culture, “yes” always means agreement, but
when David said “yeah” he seemed to be kidding. Ming explained that sometimes he does not
know what David is talking about and that was one of the examples of that. That is why he was
joking, “yeah means yes”. Although this difference in meaning could be the cause of cross-
cultural misunderstanding, Ming, figured it out. David commented: “I am arbitrarily saying yes,

and he knew that I am arbitrarily picking yes; he knew exactly what I was doing.” Thus, this
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exchange demonstrates that although Ming was not sure what David’s response meant, he
applied his observation of how “yeah” is used in American English and with the help of laughter
he was able to make David believe that he knows that David was not sure whether his answer
was correct.

The exchanges included in this group show that the instructors treat students’ vague
responses as teases. Since teases usually follow a problematic utterance which is strange in some
way (Drew, 1987), the students’ responses make the instructor’s questions somehow
problematic, vague, and unclear. Following Drew’s schema, the students’ responses transform
the instructors’ identity as normal teachers into the instructors who ask unclear questions. When
teasers treat the instructor’s utterances and, consequently, identity as deviant, they exert social
control over the instructor. Therefore, the instructors re-assert their authority either by initiating a
repair on the students tease, which functions as a farget switch (ex. 44, 46) in which students
become the butts of the teases, or by providing a response which changes the environment from
laughing-with-a-student to laughing-with-an-instructor (ex. 45). At the same time, by initiating
shared laughter the participants create environments in which affiliation of the instructors with
the students is relevant.

Affiliating While Responding to the Students’ Challenging Questions

Sometimes students ask questions that challenge the teacher’s status. These exchanges
are similar in that students, by nominating themselves as next speakers, initiate questions that
threaten the instructors’ authority because the instructors find those questions difficult to answer.
Similar to the groups of exchanges where students provide challenging responses to the

instructors’ question, the instructors do not just re-assert their authority in these exchanges. They
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re-assert their authority while affiliating and aligning with students, so affiliation and authority

negotiation go hand in hand.

During his lecture (ex. 48), Wen provides the data on the distribution of the foreign direct

investment (FDI) among countries and shows that 50 poorest countries receive only1.4 % of

FDI. Mary asks a clarification question in which she exaggerates: actually these countries receive

no money (line 10).

48) 1 Mary:
2

3 Wen:
4 Mary:
5 Wen:
6

7

8

9 Mary:
10 Matilda:
11 Clarissa:
12 Ss:

13 Wen:

14 S3:

15

question for you 1.4 is that of the remaining
20 [percent?] or is that of
[yes]
a total amount?
80 % goes to the North, and and and amount of 20%
of the remaining FDI, 73% goes to ten developing
countries, and 1.4 goes to South South African
countries you know the poorest states
ok
so actually they get zero ha? ~ ~ ~
hah hah [hah hah hah hah hah hah]
[hah hah hah hah hah hah]
actually yea-hah. [they they get money.] (.) am but
[hah hah hah hah hah hah hah]
poor ok but

Matilda’s question challenges the information that Wen provides and even makes it ridiculous.

Matilda treats her clarification question as laughable (line 11) and initiates a silent laughter

invitation. While Matilda invites others to laugh with her at her witty remark, her laughter

invitation also reinforces the environment of laughing at the information that Wen has just

provided thus, challenging Wen. Other students join and share laughter with Matilda. Wen, first,

goes along with the tease by agreeing with the student “actually yea-hah” and providing within-

speech affiliative laugh. Then, he pursues a serious response to the tease “they get money,” and

after a short pause he corrects himself, “but poor” (lines 13, 15). Thus, the student’s tease made
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him seriously respond to Matilda’s tease to correct “the teasing version, as in some way putting it
right” (Drew, 1987, p. 228).

The next exchange occurred during class break (ex. 49) when a student asked Wen
whether he was in China during the events they were talking about in class. Wen mentioned that
at that time he was 11 years old. One of the students was surprised that Wen was only 28 years
old, and challenged him with a question “you were eleven years old in 1989”. With this question

he put the instructor in a position that he is too young to teach him (line 1).

49) 1 Bill: you were eleven years old in 1989,
2 ()
3 Wen: yeah (.) Too young to teach you mean hah hah
4 [hah hah hah]
5 Ss: [hah hah hah hah]
6 Bill: get out of [here
7 Wen: [I know hah hah
8 John: I was seven
9 Bill: I like teachers older than me
10 Wen: what
11 Bill: I like teachers older than me (.)
12 [hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah
13 Wen: [~ ~ ~ ~
14 I know

The instructor vocalizes what the student insinuates by challenging him back with a tease (line
3), which allows him to take control over the conversation, “too young to teach you mean”. Wen
also initiates a laughter invitation. The laughter invitation by the teaser creates a laughing at
environment (Glenn, 1995) and students share laughter with him at Bill who becomes the butt of
Wen'’s tease (lines 4, 5). After Bill got laughed at, he says, “get out of here” and his response
overlaps with Wen’s serious “I know” and Wen'’s affiliative laughter invitation. Bill, however,
does not show any attempt at affiliation with the instructor. On the contrary, he gets even more
aggressive saying, “I like teachers older than me”. Wen initiates repair in line 10, “what”.

Sometimes when students initiate a humorous utterance that is aggressive or inappropriate in
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some way, they opt for not repeating it (see ex. 57, 58). Bill pursues aggressiveness and repeats
that he likes teachers older than himself and invites laughter. Wen affiliates with Bill by
releasing silent laughter and then opts for the serious response, “I know”. Exchange 49 is
threatening to the teacher’s authority because the student initiates three challenges in the same
exchange. Only the instructor’s serious response stops the student from further challenging
contributions and leads to re-asserting his authority.

Example 50 that occurred in Rana’s class when students were watching a news clip also
shows how students challenge the instructor and how the instructor reasserts his authority. Rana

stops the clip on the words: “remember the classic song” (line 1).

(50) 1 Voice: remember the classic song ((music))
2 Derek: what was [the classic song?]
3 Ss: [what was the classic song]
4 Ss: hah hah hah hah hah hah
5 Rana: ©it’s a news clip, not a movie
6 Ss: [hah hah hah hah hah hah]
7 Rana: [©]
8 Max: what was [that song?]
9 SI: [na-na-na]
10 Rana: ©I am an old guy I don't know
11 much about the songs ©
12 Ss: hah hah hah hah [hah hah hah]
13 Rana: [ok folks]

Derek asks Rana what the song was, thus focusing not on the news but on the song. Students
treat this question as funny and appreciate student’s humor. This question seems challenging for
Rana because he may not know the song or he may not want to get off topic and answer the
student’s irrelevant question. To avoid answering the student’s question, he initiates an affiliative
smile and performs a delayed target switch by teasing the student that it was not a movie, but a
news clip (line 5). His tease is challenging for the students because it transforms the students’

normal identity to the identity of students who cannot distinguish between movies and news
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clips. Students appreciate Rana’s humor with laughter (line 6) and Rana aligns with them by
initiating a smile (line 7).

Students appreciate Rana’s humor, but at the same time, they pursue challenging the
instructor (line 8). To deal with this question, Rana can either avoid answering the question
again, or stop the students’ teasing somehow. Rana chooses to tell them that he does not know
the song because they are from different generations and, therefore, he does not know much
about the songs (line 10). When saying that he is “an old guy”, Rana disaffiliates with his
students and his disaffiliation assists him in getting out of the challenging situation. Although it
was a classic song that people from different age groups might know, Rana responds as if it was
a modern popular song that young people know. By providing such a response, Rana re-asserts
his authority because not knowing a classic song would be embarrassing, but not knowing a
popular song is O.K. because he does not belong to that age group that listens to those types of
songs. Rana’s re-asserting his authority is accompanied by his affiliative smile (lines 10, 11) and
students appreciative laughter of Rana’s self-denigrating humor.

A challenging exchange from Wen’s class (ex. 51-1) ' also exemplifies how re-assertion
of the teacher authority can occur simultaneously with affiliation and building rapport with the
students. When talking about the One Child Policy in China, Wen expressed his personal opinion
that not having a sibling, people miss emotional attachment (lines 6-10). In line 18, a student
asks Wen whether it is weird for him not to have siblings and Wen responds that it is not weird

for him because all his friends are like that (lines 19, 20).

(51-1) 6 Wen: if you have ask me personally what I think about what I
7 think about, you know, you know you're missing you miss
8 something as a person you do not have siblings, you do not
9 have the sort of emotional attachment to a sibling which for

"2 This humorous exchange is part of a longer talk on the topic. Example 51-1 is the first part of the analyzed
sequence, and 51-2 is its second part.
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12
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14
15
16

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Matilda:

Wen:

Matilda:

Ss:
Wen:

Matilda:

Mary:
Wen:

John:
Ss:
Wen:
Ss:
Wen:

Ss:
S2:
Ss:
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me is a um which is a problem,
[oh]
[ok] so, let's go back to child policy in China
[A-he-heh-nd the other you know
[hah hah hah hah]
[hah hah]
[other than other than]

[ha hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah]
is not it weird for you
its you know its not really, because all my friends
are the same thing=
=I'll be your brother if you want me to=
[HAH HAH HAH HAH HAH HAH HAH]
[©]
[HAH HAH HAH HAH HAH hah hah hah]
[you know in China hah hah hah hah hah]
[that's that's 1 mean] [that's not an easy]

[((laughter))]
[you argue a lot]

HAH HAH HAH HAH

According to Teresa, Wen looked upset when he said that he missed an emotional attachment.

Wen also felt that he looked very upset, as he said when viewing the video. So, John responded

to his comment with a tease “I’ll be your brother if you want me to (line 21).

John’s tease evokes a burst of students’ laughter and the instructor’s smile. One of the

students affiliates with Wen by teasing John back “you argue a lot” (line 28), insinuating that

Wen may not accept his brotherhood because John argues a lot with Wen in class. Wen,

however, seems to respond to the student’s offer seriously with a story that in China, offering

brotherhood is not a joke, because people who want to become brothers swear to die on the same

day.

(51-2) 30
31
32
33
34
35

Wen:

in China that's not an easy joke because if you say |
am gonna be your brother you know we need to go
through a ritual, to worship a god and and drink and
have some drinks and say and claim that from now
on even if we are not born on the same day, the
same month, or same year, we claim that we'll be
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36 we'll be dying on the same day, same month, same
37 year, that's sort of a ritual that we go

38 [through]

39 John: [I'll take it back]=

40 Wen: =[you are not gonna do that]

41 Ss&John: [HAH HAH HAH HAH HAH] HAH HAH HAH
42 Wen: [HAH HAH HAH HAH]

43 Ss: HAH [HAH HAH HAH HAH HAH HAH HAH]
44 Wen: [HAH HAH HAH HAH]

45 HAH

46 Ss: hah hah hah hah hah

47 Wen: yeah [so other than] the controlling the fertility rate
48 Ss: [ha ha ha ha]

When John hears that he will have to die with Wen on the same day, he retreats and says that he
takes his words back (line 39). As John explained during a stimulated recall session, Wen is
older than him, which is why he said “I take it back”. Since John is younger than Wen, it
suggests that he might have to die earlier than he otherwise would in order to die together with
Wen. John becomes the target of Wen’s tease and a potential butt of the tease. However, John
orients to the laughing at environment by initiating a response which overlaps with the end of
Wen'’s utterance (lines 38, 39), thus attempting to pre-empt students’ potential laughter at him.
By retreating, John invites students’ laughter at his humorous comment and simultaneously
terminates the humorous exchange.

In this exchange, Wen first allowed students to laugh, thus accepting being the butt of
John’s tease, but then he performed a delayed target switch, which grew into trapping John.
Recall, a trap is an outcome of a target switch sequence when the initiator of the last target
switch, Wen in this situation, construts the farget switch in a way that makes the other participant
terminates the play frame by seriously admitting that the play cannot be continued. Although
Wen'’s target switch is delayed, it was strong enough to trap John. During a stimulated recall,

Wen said that the story was a joke because in China, they do not do this ritual anymore. Wen’s
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joke not only amused the students, but also assisted Wen in re-asserting his authority by means
of the target switch and trap. As the exchange illustrates again, affiliation and authority re-
assertion are two activities that occur simultaneously.

Affiliating While Passing Authority to Students

Passing authority to students occurs when students use an opportunity to hold the floor
and continue talking on a different topic without asking instructor’s permission to do so, and the
instructor does not terminate their turn, but passes authority to students to continue their talk.
This happened only twice, in Rana’s class, when students were given the floor to make a report
on the news and they used their opportunity to hold the floor to tell other news, which are
entertaining, but not relevant to the class topic. Although students usurp authority to remain in
front of the class and talk, Rana does not resist, but affiliates with the students.

Sandra (ex. 52) is talking about a hurricane in Maine. After she finishes talking about the
hurricane, she continues, “also, this is not related to the environment” (line 1) and introduces
another piece of news about a representative from Florida, Mark Foley, who was involved in a
scandal. Sandra’s move is rather threatening to the teacher’s authority because she does it
without his permission. Rana, however, does not initiate any move to prevent her from telling the
story. Rather, he initiates the first laugh and affiliates with Sandra and students who provide

funny comments on the topic.

52) 1 Sandra: and also I noticed cloudiness in the water too also this is
2 not related to the environment like the
3 representative from Florida Mark [Foley] he was um
4 Rana: [hum] ~ ~ ~
5 Sandra: caught emailing and IMing a 16-year-old male
6 Student 1: yu:
7 Sandra: [a:::nd]
8 Rana: [hah]
9 Ss: hah hah hah
10 Sandra: [©it says that while he was doing this he was of
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11 Rana: [©

12 Ss: (& & & & & & &

13 Sandra: alcohol abuse but um when um it was um when
14 people found out about this he just abruptly um
15 resigned=

16 Student 2: =hah

17 Sandra: so yeah

18 Student 3: right,

19 Sandra: and its also one of the biggest headlines right now
20 Rana: yes

Apparently, students do not have many chances to talk in class because the teacher gives lectures
most of the time. Students also do not have rights to change the class content, even if it is boring
for students, e.g., global demographic and health issues, environment, and issues in international
trade and economic relations. Therefore, they use their opportunity of being a speaker to hold the
floor and to tell something to entertain others and make the class more amusing.

However, even holding the floor, it does not seem to be so easy for students to introduce
an entertaining story. To share entertaining news with the class, a student who currently holds
the floor needs to act quickly before the instructor takes control over the conversation or the
audience initiates applause and dismisses the speaker. Sandra (ex. 52) transits to the second news
quickly, without a pause (line 1), so that the instructor and the audience do not have a chance to
deprive her, a student, the right to speakership.

Unlike Sandra, Paul (53) struggles to retake the floor after he loses the right to his
speakership. Paul was delivering news and at the first relevance transition point, when Paul

stopped talking (line 3), students and Rana initiate applause.

353) 1 Paul: it was a magnitude of 9.5 earthquake off the coast of
2 Indonesia, which was the highest kill in history of
3 that region, and s-s-
4 Ss: XX[XX[X]X]
5 Rana: [X]
6 Paul: [no no no no no|
7 Ss: [a-hah-hah]
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8 Rana: [a-hah ok]
9 Paul: [I gotta] I gotta light news xxx target
10 Student: [hah hah hah]

To regain the floor, Paul rejects their applause (line 6). His rejection evokes students’ and the
instructor’s laughter. After Paul’s humorous rejection of applause, Rana gives his permission to
Paul to finish his news report (line 8) and then Paul says, “I gotta light news” (line 9). Although
Paul insists on holding the floor, Rana does not resist; rather he affiliates with the class while
permitting Paul to take the floor (line 8).

These exchanges appear to be threatening to the teacher authority because students take
control over the class activities. By bringing entertaining news to class, students resist what they
may feel is boring, the content that they have to talk about. When viewing the video, Tenesha
said that on the day of Sandra’s news presentation, the topic was the hurricane in Maine, which
was boring. A representative of Florida being caught, however, was interesting and entertaining
because “everyone would say sleek comments and it was funny.” Although Rana was not very
happy about the student telling this news because, according to Rana, he would prefer that
students present something related to the class topic and not about the sexual relations of a
representative, he did not stop the student and even laughed with the class when Sandra was
telling the news. Similarly, when Paul, who was dismissed by the students and the instructor with
their applause after a long talk, regained the floor, Rana passed authority to him to deliver light
news. As he commented during a stimulated recall session, he allowed Paul to deliver
entertaining news because the point is to get used to talking in front of the class. Although the
students’ taking over class activities is rather challenging to the instructor’s authority, Rana opts

for allowing students to do so. As the data from the stimulated recall sessions demonstrate, for
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Rana, getting students interested in the subject was very important; therefore, he traded his
authority for students’ interest in the subject.
Extended Sequences

This group includes exchanges initiated either by instructors or students with humorous
responses to humor. In these exchanges teachers share their authority with the students when
they negotiate class issues and when they participate in a collaborative construction of meaning,
or when students and instructors compete for the authority while negotiating their political views
in the Political Science class. I first discuss the category affiliating while sharing authority with
students and follow with the category affiliating while competing for authority.

Affiliating While Sharing Authority with Students

The practice of instructors’ sharing authority with students occurs when ITAs and their
students shift their social roles to negotiate class issues or to construct meaning collaboratively.
An example of negotiation of class issues is when students bargain for fewer questions on the
test whereas an example of collaborative construction of meaning is when students together with
the instructor explain a concept to another student.
Sharing Authority During Negotiation of Class Issues

When participating in negotiation, instructors seem to share their authority with students
by allowing for students’ suggestions and requests and by negotiating students’ suggestions with
them. Ten out of twelve sequences from this group occurred in Wen’s class, one in Ming’s class,
and one exchange happened in Rana’s class.

The first two examples (ex. 54 and ex. 55) demonstrate how through affiliation
instructors comply with their students’ requests not to include maps on the final test and

reconsider the grades if a student fails the quiz. Affiliation occurs when the negotiators enter the



179

play frame and try to negotiate. Rana’s student, Tenesha, asks Rana not to include map questions

on the exam (ex. 54, line 1).

54) 1 Tenesha: no map?
2 Rana: © ((rubs his hands))=
3 Tenesha: =Don’t act like that Mr. C.
4 Ss: [hah hah hah hah hah]
5 Rana: [© ok no maps] [no maps]
5a [((Raises Hs up))]
6 Ss: ((applaud))

After Tenesha’s question, Rana initiates an affiliative smile and playfully rubs his hands
together, thus switching to a humorous mode and opening a play frame with a tease. By making
a request, Tenesha threatens Rana’s negative face because requests are impositions. She also
threatens Rana’s authority because students do not have power to tell instructors what to do.
With her request, Tenesha also threatens her own face because Rana may treat such a request as
inappropriate and make a direct refusal. The social roles of instructor and students that involve
power relationships appear to be an obstacle for negotiation. To start negotiation, Rana opens the
play frame with his gestures, which seem to communicate a mischievous threat to make the exam
more difficult by including maps (line 2). Tenesha, who was the original target of the tease,
enters the play frame and initiates the target switch by which she appears to make a plea not to
be mean by including maps: “Don’t act like that Mr. C'*” (line 3).

Tenesha’s target switch is challenging for Rana because he needs to make a decision
either to refuse Tenesha’s request to not include maps or to comply with it. Both outcomes are
threatening to his authority: by refusing the request he may seem mean to students; by agreeing
with it he may damage his teacher status. According to Glenn (1995), affiliation occurs when the
target of the tease transforms laughing at to laughing with environment; Rana, however, does not

laugh. He affiliates by initiating a smile and by agreeing not to include maps on the test and

13 This is how students addressed Rana.
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students immediately align with him by applauding. Although Rana’s agreeing with students to
not include maps on the exam may be threatening to his authority, the negotiation within the play
frame allows for mitigation of this face threatening activity.

Wen affiliates with a student with shared laughter while negotiating the quiz scores. John

is not prepared for the quiz and asks whether Wen is going to drop the lowest quiz score (ex. 55,

line 1).
(55) 1 John: are you going to drop the lowest one?

2 Wen: I am not dropping the lowest but I am thinking to
3 narrow down the range for the last two quizzes. The
4 last two (all) supposedly on the world map, all
5 countries on the list. but I am thinking to narrow
6 down the list=
7 John: =but I’ll get [zero on this one] ~ ~~~ ~
8 Wen: [to make it easier]
9 Clara: u:m-hah hah hah
10 John: [but I'll get a zero on this one
11 Mariel: [hah hah
12 Wen: © hah hah hah
13 well if somebody does, I am gonna reconsider it
14 John: ok

When the instructor says that he will not drop the lowest quiz score, John makes himself the
target by saying that he will get a zero; he does not say seriously that he is not ready. John’s joke
that he will get a zero on the test communicates that he is not ready for the quiz and at the same
time functions as an indirect request to drop the lowest quiz score. Since instructors, but not
students, have authority to decide on the class policies, for John it may not be appropriate to ask
Wen to drop his lowest score. Therefore, John makes himself the target of his humor, which
minimizes his threat to his own positive face and simultaneously minimizes his imposition on
Wen when asking to drop the lowest test score. Other students laugh and a sense of bonding
unites the students and Wen. As he shares in the laughter with the students, Wen says that if

somebody gets a zero on the quiz, he will reconsider the policy.
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While the two previous examples show how entering the play frame and affiliating by
sharing a laugh assists in sharing the authority and negotiation of students’ requests, the next
exchange illustrates how a student opens a play frame and attempts to humorously exert
authority, but the instructor resists her attempts by trapping her. During negotiation of how many
questions will be on the test (ex. 56), Matilda, who had previous experience with a different test

format, asks for fewer test questions.

56) 1 Diane: How many questions are gonna be=
2 Matilda: =five
3 Wen: huh?
4 Diane: how many question=
5 Wen: =how many questions?
6 wow, | have not decided yet maybe=
7 Matilda: =five
8 Wen: for what.
9 Matilda: five [hah hah hah hah [hah hah hah hah hah hah]
10 Wen: [five is too much]
11 Ss: [five is too much?]
12 Wen: [© 1 tell you five is too much]
13 Matilda: [hah hah hah hah HAH HAH HAH HAH HAH]
14 Wen: [yeah]
15 Matilda: [HAH A [HA HA HA HA HA]
16 Clarisse: [he says five is too much]
17 Matilda: OH, REALLY? [OH?]
18 Wen: [five is] too much, yeah i mean for

When Diane asks Wen how many questions will be on the test, Matilda opens a play frame and
mischievously responds to Diane’s question using the instructor’s turn (line 2). In her response,
she intentionally minimizes the number of questions to five. When Wen said that he has not
decided how many questions he would include in the test, she even finishes an utterance for him
(line 7). Since for Matilda, answering Diane’s question would not be appropriate because she
does not have authority to do so, she creates a play frame and, within the frame, humorously

steals his turns to respond to Diane’s questions as if she had the authority to do so (lines 2, 7, 9).



182

Although Wen enters the play frame, he does not accept her propostion, and thereby does
not appear to share authority with her. First, Wen challenges Matilda by initiating repair “for
what” (line 8). Matilda does not answer his question, but pursues her proposition “five” and
initiates a long laughter invitation thus orienting to her bargaining as not serious and attempting
to get support from other students. Simultaneously with her laughter invitation, Wen initiates the
target switch with his response that five questions are actually too much (line 10). Since Wen
planned to include essay questions instead of multiple choice, five questions on the test would be
too many. However, the students including Matilda did not know that; therefore, his response
that five questions are too much surprises other students (line 11), and he repeats again that five
questions are too much. This time, however, he plays along with Matilda and initiates an
affiliative smile (line 12). Matilda, on the other hand, is so amused with her bargaining (lines 13,
15), that she does not hear that she was actually bargaining for more rather than for fewer
questions. When Clarisse tells Matilda that Wen said five questions are too much, Matilda was
trapped with Wen’s target switch and expressed serious surprise (line 17).

This exchange shows that although Matilda creates a play frame and Wen plays along
with her, Matilda’s negotiation for fewer questions was not successful because at the end of the
exchange Wen seems to leave everyone to believe that he was joking. Apparently, entering the
play frame allows not only for minimization of the face threat of sharing authority, but also for
mitigation of a refusal to do so. By creating the play frame, Matilda made an attempt to share
authority with Wen; by entering the play frame, Wen played along with Matilda, but he did not
allow for sharing authority by initiating the target switch, which led to the trap.

The next exchange also demonstrates that entering the play frame is relevant when the

instructor refuses to share authority with a student. After Matilda failed to negotiate for fewer
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questions on the exam, Roger initiated an attempt to bargain for fewer questions. Since Wen said
that five questions were too much, Roger asked for three or four questions. In this exchange, like
in the previous one, Wen appears to accept the play frame in order to refuse sharing authority

with a student. He again initiates a target switch, which leads to trapping a student, Roger.

57 1 Roger: [Is it] gonna be like three or four questions?
2 Wen: what? ©
3 Roger: no.(.)
4 Student: heh [heh]
5 Ss: [hah hah [hah hah hah]
6 Khalila: [how many qu-heh-stions
7 Wen: I did not hear you=
8 Roger: =[yeah, you'll give] maybe five questions
9 Ss: [((unintelligible))]
10 Wen: u::m a-hah © no, no, no. I'll give you sufficient
11 options

After Wen says that five questions are too much, Roger decides to try another number, three or
four (ex. 55, line 7). Students, as they commented during the stimulated recall, interpret his
utterance as a laughable. John describes Roger’s question as stupid because “he completely was
not listening” to Wen’s explanation that five questions were too much. Clayton says that Roger
was trying to make a joke and that he was not serious. Roger’s question, like Matilda’s,
challenges the instructor’s authority because the instructor, but not students, decides how many
questions to include on the test, and, in addition, the instructor had already responded to Diane
that he had not decided yet. Although some of the students, e.g., Clayton, treat Roger’s question
as not serious, they do not laugh at Roger’s question and leave the situation to the instructor to
take care of.

The instructor, however, did not hear or understand Roger’s question. When watching the
clip, he said: “I did not hear that clearly because ...I think, ... personally, I have a problem with

listening. ... Especially in noisy environment, I can't pick what people all of a sudden [say].” To
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deal with this situation, Wen initiates repair by saying “what?”” (line 2), which operates as a
target switch and simultaneously as a frap because Roger has to repeat his utterance. As a result,
Roger does not perform the repair and responds “no”. Roger, perhaps, treats his utterance as not
appropriate to repeat, as do other students who start laughing (lines 4, 5). With his refusal to
repeat the utterance, Roger, who makes himself the target, creates a situation where laughing at
is relevant and leads to laughing with. Thus, by means of repair initiation, which operates here as
a target switch, Wen makes Roger, who has challenged his authority, refuse to repeat the
challenging utterance and become the butt at the end.

When Wen states that he did not hear Roger’s question, another student, Khalila, repeats
his question, but she changes it and just asks how many questions are going to be on the test.
Wen says again that he does not hear what the student has just said (line 7) and then, Roger
repeats his question (line 8), but he changes the number of questions from three or four, as he
suggested initially (line 1), to five (line 14). Roger’s changing the number of questions to a
bigger number seems to illustrate that he treats his initial request as not appropriate.

Roger, like Matilda in the previous example, opens the play frame by initiating his
question. Roger needs a play frame to perform his bargaining because what happens within a
play frame is not serious and, consequently, less face threatening. Wen seems to need a play
frame because his not hearing/understanding what Roger said may be interpreted by students that
he either does not understand Roger’s humor or does not understand what Roger says. Wen
enters the play frame with a smile and conducts a repair on Roger’s utterance with “what?”.
Roger, however, leaves the play frame by saying “no” (line 3). When Wen gets Roger’s

question, he denies Roger’s suggestion, “u::m a-hah © no, no, no” (line 10). However, he does it
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within a play frame and only after affiliating with the student by means of a within-speech
laughter and a smile.

The exchanges with Matilda and Roger illustrate that no matter what the outcomes of the
negotiation are, the instructors and students conduct the negotiation within a play frame.
Students enter the play frame with an attempt to share authority with the instructor, and the
instructor enters the play frame to either share or refuse sharing authority with the students.

While examples 56 and 57 demonstrate that entering a play frame mitigates the
instructor’s refusal to sharing authority with the students, the following example that also comes
from Wen’s class shows that not entering the play frame also constrains sharing authority and
conducting negotiation. Example 58 occurred after the test that students negotiated in exchanges
56 and 57. All students did poorly on the test because the format of the test was different from
what students were used to. The students were upset and even angry when they knew that the
highest score after the curve was 90, as Clayton and John commented during the stimulated

recall sessions.

(58) 5 John: the highest score is ninety?
6 Wen: n-nine zero
7 Ss: ((talk to each other))
8 Student 1: uh-hum=
9 Clayton: =<let's curve it to one hundred>
10 Wen: (1) huh?
11 Clayton: nothing ~ ~
12 Student 2: heh heh heh heh heh
13 Ss: hh hah hah
14 Wen: and I wanna [ wanna go through the

Clayton said that he was very irritated that the highest score was only ninety and he “was kind of
a smart alec” when he yelled out with his right hand raised up, “let’s curve it to 100 (line 9).
John also said that Clayton’s utterance was not serious, “he did not seriously expect the change,

but he seriously would like it.”
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Clayton’s utterance has been created as a tease because it is challenging for Wen, who is
the target, in that he asks Wen to curve the test to one hundred rather than 90 as Wen already did.
Although Clayton’s utterance is a tease, nobody laughs because if students laugh, their laughter
could be interpreted as a laughing at environment since, according to Glenn (1995), teasing
creates laughing at. Therefore, as in example 57, the students leave the situation to the instructor.
Wen, like in the previous example, initiates a repair by saying “huh?” (line 10), which again
operates as a target switch and leads to a trap. Although Wen performs a target switch, he does
not seem to indicate his entering a play frame with a smile. When Clayton reveals that he will
not repeat the utterance, students laugh (lines 12, 13). Similar to example 57, Wen makes
Clayton repeat the utterance. However, Clayton refuses to do so by saying “nothing” (line 11).
By seriously stating that he will not repeat the utterance, Clayton leaves the play frame and
simultaneously creates a situation where he becomes the butt as a result of Wen’s target switch.

Wen seems to disaffiliate with Clayton and does not enter the play frame. While in
example 57, Wen insisted on the students’ repetition of the laughable and participated in
negotiation, this time he moves on, thus orienting to the laughable as not even appropriate to
repeat, and Clayton’s request as not appropriate to negotiate. According to Wen, he “did not
catch what [Clayton] said” because Clayton was talking too fast. Wen just heard “that’s still out
of 1007, but it seemed to him it was a joke and Clayton was making fun of him. Like in exchange
with Roger (ex. 57), Wen regains his authority, which was threatened, with the help of repair
initiation and punishes the teaser with the trap. While in example 57 Wen orients to affiliation
with the students by initiating further repair, in this example, Wen does not re-align with the

students and continues serious talk.
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Examples 57 and 58 are interesting not only because they demonstrate how Wen deals
with students attempting to share authority with him, but also because they exemplify how this
instructor deals with a listening or hearing problem. Since Wen experienced another challenge,
not understanding students’ fast speech, during these exchanges, he had to maintain his teacher
status and, simultaneously, not to let students know that he does not understand what they were
saying.

Wen appears to cope with both problems successfully. First, he initiates repair, which
operated as a target switch. The target switch allows him to re-assert his authority by making
students repeat the utterances that were challenging to the instructor’s authority. Students also
deal with Wen’s challenge successfully. Since they become potential butts of the teases anyway,
by confessing that they are not going to repeat what they had just said, they make themselves the
butts of the jokes in order to create affiliation with the others. If students did not make
themselves the targets, they could be laughed at as a result of the instructor’s target switch. To
become the butt of somebody else’s tease is more threatening than to make oneself the target
and, consequently, the butt of one’s own humor (Glenn, 1993). Laughing at somebody leads to
alienation while inviting others to laugh at self leads to bonding.

When Wen noticed that students were very upset with the test results, he decided to let
students talk about how they felt about the test. He also invited students’ suggestions of how he
could make the next test better for them. Some students made comments that seemed absurd
even to their classmates, as both John and Clayton reported during stimulated recall sessions.
Wen, however, dealt with all students’ comments calmly, no matter how far from being realistic

the students’ comments were.
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Wen opens a play frame when agreeing with a student to try a multiple-choice test. Wen,
personally, does not like multiple choice; however, after one of the students suggested that Wen

change his tests to multiple choice format, Wen responds that they may try it on the next text

(lines 1-4).
59 1 Wen: ok, good, that's good-, that's good suggestion, we'll

2 try that, we'll try that in test two. or alternatively,
3 alternatively we'll try multiple choice.
4 [on test tw-hoh hah-.h]
5 Ss: [uh-hu::h]
6 John: let's take both and you'll take the highest grade
7 Wen: [© [hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah]
8 Student: [hah hah [hah hah hah hah]
9 Ss: [hah hah hah hah hah hah I have a class]
10 Wen: ©It’s not gonna happen you know what ITTTT like
11 your point I like

Accepting students’ suggestions is threatening to the instructor’s authority; therefore, to reduce
the face threat and to allow for more negotiation, Wen creates a play frame with a within-speech
laughter invitation. Students, however, do not accept Wen’s laughter invitation and agree with
his suggestion “uh-huh” (line 5).

Although Wen seems to accept the students’ suggestion to try a multiple-choice test next
time, John teases the instructor and humorously makes another, suggestion, “let's take both and
you'll take the highest grade” (line 6). John teases Wen with a mock challenge (it is not realistic
to have student take a test in two different formats and to take into account their highest grade) in
response to Wen’s agreement to try multiple choice and evokes both the instructor’s and the
students’ laughter. Both the teacher and the students align and laugh together at John’s joke.
Although John’s tease targets the instructor and challenges his authority even more, it also seems
to mock students whose suggestions become more and more unrealistic. Wen appreciates John’s

humor; however, he does not leave his comment without a response and says “it’s not gonna
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happen” (line 10). Although Wen says it with a smile, his response brings students back to the
serious mode where status relationships are not altered.

Wen’s opening of the negotiation of class issues brings more and more students’
suggestions which seem unrealistic. Nicky asked whether students can choose the essay
questions from the list suggested by the instructor and prepare only for the questions they have

chosen (lines 4-6).

(60) 1 Nicky: Can we get the answers that we can choose our
2 essay questions?
3 Wen: you mean like I give you [two options]
4 Nicky: [you give]
5 us the list, like you gave us eleven
6 questions and we pick the five
7 Wen: o:h, no::: why don't I give you ju-hah-st five
8 questions at [the beginning? u:m no, [ mean that's
9 Student: [xxxXX
10 Ss: [((students look at each other))
11 Wen: the point- that's the point of having an exam,
12 right, otherwise we don't need the exam, if you
13 know what to expect

This exchange seems to begin in a serious mode (lines 1-6), but Wen, in line 7, denies Nicky’s
request. Wen first provides a serious response “oh no” (line 7) and then, he initiates a tease “why
don’t I give you ju-hah-st five questions at the beginning” (lines 8, 9). As John said when
watching the clip, “everybody wanted more and more” and that is why Wen responded with a
tease to Nicky’s suggestion. Apparently, for Wen to say directly that students ask for too much
would be rather face threatening because he invited students to express their opinions and to give
suggestions. At the same time, to accept the student’s suggestion would be damaging to his
teacher authority. Therefore, he responds to Nicky’s suggestion with a tease, thus treating it as

not appropriate.
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The examples of negotiation from Wen’s class show that Wen was able to successfully
negotiate class-related issues with his students even though students’ suggestions, questions, and
requests were rather challenging for his teacher authority. Apparently, shifting negotiation to the
play format was beneficial because the play frame deludes participants from reality, thus
mitigating participants’ face threatening actions. Although they negotiate serious issues, they still
have some leeway to say that what they talk about is not serious. Even students who were
participating in those exchanges admitted that the exchanges were challenging for the teacher
status.

Clayton, for example, said that it does not happen to all teachers, it happens to people
who’re like him, who do not speak English very well.” At the same time, Clayton corrected
himself and said that Wen speaks well, but sometimes he does not understand some expressions.
According to Clayton,

maybe because when somebody asks a question, he asks ‘what?’ A lot of people in the

class feel that they can, like they can bully or bone him in a way, you know, what I am

saying? It’s almost the way of saying to him, ‘its not how we do it here’ ... his accent

gives an impression that he is a foreigner ... usually it happens with older teachers who

are not aware what students are saying and kids make smart comments which are rude

and almost attack the teacher, that's kind of what I felt what they were doing here, it's

weird. I felt bad for him, because I felt he was being attacked and he shouldn't have been.
John also said that what was happening in class was “more than usual situation”; however, to
him, Wen did not seem insecure during that talk.

During a stimulated recall session, Wen did not say that he felt insecure about students’
suggestions. When I turned off the camera, he said that he noticed that the students were very
upset with their grades and even angry, so he initiated this discussion so that they could vent

their emotions and the students actually did. The fact that students could express their worries in

class also shows their rapport with the instructor, as they were not scared to express their feelings
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and suggestions. Wen said that after the students vented their emotions, they calmed down and
the rest of the class went smoothly. Similarly, John said that “the discussion of the test was
helpful” because after the discussion “people calmed down”. It seems that through participating
in negotiation, the participants bonded through challenging interaction, which was possible
because negotiation occurred in a humorous mode.

Although Wen sometimes avoided conducting negotiation (ex. 56-58), he revealed it as
soon as possible during the exchange. Ming was also avoiding negotiation, but he also avoided
letting his students know that negotiation was not possible. In exchange 61, a student, David,
attempts to negotiate with Ming when Ming is going to return students’ assignments that he

collected a week ago.

(61) 1 David: Oh, by the way, the practice you had us do with the
2 three sheets, the three problems, it was like last
3 Thursday or something
4 Ming: Uh, yeah
5 David: did you give those back?
6 Ming: Oh, no=
7 David: =ok=
8 Ming: I just I just make comments on [(them)]
9 David: [oh]
10 I was I was just wondering [if you are going]
11 Ming: [but the]
12 first problem we already used that home[work]
13 David: [yes]
14 that's why I was wonde-heh-ri-heh-heh-ng
15 Joe: yes that’s why xxx
16 Ming: ye-he-ah so i did not xxx
17 David: I was wondering whether you are going to give it
18 back to us ‘cause if you were then I was gonna use
19 [it hah hah] [hah] [hah hah hah] khe heh
20 Joe: [hah hah hah] [yeah] [hah]
21 Ming: [©]
22 David: well, it had the basic concepts, so I don't have to
23 like rethink the problem ok
24 Ming: ok hah it’s a simple problem
25 David: yeah, it’s a simple problem

26 Ming: I also give example according to
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As David reported during a stimulated recall session, Ming gave an impression that he was going
to give problems in class and upload the solutions on the website and that the homework
problems would be different. Later, Ming decided to use the problems the students did in class as
problems for homework. David thought that Ming did not give the problems back to the students
because they already did them; however, David wanted the problems back to help him do his
homework assignment.

When David starts the negotiation of getting the assignments back, Ming responds that he
has not graded them yet. Ming, however, does not say when he is going to return the assignments
to students. David makes four attempts to make Ming respond to his question (lines 5, 10, 14,
17-19), but Ming does not provide the answer to his question of whether he will return the
students’ homework assignments, instead continuing his answer to David’s original question.
Ming responds that he made comments on the assignments already and that they used already
one problem from that assignment in homework (lines 11, 12). In lines 13-14, David initiates a
within-speech laughter invitation when explaining that since they did already that problem, they
would like to have the assignment back to use it as an example for solving other problems.
Apparently, David laughs because the situation seems uncomfortable: he keeps asking the same
question and Ming does not provide the answer to it.

Another student, Joe, also makes an attempt (line 15) to negotiate this issue, but also in
vain because Ming does not state when he would give the assignments back. After David’s
utterance that he wants to use the assignment to do his homework, Joe affiliates with David by
sharing laughter with him, and Ming by smiling affiliates with them too. However, Ming does
not initiate the next turn and David continues the negotiation (lines 22, 23). Although Ming

shares a smile with his students, it seems that he either does not understand what students are
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talking about or he does not interpret their contributions as attempts to negotiate the issue of
getting their assignments back. Only after David says that the assignment has a basic concept
(lines 22, 23) does Ming respond that it is a simple problem (line 24).

This example seems to show that Ming experiences difficulty with conducting
negotiation and saying that he wants students to solve this problem again without relying on the
previous solution. Possibly, it happens because he does not understand what students are talking
about. Ming affiliates with the students by smiling, but at the end he initiates a short laugh and
performs a rather face threatening utterance “it’s a simple problem” (line 24). While Ming tries
to affiliate throughout this exchange by smiling, with his response he seems to criticize his
students doing what Sarkisian (2006) recommends not to do: “Do not point out that the problem
is very simple or that every high school student ought to be able to solve it” (p. 13).

Although Wen also did not always satisfy his students’ suggestions or requests and
avoided negotiation, at the same time, he did not appear to criticize his students and did not seem
to be overly authoritative. Ming, by not providing a response to the students’ questions, exerts
his authority and creates a greater distance between himself and the students. Students orient to
the greater distance by using negative politeness strategies to minimize the imposition on the
instructor (lines 10, 14, 17-18). David also tries to affiliate with a post-utterance laughter
invitation (lines 19, 20), but Ming does not respond except with a smile. When I asked Ming why
David was laughing and Ming was smiling, he said that David always talks about the test, but he
does not have a particular point. Ming’s response appears to demonstrate that he did not interpret
the exchange as negotiation. David, however, gave me a different account of this situation. He
said that the instructor was not going to make it easier on students and “it was kind of funny

because of getting the homework back.”
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Exchanges involving instructor-student negotiation of classroom issues demonstrate that
both instructors and students participate in activities that challenge each other’s status. When
negotiating classroom issues, the participants may choose to shift to the humorous mode and
enter a play frame. Instructors do not always enter a play frame. They do so when negotiation is
relevant. Entering the play frame reduces the distance between the instructor and the students
because within the play frame they tend to share the authority at least for the time of negotiation,
which makes their negotiation easier. The play frame also mitigates instructor’s refusal to share
the authority with students. The exchange from Ming’s class shows that the instructors may have
difficulty in conducting, or even interpreting, negotiation. Although the examples included in
this section show that Wen and Ming were able to deal with students’ challenging requests, they
did it differently. While Wen negotiated class issues by balancing his authority with
permissiveness and by affiliating and aligning with his students, Ming by not responding to the
students’ questions accelerated his authority and, finally, stopped the negotiation process with a
critical remark.

Sharing Authority While Constructing Meaning Collaboratively

Sharing authority also occurs when instructors and students collaborate to construct
meaning. During collaborative construction of meaning students and the instructor seem to orient
to equal rights of participation during exchanges, as shown in example 60.

Bill asks Wen to explain the concept of a free rider again. Initially, Wen explained that a
free rider is a member of an organization who does not want to pay the costs of membership but
still enjoys the benefits of being the member of the organization. He also explained this concept

using the example of a study group: if a member of a study group does not contribute with her or
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concept and his request to explain the concept leads to the following exchange.

62) 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

Bill:

Wen:
Bill:
Wen:
Bill:
Wen:
Bill:

Student 1:
Student 2:

Wen:
Teresa:

Bill:
Wen:
Beth:

Wen:
Beth:
Ss:
Wen:
Ss:
Student:
Ss:
Beth:

Student 3:

Ss:

Wen:

before you go on could you please explain this free
rider thing again?
free rider thing
yeah
Is- does that study group case, example help huh?
I don't think so,
ok, [let me repeat them again]|

[I did not hear that]
it’s like a free loader
it’s a free loader xx
hu-huh
right, it’s like you have house roommates and
everyone collectively pays $10 for groceries and
there’s one guy who eats all food, does not give
$10 but he eats more than his shares of food, does
that make sense?
yeah=
good, good
Its like one guy buys a bunch of beer and then
another guy comes around like wants [a beer but

[hah hah hah
[he has not paid you are getting beer you know
[hah hah hah hah hah
[hah hah hah
HAH HAH HAH HAH HAH [HAH HAH] HA
[right]

HAH HAH HAH HAH
friends and free loaders
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
hah hah hah hah hah HAH HAH HAH HAH HAH
HAH HAH HAH HAH HAH HAH
[yeah, but the basic idea is, the implied action is that

[((laughing))
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When Wen wanted to explain the concept again, two students who are not seen on the video self-

select and explain the concept to Bill by giving their own examples. Although the students take

the instructor’s turn to explain, Wen does not stop them; rather, he approves of Teresa’s example

(line 18). Beth also self-selects and gives a similar example but she substitutes groceries in
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Teresa’s example with beer (lines 19, 20, 22). Beth’s example evokes both Wen’s and the
students’ laughter (lines 21, 23-25, 27).

Although this example demonstrates that students start talking without the instructor’s
permission, this exchange does not seem to be harmful to the teacher’s authority. By providing
their examples, students demonstrate their understanding of the concept and Wen approves it
(line 18, 32). The students and the instructors in this exchange share the right to speakership and
collaboratively, as a group sharing the same goal, construct the knowledge. While the humorous
examples help students to make a point, humor is used as both a face-saving strategy and a
rapport-building device. Bill’s revealing in front of his peers that he does not understand the
concept of free rider is quite threatening to his positive face. Bill’s not understanding the concept
also appears to set him apart from the rest of the students, who understand what it means. By
using humor, students soften the threat to Bill’s positive face and simultaneously create a
situation in which bonding is relevant. Students bond on the basis of shared experience of having
a free-loader in their group and unite against this hypothetical other. Wen also aligns with the
students by laughing with them at Beth’ joke. Although for a moment Wen shares his authority
with students when they collaborate to explain the concept to Bill, Wen exerts his authority to
bring students back to the serious talk and to summarize the idea of the concept (line 32).

While it might seem that students’ talking without Wen’s permission in his
conversational turn threatens Wen’s authority, during a stimulated recall session, Wen evaluates
the atmosphere in the class positively describing it as “quite light” when students “feel less
pressured”. This exchange is an example of what Pialorsi (1984) calls an interactive dialogue
between students and the instructor. Although Pialorsi warns that this kind of interaction may

lead to an authority problem, Wen seems to succeed in balancing his teacher authority with
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permissiveness. While students were participating in exchange by taking on the teacher role of
explaining the concept, Wen remains in charge of the talk by approving of students’ examples
and summarizing the concept.

While a collaborative exchange from Wen’s class shows how sharing authority with
students allows for constructing knowledge while establishing in-group relationship, an example
from Ming’s class demonstrates that sharing authority with students does not always lead to
creation of a teacher-student bond. However, like the example from Wen'’s class, it also shows
that sharing of authority does not necessarily lead to an authority problem, as Pialorsi (1984)
cautions.

Students in Ming’s class also collaborate when solving a problem in programming. Ming
shows his students a computer program that does not work and asks them to find the error that
causes the problem. Students are looking for an error in the program to make it work (lines 1-15)
and come up with huge numbers, and when Ming inserts one of the numbers, the program gives

a strange error message.

(63) 1 David: Can you try putting in instead of that 50000 um try

2 putting in 2 1 4s, you wanna keep some of those

3 zeroes um ok cool

4 Ming: How many zeroes [you wanna keep] after 211

5 David: [um ] ok it’sit’s 2

6 billion one hundred forty seven million and there's

7 gonna be six zeroes one four seven

8 Ming: yeah, exact six zeroes

9 David: yeah, four seven

10 Ming: four seven right?

11 David: yeah. yeah

12 Ming: ok that's how much long

13 David: yeah

14 Ming: ok

15 David: that (4) xxxxxxxx no. ok. yeah. too much.
((during the four-second pause the participants see the error
message))

16 Ming: [~ ~ ]
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17 Max: [dear Jesus]

18 David: hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah

19 [hah hah hah hah hah hah]

20 Max: [hah hah hah hah hah hah]

21 David: hah hah hah hah hah

22 Max: just you see [we killed it y-hah-hah-eah]
23 David: [brilliant]

24 David: you're brilliant! [hey xxx huge number]
25 Ming: [© ]

26 Max: program we are using

27 SI: [ha ha ha ha ha]

28 Ming: [So I tested]=

29 David: =yeah yeah=

When Max sees the message he gets very surprised (line 17) and jokes that the students killed the
server (line 22). As Max explained when viewing the video segment, he had never seen such a
message before and he had never heard that somebody would break the server. David also
reported during stimulated recall that he was surprised by the error message and that is why he
said sarcastically “brilliant” (lines 23 and 24) meaning that it was brilliant of students to be able
to break the machine.

Although the exchange shows that students collaborate with Ming in fixing the error
(lines 1-15) and that both Ming and the students react to the error message, the stimulated recall
sessions with Ming and David revealed that while Ming collaborates with his students in finding
the error, he does not collaborate with his students during the humorous exchange. Although the
classroom video shows that Ming reacts to the error message with a smile (line 16), David
responds to it with a comment, “no. ok. yeah. too much.” (line 17), and Max with an exclamation
“dear Jesus” (line 17), Ming’s collaboration with the students appears to stop at this moment.
While Max makes a joke, “we killed it” (line 22), referring to the huge number that the students
asked Ming to put in the program and David responds to Max’s comment with “brilliant” (line

23), Ming does not pay attention to the students’ joking (or maybe he does not understand the
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joke or what Max and David said). When I asked Ming during a stimulated recall session why
David said “brilliant”, Ming explained that they just guessed another number and reached their
goal. Although, as he acknowledged, the program had a problem, they reached their goal anyway
because now they know how big this number is to make a problem. David, however, when he
viewed the video segment, explained Ming’s not participating in the humorous exchange
differently. He said that Ming “is professional enough not to spend much time laughing at this
kind of stuft”.

Although, like Wen, Ming shares his authority and the rights to speakership with
students, he does not explore this opportunity for rapport building with his student. While,
according to David, Ming separates from the students who are not professional enough, Wen
appreciates students’ comments and bonds with them. As a result, on the surface, Ming
demonstrates his alignment with the students; but in reality, he does not use the opportunity to
bond with them.

Sharing authority with students during humorous interactive practices allows for
students’ participation in knowledge construction while establishing in-group relationships.
Although in Ming’s class, Ming and his students shared authority while participating in finding
the error together, their interaction lacks the rapport-building practices that united Wen and his
students in the previous exchange.

Affiliating While Competing for Authority

Seven exchanges that constitute this group occurred in Wen’s and Rana’s political
science classes. When students and instructors discuss political issues, they seem to shift their
social role of instructor and students to new roles of political opponents. They orient to their new

roles by initiating more aggressive humor and even by teaming together against their mutual



200

opponent in order to stand for their political views or even to contest even others’ views.
Students are more likely to nominate themselves to be the next speaker; as a result, the pauses
maximized in classroom talk are minimized in these exchanges, the participants’ utterances often
latch, and even overlap.

One of the features of the exchanges that involve the instructor’s and students’
confrontation because of their political views is that they make fun of each other’s beliefs. The
aggressiveness of the teases is obvious and it accelerates when political arguments heat up. Six
exchanges occurred in Wen’s political science class where one of Wen’s students, John, does not
share an environmentalist position with the rest of the class and expresses anti-environmentalist
views. Wen, like the other students, supports environmentalists. Every time environmentalist and
non-environmentalist issues are raised during lectures, John, Wen and other students make their
political identities relevant.

The first example in this group illustrates that although participants of the exchanges
affiliate, at the same time they orient to contesting their opponent’s political views, thus
competing to gain more authority during their political discussion. Wen runs out of time and
skips several slides in his power point presentation. John notices a slide on anti-

environmentalists and tells Wen that he wants to see that slide.

(64) 1 John: 1 want to see that slide
2 Clarisse: so we don’ t [have]
3 Wen: [environ[mentalists? heh heh heh]
4 John: [hah]
5 anti-environmentalists=
6 Wen: =yeah

In response to John’s request to show the slide on anti-environmentalists, Wen teases John for
his political interest, “environmentalists?” (line 3) which overlaps with John’s first laugh (line 4).

Wen'’s tease orients John to the /aughing at environment and he initiates affiliative laughter (line
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4) before Wen invites it at the end of his utterance (line 3). Although John affiliates with Wen
and creates laughing with, he perhaps does it only to avoid being laughed at. In the next line he
disaffiliates with Wen by initiating a repair on Wen’s utterance and correcting it to “anti-
environmentalists” thus also correcting Wen’s tease. With this repair, John reveals his political
views and disaffiliates with Wen whose political views are different.

Later in class, Wen asks students what causes global warming (ex. 65) and Bill responds
to his question. This interaction is more aggressive than the previous one because John, first,
self-selects to be the next speaker and, second, does not stop teasing after Wen tells him that they

will talk about it later.

(65 1 Wen: Think about polar bears you know, they used to be
2 living around the Arctic Arctic um circle, but due
3 to the melting of ice, they will lose the habitat (.) in
4 the future. what are causes of the global warming.
5 you probably learned it from the other courses.

6 Student: green house

7 Bill: (2) the fumes um evaded um um by factories, um
8 the poison the gas that that's that's too=

9 Wen: uh-huh

10 Bill: um car emissions,

11 Wen: then what I mean=

12 John: =human breath exhales= [breath exhales]

13 Ss: [~ ~ ~]

14 Wen: = [©hhh]

15 (.) hah hah hah ok. well i'll get back to you

16 Student: hah hah [hah]

17 Ss: [hah hah hah hah hah hah]

18 [~ -~ ~ ~]

19 John: stop breathing to stop the warming=

20 Wen: =ok

21 Bill: =and they go up and they they affect they affect the

Bill starts talking about the causes of global warming and mentions fumes from factories and car
emissions (lines 7, 8, 10). When Wen initiates his contribution to the talk (line 11), John self-

selects and before Wen finishes his utterance, he creates a play frame and says that another cause
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of global warming is exhalation of human breath (line 12). John’s extreme example mocks
environmentalists and those who support their views and makes them look obsessed with
environmental protection. John’s mocking of his instructor’s and peers’ political position and
also entering classroom talk without Wen’s permission is damaging to the instructor’s authority
and to the instructor’s and students’ political beliefs.

Wen regains his authority by taking control over conversation and responding to John
“ok. I’ll get back to you” (line 15). By doing so he also attempts to stop this exchange. However,
first, he appreciates John’s tease, thus creating a laughing with and only then he provides a
serious response “I’ll get back to you” as if John was asking a question. Although Wen indicates
the end of the discussion with his utterance, John elaborates on his initial tease and says “Stop
breathing to stop the warming” before Wen or the student who was talking take the next turn
(line 19). Wen uses his authority to initiate a transition to the serious talk “ok” at the next
relevant transition place (line 20). His transition latches with the end of John’s utterance and
apparently secures Bill’s further talk (line 21).

Although Wen laughs at John’s tease, he does not get engaged in the political discussion
at this point and prevents political debate by not entering the play frame. However, at the first
convenient occasion, Wen uses his teacher status to pay John back for his mocking of
environmentalists and thus other people’s political views. It seems that Wen and John compete
for proving whose beliefs are right.

The competition continues when John raises his hand and Wen teases him “yes, you
don’t breath?” (ex. 66, line 5) for his mocking of environmentalists. This time, however, another
student, Clayton, who is also environmentalist, competes with John for his political beliefs.

(66) 1 Wen: So eventually you guys into another vicious circle,
that the earth is warmer and warmer unless we stop
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3 the emission of carbon dioxide

4 John: ((raises hand))

5 Wen: yes you don’t breathe heh=

6 John: =no. [what] are the other

7 S2: [hah]

8 John: climate changes that we had through our history, I
9 mean, that for men a regard there, we still are in
10 these fluctuations, so [what's] the problem?

11 Student 1: [yeah but]

12 [we have (carbon dioxide) in the air]

13 Student 2: [carbon dioxide to0o] XXXXXXXX

14 John: So ok, we all die, life starts all over what is the
15 problem?=

16 Clayton: =The problem is that we all die.

17 Wen: [HAH HAH HAH

18 Ss: [HAH HAH HAH [HAH HAH HAH HAH HAH
19 John: [su-huH-rely, surely, surely]
20 Ss: HAH HAH

21 Wen: maybe the generation thing xx is not addressed in
22 your concern

John responds to Wen’s question “you don’t breathe” with “no” and, without entering a play
frame, expresses another opinion confronting environmentalists and challenging both the
instructor and his peers: human activities are not an issue because in the course of the history
climate has undergone many changes (lines 8-10). Then, John becomes even more aggressive by
expressing an even more challenging view, “we all die, what is the problem” (line 14, 15) and
the discussion heats up. Although John’s utterance is not humorous, it has its targets, which are
the instructor and the students. Clayton, who is an environmentalist and who becomes one of the
targets of John’s aggression, initiates a target switch making John the target and the butt of his
tease, “the problem is that we all die” (line 16). Clayton’s target switch evokes appreciation of
the students and the instructor. Although John attempts to pursue serious talk (line 19), students’
laughter does not allow him to continue the topic (lines 18, 20) and, in line 21, Wen takes over

the talk.
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This example illustrates that when students and teachers orient to political discussion,
they also orient to different social roles even if this discussion occurs in the classroom. The
political allies affiliate and team together against their political opponents. Unlike teacher-
centered classroom talk in which the instructor is the mediator of all the turns (McHoul, 1978),
several students may start talking together and at any transition point (lines 10, 11 and 12, 13).
While in previous exchanges, only the instructor and the students participating in the
conversation with instructor initiated the target switch, in exchange 66 a student who did not
participate in the discussion self-selects and initiates the target switch. This is because he is also
the target of John’s utterance and, therefore, has the right to re-direct John’s aggression. Such
situations may grow into a bigger debate since students make their identities as political
opponents relevant and, as the targets, may choose to switch the targets at any transition relevant
place. For instructors, such situations may become threatening to their authority because they
may lose control over the conversation. To return the political discussion into the teacher-
student-teacher triad, Wen makes a transition to the serious talk by evaluating the student’s
response (line 21).

Example 67 is even more aggressive than example 66 because Wen combines his identity
as a political opponent with his teacher identity. He uses his authority to initiate a tease within

his lecture turn to pinpoint that John’s beliefs are wrong (lines 5, 6).

67) 1 Wen: so these are the longest summers and most severe
2 storms actually, I have data to show that 1991 and
3 2000, um have seen the warmest um winter, right in
4 the entire history I mean when we have record
5 when we have records on climates if we don’t
6 control, John (.)
7 Ss: hah
8 John:  ~~~em
9 Wen: [the sea level is expected to rise by 4 to 6 to 37
10 John: [hah [hah hah
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11 S2: [hah hah hah [hah

12 S3: [hah hah hah [hah hah hah hah]

13 Ss [hah hah hah hah ]

14 [hah hah hah]

15 Wen: [inches] which means a lot of seriously, a lot of

16 S3: [hah hah hah]

17 island island states will disappear. and people on
18 Wen: those islands will just have no place to live. ©is not
19 that bad [enough]?

20 John: [©we'll take] them on the boats

21 we'll take them [somewhere else]

22 Wen: [(©oh seriously seriously

23 we'll take them to U.S.)]

24 John: s

25 Teresa: so it’ll be more overpopulated here?

26 Wen: [heh heh heh heh heh]

27 John: [(© oh man~~)]

28 S2: [xxx all right?]

29 Wen: also, I have some data, I have some interesting data
30 to show you carbon dioxide

While students are laughing at John (lines 11-14), Wen continues to give examples of the
problems arising from climate change (line 9, 15). Then, Wen opens a play frame by initiating a
smile and asks a rhetorical question “is not that bad enough?” (lines 18, 19). This question
operates as a tease, which targets John again. Since teases create a laughing at environment,
John, the target of Wen’s tease, becomes a potential butt of the tease as it happened in lines 7,
10-14, and 16. John orients to this possibility and initiates a response, which overlaps with the
end of Wen’s question, thus pre-empting a possible laughter turn (lines 19, 20). In his response,
John denies Wen'’s tease by saying “we’ll take them on the boat, we’ll take them somewhere
else” (lines 20, 21). John’s response operates as a target switch because it challenges Wen. Now,
John’s target switch makes Wen a potential butt of the tease and Wen, similar to John, also
orients to this possibility. His response “oh seriously, seriously, we’ll take them to U.S.” (lines

22, 23) overlaps with the end of John’s utterance and functions as a reverse target switch. The
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overlapping target switches demonstrate that Wen and John “engage in competitive overlapping
talk” (Jefferson, 1979, p. 88), which “terminates with no other parties joining laughter” (p. 88).

John seems to be too exhausted to argue and has a silent laugh, but Teresa, who also
supports environmentalists, initiates a humorous bite, which also targets John, “so it’ll be more
overpopulated here?” (line 25). Teresa’s wit amuses Wen whereas John has nothing to say but
“Oh, man!”

Similar to exchange 66 where Clayton teams with Wen against John, in exchange 67, two
political allies, Wen and Teresa, team together against him. This exchange is an example of three
target switches applied by the participants to challenge each other which ends with two teases
targeted at John initiated by two different people, Wen (lines 22, 23) and Teresa (line 25). Wen’s
target switch in lines 22, 23 “oh seriously, seriously, we’ll take them to U.S.” is backed up with
Teresa’s tease “so it’ll be more overpopulated here?”” Although Teresa addresses her question to
the instructor when she humorously implies that it is probably not a good idea to bring people to
the U.S., she makes John’s argument worthless and her tease, finally, makes John the butt of the
tease (line 25). As in examples 65 and 66, when the political arguments heats up, Wen uses his
teacher authority to terminate the political debate and brings the talk back to serious mode (line
30). As this exchange shows, at certain points of interaction, Wen leaves the political debate and
makes his teacher identity relevant to stop political discussion and to shift to classroom talk.
Although John while standing for his political beliefs is often teased by the instructor, he does
not get offended. When watching this video segment he laughed and said that Wen was picking
on him because Wen does not agree with him; however, he characterized Wen’s picking on him

as friendly.
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As the examples show, when it comes to political discussion, Wen makes his identity of a
supporter of environmentalists’ views relevant. When political debates heat up, he makes his
teacher identity relevant. Wen’s juggling his teacher and political identities is also emphasized
with his body moves (ex. 68a). Although Wen addresses John when presenting the data on the
climate change (lines 6a-¢), Wen performs his teacher identity by educating students on how
harmful climate change is to mankind. This part of the exchange has a pattern similar to joking
incorporating a brief humorous comment in the serious utterance without leaving the serious talk.
Wen enters the engagement space after he addresses John (lines 7a-f) and stays there till he

finishes educating students on the climate change.

(68a) 5Sa Wen: TR/Xpaper TL
5b when we have records on climates if we don’t
Sc Ss: XTch/notes
6a Wen: MB  MR((faces John))
6b control, John (.)
6¢ Ss: hah
6d XTch/John
6e John: XT LB~~~~
Ta Wen: MF T TL/XJohn
7b [the sea level is expected to rise by 4 to 6 to 37
Tc John: [hah [hah hah ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
7d S2: [hah hah hah [hah
Te S3: [hah hah hah [hah hah hah hah]
7f Ss: [hah hah hah hah]
7g Ss: XJohn/Tch
7h & & & & & & &
8a Wen: ML S
8b [inches] which means a lot of seriously, a lot of
8c Ss: [hah hah]
&d Ss: XT
9a Wen: S/X
9b island island states will disappear. and people on

9¢ Ss:




10a
10b
10c

11a
11b
11c
11d
1le

12a
12b
12¢
12d

13a
13b
13c
13d

14a
14b
14c¢
14d

15a
15b
15¢
15d
15¢

16a
16b
16¢

Wen'’s rhetorical question “is not that bad enough” (lines 10-11) elicits John’s response. John

emphasizes his entering the conversation with moving his left hand forward (line 11d). Only

Wen:
Ss:
Wen:
John:
Ss:
John:

Wen:

Wen:

John:
Ss:

Ss:

Teresa:
Wen:

Wen:
John:
S2:

John:
Wen:

Ss:

Xpaper XJohn
those islands will just have no place to live. ©is not

that bad [enough] ©
[©we'll take] them on the boats
XT LHF

XJohn/notes

we'll take them [somewhere else]
[(©oh seriously seriously we'll take

MF MB/ Xpaper
S
them to US)]
_ XSl1 XTch
((not seen))©
so it’ll be more overpopulated here? ©
MF/XTeresa

((not seen on the tape))
[heh heh heh heh heh]
[(© oh man~~)]

[xxx all right?]
HsSides

MB/Xpaper
also, I have some data, I have some
XTch

after that does Wen also enter the engagement space (12d) to perform the target switch

“seriously, seriously, we’ll take them to U.S.” and he leaves it immediately before he finishes
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this utterance as if he is distancing himself from his tease. Teresa initiates her tease (14a-d) and

Wen moves towards her showing his conversational commitment to Teresa. After Teresa’s tease,
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John demonstrates his disappointment by saying “oh man” (line 15¢) and simultaneously with
saying this, he moves his hands wide open (lines 15¢). Wen immediately terminates the
exchange and withdraws his commitment from the humorous talk by pursuing the topic. His
transition to the serious talk is supported with his leaving the engagement space (e.g., he moves
backwards, he moves his gaze from the students to the paper). Exchange 68 shows that the
instructor supports his roles within the exchange both verbally and bodily. He relocates in space
and emphasizes his change of social roles with his moving into and leaving the engagement
space.

While in Wen'’s class the different political affiliations of the students and the instructor
lead to political confrontations, this does not seem to happen in Rana’s class, although he also
taught political science. Although once a student revealed his political views, Rana did not make
fun of him but instead shut down that discussion. Exchange 69 occurred when Rana’s student

Viktor asks him what nepotism is.

(69) 1 Viktor: what's nepotism?
2 Rana: Ah-ah nepotism is yes, Tenesha, go ahead
3 Tenesha: you want me answer?
4 Rana: yes sure
5 Tenesha: distributing your resources to your family or people
6 who have family [connection]=
7 Viktor: [ok]
8 Rana: =0k, Saddam Hussein Saddam Hussein was um the
9 president of Iraq, what are his son' names?
10 Viktor: I don't
11 Ss: (Odai and Qusai Hussein)
12 Rana: Odai and Qusai right? well if one is the head of the
13 secret services and another is head of the army
14 or head of the industries (main) =
15 Viktor: =yeah
16 Rana: that is nepotism=
17 Viktor: yeah
18 Rana: they are not entitled to that position but for the fact
19 that they are related to Saddam

20 Viktor: Like Bush
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21 Rana: hah [no]

22 Ss: [hah hah hah hah]

23 Rana: George Bush won the elections fair and square
24 Student: yeah

25 Viktor: but George didn't

26 Rana: hah

27 Ss: hah hah hah

28 Rana: ((Stops, bent over computer, X down))
29 [that's a different issue]

30 Ss: [hah hah hah] hah hah hah
31 Rana: ok have you

After Rana explained to the student on the example of Saddam Hussein’s family what nepotism
is (line 8-19), Viktor provides a challenging example, “like Bush” (line 23). Rana initiate the first
laugh and then a serious response, “no” (line 21). It seems that Rana appreciates Viktor’s humor
but at the same time he disaffiliates from Viktor. Students also laugh at Viktor’s comment. In
line 23, Rana says that George Bush won the election fairly thus implying that Viktor’s example
is not an example of nepotism. Viktor, however, pursues his point of view and disagrees with
Rana thus disaffiliating with him. Rana again laughs at Viktor’s comment and the students do too
(lines 26, 27). Although Rana laughs at Viktor’s comments, neither Rana nor students enter the
debate or initiate a target switch in spite of the fact that Viktor’s tease might be offensive to the
students who supported Bush’s party. After the students’ laughter, at the first relevance transition
place, Rana shifts to the serious mode by saying “it’s a different issue” (line 29), thus shutting
down the exchange. Similar to example 68a, he does not just initiate the transition to the serious
mode; he supports it with his body moves. When he responds to Viktor that Bush’s election is a
different issue (line 29), he withdraws his commitment to the interaction by stopping near the
computer and beginning to look something up on the computer (line 28) thus indicating that he is

moving to the next segment of talk. After that, he performs the transition verbally (line 31).
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While in Wen'’s class both the instructor and students were standing for their political
beliefs and were competing for the win, in Rana’s class, this does not happen. Perhaps, in Rana’s
class the topic of the fairness of the President’s election is more sensitive than the topic of
environmentalism. As Tenesha explained during a stimulated recall session, Viktor often acts as
“a smart alec”. Smart alecs, in Tenesha’s words, try to be funny and are offensive at times.
Viktor, according to Tenesha, “is trying to be offensive because when he said “like Bush”, he
does not know whether there is somebody in class who supports Bush's party; those people who
are republicans are offended because he said that Bush won the elections unfairly”. Although
Rana laughs at Viktor’s comments, he does not support Viktor. He also leaves the discussion by
moving to the next segment of talk when Viktor insisted on his opinion.

Exchanges included in this group show that instructors’ and students’ political identities
emerge when their opinions conflict and they orient to a political discussion. The status
relationship between the instructor and the students may shift during discussion of political
issues, which is reflected in turn organization. These discussions are aggressive in that students
and the instructors, as political opponents, orient to winning the political debate and compete for
taking the next turn. The political discussions are marked with such features as latching,
overlapping, target switches, and even participants’ teaming together against their political
opponent. Although the participants affiliate during political debate, this talk is challenging
because the instructors by allowing students to talk (otherwise it would not be a discussion) may
lose control over the class. Therefore, to return a political discussion to class talk, instructors
withdraw themselves from the debate and make their teacher authority relevant to make a

transition to a new topic.



212

Non-native Identity: Foreigner and a Non-native Speaker

Although ITAs sometimes make grammatical errors, use vocabulary incorrectly,
experience comprehension problems, speak with a non-native accent, or demonstrate a lack of
sociolinguistic and cultural knowledge, they made their non-native speaker identity relevant only
once. This happened in Wen'’s class when he used the word “filthy” to describe rich people,
which evoked students’ laughter (ex. 70, line 2). As Clayton explained during stimulated recall
session, the expression “filthy rich” is used in informal English, whereas Wen uses it during
academic lecture. This is how Clayton explains the reason for the students’ laughter. Unlike
Clayton, John believes that students laughed because Wen talked negatively about the rich
people and used exaggerated, “subjective emotional words”.

Wen, however, seems to treat students’ laughter as laughter at his incorrect use of the
word rather than laughter at his witty remark and creates a laughing with environment by

initiating laughable targeted at himself, “I just learned this word, adjective” (line 5).

(70) 1 Wen: so the point is that due to wasteful consumption
2 habits (.) those extremely filthy rich people
3 Ss: hah hah [hah hah hah [hah hah hah hah hah]
4 Wen: [that [hah hah hah]
5 I just [learned] learned this word adjective
6 S: [hah hah]
7 Ss: hah [hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah hah]
8 Wen: [hah hah hah hah due to that reason um] you
9 know there is a market for

Wen explained to me that in China, there is an expression to describe extremely rich people. He
asked his American friend whether there is an equivalent in English and his friend suggested the
expression filthy rich. When Wen heard students’ laughter, he immediately thought he used the

expression incorrectly because he did not know whether there were other meanings of this

expression.
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Wen'’s laughter also illustrates that Wen seeks affiliation with the students by creating a
laughing with environment. In line 4, when students laugh at his comment, Wen initiates the
second laugh to share laughter with students. This environment is ambiguous because his
laughter could indicate that he is laughing together with students at his own joke describing rich
people as “filthy rich”. However, his comment in line 5 indicates that he appears to treat the
student’s laughter as laughter at his incorrect use of the word “filthy” because he explains that he
just learned that word. Although Wen’s comment presents him as a not quite competent speaker
of English, at the same time, it characterizes Wen positively because although he is the
instructor, he is able to laugh at himself. Students laugh at Wen’s comment and Wen joins the
laughter, aligning himself with the students.

The data show that the identity of a non-native speaker does not always emerge on the
surface, as it occurred in the previous example. Most of the time even if there is any non-native
problem, it is masked by the participants’ subsequent activities.

Exchange 71, which was discussed above as example 47, does not seem to reveal any
non-native speaking problems. Ming, however, said that for him David’s response “yeah” (line
6) was a bit problematic because in Chinese culture, “yes” always means an affirmative

response. That is why Ming humorously clarifies whether by saying “yeah” David really means

it.
(71) 1 Ming: Can we use this expression=
2 SI: =yes=
3 David: =um go back up to the top heh heh heh yeah
4 this xxxxx yeah um
5 Sl1: right there
6 David: yeah
7 Ming: yeah [heh heh heh heh heh heh]
8 David: [heh heh heh heh]
9 Ming: yeah means yes or heh heh
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10 David: sure yes why not heh heh heh heh heh heh heh heh
11 heh heh heh heh

Ming’s repair initiation does not give David any doubt that Ming understood what David meant.
According to David, Ming knows that David is “arbitrarily saying yes” and “he knew exactly
what [David] was doing.” Max also commented that Ming wants students to think, but David
was just guessing and Ming “caught him on that”. David’s repair initiation led students to believe
that Ming’s actions meant something other than the real problem source for his repair initiation.
The data demonstrate that in spite of the fact that Wen, Ming, Rana, and Alexandros
speak English as an additional language, their identities as non-native speakers do not seem to
emerge during humorous exchanges, with the exception of the one time Wen made his identity of
a learner relevant. The fact that NNS identity did not come to surface does not mean, however,
that the ITAs do not have any difficulties with comprehension or production of humor. The
difficulties with comprehension of humor could be masked as well. For example, not
understanding humorous utterances could be camouflaged by not hearing them. While in
exchange 57 Wen says that he does not hear what Roger said (line 7), it does not mean that this
is the real problem because in the stimulated recall session he said that he sometimes does not
understand fast speech. Ming, on the other hand, often smiles in response to the students’ humor,
but example 63 demonstrates that he did not hear or did not understand or maybe did not pay
attention to what the student said. ITAs may not use humor at all, but not using humor is not
evidence for having difficulty with its production. The use of humor may be related to the
instructors’ beliefs about whether humor is a valuable tool to use when teaching. While all four
ITAs used humor in their classrooms for different instructional and social purposes, not all of
them consider humor to be very important in the classroom. I conclude this chapter with a short

summary of each ITA’s attitudes toward the use of humor in the classroom that emerged during
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stimulated recall sessions and discuss their attitudes in relation to how they actually used it while
teaching.
The Role of Humor in the Classroom: The ITAs’ Perspective

Although all four ITAs used humor in their classrooms, the stimulated recall reveals that
Ming, Wen, Alexandros and Rana have different attitudes toward its role in the classroom. In this
section, I summarize their thoughts about the role of humor in teaching in comparison to their
students’ ideas about the value of humor in learning and to what the ITAs actually do with
humor in their classrooms. I begin with Ming, Alexandros, and Wen whose beliefs seem to be
consistent with what they do with humor, and then continue with Rana, whose convictions do not
always match his actions.

Ming

During stimulated recall sessions Ming reported that he almost never uses humor in class
because before using it, one needs to test it, otherwise, “it can make trouble”. Indeed, in Ming’s
four videotaped classes, Ming initiated humor only three times out of the eight humorous
exchanges that occurred. According to Ming, if an instructor uses humor inappropriately,
students may forgive him once, but they cannot forgive him forever. Although Ming thinks that
humor is not very important in the classroom, at the same time he believes that “it can add some
color and give some credit to the class”.

While Ming did not make many jokes, there was still laughter in the classroom. Students
sometimes laughed when solving problems that Ming brought to class and Ming often smiled
when students were laughing. It gave me an impression that something funny was going on that I
could not understand because I lacked shared background knowledge with the students. The

stimulated recall sessions with David and Max, the students who did most of the laughing,
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revealed that there is a little humor with computer science itself. David explained, “there is some
implicit irony in coding; it is easy to write and read your own code, but it is not easy to read
somebody else’s code”. Ming seems to share this idea with David because once, after he showed
students a program that he wrote himself, he laughed quietly and said, “When you write your
own poem, it’s very easy, right? When you want to pick up some errors from others’ poem, it’s a
little bit difficult, right?”

Students’ laughter during finding errors in the codes seemed to substitute for
conversational humor in Ming’s classroom. While most laughter came from David and Max who
seemed to be enjoying the activities, the other students did not seem to be amused during that
time. For Joe, as he reported during the stimulated recall, problem solving was not fun because
he did not understand the material and did not think the problems were funny. Joe’s response
suggests that, similar to conversational humor which requires conversationalists to share some
background knowledge in order to understand it, humor in coding also requires shared
background knowledge. While David and Max understood the class material better than other
students, for them, problem solving was both a classroom exercise and a rapport building
activity. For others, like Joe, such activities were not beneficial not only because students did not
learn much from these activities, but also because students felt alienated from David, Max, and
Ming. If Ming could encourage the students’ involvement in class activities, students would not
feel estranged and, at the same time, they would learn more from Ming and from their more
experienced classmates.

Alexandros
While Alexandros’ class was as technical as Ming’s, with his humorous comments,

Alexandros engaged all students in problem solving and the students’ involvement in class
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activities made a difference. Similar to Ming’s classroom, humor in Alexandros’ class was
related to the class content; however, Alexandros’ attempts to make students understand the
content provided them with the background knowledge required for understanding Alexandros’
jokes and, consequently, class material.

Humor and laughter played an important role for Alexandros. According to Alexandros,
without humor, the class would be very depressing because they talk about life, death, and life
insurance, “stuff boring to some people”. Alexandros believes that with humor, “there are ways
to make the material interesting by exaggerating something, by emphasizing things”. Students’
laughter responses meant a lot to Alexandros because for Alexandros, students’ laughter is their
demonstration of their awareness of what he is talking about. No laughter is an indication that
students are not following his explanation. If students do not know what he is talking about, his
joke is not funny to them and students “look like [he is] speaking Greek”. If Alexandros thinks
students are not following his lecture, he asks them questions, or as he said, he “picks on them”.

Nancy, Jack, Alex, Stephen, and Melanie, students from Alexandros class, reported that
humor and laughter keep them awake and lighten the mood of the classroom. Laughter makes
Nancy relax and helps her to “go back to concentration”. During a stimulated recall session after
watching the video segments that I showed to her Melanie said that she did not realize that they
laughed so much: if they do not understand something, they laugh; if they feel stressed, they
laugh. Laughter, according to Melanie, also helps to build camaraderie among students. Stephen
reported that although the material of this class is not fascinating, the way Alexandros teaches
the class makes the class interesting. The students’ and Alexandros’ comments suggest that
humor not only lightens the classroom atmosphere, but also assists in focusing on important,

although sometimes boring, material and helps them to overcome difficulties together.
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Wen

Wen believes that he is not a joking person and that as a teacher he needs to be serious in
the classroom. Although Wen thinks that he needs not only to have serious attitude to his
teaching but also to look serious, , at the same time, he points at reasons in favor of using humor
in teaching:

When I enter the classroom, I know, I am not here to joke, I am not here to please the

students, I am here to teach. I am here to give them lectures, things that are important for

the knowledge. But when I am giving those lectures, I am presenting the contents. I want
students to receive those kinds of knowledge easier, in an easier way, and, occasionally
being humorous...Having for them jokes, would be helpful for them to receive that
knowledge, like the credit card case: it’s a very easy way for them to understand
outsourcing.
The moments when students and the instructor have a good laugh, according to Wen, “do not
destroy the entire atmosphere” of the classroom, instead, these moments lighten the atmosphere
of the classroom and make his lectures flow easier.

Like Alexandros, who believes that humor assists him in making the class content
livelier, Wen considers that humor helps him to make the class content that is not interesting for
everybody less boring. Humor also relaxes Wen’s students who come to class after work and are
already tired after a long day. He also feels comfortable when students respond to his humor with
humor because students who make jokes in class help other students feel relaxed and make them
acquire knowledge easier. Wen also believes that students understand his desire to make them
feel entertained, relieved, and less pressured. According to Wen, his goal is to provide illustrative
and interesting examples, and students’ responses to his humor indicate that this goal is achieved.

Humor also helps Wen and his students to create rapport and build relationships. Teresa

said that Wen’s and the students’ jokes “make everyone personable” and reveal something about

their lives. Teresa also wants to tell jokes in class and to make students laugh because during
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such a long class, students need entertainment. John also commented that students need laughter
to stay awake because, sometimes, the content gets dry. While laughter keeps students focused, it
also makes the class more enjoyable.

Rana

Although Rana, like Wen, claimed that he is not a humorous person and that humor does
not play an important role in his teaching, he often used humor in his classroom. While Rana
believes that the humorous exchanges I showed to him “were not of much significance for
teaching”, Rana’s students Tenesha and Nick have different opinions on that account.

While Rana believes he is not a funny person, Tenesha reported that she loves Rana’s
class because Rana “knows how to be funny and how to relax”. Nick feels that it is important
that students feel free to make jokes in Rana’s class. He explained that Rana’s class is one of the
core classes that undergraduate students have to take even if they are not interested in the
subject. For Nick, for example, the content of the class is sometimes boring, which is why he
often says something funny, and humor “keeps [him] from falling apart in the class”. According
to him, Rana is tolerant of students’ jokes and students appreciate it because “he has the ability to
take students' jokes; he maintains their level” and laughs at their jokes together with students
unless they are really disruptive. Students respect him for that and feel that he is very accessible.
As Nick said, “with some teachers I don't laugh”, but having Rana, students “have a teacher to
come to, to talk to”. He feels comfortable in asking Rana questions when he does not understand
something. While students can fail classes because some teachers can be irritated by students’
questions, Nick believes it is not possible with Rana because he listens to his students and
responds to their questions. Interestingly, while Rana does not believe that humor plays a

significant role in teaching, for students, humor is important because through humorous
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exchanges they build relationships with Rana which help them in asking questions, expressing
their opinions and, therefore, learning.

Although Ming, Wen, Alexandros, and Rana sometimes had different opinions on the
importance of using humor in the classroom, all of them participated in humorous exchanges
with their students. Participation in humorous exchanges, however, does not mean that all the
instructors used humor to the same extent. While using humor for pedagogical purposes such as
to explain class material, to give students feedback, and to manage the classroom, Wen,
Alexandros, and Rana built relationships with their students. Ming, on the other hand, used
humor for similar educational purposes, but did not extensively explore the social function of

humor to bond with his students and to create the feeling of in-group inclusion.
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Scholars conducting research on ITAs propose that one of the problems that ITAs, as
well as native speaking TAs, may encounter in the classroom is that ITAs, who are students
themselves, may identify themselves with the students when participating in rapport-building
activities (Unger-Gallagher, 1991) and their students may feel more freedom when negotiating
different types of classroom behaviors (Pialorsi, 1984; Shaw & Bailey, 1990). Establishing
rapport with students without maintaining social boundaries may allow students to test their
relationship with their instructor in order to see how far they can go with it (Unger-Gallagher,
1991). Behavior negotiation is also identified as risky because students, knowing that their
instructor is an ITA, may feel more freedom for behavior negotiation (Pialorsi, 1984). Perhaps
because some of the social functions of humor are shown to be bonding, creating intimacy,
building rapport and seeking affiliation (Boxer & Cortés-Conde, 1997; Glenn, 1995; Holmes,
2005; Holmes & Marra, 20006), it is thought to lead to creating comembership of the ITAs with
their students. Although researchers seem to believe that ITAs’ student identity may emerge in
the classroom through the use of humor (Unger-Gallagher, 1991), to the best of my knowledge,
there are no studies that demonstrate how it may happen.

This study is the first study that contributes to the body of research on ITAs by
investigating what attributes of ITAs’ identities emerge through the use of humor in the
classroom, how these attributes shape the teacher-student relationship, and what role humor
plays in the identity negotiation process. The findings of the study have implications for research
on identity, and especially on the role of humor in identity construction in institutional settings.

In addition, the study has theoretical implications for humor research, and, finally, it finds its
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practical implications in (I)TA training and is useful in general for those who teach in American
universities and those who work with (I)TAs.

I continue this chapter with a brief summary of findings as related to the research
questions. Then I follow with an explanation of how the findings of the study fit the theoretical
framework of identity construction. I also discuss the findings on the role of humor in the
classroom and continue with the implications of the study for (I)TA training, research on humor
in institutional settings, and the theory of humor. Finally, I provide direction for further research.

Summary of Findings

The three research questions that guided this study are all concerned with the relationship
between the humor and identity. Although each of them has a narrow focus, all of them together
represent a picture of how ITAs and their students construct their identities as teachers and
students.

Research Question #1: What Attributes of ITAs’ Identities Emerge During Humorous Exchanges
With Their Students?

While different attributes of ITAs’ identities emerge during humorous interaction with
their students, most of the time universalistic attributes of teacher identity emerged. The most
important universalistic attribute of ITA teacher identity appears to be teacher authority. ITAs
exercised their authority to provide positive and negative feedback to students’ responses,
questions, and students’ behavior, and to manage the classroom. While giving lectures, ITAs
maintained their authority by making a point, explaining class material, and drawing students’
attention to the important points. If ITAs damaged their authority by saying something
inappropriate (errors, going off subject), they opted for its recovery. If the ITAs’ authority was

challenged by students, the ITAs reasserted it. Sometimes, ITAs balanced authority with
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permissiveness when giving students a chance to continue holding the floor. The ITAs also
shared their authority when participating in negotiation with the students and constructing
knowledge collaboratively with students. Sometimes ITAs and students competed for authority,
in which situations particularistic attributes of the ITAs’ and their students’ political identities
emerged in addition to the universalistic attributes that were more consistently apparent. In other
words, depending on the different teacher practices in the classroom, different degrees of
authority were relevant.

Although authority emerged as the most important attribute of the ITAs’ teacher identity,
the ITAs used it differently. For instance, while all ITAs exerted and reasserted their authority at
some points of their classroom interaction, Wen and Rana competed for authority with their
students. While Wen, Rana, and Alexandros maintained and recovered their authority through
humorous interaction during lectures, Ming did not apply these practices. Wen, Ming, and Rana
shared authority with students whereas Alexandros did not do so. Finally, Rana was the only one
who passed authority to students when students continued to hold the floor without his prior
permission to do so.

While authority emerged as a “normal” attribute of the ITA teacher identity, participants
made “strange” attributes of teacher identity relevant as well. When Alexandros tried to manage
students’ attention, he and his students constructed his identity as an overly suspicious teacher.
Rana was a teacher who tried very hard to pique students’ curiosity in the subject he taught.
Ming and his students made Ming a teacher who did not return students’ homework assignment.
Wen acquired an identity of a teacher who did not like multiple choice and who gave tests

different from other teachers. All of the ITAs gained an identity of a teacher who asked vague or
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ambiguous questions. Interestingly, identity negotiation occurred mostly when ITAs or their
students made the “strange” attributes of the ITA identity relevant.

Some particularistic attributes of the ITAs’ identities that they revealed in class
sometimes allowed them to establish comembership with their students. Wen, for example,
established comembership on the basis of political beliefs and his attitude toward the One Child
Policy in China. Wen also revealed his young age compared to some students in his class and
that he is still a learner of English. Rana made his older age compared to the students in his class
relevant. Alexandros revealed his identity as a doctoral candidate once (when he dropped the bag
with his laptop and said that it was his dissertation). Particularistic attributes of Ming’s identity,
however, were not salient in the humorous exchanges with his students.

Research Question #2. How Do the Attributes of ITAs’ Identity Shape Their Relationships With
Their Students?

While the universalistic attributes of the ITAs’ identities shape the ITAs’ and students’
relationship as teachers and students, the attributes that characterize ITAs in an unusual way
appear to compromise ITAs’ teacher identity. For example, when Alexandros called on students
suspecting them of not paying attention, by applying a practice of switching the target from
themselves to Alexandros students constructed Alexandros’ identity as an overly suspicious
teacher. When Ming did not tell students whether he was going to return students’ assignments,
by asking the same question several times students constructed Ming’s identity as a teacher who
did not return students’ assignments. When Rana could not take students’ attendance at a lecture,
by asking how they could prove that they went to the lecture, students made Rana’s identity as a

teacher who tries too hard to get students’ interested in the subject relevant. When Wen gave
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students low grades (after the curve) on the test, by making unrealistic suggestions students
constructed Wen’s identity as a teacher who gives difficult tests.

Particularistic attributes of ITAs’ identities shared with the students facilitated rapport
building, as was also shown by Erickson and Schultz (1982). The particularistic attributes that
were not shared by the participants instigated identity negotiation and also led to rapport building
and affiliation. Although Wen'’s political affiliation with environmentalists led to rapport
building with some of the students and to humorous confrontation with the student who did not
associate himself with environmentalists, through the use of humor Wen and the student who did
not share his political beliefs with Wen created affiliation. While Wen’s young age evoked
resistance of an older student, their identity negotiation during humorous exchange led to
affiliation. By making his older age relevant, Rana was able to create affiliation with his students
while gracefully avoiding answering the students’ question about a popular song.

Research Question #3. What is the Role of Humor in the Identity Negotiation Process Between
the ITAs and Their Students?

Although some particularistic attributes of the ITAs’ identities could lead to disaffiliation,
negotiation of identities within a play frame allowed for avoiding direct confrontation,
disagreement, and alienation. It also provided opportunities for affiliation through transformation
of a laughing at into laughing with environment. While humor played an important role in
mitigating participants’ face threat and aggressiveness, laughter offered opportunities for
bonding, demonstration of belonging, and creating a sense of being part of a group. The choice
of humorous genres appeared to depend on the purpose of humorous utterances in the classroom

and led to alignment on different base.
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Teasing was one of the most common humorous genres used by the ITAs in this study. It
was used for multiple functions, including exerting authority. Exerting authority was linked to
teasing used to mitigate negative evaluations of students’ responses, questions, and behavior and
also to eliminate the bias against praise. Exerting authority is also associated with more
aggressive forms of teasing, the farget switch, when the participants switch the targets from
themselves to their teasees during authority negotiation. Although teasing is an aggressive
humorous genre because it requires a human target, it creates a play frame, which allows for
simultaneous confrontation and affiliation. While teasing can both bond people and harm their
relationships, it functioned as a device for alignment rather than separation during the humorous
exchanges of the ITAs with their students. Those who became the butts of the teases tended to
seek affiliation with the teaser in order to transform laughing at into laughing with.

While teasing was used to exert authority, it was also used when instructors opted for
sharing their authority with students and when students and teachers competed for authority.
Sharing authority occurred during negotiation of class issues and competing for authority
happened when political identities were negotiated. During negotiation, the parties are involved
in face work, which requires graceful interaction. When competing for authority, the parties
stand for their political beliefs and their exchanges acquire features not very common for
classroom talk, such as overlapping, latching, and reduction of pauses. Similar to the social
function of teases through which authority is exerted, the social function of teases in negotiations

is to minimize the effect of confrontation and disagreement by means of reasserting a social

bond.
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Teasing also was used with the purpose of re-asserting teacher authority challenged by
the students. By teasing students in response to their challenging responses and questions, ITAs
reasserted their authority and created an environment where affiliation is relevant.

The ITAs’ used narrative jokes and cartoons, joking about an absent other or joking
without a target to make a point and to explain class material, thus maintaining their teacher
authority. Through these genres they also built rapport with students.

Self-denigrating humor was used to recover ITA authority that was damaged in some
way, e.g., when ITAs made errors. While the purpose of self-denigrating humor is to downplay
authority by presenting oneself as “not altogether competent” (Boxer & Cortés-Conde, 1997), it
leads to rapport building through affiliation when participants laugh together at the humorist.
Students also use this humorous speech genre to recover their positive image that has been
damaged. However, when recovering their positive image they enhanced their instructors’
authority by seeking the instructors’ appreciation of their humor and recognition of their self-
criticism.

One of the ITAs passed authority to students when students kept the floor without explicit
permission to do so. While passing authority to students was rather face threatening for the
instructor, by means of humor, for the instructor and students created affiliation and established
rapport between them.

Although participants used various humorous genres for multiple purposes, they
demonstrated a tendency for bonding and affiliation in every humorous exchange. However,

their striving for a social bond did not lead to the making of their student identity relevant.
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ITA Identity: Teacher or Student?

While some scholars (e.g., Unger-Gallagher, 1991) seem to view rapport-building
through exchanging jokes and sharing personal information as an opportunity for the TA to
reveal their student identity and the first step to elimination of the role boundaries between them
and their students, this did not happen in this study. Although the ITAs exchanged jokes with
their students and sometimes revealed personal information, they did not make their student
identity relevant during these exchanges. While the use of humor and revealing personal
information led to rapport building, the rapport between the ITAs and their students did not lead
to the elimination of teacher-student boundaries.

Erickson and Schultz (1982) argue that during interaction, participants co-construct their
performed social identities which consist of universalistic and particularistic attributes that
participants reveal to each other during an institutional encounter. Although Erickson and
Schultz propose that in theory, participants should reveal primarily universalistic attributes of
their identities within an institutional encounter, in reality, particularistic attributes of the
participants’ identities that they have outside the encounter emerge as well. The shared
particularistic attributes are fundamental to creating participants’ comembership.

ITAs may mention during the interaction that they are students; however, the mentioning
of their student status that they have outside the classroom does not necessarily mean that the
social boundaries between the ITAs and their students could be eliminated. For example, the
analysis of Alexandros’ (as well as other ITAs’) humorous interactions with his students does not
show the emergence of his student identity in the classroom. At the same time, Melanie, a
student from Alexandros’ class, reported during stimulated recall that because “he is a student

himself”, he “always catches why [students] are laughing” and laughs with them. Melanie also
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stated that Alexandros identifies himself with the students because he mentions that he has just
had the same professional exam for which he prepares his students and he talks about his
professors. However, Melanie further reports that “nobody thinks about [Alexandros] as a
student” but as “a cool teacher” who “understands where [students] are”.

Identity is not what we think people are, but, as Erickson and Schultz (1982) argue,
identity is what they actually do to construct their identities at specific moments of interaction.
Although Alexandros mentions that he has just taken an exam, thus revealing his student identity
that he has outside this encounter, in the classroom, Alexandros and his students co-constructed
Alexandros’ identity as a “cool teacher” who understands his students. His identity as a “cool
teacher” was co-constructed through numerous classroom interactions, not just by his telling the
students that he is a teacher. Alexandros’ mentioning of the exams he took and his talking about
other professors does reveal some attributes of his student identity, but they specifically point to
the student identity that he has outside of the classroom encounter. Consequently, these attributes
of his student identity function similar to particularistic attributes that affect the outcome of the
institutional encounter, but do not lead to a teacher-student role shift within the encounter. This
goes in line with Erickson and Schultz (1982) who argue that sometimes participants “seem to be
deliberately trying to discover shared attributes of status outside the encounter” (p. 35). The
shared student identity outside the classroom encounter seems to lead to rapport-building which,
according to Erickson and Schultz’, could be beneficial for interpersonal relationships.

Although this study does not reveal the emergence of ITAs’ student identities in the
humorous exchanges with their students, it does demonstrate that through the use of humor ITAs
and their students built rapport, create a sense of in-group inclusion, and align with each other.

Creating rapport and affiliation appears to be essential in the classroom because, as the study
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shows, some classroom behaviors are inherently aggressive and humor, while being aggressive
itself, offers opportunities for uniting and for emotional connection.
Behavior Negotiation in the Classroom

As Shaw and Bailey (1990) argue, the American classroom fosters a variety of behaviors,
which are negotiated by the professor and students. The negotiation of what is allowed in a
certain classroom makes each of the classrooms unique. This study supports this claim and also
shows that some classroom behaviors are intrinsically aggressive, or threatening either to student
face or/and to teacher authority.

While certain behaviors are common to most of the classrooms, some of the classrooms
cultivate more aggressive behaviors than others. These behaviors seem to depend in part on the
subject taught in the classroom and, consequently, the activities used to teach the subject.
Although the subject and the ways of teaching appear to affect classroom behaviors, personal
characteristics of the teachers seem to be influential to the classroom behaviors too. Since I
cannot make any general conclusions because of the small number of the participants and the
descriptive character of the study, I will illuminate how four ITAs, Wen, Ming, Rana, and
Alexandros participated in aggressive behaviors and how humor shaped their identities and their
relationship with their students during these exchanges.

One of the instructor’s tasks is evaluation of students, or providing negative or positive
feedback to their responses, questions, or behavior. In spite of the fact that evaluations of
students are part of the instructors’ responsibilities in the classroom, the instructors and students
treated them as face threatening activities. When the instructors needed to evaluate students’
responses, questions, or behavior negatively, they used teases to do so. Since teases are usually

initiated in response to some previous activities treated by the teaser as strange (Drew, 1987), it
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is not surprising to find teasing in evaluations. Using humor for evaluating students also parallels
Holmes’(2000) findings on the use of teasing for the same purpose in the workplace. Similar to
the social functions of teases to mitigate imposition and to encourage collegial relationships in
Holmes’ (2000) study, the social functions of teases in the classroom were also to soften
criticism, to reduce imposition, and to create rapport between the instructors and students.

While instructors’ evaluation of students is one of the instructors’ primary
responsibilities, the exchanges that involve humorous evaluations underscore how complex the
relationship between instructors and students could be during these usual interactions. While
affiliation between the instructors and students is important, two examples show that sometimes
affiliation among the students is important as well. Instructors tend to seek students’ support as
evidence of the students’ agreement with their criticism. The student evaluated negatively and
singled out of the group seeks reunion with the class. Twice one student offered support to the
students who have just been negatively evaluated, thus demonstrating her solidarity with the
students. The instructors’ and students’ orientation to their social connection while being
involved in aggressive behavior such as humorous evaluations, seems to be a manifestation of a
“desire for protection, for security, for safety, for surety” (West, 1992, p. 20).

Another important finding of this study is that often identity negotiation occurs through
highly aggressive interactions of the instructors and students that involve transformation of the
participants’ identities from normal to “strange”. The identity transformation occurs not only by
means of the initial tease as suggested by Drew (1987), but also by means of a target switch as
this study shows. While Glenn (1995) describes the situations when conversationalists
manipulate their laughter to transform the environment from /aughing at to laughing with,

laughing with the teasee does not change the teaser’s normal identity to the “strange” one. Some
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humorous exchanges from Alexandros’, Wen’s, and Rana’s classes show how the instructors and
students, through re-directing a laughing at environment by means of a target switch make the

9 ¢¢

teasers’ “strange” identities relevant. In spite of the fact that they participate in aggressive
interaction, locating the interaction within a play frame allows for softening of the aggressive
behavior and for affiliating with each other. Although Alexandros, Wen, and Rana used this type
of aggressive humor, Alexandros and Wen used this practice consistently for certain purposes.
However, the exchanges used in Alexandros’ and Wen’s classes have a slightly different
structure, which perhaps depends on the purposes of its use.

Alexandros, for example, opts for a rather aggressive activity of calling on students that
he suspects of not paying attention because the content of this class is important for passing the
professional exam necessary for the students’ future occupation. Since the content of the class is
difficult and not exciting for some of the students, the students sometimes lose their attention or
fall asleep. Since Alexandros’ calling on students immediately transforms students’ normal
identity into identity of students who are not attentive in class, they tend to recover their normal

9 ¢

identity and make Alexandros’ “strange” identity relevant by applying a target switch. The
structure of these exchanges suggests that Alexandros and his students create a play frame to
negotiate their identities. The opening of the play frame for negotiation of Alexandros’ and his
students’ identities allows for bonding and reasserting their relationship. Alexandros applied this
practice consistently and with the same purpose of revealing whether students pay attention or
not. While the exchanges from Alexandros’ class exemplify Shaw and Bailey’s (1990) argument

that in a college classroom the instructors and students establish norms “that will hold for that

group of participants for the time that constitute a class group” (p. 321), these exchanges also
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provide evidence that the norms are sometimes established for the purpose of negotiation of the
instructors’ and students’ identities.

Wen’s classroom fostered two types of behaviors involving aggressive humor such as
negotiation of class issues and participating in political discussions. While Ming and Rana also
conducted negotiation with their students, Alexandros did not do so. Although Rana, like Wen,
taught Political Science, participation in political discussions was not common in his classroom.
Similar to the exchanges from Alexandros’ class in which he managed students’ attention,
negotiations and political discussions are conducted within a play frame that allows for reducing
the social distance between the instructors and students. Negotiations conducted within the play
frame also allow for sharing authority thus making negotiation easier. The political discussions
realized within a play frame provide opportunities for even more aggressive behavior —
competing for authority — while standing for their political views. The creation of the play frame,
however, does not guarantee that negotiation will occur, nor does it give any warranty that the
parties enter the political discussion.

Although Pialorsi (1984) warns that for ITAs with little experience in participating in
interactive dialogue with their students, negotiation of the class behaviors could be challenging,
Wen demonstrated how gracefully he can get out of challenging situations and negotiate his and
the students’ identities with the help of rather aggressive humor. Participation in identity
negotiation by means of humor, however, requires excellent communicative competence, the
knowledge of sociocultural norms of the American classroom, and the ability to accurately
interpret the negotiation opening. While Wen, Alexandros, and Rana demonstrated all these
qualities and participated in identity negotiation with their students, Ming did not always use this

opportunity. Partially it could be assigned to the lack of knowledge of sociocultural norms and
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particularly to his language skills. As a result of not participating in identity negotiation, Ming
missed the opportunity for bonding with his students. Although Wen'’s, Alexandros’, and Rana’s
students often challenged them with their humor and threatened their authority, the identity
negotiation allowed not only for reasserting their authority, but also for establishing instructor-
students relationship.

In conclusion to this section I would like to stress that one of the most important
functions of humor in the classroom is promoting teacher student relationship, in-group
inclusion, rapport, and a sense of wholeness. Both teachers and students in their humorous
exchanges in the classroom demonstrate their desire to belong together. Belonging together and
affiliating with each other seems to create a safe environment for the instructors and students to
participate in classroom activities which, as the study shows, are often aggressive in different
ways.

Contributions and Applications

Since the present study incorporates several research domains such as the study of
identity, research on ITAs, the study of humor in general and the study of humor in educational
settings, the contributions of this research fall into these domains. In this section I briefly
describe how this study contributes to these fields and explain how the results of the study can be
applied.

Contribution to the Study of Identity

This study makes several contributions to the research on the social identity. First, the
study shows that even if conversationalists have more than one institutional identity, e.g., an
identity as a teacher and an identity as a student, the identity relevant to the role

conversationalists perform within an encounter, the role of a teacher, is more likely to emerge.
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Second, the use of humor by the participants of the study did encourage the building of rapport
between the teachers and students and establishing of relationships, but it did not lead to the
ITAs’ identification with their students. Third, while different classroom behaviors require
alteration of the instructors’ and students’ roles, teacher authority emerged as one of the central
attributes of the teacher identity. Even when roles of the instructor and students were altered
during conducting negotiation or participation in class discussions with the students, authority
was always negotiated during the exchanges and reasserted at the end.
Contribution to the Research on ITAs

This study contributes to the research on ITAs in that it shows that ITAs were able to
participate in different classroom behaviors: besides giving lectures, they engaged students in
discussions, provided evaluations of students, conducted negotiation of the class issues with the
students, and managed student attention. These behaviors seem to depend on the subject taught
and the character of the classroom. Political discussions were mostly employed in Wen’s
Political Science class during an interactive activity when students expressed different political
views on different topics. Negotiation of class issues also occurred mostly in Wen’s class.
Possibly, the negotiation was needed because Wen introduced a test format that students were
not familiar with so they needed to negotiate what would be included on the test. Negotiation
also appeared to be needed when students were not happy with the test results and Wen invited
students’ comments after the test. Although the subject taught and the character of the classroom
seem to affect classroom behaviors, the instructors’ individual attitudes toward teaching appear
to be an influential factor as well. While each of the classrooms required students to pay
attention to understand the class material, only Alexandros’ classroom generated the instructors’

behavior of managing students’ attention.
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Although ITA preparation manuals (e.g., Byrd, Constantinides, & Pennington, 1989;
Sarkisian, 2006) caution that using humor in a second language is risky because it is rooted in the
culture which ITAs or their students may not know well, this study demonstrates that ITAs used
humor often. However, they mainly used conversational joking that was rooted in the local
context of the classroom. This suggests that even the ITAs who do not have much experience
with American culture in general may still be capable of spicing their teaching with humor. It
should be noted that most of the time the ITAs used teasing.

I suggest that ITAs used teasing extensively because they were familiar with this
humorous genre and its social functions from their first language experience. Teasing is one of
the humorous genres that seems to be common to many cultures and is one of the humorous
genres that even children as young as two are able to interpret and perform (Eisenberg, 1986;
Miller, 1986; Shieffelin, 1986). The use of teasing requires the knowledge of social rules
(Eisenberg, 1986) and while learning how to tease, children learn how to tease without violating
the boundaries of behavior suitable for small children. Since in some cultures, including
American culture, teasing is part of small children’s socialization process, which function as a
device for social control (see Eisenberg, 1986; Miller, 1986; Shieffelin, 1986), the participants’
familiarity with this genre and its social functions allows for quick transfer of this humorous
genre to their second language without violation of cultural norms.

Another contribution of this study to the research on ITAs is that while ITAs were
creating rapport and affiliation and establishing a social bond with their students, at the same
time they reasserted hierarchy in the classroom. Although teasing offers plentiful opportunities
for conversationalists’ alignment, the instructors used it to exert or re-assert authority and, thus,

hierarchy existed between the instructors and students.
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Contributions to the Study of Humor

This study contributes to the research on humor in that it enhances our understanding of
the concepts of the target and the butt of humor which provide us with better and deeper
understanding of identity negotiation through the use of humor. This study also introduces a
phenomenon that has not been described in the literature before, which I term a target switch.

The scholars studying humor and laughter seem to use the terms the target and the butt
interchangeably although these terms seem to refer to different concepts. By not distinguishing
between these two concepts, humor research appears to treat the targets as passive recipients of
one’s aggression. Glenn (1995), however, assigns butts a more active role: they can transform a
laughing at into a laughing with environment. However, while transforming laughing at into
laughing with, the butt still remains the victim of someone’s humorous aggression.

This study demonstrates that the target of the tease is capable of more than transforming
laughing at into laughing with by playing and laughing along. In fact, the target of the tease can
actively avoid becoming the butt of the tease, instead making the original teaser the butt by
performing a particular kind of a counter tease, which I call a target switch. While a counter
tease is not new to the research of humor, such a phenomenon as a target switch has not been
described in the literature before.

As previous studies show (see Glenn, 2003; Homes & Marra, 2006), a counter tease may
appear in several locations. For example, in Holmes and Marra’s (2006) data, a counter tease,
which they call contestive humor, appears in the second turn after the initial tease and is
separated from it by a laughter appreciation turn (example 4, line 4, p. 127). In Glenn’s (2003)
data, a counter tease appears two turns after the initial tease, specifically, after the target’s

acknowledgment of the tease and the teasee’s subsequent laughter (last example on p. 126).
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Although a counter tease is supposed to be performed by the teasee and be directed at the initial
teaser by challenging the teaser back, Holmes and Marra (2002a) seem to treat the teasee’s self-
denigrating humor as a counter tease (see example 2, pp. 1687, 1688, line 4), which they call
“ironic, mock-modest claim” (p. 1688) and which, as they say, challenges the teaser’s claim.

This study shows that a target switch is a particular kind of a counter tease performed by
the teasee in response to the initial tease placed in the turn immediately following the initial
tease. By means of the target switch the teasee redirects the humor back to the teaser. By
locating the farget switch in the next turn after the initial tease, the initial target of the tease pre-
empts the laughing at environment, thus not allowing for appreciative laughter and, therefore,
avoiding becoming the butt of the tease. The target switch creates another laughing at
environment where the initial teaser, who becomes the target of the teasee’s target switch, has an
opportunity to become the butt of the tease. The target switch is aggressive because of its quick
appearance in the next turn, which eliminates the possibility for the initial teaser to amuse the
audience.

A target switch may lead to several outcomes. The initial teaser can get laughed at and
become the butt of the tease or she or he can initiate a reverse target switch, which is located in
the next turn after the target switch. The reverse target switch is stronger than the target switch
in that it may lead to making the initial teasee the target for the second time and, finally, the butt.
The redirection of the target may recur until one of the conversationalists becomes the butt of the
tease.

A reverse target switch may also lead to trapping. A frap is an outcome of a target switch

sequence when the initiator of the last target switch in this sequence constructs the farget switch
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in a way that makes the teasee terminate the play frame with a serious response, which overtly
signals the teasee’s withdrawal from the humorous exchange.

The force of the target switch is measured by how close it is located to the initial tease. If
the teasee fails to initiate the target switch in the next turn after the initial tease, the teaser’s
humor is appreciated and the teasee becomes the butt. The teasee can initiate a delayed target
switch, which is located in the turn following the laughter turn. However, the delayed target
switch is less aggressive because both humorists share the experience of being the butt.

The social function of a target switch is transformation of the teaser’s normal identity
into a strange one. While Drew (1987) shows how “po-faced”, or serious, responses to teases
transform the teasee’s deviant identity to normal one, with the help of a target switch, a teasee
redirects humorous aggression to the teaser and makes her or his identity “strange”. If
participants engage in a target switch sequence, they bounce their aggression back and forth, thus
contesting who gains a normal identity in the end. A #rap is a severe outcome of the target
switching sequence because a teasee (the last one in a sequence) is trapped to seriously
acknowledge that she or he cannot continue the play and becomes the butt.

Contribution to the Research on Humor in Educational Settings

This study shows that in the classroom, teasing used for student evaluations can be used
for an additional function — engaging students in the lecture. When providing humorous feedback
to the students’ responses or questions. Alexandros, Wen, and Rana elaborated on their humor to
invite students’ laughter. As a result, not only the student evaluated and the instructor
participated in interaction, but also the entire class was involved in the evaluation activity as the
audience. This function of teasing has not been mentioned in the literature before, perhaps

because it is more relevant to the classroom environment where students’ engagement in the
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class activities is important. Students’ participation in the lecture facilitates their attention to the
important information or awareness of possible errors. While Wen, Alexandros, and Rana used
humor in evaluations to engage most of the students in the lectures, Ming did not use this
strategy. As a result, Ming’s not attempting to engage all students by offering more amusement
resulted not only in Ming’s detachment and alienation from his students, but also in students’
loss of interest in participation.

Since many classroom routines are intrinsically aggressive in that they are directed at the
students, the realization of these routines is accompanied with more aggressive types of humor,
which is also directed at the students. These findings suggest several applications of this study
that I propose in the next section.

Pedagogical Applications of the Study

Although the ITA training literature mentions the importance of humor in the classroom
and gives some recommendations on how to use humor with students, this study provides us with
a new insight into how humor is actually used by ITAs and suggests some recommendations for
ITA training. While Sarkisian (2006) advises that the safest humor to use in the classroom is
funny stories and funny examples related to the teaching material and Byrd, Constantinides, and
Pennington (1989) even provide students with the principle of generating jokes, in this study
narrative jokes and cartoons were not used often. Narrative jokes and cartoons were used five
times by the instructors and once by a student, whereas teachers used funny examples 19 times.
Funny examples, narrative jokes and cartoons thus constituted only approximately 22% of the
humorous exchanges. Sarkisian (2006) also mentions self-denigrating humor, which was used

seven times by instructors and three times by the students (approximately 10% of the humorous
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sequences). The remaining 68% of the humorous exchanges involve teasing, which is not
mentioned in these study guides.

This study suggests that many classroom behaviors are aggressive either to students or to
the instructor. In spite of the fact that teasing is also an aggressive speech genre, it creates a play
frame, which minimizes the aggression. Raising ITAs’ awareness that they may use teasing
while participating in face threatening behavior can be beneficial for ITAs in a way that they
may not only soften the impact of the face threat but also provide opportunities for themselves
and the students to establishing and build relationships.

While Sarkisian (2006) and Byrd, Constantinides, and Pennington (1998) caution ITAs
that telling jokes in class may not be a good idea because jokes which are funny in one culture
may not be funny in another one, the present study reveals that ITAs, actually, use culture-based
humor in a general sense very rarely. Most of the time, ITAs use humor rooted in the local
context of their classrooms familiar to both students and teachers. This, again, suggests the idea
of the importance of teasing because teasing is a way of characterizing someone’s behavior as
strange (Drew, 1987) and, thus, may not require knowledge of American culture in general.
What could be characterized as a “strange” behavior in one classroom, e.g., students are not
looking at the instructor during the lecture, may not be considered as a “strange” behavior in
another classroom. By means of teasing, ITAs can establish rules unique for their classroom and
also negotiate the rules.

While Sarkisian (2006) warns that non-native speakers should not use irony because
irony can be interpreted as sarcasm and students may think that the teacher is making fun of
them, the participants of this study made fun of each other during political discussions by using

teasing. This study did not show any negative effects of this practice because the instructor and
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students negotiated this type of behavior. It would be beneficial to inform ITAs that this type of
behavior needs to be negotiated and accepted by the parties as appropriate. Otherwise, students
may be offended and the negative effect may be inevitable.

Although exchanging jokes with students sometimes challenges teacher authority, at the
same time, challenging humor assisted in re-asserting the participants’ roles. Role negotiation is
easier in the humorous mode because humor cushions the impact of negotiation and
simultaneously assists in establishing relationships between the students and ITAs. Since through
challenging humor the instructors and students can negotiate their roles while maintaining
rapport with the students, I suggest that the training programs include the topic of the negotiation
of the conversationalists’ roles through the use of humor.

The study also suggests that ITAs from different disciplines should be aware of which
classroom behaviors are the most common when teaching the subjects in those disciplines. For
example, while teaching both Political Science and Math may involve giving lectures, in the
Political Science class students may be engaged in political discussions whereas in Math class,
students are more likely to be involved in problem solving. The awareness of what ITAs are
more likely to do when teaching will help them to think which humorous genres would be
appropriate to use in class. If ITAs want to spice their lectures with humor but not to be too
disruptive, short humorous comments structured in a way that constrain students from
exchanging jokes with their instructors would be appropriate. Class discussions, on the other
hand, may involve teasing if the participants may need to negotiate their political beliefs.
Building awareness of the possible behaviors in the classroom may help ITAs think of what to

expect in the classroom and how to deal with it.



243

While raising ITAs’ awareness of the role of humor in the classroom seems to be a
crucial step in their preparation for teaching, the question of how to do it is also arises. One step
towards building awareness is analyzing humorous interaction of other professors or ITAs with
their students. Watching a video of some humorous interactions would be especially helpful, as
video provides a rich context of the humorous interaction including body language, facial
expressions, and teacher and students’ reactions to the humor. Observation of classes would be
useful too. Finally, ITAs’ videotaping their own classes and analyzing how they used humor
would be also beneficial because playing and replaying video segments allows for noticing
details which may not be visible at first, but which could be crucial to the outcomes of the
humorous exchanges.

Limitations

The results of this study should be taken with caution because of its limitations. Although
all four ITAs were from the most represented graduate student populations in terms of their
fields of study and their country of origin, except for Alexandros, the number of the participants
is still small to provide a general picture of the ITAs in the U.S. universities. Although all of
them had a good command of English, their cultural and teaching experiences may differ from
other ITAs. Their long stay in the U.S. and their own experience with American classroom
culture could make them aware of how humor is used in the American classroom. Perhaps ITAs
with different experiences might act differently in similar settings.

Another factor that could affect the results of the study is self-selection of the
participants. Although the participants of this study did not know that the purpose of the study
was to investigate how non-native speaking teaching assistants use humor in the classroom, they

seemed to feel rather confident in their teaching skills. Even Ming whose command of English
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was a bit lower than the command of the rest of the participants agreed to participate maybe
because he was knowledgeable in the area of his expertise. It could be that novice ITAs with less
teaching experience and less confidence in their teaching would use humor differently or would
not use it at all.

Finally, all four participants were males. Possibly, in the classroom where instructor is
female, the use of humor and humorous interaction between the instructor and students could be
different.

Directions for Further Research

The ITAs from this study represent such disciplines as Political Science, Computer
Science, and Business. Conducting research that involves ITAs teaching in other disciplines
might reveal behaviors not found in this study and also show what behaviors could be treated as
typical for many classrooms. This would assist in preparing ITAs to teach in different fields. The
participants of this study are all male; engaging females in research would build a more varied
pool of participants.

Of particular interest for further research is investigation of non-native speakers’
comprehension of humor initiated by native speakers. This study did not reveal any overt
indications of comprehension problems; however, several exchanges suggest that ITAs
camouflage their comprehension difficulties. They do this by either smiling in response to the
students’ humor or by initiating repair that may be interpreted as a hearing rather than a
comprehension problem. When commenting on such situation, Wen mentioned that he has
problems with listening, but he referred to both comprehension and hearing problems: “I did not
hear that clearly because ...I think, ... personally, I have a problem with listening. ... Especially

in noisy environment, I can't pick what people all of a sudden [say].” Wen’s comments seem to
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demonstrate that although Wen says that he does not understand students’ utterances, he blends
the two problem sources, thus masking his comprehension problem. Research in the area of
comprehension would investigate how non-native speakers cope with comprehension problems,
what strategies they use to do so, and how their comprehension of humor could be improved.

I would like to conclude by pointing out that this study brought an optimistic insight in
the research on ITAs and research on the use of humor by non-native speakers in general. The
ITAs in this study, although each had their own problems, demonstrated excellent performance
of their role of a teacher in their second language. They demonstrated not only excellent
language skills, but also their awareness of second language culture. Their command of English
and knowledge of American classroom culture allowed them to participate in multiple classroom
behaviors and establish the behavior patterns (e.g., management of student attention, negotiation
of class issues, participation in political discussions) in their own classrooms, and enjoy
humorous interaction with their students. Even Ming, who differed from Wen, Rana, and
Alexandros in his language skills and awareness of sociocultural norms of the U.S. classroom,
used humor and responded to the students’ humor in a way that did not lead to
misunderstandings in the classroom. By using humor, ITAs not only avoided conflicts, made
interactions that involved confrontations go smoothly and even with amusement, made teaching
and learning more engaging, they also were able to cope with the most difficult task of balancing
their authority with permissiveness and balancing their good relationships with students with

maintaining status boundaries.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX 1: INFORMED CONSENT FOR INTERNATIONAL TEACHING ASSISTANTS
Georgia State University
Department of Applied Linguistics & ESL
Informed Consent for International Teaching Assistants
Title: The Use of Language in University Classrooms

Student Principal Investigator: Iryna Kozlova

Principal Investigator: Dr. Gayle Nelson
Co-principal Investigator: Dr. Stephanie Lindemann
L Purpose:

You are invited to participate in a research study. The purpose of the study is to investigate how
language is used by international teaching assistants (ITAs) and students in university
classrooms. You have been selected because you are an ITA teaching one of the GSU courses. A
total of six ITAs and approximately 400 students will be involved in this research. Participation
will require approximately 10-18 hours of your time over the semester, 5-13 hours of teaching
and up to 5 hours of interviewing. It is not possible to tell you exactly what is being investigated
because it would interfere with the study. At the end of the study you can choose whether or not
you want your information used. The research will be conducted on GSU campus during the
Fall 2006 semester.

1I. Who will look at the resulting data?

This study is conducted for research purposes. Only the principal investigators and co-principal
investigator will have access to all the video data. Additionally, selected clips will be shown to
the external coder to code the data. The external coder will be asked to sign a Code of Ethics for
this study. Transcriptions and short video clips with no identifying information may be presented
in the context of scholarly publications, academic symposia, university classes, and professional
training activities. No more than 5-10 minutes of the entire video will be used.

1. Procedures:

If you decide to participate, with your permission, I will videotape up to five of your classes over
the fall semester. I will also videotape up to five interviews, one after each videotaped class. The
interview will be conducted in an office in the Department of Applied Linguistics & ESL or in
your office. I will show you the segments from the videotapes and will ask you to explain what
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was happening. I will try to avoid interfering with the activity during filming. However, you will
always be aware when videotaping is taking place.

V. Risks:

There is the possibility that you may be recognized by face and voice on the videotape by
colleagues and students when small clips of video are shown in the context of scholarly
publications, academic symposia, university classes, and professional training activities.

V. Benefits:

Participation in this study may not benefit you personally, but it may be beneficial to other
students. Overall, we have to gain information about how language is used by university
professors and students in university classrooms. The results of this study may be beneficial for
the field of Applied Linguistics in that it may be applied to teacher training. This information
may be valuable since it may help new teachers better integrate into the academic culture and
develop better relationships with their students. This research may be beneficial for veteran
professors as well.

V. Voluntary Participation and Withdrawal:

Participation in research is voluntary. You have the right to not be in this study. If you decide to
be in the study and change your mind, you have the right to drop out at any time. Whatever you
decide, you will not lose any benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.

VII. Confidentiality:

I will keep your records private to the extent allowed by law. I will use a study number and
number under which you will be coded rather than your name on study records. The videotapes
will be stored in a locked cabinet in my office at home. Video clips will be stored on my
computer with a password. The key to the codes will be stored in a different file separately from
the data. Your name and other facts that might point to you will not appear when I present this
study or publish its results. You will not be identified personally. The data will be kept after the
study for the future use for research purposes only. I will continue to protect the confidentiality
of the data and will not make them available to other researchers not involved in the current
study.

VIII. Contact Persons:

If you have questions about this study, call or e-mail

Dr. Gayle Nelson at (404) 651-2940; gaylenelson@gsu.edu

Dr. Stephanie Lindemann at (404) 651-0254; eslsl@langate.gsu.edu

Iryna Kozlova (404) 467-1793; esliskx(@langate.gsu.edu
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If you have questions or concerns about your rights as a participant in this research study, you
may contact Susan Vogtner in the Office of Research Integrity at 404-463-0674 or
svogtnerl@gsu.edu.

IX. Copy of Consent Form to Subject:

We will give you a copy of this consent form to keep.

If you are willing to volunteer for this research, please sign below.

Participant Date

Principal Investigator or Researcher Obtaining Consent Date

Thank you for considering participating in our research study.
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APPENDIX 2: INFORMED CONSENT FOR VIDEOTAPING STUDENTS SITTING IN THE
CLASSES
Georgia State University
Department of the Applied Linguistics & ESL
Informed Consent for Videotaping Students Sitting in the Classes
Title: The Use of Language in University Classrooms

Student Principal Investigator: Iryna Kozlova

Principal Investigator: Dr. Gayle Nelson
Co-principal Investigator: Dr. Stephanie Lindemann
L Purpose:

You are invited to participate in a research study. The purpose of the study is to investigate how
language is used by teachers and students in university classrooms. You have been selected
because you are taking a course taught by a teacher who is participating in this study. A total of
six teachers and approximately 400 students will be involved in this research. Participation will
require approximately 5-13 hours of your time, hours that you will spend sitting in class as usual.
It is not possible to tell you exactly what is being investigated because it would interfere with the
study. At the end of the study you can choose whether or not you want your information used.
The research will be conducted on GSU campus during the Fall 2006 semester.

1I. Who will look at the resulting data?

This study is conducted for research purposes. Only the principal investigators and co-principal
investigator will have access to all the video data. Additionally, selected clips will be shown to
the external coder to code the data. The external coder will be asked to sign a Code of Ethics for
this study. Transcriptions and short video clips with no identifying information may be
presented in the context of scholarly publications, academic symposia, university classes, and
professional training activities. No more than 5-10 minutes of the entire video will be used.

III.  Procedures:
If you decide to participate, you will be videotaped as a member of the class that you are taking

with this teacher. If you do not want to be videotaped, you can sit in a seat that is not within
range of the camera. The camera will be set up on a tripod and will, therefore, be stationary.
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IV. Risks:

There is the possibility that you may be recognized by face and voice on the videotape by
colleagues and students when small clips of video are shown in the context of scholarly
publications, academic symposia, university classes, and professional training activities.

V. Benefits:

Participation in this study may not benefit you personally, but it may be beneficial to other
students. Overall, we have to gain information about how language is used by university
professors and students in university classrooms. The results of this study may be beneficial for
the field of Applied Linguistics in that it may be applied to teacher training. This information
may be valuable since it may help new teachers better integrate into the academic culture and
develop better relationships with their students. This research may be beneficial for veteran
professors as well.

VI. Voluntary Participation and Withdrawal:

Participation in research is voluntary. You have the right to not be in this study. If you do not
want to be videotaped, you may sit in the front or the back of the room and to the right or the left.
If you decide to be in the study and change your mind, you have the right to drop out at any time.
Whatever you decide, you will not lose any benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.

VII. Confidentiality:

I will keep your records private to the extent allowed by law. I will use a study number and
number under which you will be coded rather than your name on study records. The videotapes
will be stored in a locked cabinet in my office at home . Video clips will be stored on my
computer with a password. The key to the codes will be stored in a different file separately from
the data. Your name and other facts that might point to you will not appear when I present this
study or publish its results. You will not be identified personally. The data will be kept after the
study for the future use for research purposes only. I will continue to protect the confidentiality
of the data and will not make them available to other researchers not involved in the current
study.

VIII. Contact Persons:

If you have questions about this study, call or e-mail
Dr. Gayle Nelson at (404) 651-2940; ESLGLN@]langate.gsu.edu
Dr. Stephanie Lindemann at (404) 651-0254 ; eslsl@langate.gsu.edu

Iryna Kozlova (404) 467-1793; esliskx(@langate.gsu.edu
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If you have questions or concerns about your rights as a participant in this research study, you
may contact Susan Vogtner in the Office of Research Integrity at 404-463-0674 or
svogtnerl@gsu.edu.

IX. Copy of Consent Form to Subject:

We will give you a copy of this consent form to keep.

If you are willing to volunteer for this research, please sign below.

Participant Date

Principal Investigator or Researcher Obtaining Consent Date

Thank you for considering participating in our research study.
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APPENDIX 3: INFORMED CONSENT FOR THE INTERVIEW WITH THE STUDENTS
SITTING IN THE CLASSES
Georgia State University
Department of the Applied Linguistics & ESL

Informed Consent for Students Participating in Interviews

Title: The Use of Language in University Classroom
Principal Investigator: Dr. Gayle Nelson

Co-principal Investigator: Dr. Stephanie Lindemann

Student Principal Investigator: Iryna Kozlova

L Purpose:

You are invited to participate in a research study. The purpose of the study is to investigate how
language is used by teachers and students in university classrooms. A total of six teachers and
approximately 400 students will be involved in the study. You have been selected for the
interview because you participated in classroom interaction with your teacher. Participation in
one interview will require approximately one hour of your time. It is not possible to tell you
exactly what is being investigated because it would interfere with the study. At the end of the
study you can choose whether or not you want your information used. The research will be
conducted on GSU campus during the Fall 2006 semester.

II. Who will look at the resulting data?

This study is conducted for research purposes. Only the principal investigators and co-principal
investigator will have access to all the video data. Additionally, selected clips will be shown to
the external coder to code the data. The external coder will be asked to sign a Code of Ethics for
this study. Transcriptions and short video clips with no identifying information may be
presented in the context of scholarly publications, academic symposia, university classes, and
professional training activities. No more than 5-10 minutes of the entire video will be used.

III. Procedures:

If you decide to participate, with your permission, I will videotape an interview with you.
The interview will be conducted in an office in the Department of Applied Linguistics &
ESL. I will show you segments from the videotapes and will ask you to explain what was
happening there.
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IV. Risks:

There is the possibility that you may be recognized by face and voice on the videotape by
colleagues and students when small clips of video are shown in the context of scholarly
publications, academic symposia, university classes, and professional training activities.

V. Benefits:

Participation in this study may not benefit you personally, but it may be beneficial to other
students. Overall, we have to gain information about how language is used by university
professors and students in university classrooms. The results of this study may be beneficial for
the field of Applied Linguistics in that it may be applied to teacher training. This information
may be valuable since it may help new teachers better integrate into the academic culture and
develop better relationships with their students. This research may be beneficial for veteran
professors as well.

VI. Voluntary Participation and Withdrawal:

Participation in research is voluntary. You have the right to not be in this study. If you do not
want to be videotaped, you may sit in the front or the back of the room and to the right or the left.
If you decide to be in the study and change your mind, you have the right to drop out at any time.
Whatever you decide, you will not lose any benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.

VII. Confidentiality:

I will keep your records private to the extent allowed by law. I will use a study number and
number under which you will be coded rather than your name on study records. The videotapes
will be stored in a locked cabinet in my office at home . Video clips will be stored on my
computer with a password. The key to the codes will be stored in a different file separately from
the data. Your name and other facts that might point to you will not appear when I present this
study or publish its results. The findings will be summarized and reported in a group form. You
will not be identified personally. The data will be kept after the study for the future use for
research purposes only. I will continue to protect the confidentiality of the data and will not
make them available to other researchers not involved in the current study.

VIII. Contact Persons:

If you have questions about this study, call or e-mail
Dr. Gayle Nelson at (404) 651-2940; ESLGLN@]langate.gsu.edu
Dr. Stephanie Lindemann at (404) 651-0254 ; eslsl@langate.gsu.edu

Iryna Kozlova (404) 467-1793; esliskx(@langate.gsu.edu
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If you have questions or concerns about your rights as a participant in this research study, you
may contact Susan Vogtner in the Office of Research Integrity at 404-463-0674 or
svogtnerl@gsu.edu.

IX. Copy of Consent Form to Subject:

We will give you a copy of this consent form to keep.

If you are willing to volunteer for this research, please sign below.

Participant Date

Principal Investigator or Researcher Obtaining Consent Date

Thank you for considering participating in our research study.
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APPENDIX 4: INSTRUMENT FOR THE STIMULATED RECALL PROCEDURE
FOR STUDENTS PARTICIPATING IN STIMULATED RECALL
Instructions for Participants

Now we are going to watch the video. We will not watch the entire video from the last
class. I edited the videotape and now I will show you only the clips of interactions between you
and your students. I am interested in what you were doing and why in these situations. I can see
and hear what you and your students were doing and saying, but I do not know anything about
your intentions of performing certain verbal actions. I would like to know what these interactions
mean to you. I am also interested in what you think your students were doing and saying in these
situations, why, and what their activities mean to you.

I am going to put the remote control on the table and you can stop the video at any time
that you want. So, if you want to comment on something what you were doing or thinking at that
moment, or if you want to comment on what your students where doing, or if you want to tell me
why you or them were saying something, you can press the pause button. I will also stop the
video if [ have questions regarding any segments of the video.

Instructions for Researcher
Read the instruction to the participant.
Model how to stop the video and ask the participant a question.
If participants pause the video, listen to what they say.
If you stop the video ask something general like
Can you tell me what is going on here?
What did he/she say?

What did you say?
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Why do you think he/she said it?
Why did you do it?

What did you think at this moment?
How did you feel at this moment?
How do you perceive this interaction?

Researcher should not give concrete reactions to participants’ responses or give
feedback because they may change the nature of the participants’ comments. A preferred
response is backchanneling or non-response. For instance,
uh-huh
I see

OK



Gaze

Gaze is marked either above or beneath the utterance. X marks a starting point of looking at
somebody/something. After X there is an indications what a participants is looking at.

XTch

XS

X on slides
Xnotes

Xaway

Gaze on teacher
Gaze on student
Gaze on slides
Gaze on notes

Gaze away from the conversationalists
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