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1 INTRODUCTION

Humour is a biological attribute all humans posg€sdimeni and Reiss 2006:347) and
thus, there are many theories trying to explain (wumand its functions, including
philosophical, psychological, sociological, anttolmmical and linguistic perspectives
(Dynel 2009: 1284). An explanation for the widegarof disciplines that study the area
might be found in Nahemov's (1986:4) perceptionddferent qualities concerning
humour: Our sense of humour, aging, individualitje, social situation and emotions
all have an effect on what we find amusing or hustiar Because of all the qualities
that change over time, it seems impossible to fasteone theory that could cover all
aspects of humour. In light of this, the preseatigtfocuses on the use of humour in the
specific context of EFL (English-as-foreign-langaaglassrooms during childhood and
adolescence, and aims to point out differenceldruse of humour between the two age

groups by examining both teacher and student fediaumour.

In the modern classroom, humour plays a great irolereating a positive learning
environment. Schooling at the beginning of th& 2éntury was concise and no joking
was allowed in the classroom (Nahemov 1986:8). Hewetoday the use of humour
can be seen as a possibility to “enhance posititeraction in the pedagogical
relationship” (Anttila, interviewed in Spare 20087 positive and interactive
relationship between a teacher and his/her student#tal when creating a positive
learning environment. Accordingly, multiple studidgve shown the connection
between a positive learning environment and legrioimtcomes (Maattd and Uusiautti
2012:23-24). As humour can improve the positivatrehship between a teacher and
his/her students, it can also enhance learningefitlesiess, one should not forget the
complexity of humour: What someone considers angysimight be offensive to
another. Consequentlypt all humour is positive; both teacher and student humour in

classrooms can also be aggressive, leading toictsndk even bullying.

Positive or negative, the use of humour can be semughout different educational
levels, although its nature and quality is difféareneach. In elementary school riddles
and different types of word play create amusemet thus are used repeatedly in

textbooks and different classroom activities. Imtcast, teenagers are likely to find
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riddles childish as the enjoyment of these jokesrefses through age (Simons,
McCluskey-Fawcett and Papini 1986:61), while otkerds of jokes and forms of
humour start to get appreciated. Overall, whatdckil and teenagers find humorous and
how they use humour is related to their developaldatel (Simons et al. 1986:66), but
is also individual and connected to issues suctoaml context and people’s emotions
(Nahemov: 1986:4).

The present study is a case study that examinesahtsacher uses humour in her
teaching and how students initiate humour duritgsaon. Furthermore, the study aims
to compare the different types of humour that a®edun classrooms at two age levels,
in the 8" grade and®grade, in order to see if there are any differsricehe content or
the amount of humour appearing during the lessatis different age groups taught by
the same teacher. The comparison of different agapg is interesting, because of
obvious differences between the cultures of the grgeips, that is, the behaviour of
children versus teenagers. Also, previous resealdws that different aspects of
humour and what we find to be amusing change frbitdltood to adolescence (Simons
et al. 1986: 53). Thus, the present study aimsoiatput these changes. Finally, the
effect of humour on the atmosphere of the classrisatonsidered.

The data for the present study was collected bgotaping lessons and conducting an
interview with the teacher. Conversation analy€id) has been used as the theoretical
and methodological framework because of the detanéormation it provides when
studying an interactional phenomenon such as humimough CA one can get a
specific view on how humour is built in interactitmrough the talk and actions of the
participants. In addition, a thematic interview twithe teacher was conducted to
understand the teacher’s perceptions of humouriusg#assrooms in relation to the
empirical findings. The methods used in the pretsesis allow in-service teachers and
teacher trainees to get a more in-depth view onirtezaction between a teacher and
his/her students and show how communication, angk repecifically humour, is built

through sequences of interaction in a classroom.

There are multiple studies done in the field obstaom humour but as a conversation
analytic case study that has a specific focus, dineent thesis is able to provide
additional information to the field. Recent studibat look at humour in a classroom

through CA analysis, include the works of Sahari(@007) who looks specifically at
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teasing in two upper secondary school classroordsHa@apaniemi (2011) who focuses
on conversational joking in upper secondary CLksskooms. Both of the studies focus
on a specific age group, lacking the comparatiyeeisthat the current study provides.
As a case study, the current thesis does not amerieralise, but to present an example
of how humour can be perceived in EFL classrooNevertheless, the study is an
important addition to the field of classroom resbaas it provides a detailed view of
humour use in a specific context. It challengesiipres findings, but also gives more
specific information on how humour is built in irdetion, since previous studies have
often focused only on teacher initiated humour. Tase study is both qualitative and
comparative, looking at different age groups andsatering both teacher and student
initiated humour. Differing from the popular appebaof looking at upper secondary
school, college or adult learners, the current ystlobks at younger learners. The
findings of the present study will provide expligiformation on the use of humour in

EFL classrooms and present interesting differebetseen the two age levels.

The theoretical background of the current studyrésented in two chapters. Following
the introduction, chapter 2 presents classroonrantmn, what it includes and how it
has been studied in the field of conversation amslyChapter 3 looks at humour in
interaction by discussing the definition of humdwyv it has been studied in relation to
both conversation analysis and classrooms, and mspezifically in relation to
classroom climate and age. Also, different typeshamour are defined through
examples of data. The theoretical background i®wad by chapter 4 on data and
methods used in the current study. The analysigladesults are presented in chapters

5 and 6, followed by the discussion and conclusicrhapters 7 and 8.

2 CLASSROOM INTERACTION

When studying interaction specifically in a basitieation classroom, it is important to
consider certain conventions that are typical ts tharticular surrounding. In the
following chapter the effect of rules and hieracaiqualities of interaction in the
classroom is discussed. Next, classroom interagiopresented from a conversation
analytic perspective. | begin by explaining thertaronversation analysis and how it is
used as a research method. This general viewlesvedl by a more detailed description
of how classrooms have been studied in CA and l§inéthe structural features of

classroom interaction are explained.
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2.1 Classroom as a hierarchical institution

There is a clear hierarchical system that guidesattions of both the teacher and
students in a basic educational setting. A parowf common knowledge is that the
teacher as opposed to the students in a classrasm higher status which affects the
way the teacher addresses the students and visa. \@aharinen (2007:261) describes
the interaction between a teacher and studentsstitutional talk that is guided by the
teacher. In other words, the teacher in a classrisadime leader and responsible for the
content of the lessons, but also controls the siigdand their actions. On the other
hand, the teacher’s role has become less stricttowe and students are allowed more
power over the conversation than before (Vepsat&it®7:156). It should be noted that
particularly in modern classrooms power is not seagly owned by the teacher, but is
built through the relationship between the teaaret her pupils and is “continuously
under negotiation by all participants” (Thornborrd®@02:113). While a teacher is
entitled to hold authority over students, the stusleare more involved in guiding and

influencing classroom talk.

School as an educational institution applies certiisciplines that are stated in the
national curriculum and which guide the behaviolubath teachers and students. In the
Finnish education system basic education is givem fage seven until age sixteen and
a national curriculum is provided to guide basiaation. A key idea in the curriculum
is to not only educate but to instruct the studants help them understand the different
values and ways of acting that form our societygiDphallitus 2004:14). Because of
the instructional point of view in basic educationes are needed in every classroom.
In the first years of schooling, rules might betten down and put on the wall of the
classroom, but mostly rules are unwritten normsatial interaction that are merely
mentioned if broken. These unwritten rules and etgi®mns guide how students should
act in school or during lessons (Tainio 2007: 16) & another point which makes

interaction in a school surrounding and specificadla classroom unique.

2.2 The study of classroom interaction from a CA perspetive

Conversation analysis as a research method iseifeg)lanatory. Thus, the following
chapter will provide a brief explanation of thenteand how the use of CA began and

evolved. It will then consider how CA has been &apin the study of second language



(L2) classroom interaction.

2.2.1 From the focus of ordinary talk to studying classr@em interaction

Before looking specifically at L2 classroom interao from a CA perspective, the term
conversation analysisand how CA began should be explained. As Hutchbg a
Wooffit (1998:13) put it, conversation analysis“ibe systematic analysis of the talk
produced in everyday situations of human interacti@lk-in-interaction.” In other
words, CA is only interested in naturally occurringeraction. However, what we
consider to be natural interaction can be argueshupn the early CA studies the
interest was mostly in “ordinary talk” such as dinronversations among friends, but
later “institutional talk” also became an increasiarea of interest, including for
example medical conversations or classroom con{daskee 2000:24). Naturally, the
social situation and the conversational qualities @iscussion with a friend versus a
discussion with a doctor and a patient or a teaahdra pupil differ. Nevertheless, both
could be studied by using conversation analysis;esithey are examples of talk-in-
interaction, a term introduced by Emanuel Schedkeffi Have 2007:4). Thusalk-in-
interaction better describes in detail the focal phenomenoimtefest in conversation

analysis, i.e. talk and all that the term covers.

In historical terms conversation analysis begathén1960’s. CA invalidated the general
idea that everyday conversation is chaotic anddasepure coincidence by proving
that interaction consists of different organisetivitties (Hakulinen 1998a:13, ten Have
2007:3). The idea originated in the 1960’s in @athfa from the work of Harvey Sacks
and his associates Gail Jefferson and Emanuel ®thégen Have 2007:5). Sacks
initiated the original research programme, with thesumption that everyday
conversation could be “a deeply ordered, strudgucabanised phenomenon” that could
ideally be looked at by using recorded data, wheetables repeated observation
(Hutchby and Wooffit 1998:15). Sacks started bylysiag tape recordings of telephone
calls to the Suicide Prevention Center in Los Aagéh the years 1963 and 1964, which
led him to develop what is now called conversatioalysis (ten Have 2007:6, Hutchby
and Wooffit 1998:17-18).

As we saw from the history of CA, institutional ¢exts were studied from the very

beginning of CA studies when Sacks looked at phoas made to the Suicide
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Prevention Centre. However, a new growing attractawards the study of institutional
talk, including classroom interaction, started ise rbetween the decades 1970-1980,
when the distinctive features of institutional takd how it differs from ordinary
conversation started to be examined (Perdkyla 1983. Contexts such as news
interviews, courtrooms and classrooms were thetfirbe studied, since they were seen
as “drastically different” from ordinary conversati and included specific turn-taking
systems (Heritage 2005:111). In classroom intesacthe works of McHoul (1978) and
Mehan (1979) were among the first to focus on thecml features that make talk
institutional. The studies of McHoul (1978, 1990% aliscussed later in detail, when

focusing on the structural features of classrodk(tzhapter 2.3).

2.2.2 CA and L2 classroom interaction

More recently, CA has also been applied to the iBpeenvironment of a language

classroom. | will focus next on the work of Seed®{2004), who has looked at the
organisation of second language classroom interactSeedhouse (2004:183-184)
suggests that in a L2 classroom there is a “cosétiional goal” which is teaching

learners the L2. Based on this goal, he furthentgadut three “interactional properties”
that originate from this goal and which shape ttieraction in all language classrooms,
thereby differentiating the form of interaction fincother types of institutional talk and

ordinary conversation.

1. Language is both the vehicle and object of insitonct
2. There is a reflexive relationship between pedagang interaction, and interactants constantly
display their analyses of the evolving relationdt@ween pedagogy and interaction.
3. The linguistic forms and patterns of interactioniaththe learners produce in the L2 are
potentially subject to evaluation by the teachesame way.
(Seedhouse 2004:183-184)

Through these features, Seedhouse points out lthaugh there is diversity between

various language classrooms, the interaction hasigue sequence organisation that
can be adapted to all language classrooms. Thigeseq is based on the normative link
between different linguistic patterns and formsméraction produced by learners and
the pedagogical focus that is introduced duringssslaom interaction (Seedhouse
2004:191). Through examples of different L2 classn contexts, Seedhouse points out
that by looking at turns-at-talk in classroom iatgron, we see how the pedagogical
focus is interpreted by the participants duringeiiattion. For example, if a teacher

introduces a new group task, the students willrpreg and apply the teacher’s
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directions in the upcoming interaction. The intetption may not always be successful,

but yet it exists and emerges through studentstaation.

In addition to the three interactional propertiessatibing language classroom
interaction, Seedhouse suggeatshree-way viewof the L2 classroom context. This
view describes the complexity of L2 classroom iattion: How it can be seen as
unique, but at the same time similar to other fagting and accordingly, how the
interaction works on a number of different levels the same time (Seedhouse
2004:208-209). The three-way view presents L2 obmss interaction in three
“decreasing circles” that describe these diffetemels. The L2 classroom context is the
middle circle, which is surrounded by tlestitutional contextand surrounding the
micro contextof interaction. Seedhouse (2004:213) argues thHatheee levels of
context are constantly talked into being in L2 stasm interaction, while the focus
shifts between different levels in relation to liteaing or narrowing one’s perspective.
The three-way model characterises how “all instarafd_2 classroom interaction have
the same properties and use the same basic seqoryasgsation, while at the same
time portraying the extreme diversity, fluidity, carcomplexity of the interaction”
(Seedhouse 2004:214).

The models presented by Seedhouse are strictlydbasethe pedagogical focus of
classroom talk. Howeveit should be noted that not all talk which takeacel in an
institutional context is institutional (Perakyla9® Heritage 2005) and thereby, not all
classroom talk is pedagogical. Interaction in ancdassroom can be unrelated to the
educational goal and include different types ofinstitutional talk, such as social chat.
According to Seedhouse (2004:200-202) both teachers students can talk the
institutional contextout of beingby moving away from the pedagogical focus and
engaging in off-task talk, such as social chatthiis respect, classroom interaction is
highly “dynamic and variable” (Seedhouse 2004:2G®)ce it can include different
kinds of talk. In his work, Seedhouse excludes mstitutional talk when referring to
classroom interaction. However, in the presentystin@ emphasis is on examples of
humour in classroom interaction which occurred bath institutional and

noninstitutional talk. Accordingly, both types otéraction are included in the data.
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2.3 Structural features of classroom interaction

Conversation analysis has identified different cttiees of social organisation that are
present in all forms of talk and interaction: twaking, sequential organisation and
repair. Although the three levels are differentiatehey are all intertwined in
conversation and all work at once. The structufesooial organisation are the basis of
all interaction and guide people’s interpretatiofigalk in social situations (Hakulinen
1998a:16), including teaching. Next, these differ@ganisations of interaction are first

defined and then explained in relation to classraaeraction.

2.3.1 Turn-taking practices in classroom talk

As the name of the term already reveals, turn-takafers to the system of taking turns
during a conversation. The turn-taking model, @ddily Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson
(1974), is based on the realisation that “turnsanversation are resources which [...]
are distributed in systematic ways among speak@tstchby and Wooffit 1998:47).
There is a set of rules people have internalisédtwallows them to know when to talk
and for how long, and on the other hand, whente gpmeone else their turn to speak
(Hakulinen 1998b:32-33). These rules are often émpkut without the system of turn-
taking all conversation would be chaotic, full aférruptions and overlapping talk and

it is therefore of central importance in sociaknatction.

According to Sacks et al. (1974:702) the turn-tgkimodel includes two turn
components and a corresponding set of rules. Thee dwnponents are called turn
constructional component (TCC) and turn allocatomponent (TAC). Firstly, a turn
constructional component marks the constructiora aéirn and includes various turn
constructional units (TCU), which in English inckidsentential, clausal, phrasal and
lexical constructions” (Sacks et al 1974:702). $eltp a turn allocation component
refers to completing a turn and allocating a tuonttie next speaker. Sacks et al.
(1974:703) name two techniques for this: either ¢herent speaker selects the next
speaker or a turn is allocated by self-selectiartokdingly, the turn constructional units
and turn allocation components lead to the markingansition relevance places (TRP)
which indicate potential places for speaker transf@ccur and thereby, the completion
of a TCU.
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Considering the hierarchical qualities of a clagerpturn-taking in this specific context
is to some extent more formal and predictable tharan everyday conversation.
McHoul (1978) was among the first to come up witfiew on the organisation of turn-
taking in traditional classrooms. As Markee (20@):®oints out, his view is an
adaptation of the turn-taking model for ordinaryeersation introduced by Sacks et al.
(1974) and focuses on traditional teacher-led voéa classroom. Below is a simplified

version of McHoul’s rules adapted from Tainio (2(&B).

l. After a teacher has completed a turn:
A) The teacher selects a student as the next spegkeistarts speaking.
(a) The teacher names or in some other clear way ¢ispiee next speaker.
(b) The teacher allocates the turn to the whole class group of students from which
one should be selected as the next speaker.
B) If a student does not accept the turn, the teaubminues.
Il. After a student has completed a turn:
A) If a student does not select the next speaketether continues.
B) If the student selects the next speaker it shoelthb teacher.
C) Only if the teacher does not continue, can thecsedestudent continue speaking.

(Tainio 2007:33, an idiomatic translation)

In McHoul’'s view on turn-taking one can clearly st#®at the teacher is the one
controlling the participation by choosing the negeakers among students. McHoul's
view shows the basic norms students learn in schpalescribing teacher-led lessons.
However, since in a modern classroom interactiorkevon multiple levels, McHoul’s

model rarely applies on its own anymore and newspemtives are needed (Tainio
2007:34). As students have begun to take moreipasthaping classroom discussions
through their increasing level of participation ¢Fhborrow 2002:131), the turn-taking

organisation of a modern classroom can only beritetas partially fixed.

The turn-taking organisation in a modern classra®mwften dependent on the teaching
method that is used. Next, | will go through foeia¢hing methods put forth by Lahdes
(1997) as they were presented in relation to taking by Tainio (2007:35-37). They
include representative teaching (esittdva opetus), conversational teaching
(opetuskeskustelu)group work (ryhmatydskentely) anahdividual work (yksityinen
ty®). Firstly, the most traditional form of teachirs representative teaching, where the
teacher controls the on-going conversation in thestoom. The teacher usually stands
in front of the class and occasionally presentsstjoies to students related to the
teaching topic. Turns are often allocated througisimg one’s hand. Representative
teaching is best described with the turn-taking ehdsy McHoul (1978). This particular

teaching method is still popular, but less frequéan before. Secondly, we can point
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out a method called conversational teaching, whieeeteacher is still in charge, but
students have more power in turn-taking. For examgilidents can choose themselves
or another student as the next speaker insteadhitihg for the teacher to allocate the
turn. In other words, the teacher allows the sttglém take turns more freely when
compared to representative teaching. Thirdly, tima-taking organisation changes if
students are asked to work in groups. In group vetukients are allowed to talk freely
with their group members about the appropriatectophich means their turn-taking
happens within the group and is most likely spoatats. However, they can ask the
teacher questions if necessary. Finally, studerig be asked to work on their own on
different tasks. Here, silence is expected and tmdyteacher is allowed to break the
silence without asking for his/her turn to speake Tdifferent methods of teaching
presented here show that the turn-taking orgapisatf a modern classroom is
multifaceted. Nevertheless, this is only one perSpe and different findings on the
unique turn-taking organisation of classrooms c&o e found in the works of
Thornborrow (2002) and Seedhouse (2004) for example

2.3.2 Organisation of sequences defining classroom talk

As Hutchby and Wooffit (1998:38) put it “A key noti in CA is that [...] turns (at
talking) are not just serially ordered (that is, coming one after another); they are
sequentially ordered, which is to say that theeed@scribable ways in which turns are
linked together into definite sequences.” Convéssaanalysts have studied this order

of turns at talk under the term sequence organisati

The basic unit of sequence organisation is abl@cency pair The term refers to a
sequence that is constructed by paired utteranceuged by two different speakers
(Schegloff and Sacks 1973:295-296). The relatignlgitween the turns isormative
since the first pair-part requires a response s#wond pair-part (ten Have 2007:130),
for example a question requires an answer andediggerequires a reciprocal greeting.
The second part thereby becongesaditionally relevanta term introduced by Emanuel
Schegloff, referring to the expectedness of themsggart in an adjacency pair. If the
second part of the pair is not produced, the absence of a response is clearly noticeable;
unless asequence expansiooccurs, meaning for example a question followed by
another question as a request of clarification tene 2007:130-131). The adjacency

pair is the most important basic sequence in caatiem analysis (Schegloff and Sacks
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1973), but when we look specifically at classroati,tother sequences should also be
considered.

The interaction between a teacher and studentdtem characterised by a specific
sequence organisation called IR®F sequencethe letters meaning initiation-response-
feedback (Sinclair and Coulthard 1975). This ttiparsequence has also been referred
to as the IRE (initiation-response-evaluation) (siei979) or QAC (question-answer-
comment) structure (McHoul 1978). In other wordse traditional interaction in a
classroom begins when the teacher asks a queétistndent then answers the question
and gets feedback or some kind of other respoose fine teacher. Musumeci (1996 as
guoted by Walsh 2006: 5-6) suggests four reasornstimdse IRF patterns occur during

lessons:

1) Teachers and students consider question and ansutgres to be natural classroom behaviour.
2) Teachers want to please the students by givingoesd
3) Regarding power relations the teacher controlglibeussion.
4) IRF sequences advance the discourse effectivelyakadittle time.
(Walsh 2006:5-6)

Overall, the pattern of teacher-led communicatiom iclassroom has a clear structure,
since teachers control turn-taking and the topitsamversation, whereas students
merely take cues to answer the teachers’ questialsh 2006:5). However, due to the
change in educational purposes, the nature of rolass talk has changed (Cazden
2001:31) and while the use of IRF sequences siitg the structure of classroom talk

is not as simple.

Although characterising traditional teaching, IRf©sences are nevertheless a great part
of classroom talk, but not the only characterisiogganisation. In fact, Cazden
(2001:30) notes that “the three-part sequence axhier Initiation, student Response,
and teacher Evaluation (IRE) or teacher feedbaRk)( may still be the most common
classroom discourse pattern at all grade leveloivéver, it has been criticised in
relation to pedagogical efficacy as “rigid, conlfired and greatly limiting student
participation in learning” (Mori and Zuengler 2008). Accordingly, the simplicity of
the structure rarely applies to modern classrooscalirse as the students of a
classroom are now seen rather as a community thgrowp of individual learners
(Cazden 2001:49). In modern classrooms interruptamd alterations in the nature of
talk happen daily. In addition, the teacher talkgnificantly less and students are

allowed to give longer, more detailed answers (€aZ2D01:51). IRF sequences are still
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visible in classroom talk, but not in the oversiifiptl structure initially presented by
Sinclair and Coulthard (1975). Because of all gndfits (see the list by Musumeci in
the previous paragraph), the basic idea of IRF esecps remains a valued approach in
classrooms. However, classroom talk now offers maossibilities for students to

contribute in conversations.

In consequence, different typesatdissroom talkgMarkee and Kasper 2004) have been
studied in addition to the IRF sequence. As we gawelation to turn-taking, the
teaching method that is used is connected to tins tof talk. This naturally also applies
to the organisation of sequences. Like many otiitutions, a classroom is a changing
environment that appears very different if we corapthe context now and a few
decades ago. As a result, studies have moved onléroking at the traditional teacher-
directed IRF model to describe a more “studentarewnt, task-based, group organised
settings or even [...] a one-to-one-tutoring baéi®agner 2004:612). Interaction during
task-based group work reveals how classroom inierads not based solely on one
speech exchange system like the IRF sequence, rbigeveral different sequence
organisations. This was also evident in the datahf® present study and thus, should be
considered. The “interrelated speech exchangeragstiMarkee and Kasper 2004:492)
that describe a more modern, non-traditional ctesartalk are looked at more closely
in the special issue The Modern Language Jour@@4Classroom talksin this issue,
Markee for example, has studied classroom talksSh classes and | will now present

his findings as an example of study on modern ob@ss interaction.

Markee (2000, 2004) has studied the structure ather-student interaction in non-
traditional ESL lessons and found that the sequesrganisation is still far from
ordinary conversation, but also clearly differemimpared to traditional teacher-led
lessons. Markee (2004) describes transitions betw#ferent speech exchange systems
in classroom talk throughones of interactional transitiofZITs). One of these zones is
the counter question sequenéecording to Markee, even in task-based, smalugro
instruction teachers want to maintain a certaintrobrof the lesson and they often do
this by presenting counter-questions. In group wdhe roles of the typical IRF
sequence are turned as a group member can askdtbieet a question, a teacher is
expected to give an answer and the student migalifireply with a comment (Markee
2004:585). However, teachers typically add a caugteestion turn in the structure,

before giving out the answer. For example, if alsti asks the teacher “What does this
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word mean?”, the teacher might reply “What do ybink it means?” wanting the

student to resolve the problem on their own. Byhagighis counter question structure,
teachers maintain control over the sequence of bglkselecting learners as next
speakers who need to respond to the counter gonestiso, through the counter
guestion teachers regain their roles as commerderseedback givers (Markee
2004:585). Other ZIT’s described by Markee inclmisunderstandings of the function
of teachers’ questions, off-task tadkd tactical-fronting talk The findings of Markee

clearly show how classroom interaction consistsioftiple speech-exchange systems.

2.3.3 The organisation of repair in classroom talk

“An ‘organization of repair' operates in conversafiaddressed to recurrent problems in
speaking, hearing, and understanding” (Scheglo#l.e1977:361). In other words, the
term repair is used in conversation analysis toecav significant range of different
phenomena including everything from errors thatehaw do with turn-taking to
different forms of “correction” (Hutchby and WodffL998:57). Repair can be self-
initiated by the speaker or other initiated by &eotspeaker (Schegloff et al. 1977:361).

Repair has been categorised into four differenesyhich depend on whether the
repair of the trouble source is conducted by theakpr him/herself or by others. The
following list by Hutchby and Wooffit (1998) expta the varieties of repair:

Self-initiated self-repair Repair is both initiated and carried out by thear of the
trouble source.

Other-initiated self-repair Repair is carried out by the speaker of the trewddurce but
initiated by the recipient.

Self-initiated other-repair The speaker of a trouble source may try and getebipient to
repair the trouble — for instance if a name is prgv
troublesome to remember.

Other-initiated other-repair The recipient of a trouble-source turn both inétaand carries
out the repair. This is the closest to what is esionally
understood as ‘correction’.

(Hutchby and Wooffit 1998:61)
From these categories self-initiated self-repaithis most preferred type of repair and
other-initiated other-repair the least desired fdooth in normal conversation and

classroom talk (Seedhouse 2004:35).

The types of repair used in a classroom can diffem those used in normal
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conversations. According to McHoul (1990:353) dcertapair types are more frequent
in a classroom context than in an everyday contiersdecause of the asymmetrical
relationship between the teacher and the stud&tdbloul (1990) studied Australian
high school lessons and pointed out differencesvde repair types in a school
environment compared to normal social interactide. found that self-initiated self-
repair, which is commonly used by both parties i eweryday conversation, was
mostly used only by teachers in a classroom. Stgd#id not tend to repair their own
speech. Furthermore, McHoul found that types ofewcthitiated repair were more
frequent compared to normal conversations. Othéedaed self-repair became evident
as the teacher initiated repair on a student’s andvut the actual repair was carried out
by the student. Other-initiated other repair was lgequent, but compared to everyday
conversations acceptable and not considered aha#iual. Overall, McHoul's findings
show multiple differences between the context ofclassroom and ordinary

conversation.

Nevertheless, it should be considered that muclk ik turn-taking, McHoul's
observations were based on teacher-led lessonslambt apply to all classrooms.
Different types of repairs used in a specific dass can be dependent on the teaching
method and as Macbeth (2004:714) points out, thleyalso age and culture bound.
Thus, how we use repair in classrooms is not sgifamatory and varies in relation to
multiple factors. McHoul's work on repair has alb®en criticised by Macbeth
(2004:705): “conversational repair and classroonremion are better understood as
distinctive, even cooperating organisation” anddf@e, should not be compared. As
we have earlier pointed out, not all classroom tallpedagogical and various speech
exchange systems are apparent in a modern classiidwrefore, repair in classrooms
does not always differ, but can also bear a resemobl to normal, everyday

conversation.

3 HUMOUR IN INTERACTION

The concept of humour is multifaceted and as altrethe study of humour can be
looked at from many different perspectives andeagdeal of research has been done
on the subject. In the present chapter the dedmitf humour is briefly discussed,
followed by research on humour in conversation ysisl and classrooms. More

specifically, humour is discussed in relation tassroom climate and rapport, as well as
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age. Finally, various types of humour related te tategories presented in the data

analysis are discussed.

3.1 Defining humour

“Because of the multilayered nature of humor, mgks humor theory has been completely satisfactory
and thus clinched universal acceptance.” (Polinaedi Reiss 2006:349)

As the above quote explains, no one, universallepied theory of humour exists.
Instead there is a vast amount of different litenaton the topic that is impossible to
uncover here in its entirety. In general, humour ba described as a “universal human
trait” and thus, responding to humour is a partnafural human behaviour (Raskin
1985:2). In other words, the use of humour is dogical attribute that we all possess
(Polimeni and Reiss 2006:347). Thus, humour is dynmeans a new phenomenon and
studying humour has already been an area of intetaging from the great names of
Plato and Aristotle to Bergson and Freud (Chiar®@619). In addition to the long
history, the study of humour is a highly interd@iary field. The various disciplines
that study humour include psychology, anthropolagpgiology, literature, medicine,
philosophy, philology, mathematics, education, s#iteé and linguistics (Attardo
1994:15). While humour is described as a univetlsahan trait, whether we find
something funny or not is not as straightforwanat, ependent on a variety of factors.
Accordingly, humour seems to be an on-going arei@sdarch, where new aspects for

study are infinite.

Overall, humour as a term is difficult to definénce it is an interactive and social
phenomenon that is highly dependent on the soitisdt®on and the people involved in
that situation. People tend to laugh more when #reywith others than when they are
alone, and the ones who laugh alone mostly do sosituation that imitates a social
experience, such as watching television or readirfigbok (Martin and Kuiper9p9;
Morreall 198; Provine and Fischer 1989). The nature of humour usedddpends on
the people and situation. A funeral for exampledsconsidered an appropriate place to
be humoristic in comparison to a birthday partysdla humoristic conversation
between best friends at one of their homes wokgylidiffer from that of a boss and an
employee in a conference room. Consequently, teeoisiumour is also connected to
one’s social status. A person with a higher stegusore likely to use more humour than

someone with a lower status (Robinson and SmithfL@001, as cited by Anttila
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2008:52), such as the boss in comparison to théogew or a teacher in comparison to
students. Overall, we seem to weigh the appropréste of the use of humour according

to different social situations and participant$ésoand identities in that situation.

3.2 CA and humour

Humour in the field of conversation analysis hasrban area of interest from the very
beginning of CA studies. One of the founders ofvapsation analysis, Sacks (1974),
analysed the organisation of a dirty joke in cosation and how it is built in story-
form. Sacks suggested a sequence organisatioroifer telling which included three
“serially ordered and adjacently placed” sequemediedthe preface, the tellingndthe
responsgSacks 1974:337PDuring the preface sequence, the joke is introdumethe
teller of the joke, which is followed by the actuelling of the joke. The joke then gets
a response from the hearer. This sequential otdggested by Sacks is based purely on
canned jokes that are told in story-form, but atario (1994:300) points out, CA
originated from Sacks’ work and it is therefore @al to consider his “influential

conception” of joking in conversation.

Another suggestion on the sequence organisatidmuofour has been introduced by
Mulkay (1988) drawing on the research of Drew (19&rew looked specifically at
teasing sequences in conversation and suggestetbfises are “sequentially seconds”
and that a teasing sequence is motivated pyia turn from the one who is teased
(Drew 1987:233). More importantly, he pointed dudittthe recipients of teasing often
responded in a serious matter even when they khewetse was intended as humorous
(Drew 1987:29). Based on Drew’s findings, Mulkay988) suggests a three-part
structure of teasing sequences: “1) The first spedkhe teased one) presents a
comment or action, which 2) motivates the seconebkgr (the teaser) to present a
tease, to which 3) the first speaker replies witkedous response” (Mulkay 1988, as
cited by Putkonen 2001:203). Although Sacks’ sutigegresented earlier was based
on joke telling in the form of a story, a simildrusture can be identified in the teasing
sequence as it includes three similar parts. Negkass, in Sacks’ model the first two
parts of a joking sequence are presented by they,jokhereas in the teasing sequence
the teaser only presents the middle part (the }eageich is both motivated and

responded by the one who is teased.
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Saharinen (2007:268) describes the three-partngasquence (Drew 1987, Mulkay
1988) by comparing it to adjacency pairs and sgativat the relationship between a
motive and a teasing turn is not as strong as lestwiee two parts of an adjacency pair.
This is because a motive turn does not predicequire a tease (Saharinen 2007:268).
The produced tease is merely using elements gbrieeeding turn through for example
satirising or adding implicatures (Putkonen 2003)2@imilarly as the adjacency pair,
the motive turn and the tease are likely to be peed in subsequent turns (Drew
1987:233-235). However, in a classroom environmeachers’ teases can also be
motivated by earlier sayings or actions, since ti@cher repeatedly comments on
students’ behaviour because of her institutionde ras an assessor (Saharinen
2007:268). Also, the final part of the sequence,résponse, is not necessarily produced
in a classroom environment due to the unique ppdion structure and turn-taking
organisation (Saharinen 2007:268-269).

Although the present thesis does not concentrdie amnteasing, but includes various
types of humour, the three-part sequence orgaoisdiased on the work of Drew
(1987) and Mulkay (1988) is used as a frameworkha analysis of various humour
sequences. Haapaniemi (2011) used a similar fatwspacture, based on the work of
Saharinen (2007) in her study of conversational dunmand proved the sequence
structure of teasing to be similar with other typafsconversational humour in a
classroom environment. Haapaniemi’s findings magédahe present study to apply the
original three-part-structure to the various exsasf humour. Thus, finding a motive, a
tease or in this case any humorous turn, and amespwvas used as an analytical tool in

the present thesis.

3.3 The study of humour in classrooms

Humour in connection to classrooms has been an créaterest around fifty years.
Anttila (2008:5-6) states that the studies of humnwonnection to school and learning
began in the 1960’'s and the focus was mainly on hawmour is connected to the
learning process; then, in the 1980's the study of humour began to reach new
perspectives, such as studying the effect of hurnaumotivation or the atmosphere of
classrooms. Some studies have also looked at thsibh® negative effects of humour
and in the last few decades, the effect of humaouteacher-student relationships has

been a growing area of interest (Anttila 2008:6-7).
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The most popular approach to the study of humowr dtassroom is quantitative study
(Anttila 2008: 7), which involves for example guesnaires that are usually filled by a
great number of students and/or teachers. A ga#imgtstudy has been conducted by
for example Neuliep (1991), who presented a questioe to 388 teachers, finding out
the teachers’ views on the use of classroom hundeircompared the use of humour
between high school and college teachers and fdiffedtences between the two, which
suggests that differences between the uses of huwibln different age levels is a
worthwhile issue to look into.

In contrast, qualitative studies of humour in alaesns are a more recent phenomenon
and conducting interviews has been particularlytaed as a research method. In her
study, Anttila (2008) for example used a questiarenas well as conducted interviews
when she looked at upper secondary school studentsheir views on humour and
teachers as users of humour. She found that thereb@th positive and negative
connotations with the use of humour by a teachex atassroom. In contrast to these
studies, the present study is purely qualitativeedaon CA analysis on different
examples of humour. In addition, a teacher intewigincluded to get an insight on the

teacher’s views on her humour use.

Studying humour in classrooms through conversatioalysis is quite a new area of
research. Studies on CA and humour as well asestushh humour in classrooms are
frequent, but a combination of all three aspectsnsore recent one. Nevertheless, some
studies with a focus on specific type of humout tieve used conversation analysis as
a tool can be found. For example, Saharinen (20@8%)looked at teasing as a way to
react to pupils’ errors during Finnish and literatlessons in upper secondary school.
She looked specifically at teacher humour and fotlnedeffects to be mostly positive,
since pupils seemed to understand the teacher'ssewdous intent and thus, teasing

worked as an index of closeness.

The master’s theses of Roininen (2010) and Haapar{011) also discuss humour in
classrooms through CA analysis. Roininen (2010kéooat upper secondary school
EFL lessons and discussed the functions of botbhtraand student humour in a
classroom. She found that when humour was prodhgdtie teacher or jointly by the

teacher and student(s) the effects of humour use p@sitive. However, when humour
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was produced by a student, the effects were baghiy® and negative. She also had a
focus on gender and found that male students were fikely to produce humour than
female students. Also, Haapaniemi (2011) investigahe use of a specific type of
humour, conversational joking, in CLIL languagessi@oms in upper secondary school
and aimed to found out if joking had a specificusatial organisation, in what contexts
joking appeared and what functions it had in thsgecific contexts. She found that
joking is a sequentially organised phenomenon,haist multiple sequential variations.
She observed that joking appeared mostly in oK-tatk and provided opportunities for
students to take turns more freely in conversa®opposed to a serious frame.

3.4 Effects of humour on classroom atmosphere and rappb

Most research suggests that using humour in classdas a positive influence on the
classroom atmosphere. This is not surprising asrgély we find humour to be
something positive and scientific research has shbumour to relieve stress, reduce
negative emotions and even improve one’s physiedlraental health (McGhee 2010).
In the field of studying classrooms, several stsidiave proven “teachers’ use of humor
effective as a means of establishing rapport andeldping open, supportive
communication climates” (Stuart and Rosenfeld 198%:In other words, humour is
seen positively both in relation to the atmosphafrehe classroom and the teacher-
student relationship. Humour provides teachers wih opportunity to enhance
positive interaction in the pedagogical relatiopShbetween the teacher and the
students (Spare 2008). One might consider humoum asere tool for creating
amusement for a short amount of time, but in ctasss it can serve a greater purpose
by creating a positive learning environment anda@cing the social relationships
between the teacher and his/her students. When appdopriately, the positive

outcomes of humour in classrooms are thus beyaefldmusement.

However, because of the multifaceted nature of huriiaan also have negative effects
on the classroom climate, as well as the teaclelest relationship. Teachers should
possess emotional intelligence and before usingohwtake into consideration how the
class or an individual student will react to diéfat kinds of humour (Spare 2008). As a
result of poor consideration, teacher humour migittbe understood by the students as
funny or amusing, but interpreted as threatenidge Jtudy of Anttila (2008) discussed

both positive and negative student perceptionsather humour and students in her
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research experienced that negative teacher hummuded demeaning, mocking,
humiliations and joking or laughing on someone’'panse (Anttila 2008:162). As a
result of negative humour, students felt irritatederior to other students and even
depressed (Anttila 2008:196). Anttila’s researchests that when teacher humour is
perceived negatively, it can cause serious negatmetions in students. Whether the
target of teacher humour is the whole group omalividual student, these emotions are
likely to affect negatively on the atmosphere @& ttlassroom and the teacher-student
relationships. Furthermore, they might affect thetiwation level of students in
connection to learning.

In addition to negative teacher humour, negatiiece of student humour are also
apparent in classrooms. The use of humour betwaetersts might lead to similar
negative emotions that were mentioned in Anttiktisdy. However, when teachers as
professionals use humour in classrooms they aikalyito use humour intentionally in
a negative manner, whereas the use of negative Unubstween students can of course
be unintentional, but is often also intentionaleTihtentional use of negative humour
against a student suggests bullying. According tieirK and Kuiper (2006:387)
“aggressive humor may often be used against pegmised children, as one means of
maintaining their lowered status within the peasug’ and that the “use of aggressive
humor could also serve to enhance the bully’s necaald entertain the group, thereby
maintaining group solidarity.” The use of negatioe aggressive student humour in
classrooms is a serious matter, which demandseesicitention. Although research on
different negative effects of humour in classrooimsfar less substantial than the
positive, the issue of negative humour, initiatgdobth teacher and the students, should

be taken into consideration.

3.5 Humour in childhood and adolescence

Humour has been studied recently in connectiorssads such as gender (e.g. Finney
1994, Holmes 2006, Schnurr and Holmes 2009) anmireu{e.g. Kazarian and Martin
2006, Martin and Sullivan 2013), but the connecti@iween humour and a person’s
age has not attracted as much attention. Nevesthedeme researchers have suggested
that our age is connected to what we find amusirte understanding and use of
humour during childhood and adolescence is brieflgsidered here according to the

age of the students involved in the present studyy are 11-12-year-old children and
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15-16-year-old teenagers.

How humour works with children has acquired mosgrdton in the field of psychology
in relation to cognition. McGhee (1986:28) acknaidges that “the developmental
changes in children’s humour reflect underlying ritige developmental changes.” In
other words, when we develop new cognitive skills, a result we are able to
comprehend, appreciate and most likely produce foems of humour. Studies that
look at the development of humour in childhoodtstath infants by questioning when
the capability of experiencing humour appears andicues on to later childhood. One
breaking point is after the age of six when sinfplens of irony begin to be understood
by children (Norrick and Chiaro 2009:XIl) and thkilay to comprehend riddles and
joking that involves double meanings becomes appaf®icGhee 1986:44-45).
However, as children age, the enjoyment of thepesyof jokes seems to decrease
(Simons et al. 1986:61). Because of these cleamitteg) changes, children seem to be
the focus in studying humour in connection to agiwgile humour use with other age

groups gets less attention.

Simons et al. (1986:66) point out that in adoleseewhat is seen as humorous is
connected to “the child’s ongoing attempts to nrast&rent developmental tasks.”
Accordingly, what one found to be humorous at angmu age is no longer amusing, but
other types of humour begin to be appreciated. KHewewhat kind of humour is
appreciated and used during teenage years haseeat & popular area of study. As
Erickson and Feldstein (2007:266) note “therensted empirical literature related to
adolescents’ use of humor and no standardized huneasures for this population.”
The reason might be found in the complexity of adoént behaviour, as during teenage
years different physical changes occur and sexaalinity begins to be reached. What
teenagers find funny is linked to their “developtamaturity”: jokes that do not reach
the maturity level can be perceived as boring; on the other hand, jokes that are too
mature can be found threatening (Simons et al. :6836Sanford and Eder (1984) have
looked at adolescent humour in peer interactioa middle school setting and observed
lunch hours. They point out that with adolescenimbur is a particularly important
tool for socialisation, since it can be used veanbaguously and indirectly to deal with
“sensitive topics or issues” such as sexuality mbarrassing behaviour (Sanford and
Eder 1984:242-243). The social aspect of humoatsis pointed out by McGhee (1979

as cited by Simons et al. 1986:60) who notes timatsbcial factor of humour increases
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with the maturity and sophistication level of theld.

In the present study the younger students obsemeye 11 to 12 year-olds, which
means that the possible cognitive changes thattaffeir understanding and use of
humour are not as clear-cut as they would be watlnger children. The other group
consisted of 15 to 16-year-olds, who fit the dgd@yn of teenagers or adolescents.
However, it is unlikely that jokes of sexual natseich as the ones in Sanford and
Eder’s data) will occur in the context of a classrowhere a teacher is present.
Nevertheless, through the current chapter someghihsio the kind of humour
appreciated and used by children and teenagersriargl can be achieved. However,
one should remember that aging is not the onlyeigdgtecting humour, but in addition
other factors such as individuality, time, socidliaion and emotions have an effect
(Nahemov: 1986:4). These various changing factorapdicate the study of humour
and aging. In the present thesis the effect ofag@umour is considered in depth and
other influential factors are only taken into aagbif they become relevant in and

through the unfolding interaction.

3.6 Defining various types of humour

Throughout the study of humour, categories of diffiet types of humour have been
explained. However, the categorising of humour $ypas been criticised, because of
the difficulty of distinguishing between differefiorms of humour. For example,
according to Norrick (1993, as cited by Norrick 3QB38), forms of humour tend to
“fade into each other in conversation”, which makesmpossible to get a clear
distinction between various humour types. Nevee$slin the present study categories
of humour are presented in order to distinguishtviyyaes of humour are most typical
in a specific social situation of an EFL classrodmthe present chapter, | will briefly
introduce the different types of humour identififdm the data and explain them
through examples of data. The different types ehbwr include irony, teasing, banter,

language play and joking, and they will be introgldibelow in this order.

3.6.1 Irony

The term irony can refer to multiple issues, butehthe term will be used only in

reference to verbal irony, excluding for exampleiaional irony. First of all, no one
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clear definition of irony exists but some charastérs can be pointed out on the basis
of previous research. Different forms of irony refie the use of ambiguous or implicit
utterances which typically involve double meanin@Sirainen-Marsh 2010), since
when someone is being ironic they say the oppaditghat is meant. In other words,
there is a so called metamessage hidden in th&kespeaiemark (Brackman 1967, as
cited by Haiman 1998:18). What makes the phenome&wmpuzzling is that it is
possible for one to be ironic or sarcastic withgintng any signs of insincerity (Haiman
1998:18). Thus, unsuccessful use of irony is gua@mon and one often needs to point
out their use of it afterwards to get their truessage understood. Finally, it should be
mentioned that the humorous intention of ironyancasm works best with a target who
shares the same “knowledge of the world” or whdaisiliar with the “speaker’s
character and opinions” (Brackman 1967, as citedHayman 1998:18). In effect, a
certain closeness between the one who uses irohigfiner speech and the target(s) is

beneficial in terms of understanding that ironysed for humorous effect.

Furthermore, a subtype of irony referred to asasarcis often differentiated from the
term irony; however, the differentiation of the two terms is naproblematic. Multiple
studies use the two terms as synonyms, while oth#empt to point out their
differences. According to Haiman (1998:20) sarcasffovert irony intentionally used
by the speaker as a form of verbal aggression.'bthrer words, sarcasm is more
aggressive and more likely to hurt its target tbdrer simple forms of irony. To avoid
confusion, the present thesis will use the ternmyirto refer to all humour extracts

which involve turns with ironic and/or sarcastiteint.

In the present data, nine examples of irony weteated, eight of them initiated by the
teacher. Extract 1 takes place during a listenkega@se and illustrates one instance of
the teacher’s way of using irony. Th8 grade students are listening to a chapter from
their textbook, during which the teacher occasignphuses the tape to ask questions
about the chapter. The teacher asks a questiort abpical forests and a few students,
including Aisha, raise their hand. However, Mikdf-selects himself as the next
speaker and shouts out an answer (line 2). Aishatseby raising her voice and
overlapping Mika’s turn by asking why no one raiesr hand to answer anymore. The

teacher replies with irony in line 5.
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Extract 1
(9" grade)

01 Teacher: miks ne on niin tarkeita maapallolle.
why are they so important to the world.

02 Mika: ne tuottaa happee ja (.) kayttaa hiilidiot[a.]

they produce oxygen and use carbon dioxide.
03 Aisha: [/MIKS]
04 ei kukaan taalla enada viittaa. ((looks at tleeher))

why doesn’t anyone raise their hand here anymore.

05 Teacher: koska taal on viitattu? ((looking dirgett Aisha, raising her eyebrows))
when have you raised your hands?

06 ((Aisha laughs loudly))
07 Mika: $nii'i.$
L agree.

The teacher does not directly answer Aisha’s qoeshut replies with another question,
which is presented through irony. Her turn on Bnienplies that the students never raise
their hand to answer questions, although it is @bwifrom the data that most students
tend to raise their hand to answer during the lessalso, Aisha’s question on lines 3-4
implies that students have earlier raised theidban bid for a turn. lrony can also be
detected from the teacher’s direct gaze towardfiddsnd raising of eyebrows. The
teacher’s question on line 5 does not seek an anbweis used ironically to point out
how infrequently some students raise their handndulessons. The ironic turn is
produced successfully as it gets a laughing regptosn Aisha. Also, Mika, who has
earlier self-selected himself to answer the tedslgrestion, replies by agreeing with
the teacher’s ironic turn (line 7) and thus, sugggshis behaviour was acceptable.
Overall, the current extract shows a clear exarnplieony, since the teacher’s turn on
line 5 is a rhetorical question which contains aamessage, humoristically implying

the students do not usually raise their hands savan

3.6.2 Teasing

Teasing is “intentional provocation accompanied dbgtyful off-record markers that
together comment on something relevant to the tafgeltner et al. 2001:229). This
definition by Keltner et al. intends to give a mailitview of teasing. Nevertheless,
teasing can easily act both as a positive and ativegtype of humour. The difference

between what is considered to be good naturedngamnd when teasing starts to
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resemble bullying is difficult to differentiate (Keer et al. 2001:229-248). One reason
for this might be that teasing has a clear targi#ja(2010:236), which means that it is
directed at a certain individual and thus, is hygpersonal. Even when teasing is
intended as positive, the recipient can choosateopret the tease in a negative manner

and be offended.

In the data gathered for the present study, teagasgga common type of humour in the
classroom. Nine examples of teasing were foundhéndata and they were initiated by
both the teacher and the students. The followirayte is from a8 grade lesson and
the teasing it illustrates is initiated by the teac The teacher asks how much time they
have left before the class ends, and starts waltantpe back of the class to see the
classroom clock. Minna suggests she can checkirtiee while taking out her mobile
phone (line 3). The teacher then teases Minna yingahe found a good excuse to take

out her phone (line 5).

Extract 2
(5" grade, group 2)

01 Teacher: okay. paljos meilla nyt on aikaa. ((ggtd$rom her seat and walks
02 towards the back of the class to see the clask)}
okay. how much time do we have now.

03 Minna: >maa voin kattoo.< ((takes out her mobheme))
I can take a look.
04 (2.3)
05 Teacher: sait hyvan tekosyyn ottaa kannykan eg{ll@oks at Minna and
06 then the clock on the wall))

you got the perfect excuse to take out your phone.

07 (2.2) (((Minna smiles, a few other girls arourat also smile. All students
08 are looking towards Minna.))
09 Minna: $kaheksan minuuttia.$ ((puts the phon&kibader pocket))

eight minutes.

There is a clock on the wall of the classroom thatisible to the students, but not the
teacher, which is why the teacher asks the timestads walking to the back of the
class to see the clock. Minna is thus able to Iseelock and has no reason to take out
her phone to check time. Nevertheless, she doeskdiexr phone (line 3). The teacher
most likely recognises that Minna is ignoring thass clock that is visible to her and
teases her about using a phone during class (Jineh& teacher does not accept the use
of phones during her classes, but as Minna’s idenis to answer the teacher’s

guestion by checking the time, the teacher treatsbtions humorously through teasing
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instead of asking Minna to put her phone away. Mirgsponds to the teacher’s remark
by smiling and then laughingly answers that theyehaight minutes of time left (line

9). She immediately puts her phone back to her gtoekd the teacher suggests an
assignment (not shown in the transcript). As Miqn#s her phone away, there is no
reason for the teacher to further notify about tise of phones during class and the
lesson can continue normally. The current extrots a simple, good natured tease on
line 5, which has a clear target. It is motivatgdMinna’s preceding turn and action,

which is against the school rules (using a phoriendiclass). Thus, the teacher’s tease
is connected to the school environment and hiereatioles of a student and a teacher.

3.6.3 Banter

Banter is a term for a more specific type of tegsiumere the teasing happens back and
forth. It might be called “a match of verbal pingng played by the two (or more)
interlocutors within a jocular mode” (Dynel 200832244). Mostly in teasing the
recipient does not “play along” (Drew 1987:219)f bubanter the target is expected to
participate in the bantering, which usually stabyg focusing on some habit or
characteristic of the recipient (Plester and Sag66v:159). The banter stops when one
of the participants “runs out of ideas to outdodtieer” (Dynel 2008:244). According to
Plester and Sayers (2007:158) “the intention oftdrams to create and reinforce
relationship through social acceptance-friendshigtagies.” However, if the intention
of banter fails and the recipient does not resptimel) banter can easily have negative
effects (Plester and Sayers 2007:159). One mightttsst when unsuccessful, banter

turns into negative teasing.

In the present data, banter was evident only betveaedents and particularly students
who sat next to each other or close to one anathdrseemed to be friends. Five
examples of banter were found in the data. Thevdtlg example occurred during & 9

grade lesson, as the students were expected toamaak exercise independently. Mika
and Lasse, who sat next to each other and seentsl dlmse friends, began to engage
in banter, which was interrupted by the teachee(b). After the interruption Mika and

Lasse started whispering, and parts of their speeald not be heard. However, enough

was preserved to analyse the excerpt as banter.
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Extract 3
(9" grade)

01 Mika: oon kyl selkeesti fiksumpi ku sa. ((looksLasse’s workbook))
I'm clearly smarter than you.

02 Lasse: et s& oo mikaa fiksu, esitat vaa. ((pdki&a with his elbow))
you're not smart, it’s just an act.

03 Mika: $SIIS méa havaitsen nyt (.) sellasta kateudeilta pohjoisesta pain.$
04 ((looks at the teacher))
like I'm detecting now a wind of jealousy from the north.

05 Lasse: $m(h)iks pohjosesta. pohjosesta ei pukyllitilla hetkella mikaan tuuli.$
why from north. there is no wind coming from the north now.

06 Teacher: NONII Mika ja Lasse, sopikaa riitanndl&ie
ok Mika and Lasse, stop your argument and make peace.

07 Mika: sovitaan riitamme. ((reaches out his hamtasse for a handshake))
let’s make peace.

08 ((Lasse looks at Mika’s hand in disgust and nsduether))
09 Lasse: *jos et ota sitd sun katta siité ni eakéran. tai ehka ma (--)* ((making
10 exaggerated angry facial expressions))

if you don’t remove your hand then we won’t. or maybe 1.

11 Mika: *$nii (--)$*((raising his eyebrows, lookingnnoyed))

yeah.
12 Lasse: *s& oot tollane kauhee selittelija. vaasis yrittda kayttaytya.* ((leaning
13 towards Mika, squinting his eyes))

you're always making excuses. you could at least try to behave.

The banter extract begins when Mika leans towarissé to look at his workbook and
something Mika sees in the workbook motivates hanrpttesent the first tease. Mika
teases Lasse by claiming to be smarter than hinckimg Lasse’s intelligence (line 1).

Lasse responds with another tease, saying Mikaartaess is “just an act” and thus,
their conversation proceeds as banter, where ttteraplays an important role as each
tease motivates the next. In lines 3-4 the efféa classroom environment becomes
evident as Mika seeks recognition from the teadlyelooking at her while producing

his turn. The teacher intervenes in the discusaiwh asks Mika and Lasse to “make
peace” (line 6). The teacher might be motivatedirtiervene because of Mika's

preceding turn and gaze, but also, the fact th&iaMind Lasse speak very loudly and

are disturbing other students from focusing onrtiveirk.

Mika reacts to the teacher’s turn slightly humoigusy reaching out his hand to Lasse

for a peace offering (line 7). Lasse refuses th&uge and reacts strongly by moving
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further from Mika and looking at Mika’s hand in disst. He then continues with the
banter, lowering his voice to avoid attention froine teacher but exaggerating angry
facial expressions (lines 9-10). The facial expmess shown in the extract reveal that
both Lasse and Mika are producing their turns imbur mode. However, after a few
turns the bantering stops as Lasse presents atéaak (lines 12-13) and Mika no
longer replies, but starts focusing on the exerthey are expected to do. As Dynel
(2008:244) suggests, banter often stops when otteegdarticipants “runs out of ideas”.
However, here the classroom environment is als@ctof, since after the teacher
intervenes the conversation between Mika and Ldkeg,lower their voices and only a
few turns are produced before they both start iogusn the exercise they are supposed
to do. Overall, the present extract is a clear etanof banter, since teases are
consecutively produced by two people. The smilek limorous facial expressions of

Mika and Lasse reveal their discussion to be preduc humour mode.

3.6.4 Language play

Language play can be defined in various ways. riguistic terms it refers to “the
conscious repetition or modification of linguisfiorms, such as lexemes or syntactic
patterns” (Belz 2002:16). However, in relation mderaction, Lilja (2010:236) defines
language play as paying particular attention tedain feature of language and then
targeting the feature humorously. In the presetd,dateraction and humour are key
words and thus, the term language play is presehtedgh the latter definition. Also,
language play is a particularly interesting areatofly in language classrooms, since
playing with words and their meanings can be a \gpjycal type of interaction for
students in this specific context (Pitkinen-Huh@02245). Language play has a
significant role in classrooms and particularljanguage learning, since it can increase
the awareness and knowledge of different structofe@slanguage (Lilja 2010:265) and

as a result, enhance language learning.

In the present data only student initiated languplas was observed. Overall, six
examples of language play were evident. The foligwéxample is from a"™dgrade
lesson, where the teacher is going through the buidesy of a specific chapter and
asking students for translations. Overlapping #seher’'s speech, Mika and Lasse are
talking privately to one another about the vocatyul®ika pays attention to the literal

Finnish translation of the wordreenhouse effedine 1) and Lasse points out the
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multiple meanings of the worduinea pig in addition to their textbook translation “a
test subject” (line 2). As the teacher is tryingspeak to the whole class, she shouts to
Mika and Lasse to get them to quiet down, but alka explains their topic of

conversation the teacher compliments him.

Extract 4
(9™ grade)
01 Mika: outo toi greenhouse effect. (.) vihrea tafekti. $he he.$
that word greenhouse effect is weird. “vihred talo efekti” (literal
translation).
02 Lasse: niinp&. (0.8) guinea pig on kans outo&korsmyos marsu. (.) ja miks siina
03 on se <guinea>, $eiks guinea oo maa.$

I know. guinea pig is also weird cause it refers to a guinea pig (the
animal). and why is there guinea in it, isn’t guinea a country.

04 Teacher: Mika ja Lasse hei=
Mika and Lasse hey.
05 Mika: =meilla oli aiheeseen liittyvaa.

we had something relating to the topic.

06 Teacher: no::, mihinkas tulokseen te nyt tulitte.
well, what conclusion did you reach.

07 Mika: kasvihuoneilmit eli greenhouse effect. (Ksese 0o niinku vihrea talo
08 efekti.

greenhouse effect. isnt that like “vihred talo efekti” (literal translation).

09 Teacher: Ikylla. (1.2) juuri thmd on hyva juttukelj et kaikki téllaset muistisdannét
10 ja hassut lauseet tai kd&nnodkset ja vihredefalktit. teidan pitdd kayttda ne
11 hyodyksi ettd omaksuisitte mahdollisimman paanastoo.

yes. this is a good thing Mika, that you use all these types of memory
rules and funny clauses or translations and “vihreé talo efektit” (literal
translation) you need to use these to your advantage, so you can
acquire the vocabulary as well as possible.

The current example shows how direct translatiomenflL2 to L1 and multiple
meanings of words can work as learning tools whékaMnd Lasse humorously target
words. Mika and Lasse find the words amusing, & teacher considers their
observations as enhancing learning. As the teathplies on lines 9-11, paying
attention to the humorous forms and features ajuage enhances memorising English
words and clauses and through that they becomerdaslearn. From all the different
categories of humour, language play seems the dimstt way to enhance learning
when we discuss EFL lessons in particular, sinoguage play has a clear connection
to language teaching and learning, while other gygpiehumour are more connected to

the social aspect of humour. The current extrae ©@ear example of language play,
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since Mika and Lasse pay close attention to twoligimgvord forms and target them

humorously. Also, the significance to languageresy is pointed out by the teacher.

3.6.5 Joking

Jokingis the most abstract of the types of humour preskhére. It can be divided in to
two categories:.conversational jokes and canned jokes The term conversational
joking could be used as an umbrella term for aldkiferent types of humour presented
here (irony, teasing, banter, language play), sihéecludes all different “forms and
strategies” that result in laughter from the tajgje(Norrick 1993: 409). By contrast, a
canned joke can be defined as “used before thedfrttee utterance in a form similar to
that used by the speaker [...]” (Attardo 1994:295)2%6 other words, a canned joke
uses a familiar joke frame to create amusement.dl@ae example of canned joking is a
knock-knock joke, where the target knows the intentof the speaker, since it is
produced in a familiar frame. Canned jokes are uesd freely than conversational
jokes, since they are often considered to be irag@te in formal contexts (Attardo
1994:297-298). With the term joking in the pressmidy | will now on refer only to the
more infrequent canned joking that uses famili&ejrames to create humour. In the
present data, this type of joking was rare and only example was detected from™a 5
grade lessanfor the example see chapter 5.5. Before preserdingore detailed
analysis of the different humour types that ocarire the data, | will introduce the

goals of my research and the methods used to dibiiresults.

4 THE PRESENT STUDY

Through video recording and a teacher interview,gtesent qualitative case study aims
to get a deeper look into the use of humour'irgade and ® grade EFL (English-as-
foreign-language) classrooms taught by the sanolézaMore information of the study
is provided in the current chapter where | will g@et the research questions, followed
by methods of data collection and description dadavhich includes a description of
the participants and lesson activities. The fir&tion presents the analytic methods and
procedure.
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4.1 Research questions

The current study is interested in humour as aractive phenomenon occurring in the
specific social environment of EFL classrooms. Tbic for the study was chosen
before collecting the data with an interest to carephe use of humour in elementary
and secondary school lessons. However, after tmlgeche data and starting the
analysis, the research questions of the study vestieed and more specific foci were
chosen. As Lilja (2011:70) points out, specificaaxh questions of a CA study can
only be fully determined after the collection amdtial analysis of the data. When
recording authentic interaction one can never kiiogvcontent of the material before
the actual data collection. For example, the ihitlaa of the present study was to focus
on the teacher’s use of humour, but after collgctive data it became evident that many
humour extracts were initiated by students. Asslte student initiated humour was

also included in the study. Thus, the final reseapeestions of the study are:

1. What different types of humour occur in EFL classns?
A. What types of teacher initiated humour can be detéc
B. What types of student initiated humour can be detist
2. Are there differences in the quantity or contenhafnour used in'S grade
elementary school lessons comparedftgi@de secondary school lessons?
3. How does the use of humour affect the atmosphetigeaflassroom?
4. How do the teacher’s views on humour use connettt aér actual practices

during the lessons?

Because humour is such a multifaceted conceptsttiay begun with looking broadly

at different types of humour that were found in tfa&a. The purpose was to find out
what kind of humour could be detected by obsentimg lessons. The examples of
different types of humour included for example yand teasing. Next, both teacher
and student initiated humour was looked at in dasbon to detect possible differences
between student and teacher initiated humour Usesfudy then moved on to compare
differences in both quantity and content betwees Wke of humour in elementary
school and secondary school. That is, whetffegfaders produced different kind of
humour than 9§ graders and more importantly, whether the teactsad humour

differently with the two age groups. Also, the pbks effect of humour on the

atmosphere of the classroom was considered — whigtbeeates expected amusement
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or negative reactions, such as a student beingiaéi Finally, the use of humour
during the different lessons was looked at in r@fato the teacher’s interview answers

and whether her views on humour corresponded ttefis®n observations.

4.2 Methods of data collection

Two research methods were used in the present:s@miyversation analysis (which
was further explained in chapter 2) for the recdri#ssons and content analysis for the
thematic teacher interview. Conversation analysés whosen as a method, since it
seemed ideal for studying the interactional phemmneof humour in classrooms. CA
has an emic interest in “the procedural infrastritetof situated action” (ten Have
2007:35), which allows a deeper look not only te hinguage use, but how sequences
of interaction are constructed in a specific lamgua&lassroom. In other words, the
results of the current study are based on an asalyshe interaction and activities of
the participants. Different categories of humow analysed based on the participants’
verbal and nonverbal actions, which reveal how shecific sequences of humour
develop in interaction in the specific context daaguage classroom. In addition to the
detailed conversation analytic view, a thematicenvew was conducted after the
recordings. It gave information on the teachersws of humour and allowed the
comparison of those views to the actual practicesiwduring the different lessons. The
interview was analysed using content analysis,esthe focus shifted to what is said
instead of to how it is produced. Overall, the o$dhe two methods helped gain a
detailed view of how humour presented itself duremgcific lessons and how it was

viewed by the teacher of those lessons.

Both audio and video recording are used to coltata for CA analysis, but when
compared audio recordings are very limited and dd show any nonverbal
characteristics (Hutchby and Wooffit 1998:73). Alddikula and Kaanta (2011:58)
acknowledge that in addition to speech it is vemportant to pay attention to nonverbal
actions in classroom interaction. The physicalvitaes of the participants, such as
nodding or which student the teacher is lookinguaing interaction, play a significant
role in how classroom interaction works. Thus, és# to video record the lessons since
it allowed me to take into account the participantnverbal interaction and material
activity that would not be seen if one simply usmd audio recorder. Two video

cameras were used with each group, one at the dfotite classroom and one at the
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back to get clear material and to make sure tHagtatlents could be seen and their
voices could be heard in the video. Thus, speakers easy to identify based on the
recordings. Also, video recording made the datacaessible, which helped identify
specific instances that the participants found mam® and more importantly, enabled

detailed conversation analytical study of the pimeeaon.

However, the idea to video record natural authenteraction is not straightforward. A
term calledobserver’s paradoxLabov 1972) ofater referred to as thabserver’s effect
has been used to describe the effect of the rdwsaon the environment: “There is
always an observer’s effect, and it is essentia¢étize that: you are never observing an
event as if you were not there. You are there, nad makes it a different event.”
(Blommaert 2010:27). As a researcher | take no ipattie lesson, but am only there to
observe. Nonetheless, as Blommaert notes, thedeartd students are aware of my
presence and the video cameras recording around giece these are not part of their
normal lessons. During the recordings of the predata some students glanced at the
camera every now and then or did funny faces kngwimat they were recorded. The
teacher also acknowledged being recorded and mauieieremarks of the cameras,
one of which can be seen in extract 14 in the @ectif language play. However,
everyone seemed to relax and forget the presentieeofameras at some point. The
topic of the current study was not revealed to pheticipants until after the lesson
recordings to prevent any influence on the matekwever, this might have had a
negative effect as well: The teacher admitted dutire interview that she was trying to
“act serious for once” during the recorded lessand wished she had used more
humour now that she knew my focus. Overall, thetigpants’ awareness of being
recorded is worthwhile to keep in mind when doingldivork and observing

interactions such as in a CA study, where the fégos authentic interaction.

In addition to observing and video recording lessothe teacher was asked to
participate in a thematic interview to provide imf@mtion of her thoughts on the use of
humour in teaching and specifically in her less@hshematic interview falls between
structured and open interviews, where questionsaaked through different topics
(Hirsjarvi, Remes and Sajavaara 2004:195). As #fivsjand Hurme (1980:56)ote, a
thematic interview allows the interviewer to funtheontinue and deepen the
conversation with the interviewee through the dédfe topics that are chosen. Thus, for

the current qualitative study this type of intewiseemed appropriate. Prior to the
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interview different examples of humour were ideatf and transcribed from the
recorded data and research questions of the stushg wpdated. The reason for
conducting the thematic interview after an initadalysis was to get a clear view of
what kind of humorous instances the data compresed thus, be able to prepare
appropriate topics and interview questions to discwith the teacher. (Interview
guestions can be found in Appendix 3.) The intemigas done in Finnish to create a
natural speech environment and to get sufficiefdrimation. Also, an audio recorder
was used during the interview to record the corates instead of relying strictly on

notes. Through the recording | was able to do a@iipdranscription of the interview,

which was vital when analysing the data.

4.3 Description of data

The data collected for the present study compridgdur 45 minute EFL lessons, two
5" grade elementary school lessons and tiigrade secondary school lessons. The 5
grade was divided into two separate groups, whielma that eventually three different
groups were observed. The language used in bothidssbns was mostly the teacher’s
and students’ L1, Finnish. English can mainly bactied as the subject of study
instead of being used as a language of instructioaddition to the recordings, a 25-
minute thematic interview was conducted with thackeer of the lessons. The two
school grades,"™sand 9", were chosen according to the teacher’s schedise, high
interactivity of the lessons was ensured, sincerdter to conduct a CA study a certain
amount of interaction is required to obtain appiater data. All lessons were observed
and video recorded in the spring of 2013 in a coatianal school in Finland and the
interview with the teacher was conducted two moiatitesr the recordings. Next, | will
explain how participants for the present study warguired and what the number and
gender distribution of each group was. The clasaraotivities of different EFL lessons

are also described.

4.3.1 Participants

The teacher and students who agreed to take patteircurrent study were found
through sending e-mails to the headmasters of akueeducational schools in central
and southern Finland which have both elementary ssodndary school students and

teach grades 1-9. | asked the headmasters oftlhelsdf they had any English teachers
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teaching both elementary and secondary school stsidad to forward my message to
those teachers. Finally, an EFL teacher contacedrom central Finland and agreed to
take part in my study. | set a date to collectdaén, after which necessary consents
from the headmaster, teacher and all studentsydmg their guardians, to take part in
the study were acquired (see Appendix 1). Signéarrimed consent forms from all
participants and the headmaster ensured that thieaktrequirements of a study
involving under aged children were fulfilled. Bedocollecting the data, the participants
were told that the focus of the study they tookt parwas on classroom interaction;
however, the specific topic of the study (humougswnot revealed before the video

recordings were made to avoid any possible effec¢he interaction.

Originally the plan was to observe two groups (elfementary and one secondary), but
due to a late realisation that one class was dividt® two, three groups were observed.
The & graders | observed were part of the same clasghwhas divided into two
different English groups. In the first group tharere 11 students, but four students did
not have the necessary consents and were left ram fthe video recording.
Accordingly, seven students were recorded: fouls gaind three boys. In the second
group of 8" graders there were 12 students, but two studéshtsad want to take part in
the study and were left out of the material. Thoghe second group ten students were
recorded: six girls and four boys. Th8 grade that was observed included 19 students,
excluding three students who did not wish to beoméed. Accordingly, 16 students
were recorded: five girls and eleven boys. All tesswere taught by the same teacher,
a 57-year-old woman who had around 20 years ofreequee in teaching Swedish and

English. Table 1 is presented for clarification:

TABLE 1. The student participants of the curreodst
(All taught by the same female teacher.)

Class &' grade (group 1) %' grade (group 2) ¢ grade
Number of students 7 10 16
(recorded)
Girls 4 6 5
Boys 3 4 11

The 8" grade students were 11 to 12-year-olds and 'thgr&de students 15 to 16-year-
olds. The students in all groups were mostly Fimnieluding a few immigrants. In

order to protect the identities of the participatite names of students were altered and
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the teacher was referred to as “Teacher” to sepdwait clearly from the students. The
students who declined to take part in the studyevpessitioned at the back-end corner of
the classroom and were not filmed, and their tatrsilk captured by the cameras were

not included in transcripts.

4.3.2 Lesson activities

Due to the interactive approach of the study, ptiodata collection the teacher was
asked to confirm that the lessons that | would olesend record would be mostly
teacher-led, since in teacher-led lessons the csatiens happen mostly between the
teacher and the class instead of between studaméxéample. In other words, teacher-
led whole class activities ensured that there 8asach interaction between the teacher
and students as possible. Teacher-led work wasgaifisant part of the lesson
structures, but other types of activities were algparent in both"5grade and"® grade

lessons.

The 8" grade observed was divided into two different gmand the content of the two
lessons was highly similar as the same topics wekered with both groups. Both
lessons had teacher-led activities, pair/group wemkl individual work. Teacher-led
activities included plenary teaching, checking hawmik, doing and checking various
exercises including a listening comprehension task discussions related to teaching,
but also social chat. Pair/group work was used whaying an interactive question and
answer game in the textbook. Students also wonkdiyidually on different exercises
during the lesson while the teacher circled arothel classroom answering possible

guestions.

In the 9" grade lessons similar classroom activities wersenfed comprising of

teacher-led work, group work and individual workhe€king of homework, going

through vocabulary and listening to a chapter ftbmtextbook while asking questions
were the main teacher-led activities during thesdes. In group work the students
wrote summaries on different parts of the chapter later shared them with the whole
class. Also, various exercises were done indiviguahile the teacher was pacing
around the classroom providing help if needed.dditéon to different teaching-related
activities, social chat had a significant role e 18" grade lessons both during and in-

between the lesson activities. The students wagerda move away from the teaching
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related topics and to get engaged in social chdét ather students, but also with the

teacher.

4.4 Data analysis

As described above, most of the data of the predesis consist of video recorded
lessons. After the lessons were recorded, the mhtesas fully transcribed and

reviewed multiple times to detect different exanspbé humour. Once all instances of
humour had been identified from the data, they whes further analysed, compared
and finally divided into the different humour catei@s, such as irony and teasing.
Humour categories were pointed out at this latgestasince as Neuliep (1991:345)
suggests, coming up with categories before the @dlaction could have made some of
the examples "unclassifiable", which is not prdfiea It can lead to marking items as
“other” or not getting enough data (ibid.). Howeveven when done after data

collection, the categorisation of humour examplas somewhat problematic.

Distinguishing between different humour types ismetimes difficult, since the

qualities of different humour types can overlap ik 1993, as cited by Norrick

2003:1338). In the current thesis, definitions ofmour categories presented earlier in
chapter 3.6 were used to help differentiate betwienvarious terms. Overall, 29
examples of humour under the categories of iroegsing, banter, language play and
joking were found in the data. To show both gradkistribution between humour types
and whether humour was initiated by the studenttherteacher, tables 2 and 3 are

presented below:

TABLE 2. The different types of humour detectedidgr5" grade lessons.

Irony Teasing Banter Language play Joking
Student initiated - 2 2 2 1
Teacher initiated 1 4 - - -
TOTAL 1 6 2 2 1

TABLE 3. The different types of humour detectedidgrd" grade lessons.

Irony Teasing Banter Language play Joking

Student initiated 1 3 3 4 -

Teacher initiated 7 -

TOTAL 8 3 3 4 -
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From the different humour categories, examplesanfjiage play and joking were the
easiest to detect, because of their clear, simgfi@itions. Most overlap could be seen
between the categories of irony, teasing and basiece all share similar qualities.
Examples of irony are often presented in a teasiagner, which means they can be
identified as ironic teases and thus, belonginguo categories. Also, banter belongs
under the umbrella term of teasing and in additibnan occasionally be ironic. In the
current thesis, differentiating between the ternmas wlone on the basis of the most
evident character or trait of the extract. In otlnards, examples with clear ironic
intent, saying the opposite of what one means, warsented under irony and examples
with clear banter qualities, back-and-forth teasimgre presented under banter. Finally,
the more neutral examples of teases were analysetkasing. However, to avoid
confusion, clear overlaps with another categoryhomour in specific extracts are

pointed out in the analysis section.

After examples of various types of humour were edtdhtiated, 15 most descriptive
extracts were included in the present thesis: fouinelp define the categories of humour
and 11 for further analysis. Detailed transcrigt®ach extract, using the transcription
conventions of CA (see Appendix 2) were written dpwhowing information of talk
such as overlapping turns, laughter, changes ioeydiut also nonverbal qualities of
interaction. The final extracts that were includedhe thesis were chosen on the basis
of the most typical and interesting examples, aeptions were also pointed out. Each
extract was reviewed multiple times to enable aitkt analysis, since each viewing of

the extract tended to reveal new aspects for aisalys

Prior to the analysis of the extracts of humouarguage issue was considered. As L1
was the language of instruction during all the obse lessons, the final extracts
included in the analysis section were translatéol English. However, the translations
are idiomatic and do not include the transcripomventions of conversation analysis
included in the original transcripts. As ten Hag0(7:110) points out, it is most
important to provide the reader with as much infation on the original talk as
possible. Translations are only subsidiary and wtlentwo language systems used
differ greatly, such as Finnish and English, it dam intensely difficult and time

consuming to provide a “morpheme-by morpheme glasglivalent to the original
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interaction (ten Have 2007:110). Thus, the curtkesis provides only free translations

of the humour extracts.

In the analysis of humour extracts, close attenti@s paid to the construction of
humour sequences in order to point out who inidiateimour and to analyse the
different types of humour used. Principles of CArevapplied in the analysis and the
different organisation structures including turkHi@, sequence organisation and repair
organisation were taken into consideration. Alsotheee-part sequence structure
suggested in the works of Drew (1987) and Mulka98@) was used as an analytical
tool to point out possible motives and responsesidéntify humorous turns in the
extracts and help construct a coherent analysithoAgh the initial use of this
framework was limited to teasing, it was provedha work of Haapaniemi (2011) that
the sequence structure is also applicable to ¢¥ipers of conversational humour. Thus,
it was used in the present thesis in the formmaftive - humorous turn - response
Defining this tree-part sequence structure wittdnhehumour extract was used to get a
clearer view of how humour is built in interactionthe specific context of a language

classroom.

In addition to the video recorded lessons, the datde current thesis included a 25-
minute audio recorded interview with the teachami@r to the lessons, the interview
was fully transcribed before its content was aredysHowever, qualitative content
analysis was applied as a method instead of castvensanalysis, since the emphasis in
the interview was in the teacher’s opinions and garnmg them to the observations,
instead of how she presented her views. Accordinfuomi and Sarajarvi (2009:103)
content analysis aims to give a condensed, gengestription of the studied
phenomenon. Three types of content analysis hawem lukifferentiated by Eskola
(2001:135-140): data-based, theory-guided and yheased (Finn. aineistoléhtbinen,
teoriaohjaava ja teorialahtéinen analyysi). In gnesent study, theory-guided analysis
was chosen as the analytic method for the intervidvs approach relies mostly on
information preserved from the data, but previoesearch can be used to guide the
process of analysis (Tuomi and Sarajarvi 2009:96-Bife method is appropriate for the
teacher interview, since the questions are moréess connected to the previously
acquired content of the recorded lessons. Excepthe interview are included in
chapter 6 and analysed in relation to the teaclperseptions of humour and how they

connect with the lesson recordings. Before disogstie interview, the analysis of the
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different humour excerpts acquired from the datarésented.

5 TYPES OF STUDENT AND TEACHER HUMOUR IN
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL LESSONS

The current chapter presents the different typeshuwhour that occurred in the
classroom data starting from the most frequentgeaites of teasing and irony, to the
less frequent banter and language play and fintdly,rare use of canned joking. Each
category of humour is briefly explained before prasg the examples of data (for
more specific explanations see chapter 3.6). Tlsar data extracts were found to be
most descriptive of different humour categoriesroligh these extracts both teacher
and student initiated humour examples are explaametidescribed in all the categories
when applicable, followed by an analysis of thetipatar humour use. A three-part
sequential structure initially limited to teasinDréw 1987, Mulkay 1988), but here
applied to all types of humour is used as an aitalytool whenever possible to
differentiate a three-part sequence structurembtive, a humorous turn and a response

in the extracts.

5.1 The use of irony in teaching

Irony and sarcasm refer to saying the opposite lwiitvis meant; however, the target
should understand the intention of insincerity rdey to receive a successful response
(Brackman 1967, as cited by Haiman 1998:18). Oraangte of student initiated irony
and eight examples of teacher initiated irony wdemntified from the ¥ grade lessons
(see table 3). Only one example of irony was apyarethe ' grade lessons, which
was teacher initiated and not understood by alkthdents.

Extract 5 is from a'9 grade lesson that includes teacher initiated irdimg school has

a policy of reusing their textbooks, which means gudents who starfh%]rade the
following year will get the same books that are nased by this class. Before this
excerpt the teacher has told the students to wadkvidually on an exercise. Nadia
explains to Aisha how after they have checked themework she has erased the right
answers from her textbook and intentionally repdatteem with wrong answers. Aisha

finds this humorous and begins to explain Nadigkdviour to the teacher (line 1). The
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teacher replies ironically by telling Nadia shaisvonderful person” for acting the way

she did; thus, giving her a compliment she doeglasérve.

Extract 5
(9™ grade)

01 Aisha: >$arvaa mité toi oli tehny.$< ((looks la¢ teacher. Nadia laughs)))
guess what she did.

02 1.2)

03 Aisha: >$silla oli kirjassa kaikki oikeet vastaet. (.) sit ku se oli vastannu sulle,

04 se oli pyyhkiny ja pistany noihin vaarat vastseti{siihen tilalle.]$<

she had all the right answers in her book. after she answered you she
erased them and wrote wrong answers.

05 Nadia: [$no en ma] halunnu et
06 ne vastaa oikein. he he.$ ((looks at the tedcher
well I didn’t want them to answer correctly. he he.

07 ((the teacher smiles slightly at Nadia while diog her head and raising

08 her eyebrows))

09 Teacher: $sa oot kylla (.) /hie:no ihminen.$ ((bsovg through a textbook))
aren’t you a wonderful person.

10 Nadia: $he he. e(h)n ees 00.$ ((looks at her)jlesk
he he. I'm not really.

11 (2.4)

12 Teacher: <seuraavan vuoden ysit> (.) ketds nglooks at Nadia and Aisha))

next year’s ninth graders, who are they.

13 Aisha: >eiks ne 00 ne< (1.1) $Ahmed Ahne.$ ((bakNadia))

aren’t they the. Ahmed Ahne.
14 Teacher: $Ahmed Ahne ja kumppanit. SITTEN NAKEEAMRAT VASTAUKSET
15 SIELTA JA VASTAILEE VAARIN.$ ((looks at Nadia ahAisha))

Ahmed Ahne and his crew. they see the wrong answers from your book
and answer incorrectly.

16 ((Aisha and Nadia laugh))

In this extract Nadia’s actions are explained bghai on lines 1-4 and Nadia’s tumn

en ma halunnu et ne vastaa oikgfftwell | didn’t want them to answer correctly.tn
lines 5-6 both act as motive for the teacher’sicaaaction. Nadia replacing her correct
answers in the textbook with wrong ones in an gitetm trick next year’'s students is
not something that deserves a compliment and Nmadiations are unlikely to be
truthfully appreciated by the teacher. Thus, trecher’s turn on line 9 that refers to
Nadia as “a wonderful person” is presented irohjcéh other words, the teacher means
the opposite of what she is saying and insteadatihg her opinion directly, she uses a

humorous response. Nadia recognises the teacharisrbus intent, which is revealed
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by her laughing response. Accordingly, the humoeguence is built through the

various turns and reactions of the participants.

As Putkonen (2001:201-202) points out, there armua signals that allow us to detect
humour in speech, including the most obvious smdad laughter, but also other
contextual clues. Although Putkonen’s study focusesteasing, similar clues are
evident in irony and thus, can be found in the entriextract. On lines 7-8, the teacher
reacts by slightly smiling towards Nadia while nodd her head and raising her
eyebrows. This facial expression is significanicsiit shows how the teacher does not
approve what Nadia has done, but yet she is amugéer actions. When the teacher
reacts verbally she is still smiling and her toheace and the sentence structure of her
turn s& oot kylla hieno ihminemn line 9 also indicate the use of irony. Laterlioas

12 and 14-15 the teacher further explains that &lsdictions will lead to the futurd"9
graders to answer incorrectly, which means she frdtognises Nadia’s intention to
mislead the students, but instead of directly sogldNadia, the teacher has reacted

ironically.

The response that the teacher’s ironic turn gets fladia reveals the successful use of
irony. By laughing Nadia clearly recognises theckear’'s turn as irony, but interestingly
she also reacts by verbally denying the teacheosid compliment by producing a
literal response to it on line 10. This could eabié interpreted as a misunderstanding
of the irony if the response was produced serioustwever, Nadia produces her turn
laughingly, which indicates she is aware of the@yrand her response is not serious but
humoristic. In the extract above, irony is usedcesgsfully and gets an appropriate
response; however this is not always the case. #sbe seen from the following
examples, the use of irony does not necessarilp gétar response and the intent is not

always understood by the target.

In the current data, irony was mostly initiatedtbg teacher; however, one example of
student initiated irony was detected in the begigrif a ' grade lesson as homework
was being checked. Being the only example of stuggtiated irony in the data, it is
interesting how the target in the extract is net thacher, but another student. Before
the turns presented here, the teacher has askazhsfuto take out their workbooks and
show her that they have done their homework. Argls@onds by saying she is not sure

whether she remembered to do hers. While the teatioeilates the class checking the
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homework, Aisha looks for the right page in her kimok and as she realises she has
done her homework, she seeks for the teacherstiatteand yells out to her (line 1).
Mika, who is sitting behind Aisha, ironically comnte how excellent work Aisha has
done. The teacher compliments Aisha (line 5) amdreplies by a thank you. They both

seem to ignore Mika. Mika produces another irorimark on line 7.

Extract 6
(9™ grade)

01 Aisha: OPE KATO. oon maa sittenki tehny. ((holds ber workbook to the
02 teacher))
teacher look, I've done it after all.

03 Mika: aivan /erinomaista. ((a high pitched voilegning towards Aisha))
that’s excellent.

04 (1.8) ((the teacher walks up to Aisha))

05 Teacher: hy:va. ((looks at Aisha’s workbook arjstaer on the shoulder)
good.

06 Aisha: $kiitos ope.$ ((claps her hands))

thank you teacher.

07 Mika: aika fiksua.
that’s quite clever.

In this extract Aisha and the teacher interact itwa-party conversation. While the
teacher is going around the class Aisha self-seleetself as the speaker and shouts out
to the teacher seeking her attention and pointirigsbe has done her homework unlike
she had earlier suspected. Before the teacheirhadd walk up to Aisha and respond,
Mika interferes by making an ironic remark on IeMika’s ironic turn is motivated by
Aisha’s turn on line 1, where she seeks recognifrmm the teacher. Aisha wants
attention and a possible compliment from the teaftiredoing her homework and being
a good student. Mika reacts to this by giving Aisimaironic compliment on line 3. It is
evident that Mika does not mean what he is sayatipough Mika shows no signs of
smile or laughter, he changes his voice to a mage-pitched one, indicating that the
turn is non-serious. He seems to mimic the role ¢éacher, commenting on Aisha’s
performance before the real teacher has a chaneatbto Aisha’s turn. This is called
fictional referencing (Finn. kuvitteellinen refenti) which can often be interpreted as
ironic (Putkonen 2001:215) and so it also appeathe current example. Produced in
the form of a compliment, Mika’s turn suggests thatis repositioning himself as the

teacher. This phenomenon referred to as subteachpgduced in the current example
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for humorous intent, but is also common in moreiosesr pupil-run group-work
(Tholander and Aronsson 2003).

Mika’s ironic comment gets no clear response frorshA or the teacher. The teacher
simply responds to Aisha by complimenting her omdder homework (line 5) and in
return Aisha thanks the teacher and shows her siafm by clapping her hands (line
6). However, one might suggest that Aisha thankimg teacher by name and the
exaggerated hand clapping could act as a parteofgioring response she intends to
convey to Mika. Mika continues with another iromommentaika fiksua.on line 7
with a seeming intention to ridicule Aisha and et attention. It is not clear from the
excerpt whether Mika’s ironic comment still reféesthe homework and how Aisha was
“clever” to do it or to Aisha’s reaction to the td@r's compliment, looking “clever”
while clapping her hands. In the latter option,h&'s turn on line 6 would act both as a
response to Mika’s first ironic turn and a motiver fMika's second ironic turn.
However, there is no direct response to either dad turns as both Aisha and the

teacher never gaze at Mika or visibly direct theins at him.

Both of the previous extracts of irony were obsdrie the §' grade lessons and it
seemed that in comparison the use of irony wasefa common during thé"sgrade

lessons. Only one example of irony could be detefrtam the §' grade lessons, which
was initiated by the teacher and not understoodalbystudents. In this extract the
teacher wishes to move from a teacher-led actitgtyindependent work and she
suggests that they do some exercises from the wokkbbecause that is what the
students “always want to do” (lines 1-2). Lauri'saction on line 3 and Daniel's

subsequent turn on line 4 reveal the teacher’sariotent.

Extract 7
(5" grade, group 1)

01 Teacher: ja sitten katotaas ja sitten voitas teditdamita te aina haluatte tehda eli
02 tehtavékirjaa. ((browsing her workbook))

and then let’s see and we could do what you always want to do.

so the workbook.

03 Lauri: >MITENNII.< ((raising his eyebrows))
what do you mean.

04 Daniel: *se oli lapalla.* ((leans towards Lauri))
she was joking.
05 (1.3)
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06 Teacher: mita? ((doesn’t hear what was said))
what?

07 Lauri: *ei mitdan.*
nothing.

As an observer | am not familiar with th& grade | observed and as a result, | cannot
know whether the students in this class enjoy waykindependently or not. Thus, on its
own, the teacher’s turn on lines 1-2 could be a®lyas sincere. There are ho humour
signals that might be detected from the teachest®m@s and no apparent motive for
producing an ironic turn. However, Lauri’s quickaction to the teacher’s turn (line 3),
where he questions the teacher's comment suggeatsindependent work is not
something that all the students enjoy and thateheher was most likely being ironic.
Lauri’s reaction also reveals that he fails to grise the teacher’s turn as ironic.
However, Daniel, who is sitting next to Lauri, rgogses the teacher’s turn as irony and
on line 4 whispers to Lauri that the teacher wakintpa joke:se oli [&palla.(“she was
joking”). The teacher is focused on finding appra exercises from the workbook
and does not hear the boys’ turns. She soon estiggpair (line 6), but Lauri refuses to
repeat his initial reaction (line 7). Lauri’s refiss connected to the information he got
from Daniel, as Lauri has realised the teacher veaisg ironic — she knows that doing
exercises from the workbook is not the studentsbdaite activity, but humorously

suggests the opposite.

This example shows how difficult irony can be tdeds for the target, but also for an
observer. As Haiman (1998:18) points out, it isqilde for a person to be ironic or
sarcastic without giving any signs of insinceritydathis is the case with this extract.
Lauri’s facial expression and his verbal reactionioe 3 show that he is confused why
the teacher would think they enjoy doing workboakreises. Lauri does not detect the
teacher’s turn as ironic, but instead interpreligatally and questions the teacher’s turn.
Also, to an observer, who is not familiar with ttlass it would be impossible to analyse
the teacher’s comment as irony without Lauri’s &wahiel's turns on lines 3 and 4, as

the teacher’s turn does not show any humour signals

In the current extract it is evident that the teathuse of irony is understood by Daniel,
but not by Lauri. The most likely explanation teetmisunderstanding is the lack of
humour signals from the teacher. In addition, igimibe argued that age is a factor,

since in the present data irony was only used anderather poorly during thd"grade
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lessons compared to th® grade examples, where irony got an understaneisgonse
from the students. On the other hand, there atarines, such as extract 6, where irony
gets no clear response, which makes it impossibémalyse how successful its use is or

how well it is understood by the target(s).

Overall, irony was used nine times in the presena,dmostly by the teacher and only
once by a student, as demonstrated by extract 6. téacher’s use of irony was
particularly frequent on the"ograde lessons, used as a response to the studenttal
and nonverbal actions that the teacher did noteMgpfsuch as not raising hands to
answer in extract 1 or intentionally writing dowretwrong answers in extract 5). This
corresponds to previous findings, which suggestitbay is often used in a classroom
environment to convey criticism or disapproval fimappropriate student actions
(Piirainen-Marsh 2010). The one example of studeotty detected in the "dgrade
lessons was targeted at another student with teetion of ridicule (extract 6). In the
5" grade lessons only one example of irony was dedesthich was produced by the
teacher without a motive and lacking any humournalg Thus, it led to a
misunderstanding by at least one of the studerits, expressed his confusion verbally.
On the basis of these examples, the age of studenisl be argued as one factor
influencing the quantity and content of irony ohser during the ® grade lessons
opposed to the'bgrade lessons. However, it should also be cormitkirat the 8 grade
lessons consisted of two small groups that wermealthan the larger group of"9
graders who had a double period of English wittess Istrict lesson plan. This is a
significant factor as the students’ actions andirggy motivated the teacher’s irony

during the & grade lessons.

5.2 Students and the teacher as teasers

Teasing can be described as playful mocking (Dr&&71219), which always has a
target (Lilja 2010:236). With irony, teasing wa® timost frequent type of humour and
nine examples were found in the data. Most exangflésasing were apparent in tH& 5

grade lessons, where both student and teacheatétitteasing was observed. In tffe 9
grade lessons, only a few examples of studentateii teasing were found and no
teacher initiated teasing was observed. In consegye®ne example of teacher initiated
teasing from the "5 grade lessons (extract 8) and two examples ofestuihitiated

teasing from both grades are now presented (egtgaahd 10).
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In extract 8 the lesson is about to end and thehtwasuggests students finish the
exercise in their workbook that they have been glollussi self-selects himself as the
next speaker on line 2 and asks what he should ke has done the exercise already.
The teacher does not have any additional homewmrk,on lines 3-4 she teasingly

suggests that Jussi can do the next page on thdaak.

Extract 8
(5" grade, group 2)

01 Teacher: hei nyt maa voisin (.) tehkaas se sippuon kotona.
hey now I could. please finish that page at home.

02 Jussi: mité jos teki jo? ((looks at the teacher))
what if I finished it already?

03 Teacher: no::. (.) $tee sit vaikka se seuraaveikin$ ((looks at Jussi and raises her
04 eyebrows))
well you can finish the next page then.
05 Jussi: $EEIIl. opeeee.$ ((raises his hands taithe
NOOQO. teacher.
06 Teacher: $he he.$
07 Jussi: $ai onko pakko?$
really. do I have to?
08 Teacher: $s(h)aa kysyit.$
you asked.
09 Jussi: $no emmaa tee sitd.$

well I'm not gonna do it

10 Teacher: $etko? he he.$
no?
11 Jussi: $e::i. ei se oo meilla viela.$

no. we don’t have it yet.

In the current extract the teacher is giving oueaarcise for homework that Jussi has
already done (line 1). When Jussi reacts by askimgt he should do as he has finished
the exercise (line 2), the teacher responds withaaing turn by saying he could finish
the next page (lines 3-4). In addition to beingast, the teacher’s response could be
analysed as slightly ironic or playful, since teadher suggests something she does not
literally mean or at least she does not suggesttititional homework as something
compulsory. This is evident from the teacher’s resbal actions as she smiles directly
at Jussi while raising her eyebrows. Also, theafse wordvaikka,suggests that Jussi

could do the next page, but implies that it is netessary. Finally, the stretched
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discourse particleo (“well”) at the beginning of the clause on linendplies the teacher
has not planned on giving more homework and thgestgn for additional homework
is improvised. Jussi's preceding question acts etsvenfor the teacher’s tease. Instead

of replying in a serious manner, the teacher retadise question by initiating humour.

The teacher’s tease gets a humorous responsesasengginises the teacher's comment
as non-serious and acts out desperation in a loieg vraising his hands in the air while
smiling (line 5). The teacher responds by lauglahdussi’'s exaggerated reaction (line
6). Interestingly, Jussi still checks his humoranterpretation by asking whether the
teacher was serious and he should actually doekepage of the work book (line 7).
Jussi seems uncertain of the seriousness of theeea response. The teacher continues
to respond humorously on line 8, not answeringidugsiestion directly, but pointing
out laughinglyséa kysyit(“you asked.”). Jussi recognises the teacheris &# a tease
as he answers with a smile and states he is nog dioé next page at home (line 9). The
teacher presents one more tease by laughingly@skissetk6?(“no?”), to which Jussi

repliesei. ei se oo meilla vield no. we don’t have it yet.”).

A similar ambiguity of the teacher’'s meaning theaséen here, was presented in extract
7, where another'bgrade student did not detect the teacher’s ug®my. It seems that
teacher initiated irony and teasing are not adyeasiderstood by the'bgrade students
as they seem to be by thi @rade students. However, one should remembeiritiaée
present extract the topic of conversation is honmkvaad it is understandable that Jussi
wants to be sure he does all the homework thatetheher expects from him and more

importantly, that he does no extra work. Thus, iJsssks clarification.

A very different example of teasing can be seeitha following extract of student
initiated teasing during the sam& Frade lesson. The teasing is targeted to another
student. Before this extract begins the teachehéking whether students have done
their homework and asks some of the students tteveme of their clauses on the
blackboard while she is circulating in the classssl is asked to go to the blackboard
and write down a clause. He gets up from his seaks to the blackboard and picks up

a chalk. The action motivates a tease presente&hbii (line 1). While Jussi is writing,
Sauli and Dmitry, who both sit at the front ronage Jussi on his pace and handwriting.
Olli, who is sitting in between Sauli and Dmitryoritributes to the teasing by smiling
and laughing.
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Extract 9
(5" grade, group 2)

01 Sauli: $Jussi selvélla kasialalla sit et mé sadvis. $
with clear handwriting so it’s readable Jussi.

02 16.5 ((Dmitry and Olli whisper to one another))
03 Sauli: hyva Jussi.
good Jussi.
04 Dmitry: $Jussi, vahan kestaa.$
Jussi you're taking a long time.
05 (1.2)
06 Sauli: hyva vaan.

you're doing good.

07 Jussi: hhhh >no ei tdd mikéa nopeuskilv- kilpaitu<= ((facing the blackboard))
well this isn’t a competition of how fast you can write.

08 Dmitry: =jussi (.)_vahan nopeemmin.
a bit faster Jussi.

09 Dmitry: $m(h)ika toi on?$ he he. is. ((pointgla blackboard, leans towards Olli))
what’s that? he he. is.
10 (0.8) ((Jussi turns and looks at Dmitry, thenlBa
11 Jussi: $mita.$
what.
12 (2.2) ((Dmitry laughs loudly))
13 Jussi: /$m(h)ita ny.$
what is it.
14 (0.9) ((the boys laugh))
15 Dmitry: $ei m(h)itad. kirjota.$ he he. ((Jussirtsiback to the blackboard))
16 ai[ka menee.]

nothing. just write. he he. time is running.

17 Sauli: [NO KATO] kuinka pienella toi is saeeottuu tuolta.

u: o

well look how small that “is” word is.

18 ((Dmitry laughs loudly, Olli and Sauli smile))

19 ((Jussi turns back towards the class, lookkeatdacher))

20 Jussi: OPE. onko taa lause oikein. ((the clasis®i finished, Jussi has only
21 written “Hannah is” on the blackboard. The tesrds helping another
22 student and does not hear Jussi’s question))

teacher. is this clause correct.

23 Dmitry: ON. ei se vaarin oo. ((shakes his head))
YES. it’s not wrong.

24 Sauli ihan oikein.
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it’s correct.

(5.3) ((Qussi looks at the boys, then turns back towtredlackboard and
continues writing. Dmitry laughs loudly, Olli drSauli smile))

ala nyt kikata siind. ((facing the blacitah writing))
stop giggling.
(18.6)

Jussi, se on aidinkielen tunneilla migisé& kirjoittaa kéasialalla.
((Jussi is writing witlkasiala))
Jussi, it’s in Finnish classes where you need to write with kdsiala.

$Jussi m(h)ik& toi on.$ he he. is. iatkny. ((leans towards Olli))
Jussi what is that. he he. is. is. look at that.

(6.4) ((other students come to the blackboandrite their clauses, the
teacher also goes to the front of the class))

hyva Jussi. toimii.
well done Jussi. that works.
(23.2)

Jussi yks virhe.
Jussi just one mistake.

OPE ONKO TOI OIK[EIN?
((the teacher is helping someone, she doeseaotlussi))
teacher is that correct?

[PISTE] PERAAN.
add a dot.
((Qussi adds a dot to the clause))

((Dmitry gets up from his seat and walks tolteckboard next to Jussi))
joo on oikein. m& nau- méa nauroin tohsnkun sé kirjotit tohon is niin
pienella.

yeah it’s correct I was just 1- I was laughing about the is. when you

u:

wrote the “is”. it was so small.

is. onko toi oikein. ((points at his clau®oks at the teacher))
is that correct.

on.
yes.

on on. erinomaista. ((walking to the frointhe classroom))
yes yes. excellent work.

hienoa Jussi. ((taps Jussi's shoulderr@hains to his seat))
well done Jussi.

((Qussi walks past Sauli. Sauli looks at Jusditzolds out his hand))
*hei, Jussi anteeks.* ((holds out his h&rda high-five, Jussi responds))
hey Jussi I'm sorry.
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The current example is interesting, as it involtessing between the students, which
does not involve the teacher. Reason for the lacksponse from the teacher is that she
was circulating the class checking students’ hormewand thereby did not pay

attention to the events at the front of the cldsseems that in this long teasing

sequence Sauli and Dmitry are attempting banterabuhey get more or less neutral
responses from Jussi their attempt fails. Thusir themour can be categorised as
teasing, where Sauli and Dmitry are the teasersJasdi is the target. The teasing is
good natured, as both Sauli and Dmitry also comgiindussi and apologise later for
their humoristic comments. Also, they explain teason for laughing — the small size
of the written word “is”. As this conversation scused on the interaction of students it
shows nicely how social relationships are builtotlgh the use of humour in a

classroom.

As Saharinen (2007:268) points out, the motive foma tease can also be an action
instead of speech. In this extract there is no epakotive turn, but instead an action
which motivates the teasing. Jussi is told to waitelause on the blackboard and thus,
he becomes the centre of attention. Jussi walkmtpuhe blackboard and preparing to
write works as motive for the first tease. At thpsint, Jussi’s writing cannot be
analysed as motive, since the initial tease pradiume Sauli (line 1) happens before
Jussi has even started writing. However, laterussiks pace and writing style further
motivate the teasing. Also, the two teasers seemdtivate each other’'s teases. The
sequence consists of multiple teasing turns whiehadl produced by Sauli and Dmitry
while Jussi is writing on the blackboard.

The initial tease is produced by Sauli, who implieat Jussi should write with clear
handwriting and make his text readable (line 1) Tdase gets no response from Jussi.
As Jussi begins writing, Sauli presents a praisénen3, telling Jussi that he is doing a
good job. In fact, he does this on multiple occasio addition to his teasing remarks
(lines 3, 6 and 34). The compliments are preses&tusly and they show that in
addition to the role of a teaser Sauli is also sufpge of his classmate and his teasing is
good natured. In contrast, Dmitry who also begm$etise Sauli, does not compliment

him until the end of the teasing sequence (line 47)

Sauli’'s initial compliment draws Dmitry’s attentioto the blackboard and Jussi’s

writing. On line 4 Dmitry presents a tease implyitigat Jussi should write faster.
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Motive for this teasing turn is both in Sauli’'s peeling turn and Jussi’s slow pace. Jussi
presents a response to Dmitry’s tease, while vgritin the blackboardio ei tdd mikaa
nopeuskilv- kilpailu oo{"well this isn’t a competition of how fast you camite.”). The
exhale and tone of voice suggests that Jussi'©nsgpis serious; however, he is facing
the blackboard, so the expression on his face tamanalysed. Dmitry immediately
presents another tease on line 8, telling Juseirite faster and after Jussi has written
another word “is”, Dmitry starts teasing Jussi dbitve small size of the word (line 9).
Jussi now turns around and smilingly initiates neflanes 10-11), but only gets smiles
and laughter as a response. Jussi initiates ragain, but now does it while laughing
(line 13). Dmitry laughingly refuses to answer, toaing to tease Jussi (lines 15-16).
Sauli joins the tease on line 17, by pointing aigsis “mistake”. However, as Jussi has
turned back towards the blackboard he does not seéear Sauli's comment. As Sauli
and Daniel jointly tease Jussi, and Daniel refusemnswer Jussi’s repairs, Jussi begins
to get insecure of his writing. He turns back aand starts seeking recognition from

the teacher even before he has finished writinglaigse.

When Jussi seeks confirmation from the teacherteasing stops for a brief moment.
Dmitry turns serious and reassures Jussi his clsuseitten correctly (line 23). Sauli
does this too. However, as Jussi turns, Dmitry sbegins to laugh again. Jussi
responds on line 27, while facing the blackboard, dgain his tone of voice suggests
his response is seriouda nyt kikata siinaThe teasing stops again for a short moment
as Dmitry and Sauli quiet down. However, soon Saoltinues the teasing as he
concentrates on Jussi’'s writing style. Jussi isgisa particular writing styldasiala
while he is on the blackboar#&&siala is a specific writing style which is taught to
children in Finnish classes, but the use of itotumtary during other subject lessons.
Accordingly, Sauli points out to Jussi on line B@ttonly on their Finnish classes they
need to use good handwriting. He says this humbrongh a slightly higher tone,
emphasising the wordstaa kirjoittaa kasialalla. (“need to write withkasiala’). He is
most likely suggesting that Jussi is acting likeytrare on Finnish class, being very
thorough with his writing and as it is an Engligsdon he could write more freely.
Before Sauli presents this tease, Dmitry is talkiogOlli, but Sauli's tease motivates
him to join the teasing. Dmitry points out the shsite of the word “is” again to Jussi
and starts laughing on line 31. Jussi does notorespgo either of the teases but is

concentrating on writing.
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The teacher asks other students to go to the hiacdbto write up their clauses, and
two girls join Jussi on the blackboard. Sauli compints Jussi on line 34 as he is
writing the last word of the clause. However, asslidinishes, Sauli soon presents a
final tease saying that Jussi's clause has onekegtine 36). Jussi ignores Sauli’s turn
and loudly asks the teacher whether his clauserrea (line 37). The teacher still does
not hear him. Overlapping Jussi’s question to #aeher, Sauli clarifies he is missing a
dot at the end of the clause (line 39). Jussi nedpdy adding a dot to his clause. Also,
Dmitry walks up to Jussi and explains his amuseraadtreassures Jussi that his clause
is correct (lines 41-43). Nevertheless, Jussi iis insecure of his clause and seeks
recognition from the teacher. On line 46 he finallgts a response as the teacher is

walking to the front of the classroom and veriflessi’s clause to be correct.

The ending of the teasing sequence clearly shoaigtik teasing produced by Sauli and
Dmitry was good natured. Firstly, Sauli praisessdggveral times while teasing him
(lines 3, 6 and 34). Secondly, towards the endefsequence Dmitry goes up to Jussi
to explain his behaviour (lines 41-43) and aftessiwets approval from the teacher,
Dmitry compliments him on his writing verbally baliso nonverbally by tapping him on
the shoulder (line 47). Nevertheless, Jussi doesaspond to Dmitry, but simply walks
past him. This might suggest that Jussi was sligbffended by Dmitry’s teasing;
however, it cannot be presumed. When Jussi retarrigs seat, he walks past Sauli,
who also verbally apologises to Jussi and holdshisithand to exchange a high-five
(lines 48-49). Jussi responds to Sauli by smilind high-fiving him, which suggests he

was not offended by his teasing.

In the extract, Jussi presents a number of diftaesponses to Sauli's and Dmitry’s on-
going teases. He responds to most of the teasesislgr concentrating on his writing
and seeking recognition from the teacher on wheki®rclause is correct. He seeks
recognition from the teacher repeatedly (lines 20, 44) even before he has finished
writing. The teacher only responds to Jussi atethe of the sequence as she does not
hear Jussi until then. However, both Dmitry and liSay to convince Jussi he has
written the clause correctly each time he askssiJgsores them and tries to get an
answer from the teacher instead. Throughout theingasequence Jussi is unable to
recognise why he is being teased and thus, thénteasakes him insecure of his

writing. Also, it seems that through seeking regtign from the teacher Jussi is able to
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ignore the teases presented by Sauli and Dmitryth€&umore, Dmitry and Sauli are

likely to present less teases when the teacheséscher attention on Jussi.

As was pointed out earlier, no teasing was initiaby the teacher in the"9grade
lessons and only student teasing occurred. Thewoly extract presents d"@rade
student initiated tease which is targeted at tlaeher. In the extract, the teacher is
having problems in getting the students to listerhér. Before the beginning of the
extract the teacher has told the students twicepen their textbooks, so they could
listen to a chapter on the CD player. However,diuglents are engaging in social chat

and there is a great deal of noise, so the teaals®s her voice to be heard (line 1).

Extract 10

(9" grade)
01 Teacher: HEL (2.5) kuulittekohan te nyt yhtaam koin& sanoin etta kappale
02 kolmetoista tekstikirjasta.

hey. did you hear me at all, I said chapter thirteen from your textbooks.

03 (1.2) ((Nadia and Aisha are whispering with anether at the front row,
04 the teacher looks at them))
05 Teacher: Nadia. ((looks at Nadia))
06 Nadia: mitd? ((looks at the teacher))
what?
07 Teacher: IMI::TA? ((looks at Nadia))
what?
08 Nadia: /tah?
huh?
09 Teacher: sanoin jo kaksi kertaa ettd kappale kulista. ((looks at Nadia))
I told you two times already. chapter thirteen.
10 Nadia: jaaa. ((starts browsing through her teckdp
ahh.
11 Aisha: voi ei. ((also browsing through her texdkpis unable to find the chapter))
oh no.
12 Tero: mika kappale? ((looking at the teacher))
what chapter?
13 Teacher: kak- (.) kolmetoista. ((finding the rigiiapter on the cd player))
tw- thirteen.
14 Aisha: $s(h)a olit sanomassa kakstoista. he he.$

you almost said twelve. he he.
15 (1.6) ((the teacher looks at Aisha))

16 Teacher: nii. (0.8) oikeestaan meinasin sanoo kagka ma laitoin tahéan



59

17 numeroo kaks. ((points at the cd player))
yeah. actually I almost said two because I put the number two here.

At the beginning of the extract the teacher payjentéibn to the girls whispering at the

front row, Nadia and Aisha, and calls Nadia by namdine 5. Nadia initiates repair

(line 6). The teacher is seemingly annoyed and nsriadia’s response on line 7. She
then points out she has told the students twidake out chapter thirteen (line 9) and
begins to concentrate on finding the right tracktibe CD player, so the class might
listen to the chapter. While she is doing thisdstus are trying to find the chapter from
their books and Tero initiates repair (line 12)t maving heard the chapter number. The
teacher is concentrating on the number showinghenstreen of the CD player and
begins to pronounce the number two instead ofethirt However, she self-repairs
before even producing the whole word. The teacheristake acts as a motive for

Aisha’s tease which she presents in a single tarime 14.

In the previous teasing extracts, teasing consisfedhultiple turns, but the term can
also refer to “a single witty turn” (Dynel 2008:2432uch as the one presented in the
current extract. Aisha seems maliciously pleasedidocover the teacher’'s mistake (line
13) and presents a simple tease to the teacherlfih The teacher’s mistake is almost
indistinguishable as she immediately self-repaird produces the accurate response to
Tero. Nevertheless, Aisha chooses to target thehéga turn by laughingly pointing
out her mistake. The teacher reacts to Aisha’setégsproducing what Drew (1987)
refers to as a “po-faced receipt”’ of a tease. heowords, the teacher’s response to the
tease is produced seriously without showing signanausement. The teacher simply
explains the reason for her mistake to Aisha arghes play on the CD player, so the
class can begin listening to the chapter. One refmothe po-faced response seems to
be the teacher’s frustration, as during the extslet has to continuously seek the

students’ attention before they can start listeinthe chapter.

Overall, teasing was more frequently used durirg 3 grade lessons, where both
teacher and student initiated teases were obsewaxpposed to thé"Qrade lessons
where only student teasing was evident. Howeveshduld be considered that the
examples of irony presented earlier can also b&edeas teases and only non-ironic
teases were presented under the current headisgeihs that the teacher teases both

age groups, but with thé"@Qraders she prefers to do it through irony and wie &'
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graders the teasing is produced more neutrallyo,Aifs student initiated irony and
teasing are compared, both &nd §' grade students used teasing more frequently than
irony. This might suggest that it is less threatgnior students to present teases than

ironic remarks to the teacher.

The extracts of teasing presented here show thsing can consist of one simple tease
or multiple teasing turns. When a student teasedehcher, the teases consisted of only
one or two teasing turns. Similarly, when a teadeased a student the teasing was
moderately brief. In contrast, when students teasszh other the teasing turns were
often multiple, as was seen in extract 9. The hidiaal relationship of a student and a
teacher differs from that of two children or teemagof the same age and seems to

affect how teasing is used to build different sbiéationships in a classroom.

5.3 Student teasing developing into banter

Banter is a specific subtype of teasing, where twanore people rapidly produce
consecutive teases (Dynel 2008:243-244). Thusyn@ohous response from the target is
required for teasing to develop into banter. Wheocessful, this humorous mocking
debate can enhance social relationships (PlestkrSaiyers 2007:158). Examples of
banter were found from both th& rade and ©grade lessons. However, in all the five
examples found in the data, the teacher was néeeinttiator or the target of banter,

but all banter was student initiated and happereddden students.

The following extract is highly connected to extr@¢ as it happens immediately after
in the same ' grade classroom. The students are writing clansethe blackboard
while the teacher paces around the classroom algpskiidents’ homework. After Jussi
has written a clause on the blackboard and retuméds seat, he begins to tease Laura
on her handwriting in the same manner he was teaadr by Sauli and Dmitry in
extract 9. Earlier Jussi was the teased one, bublerestates his role as a teaser and
picks Laura as a target. However, the nature of #®ample is highly different
compared to extract 9, since Laura begins to rabpordussi’s teases with teases of her

own and thus, the teasing develops into banter.
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Extract 11
(5" grade, group 2)

01 Jussi: HEI. kato ny tota kirjotusta.
hey look at that writing will you.

02 (1.3) ((Dmitry, Olli and Sauli look at the blamdard and smile))
03 Laura: $IHAN SAMA.$ ((turns and looks at Jussi))
whatever.
04 ((two other girls on the blackboard laugh))
05 Jussi: $aika skidisti toi sana, ei tosta saadniselvaa.$

that word is so small. you can’t see what that is.

06 Laura: $H(h)ANKI SILMALASIT. (0.2) who cares.$
get some glasses. who cares.
07 Jussi: ISO AM.(.) >muuta ma en naakaan.<
big letter m. and that’s all I can see.
08 (0.5)
09 Jussi: <my mom is.> ((reading from the blackboariinting his eyes))
10 ((Laura walks away from the blackboard, stopant of Jussi and
11 makes an angry face while holding her hand erhip. Then she returns to
12 her seat. Jussi keeps reading the clause.))
13 Jussi: I::oving. m:ik&? ((squinting his eyes))

loving. what?

14 Laura: [HILJAA. ((in a high tone))

shut up.
15 ((Laura walks towards Jussi, looks at him arhtthe blackboard))
16 Laura: $ma en tykkaa ku tda menee ai::na nafrefu(ns to her seat))

I don’t like it how it always goes like this.

As the current example happens immediately aftesiJhas been teased on his
handwriting and has returned to his seat from tlaekboard, it is evident that Jussi
actively changes his role from being teased to dé¢ie teaser. Thus, he is not only
motivated to tease Laura because of her small hatialyy but his first comment of the
banter extract is occasioned by the precedingrigasgment where he was the target
(extract 9). Thus, two different actions act as imeofor Jussi’s first tease. Laura’s

response to Jussi’s first turn is to “talk back”.

Laura’s response to the first tease on line 3 ferdgve as she turns to face Jussi and
shoutsihan sama.(“whatever.”). Jussi presents another teasing byrcommenting on
Laura’s small handwriting (line 5). Laura responiolg telling Jussi to “get some

glasses” (line 6), so he could see better to thekitoard, humorously suggesting there
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is a problem with Jussi’s vision instead of hertiwg. On line 7 Jussi expresses what
little he can read from the blackboard: “big lettar and that's all | can see”. He
continues by attempting to read Laura’s handwriiivigle squinting his eyes (line 9).
The turn-by-turn teases reveal the nature of temation to be banter. In banter the
students motivate one another to produce teasing aand the conversation is similar to
a debate, since teases are produced very quicklyafiar another and the teasing turn
produced affects the next turn (Dynel 2008:243pthrer words, teases often act as both
motives and responses. Also, instead of one teteme@t, in banter both students
become targets of teases.

The banter continues after Laura has finished mgither clause on the blackboard.
Laura presents her next tease nonverbally by walkim to Jussi, putting her hand on
her hip and making an angry face at him (lines 1p-llaura’s hand gesture is a typical
feminine response and used with the angry faciplession it creates an emphasised
meaning which nonverbally tells Jussi to stop cistng her. Jussi no longer directly
comments on Laura’s writing, but tries to irritdtaura by squinting his eyes in an
attempt to read the clause she wrote out loud (B Laura shouts at Jussi to “shut
up” (line 14), walks up to him again, looks at Jumsd then the blackboard, as if to
check whether her clause is readable from whersi 3its. Jussi no longer produces
teasing turns and the banter comes to an end. atedrn on line 16, where Laura
statesméa en tykkda ku tdd menee aina ndfih.don’t like it how it always goes like
this.”) seems to refer to her handwriting not beugjble or looking good enough on
the blackboard. With this turn Laura seems to adveithandwriting to be quite small
and also, that she has had problems with writinghenblackboard before, her text not
being visible to the class. Laura’s last turn itefasting, since she produces the final
turn of banter already on line 14, where she tailssi to “shut up” and Jussi no longer
replies with a tease, which marks the end of barewvertheless, Laura admits her

mistake.

Examples of banter were also detected in tAey@de lessons. Before the following
extract the class has been listening to a chapbéchwmentions accidents at nuclear
power stations being an environmental risk. Retptio the topic, the teacher asks
whether students know what anniversary was heldl@lyebefore (line 1). Mika knows

the teacher is referring to the nuclear acciderukushima and replies. The teacher’s

reaction to Mika’s right answer on linekgllapas siné olet nyt viisaalla tuulella tdnaan.
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("aren’t you on a clever mood today.”) refers tokisfs behaviour earlier on the lesson
as he has been eager to answer the teacher'sanseatid discuss issues relating to the
chapter. The teacher is positively surprised of &tikknowledge on the topic and
begins to compliment him. Lasse, sitting next tk&Jiand Nadia and Aisha, sitting in
front of Mika, do not agree with the teacher whée salls Mika smart and adultlike,

which creates banter between the students.

Extract 12
(9™ grade)

01 Teacher: hei, tiiattekds mikéas vuospaiva eilen oli
hey, do you know what anniversary was yesterday.

02 Mika: Japanin tsunamista tuli kaksi vuotta jéosilFukushimaan tuli (1.2) se (.)
03 reaktori, tai se (2.0) vaurioitui pahasti. (st the teacher))
the tsunami in Japan was two years ago and that was when Fukushima
came. or the reactor, it was damaged severely.

04 Teacher: _kylla. ((surprised tone)) kyllapas sitet nyt viisaalla tuulella tAnaan.
05 ((looks at Mika))
yes. aren’t you on a clever mood today.
06 Lasse: >SE VAAN KATTOO UUTISIA.< ((looks at thedcher))
he just watches the news.
07 (1.6)
08 Mika: ma pysyn ajan tasalla. ((looks at Lasse))
I'm keeping up.
09 Teacher: noni, se on hyva. ((complimenting Mika))

okay. that’s good.

10 Lasse: *$kun sulla ei 00 muut elaméa. he he.$*
because you have no other life. he he.

11 Mika: $N(H)IMENOMAAN se on elaméa.$

that’s exactly what life is.
12 Teacher: LASSE. ((scolding tone)) (2.4) kylla kattaa muidenkin hieman (.)
13 aikuismaisemmin ruveta suhtautumaan eldmaéatgoé joskus uutisia
14 vaikka. ((looks at Lasse))

everyone else should also take a more adult approach towards life and
watch the news every now and then or something.

15 Mika: NI, mm. ((looks at Lasse and raises hislapws))
yeah.

16 (1.9

17 Aisha: mua arsyttdad ku sa kehut Mikaa. ((lookshatteacher))
I'm annoyed that you compliment Mika.

18 ((the teacher looks surprised))

19 Mika: ARSYTTAA. SEN TAKIA ET SA [OOT KATEELLINEN]

annoyed because you're jealous.
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[kehu vaik Nadiaa valilla.]

((looks at the teacher))
you could compliment Nadia for a
change.

ei se 00 (1.3) sua ei arsyta (.) s oonvesteellinen.
it’s not. you're not annoyed you're just jealous.

ei mua arsytafkaan (-)] ((facing the othvry from Mika))
yeah I'm not annoyed.

[MYONNA ] ((leaning towards his sl))
admit it.

$s(h)a oot vaan AR[SYTTAVA.]$ ((turns aralio face Mika))
you're just annoying.

[MYONNA.]
admit it.

se on niin mukavaa kun joku puhuu ja E§tyy aikuismaisesti ja,
it’s so nice when someone speaks and acts like an adult and

niinku toi vai.= ((points at Mika and ksaat the teacher with a shocked
expression))
you mean like him.

=seu[raa maailman tapahtumia.]
keeps up with the happenings in the world.

[SIINAKIN yks kateellinen] taas.f¢ints at Lasse))
there’s another jealous one.

MA EN OO KATEELLINEN. ma oon realisti. 2).$t(h)oiko
aikuismainen? he he.$ ((points at Mika and laatithe teacher with a
confused expression))

I'm not jealous, I'm a realist. he is supposed to be adultlike?

$AI M(h)ika vai.$ ((looking at the teacher
you mean Mika.

$he he. aika [liioteltua$] ((looks at Mjka
that’s a bit exaggerated.

[VOINKS méd] nostaa kunnialoukkauksgyytteen téasta.
((looking at the teacher))
can I sue them for defamation.

AAA. ((looking frustrated))
argh.

$n&a on molemmat kuitenkin jo viistoista(fdints at Aisha and Nadia))
(0.6) toi on jo kuustoista. ((looks at the teagipoints at Lasse))
they’re both fifteen. actually that one is sixteen.

(1.2)

$TOI._mul[la on nimikin.]$ ((acts surprispdkes at Mika with his pencil))
that one. I have a name.
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44 Mika: [SIINA oikeudellisessa] idssa. joutuaistaan omista teoistaan.
in the righteous age. they need to take responsibility for
their own actions.

45 Teacher: nii’i ((looks at Mika))
that’s right.
46 Mika: $karajilla nahaan.$

see you in court.

47 ((Lasse and the teacher laugh loudly. The teguihes play on the cd player
48 and they continue to listen to the chapter))

This extract can be defined as an example of bdateveen students, since Mika is an
initial target of teasing (line 10), but beginsdefend himself and blames the teasers
Lasse and Aisha for jealousy from line 19 onwafdse teacher is also involved in the
conversation, but she is not a target of the baater she does not produce banter.
Nevertheless, the teacher's complimenting turnsaddition to Mika’s turns, act as

motives for both Lasse and Aisha to engage in bagainst Mika.

At the beginning of the extract, Mika’'s correct wes and the teacher’'s surprised
reaction motivate Lasse’s turn on line 6, whergbimts out that Mika only knew the

answer to the teacher’'s question because “he jasth@s the news”. The turn is not a
clear tease, but one is soon presented on lineli€re Lasse implies Mika to “have no
other life” than watching the news. Mika begingd&fend himself. Also, on lines 12-14
the teacher shouts out Lasse’s name in a scolding and stands up for Mika by
suggesting that others should also act more akkildind watch the news. With her
comment, the teacher attempts to end the banteebatLasse and Mika. However, the
banter continues as Aisha enters the conversatjoaxpressing her irritation of the

teacher’s continuing compliments towards Mika (li®. Aisha’s turn is directed to the
teacher and the teacher responds with a surposé&dahile Mika reacts immediately to

Aisha’s turn by blaming her of jealousy (line 18jsha replies to Mika by saying she is
not annoyed but finds Mika annoying (lines 23 aBjl @hile Mika is shouting “admit

it” (lines 24 and 26). The banter reaches a newll@ Mika and Aisha raise their

voices and there is more and more overlappingliof ta

The banter between Aisha and Mika is interruptedthms teacher, who presents a
delayed reply to Aisha’s preceding turn (line ZIMe teacher’s expression on lines 27

and 30 is interesting, since the classeon niin mukavaa kun joku puhuu ja kayttaytyy
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aikuismaisesti ja seuraa maailman tapahtun(fda’s so nice when someone speaks and
acts like an adult and keeps up with the happenimghe world”) is only indirectly
referring to Mika by using the worgbku (*someone”). Earlier the teacher has
complimented Mika directly, but now she presentsompliment implicitly and thus,
implies it is not Mika, but his behaviour that dtes been complimenting. The teacher’'s
comment also implies that adultlike behaviour i®rm the classroom, which suggests
that she is indirectly teasing the other studerideacomplementing Mika’s behaviour.
However, the teacher’s turn is interrupted by Lasé® initiates repair on line 28,
asking the teacher a direct question while lookihgcked and pointing at Mikaiinku

toi vai. (*you mean like him.”). Mika reacts by blaming Isasof jealousy, which Lasse
denies and again initiates repair on the teachesimpliment (lines 32-34). Nadia
indirectly joins the banter by also initiating rép@ the teacherai Mika vai. (line 35).
Aisha also joins the banter on line 36 by pointng that the teacher’'s compliment was

exaggerated.

The bantering reaches its end through humorousgexation as Mika begins to ask the
teacher whether he could sue Lasse, Aisha and Nadtheir behaviour (lines 37-44).
As Mika presents his idea, Lasse expresses higdtim by yelling (line 39). Also, on
line 42 Lasse marks Mika’'s use of the waood (“that guy”) when Mika refers to him.
Lasse acts offended and reminds Mika that he haenge. Interestingly Lasse has no
problem using the same word to refer to Mika eartie line 28, which reveals his
reaction to be exaggerated and part of the baftethermore, Margutti (2007:626-630)
has found that these type of third person referdomas are often used to target a co-
participant in the event of teasing, which expldifika and Lasse’s choice of words.
Mika does not reply to Lasse’s turn, but raises yoge and overlaps his talk by
continuing his own turn. The banter comes to an andhe teacher playfully agrees
with Mika’s thoughts of suing (line 45) and Mikaegents his final humorous turn
karajilla nahaan.(“see you in court.”), which gets a laughing resgmboth from Lasse
and the teacher. The teacher pushes play on thel&®r and the listening of the

chapter continues.

In this extract of banter the teacher is involwetich allows the opportunity to analyse
how her role differs from the students. As an arithof the class, the teacher reacts to
Lasse’s first tease and scolds him for it. Howetlee, banter continues and the teacher

does not take actively part in the students’ humsrdebate. The teacher most likely
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recognises that the banter is performed in goodreand thus, she merely follows the
students’ discussion. Nevertheless, the studentdvie the teacher in their debate as the
teacher’s compliments act as motive for the barkka, Lasse, Aisha and Nadia all
seek recognition from the teacher in the form afsiions. The teacher attempts to act
more neutral as she begins by complementing Mikacty, but moves on to more
indirect compliments, moving the focus from Mikadther students (lines 12-14) and
to the general behaviour she appreciates. Ovéhallfeacher’s higher status seems to
stop the teacher from further engaging in studantdr. Only one of the teacher’s turns
on lines 27 and 30 might be analysed as very sahtleindirect teasing. By saying “it's
so nice when someone speaks and acts like an autlilkeeps up with the happenings
in the world” the teacher conveys a double mesdagendirectly criticising other
students’ behaviour. In addition to this indireetse, the teacher produces only one
laughing response at the end of the sequence4lipeOverall, the teacher's comments

and reactions are more neutral in comparison testis’ bantering.

The different examples of banter that occurrechandata were all initiated by students
and targeted at other students, which implies baatbe a natural act between both 5
grade and 9 grade students, but not between the studentshentb&cher. The reason
for this is most likely the seemingly close relasbips between the students who took
part in banter and targeted one another, if we esejit to the hierarchical teacher-
student relationship. Plester and Sayers (200djestubanter in a workplace and found
that the higher the status, the less banter wad bheeause of a risk to offend co-
workers. The teacher is likely to avoid banter thoe same reason, not wanting to be
hurtful to the students. Banter involves mockingptigh reference to highly personal
traits from both parties (Plester and Sayers 2@9j:and thus, the teacher could easily
be found criticising or even threatening insteadaafusing by the students if she
engaged in banter. Nevertheless, the teacherefylio act as an authority figure in
banter between students (see extracts 3 and 1licubarly if she finds banter to be
aggressive or to disturb the lesson it is her nesibdity to participate in the

conversation and get the students to calm down.

5.4 Language play in EFL classroom talk

Language play in EFL classrooms can be seen asdagpegical tool which both

motivates and facilitates learning (Cekaite andnssmn 2005:170). It can refer to both
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serious and non-serious use of language play (@ekad Aronsson 2005:188), but in
the present data | will only discuss the cases avbrdents or the teacher pay attention
to language forms and target them in a humorisammer. The use of language play
was detected in both elementary and secondary kdbssons, but in all the six
examples gathered from the data, language playinitéeged by students and never by
the teacher. This is connected to Pitkanen-HuHhiadings, as she points out that
language play is most often produced specifically sbudents and it works as a
“sideline” to the teacher's more dominant talk KBiten-Huhta 2003:245). However,
some of the extracts of language play in the ptedata show that the students’ use of

language play is appreciated by the teacher andasea learning experience.

The following example is from a™5grade lesson. The teacher interrupts a game the
students have been playing in pairs or groups refetland asks whether everyone got a
chance to practice. Some of the students answeshbmratively, but others do not seem
to hear the teacher. The teacher states that sheaski the students a few more
guestions, and the students begin to pay atterttowhat is said (lines 1-3). The
students produce their turns in unison, but veigtyu Maria is the only one to produce

an audible answer to one of the teacher’s questindsher response is humoristic.
Extract 13
(5™ grade, group 1)

01 Teacher: eli maas teen pari kysymysta viela lisaa.
ok so I'm going to ask you a few more questions.

02 Matti: HA? ((looks at the teacher))
what?
03 (2.1) ((the students quiet down and look attéaeher))
04 Teacher: a:re you (.) smiling?
05 Students: [*no I'm not*)
06 [*yes, | am*]
07 Teacher: are you sitting?
08 Students: *yes, | am.*
09 Teacher: do you like cats?
10 Maria: yes:: (.) *$l don’t. he he.$* ((looks atlih))
11 ((Julia gazes at Maria and smiles))
12 ((the teacher continues asking questions))

The students are asked questions, which they grected to answer witlies, | do/No,
| don't or Yes, | am/No, I'm nostructures that are written on the blackboard. Sdmae
structures were used earlier during the game thege wlaying and the teacher is

checking the students’ knowledge through teacherfddiow-up questions. When the
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teacher asks the whole clads you like catsqline 9), Maria is the only one who
answers with a clear audible turn. This might bealise of the change in question and
answer structurd @o/don’tinstead ofl am/I'm no) or because the students’ opinion is
asked and they are unable to answer immediatelyenteless, Maria starts by
answering clearly, but begins to stretch her vafer she realises no one else is
answering. Maria then lowers her voice and finisheisanswer humorously producing
language play. It seems that as Maria detectssstieionly one clearly answering the
teacher’'s question, she alters her response tdecteamour through a paradoxical
response. Thus, her turn on line 10 is directlyivadéd by the teacher’'s question, but
the lack of response from other students seemsttasamotive for the language play

she produces in the middle of her emerging turn.

In her humorous turn, Maria consciously plays wita language form of the answer by
usingyesandl don’t in the same clause, creating the paradoxical anges| don’t
Her answer can be recognised as non-serious, siicénmediately laughs at her own
response and by looking at Julia invites her tgtawith her. As Haakana (1996:151)
points out, laughter can act as both a response aandhvitation to get another
person/people to laugh and accordingly, Maria leseghter for the latter purpose. The
language play produced by Maria gets no respowose tine teacher, which could be due
to the inability to hear her answer as she lowersvoice noticeably in the middle of
the turn. Only Julia, who is sitting next to Marr@sponds to Maria’s turn with a shy
gaze and a smile on line 11. Despite the minimapoase she gets, Maria has
consciously manipulated the form of her answer timu$, the current extract can be

classified as an example of language play.

Another example of language play was detected gutie §' grade lessons when the
class was discussing the vocabulary of a particciepter in their textbook and the
teacher was asking whether they had questions amyubf the words. In the following
extract, Mika raises his hand and after the teastlects him as the next speaker on line
2, he asks about the woglinea pig which results in a discussion on the multiple

meanings of the word.

Extract 14
(9" grade)

01 ((Mika raises his hand))
02 Teacher: Mika. ((looks at Mika))
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miks koe-eléin on guinea pig? ((looks a thacher))
why is a guinea pig (a test subject) “a guinea pig” (the rodent)?
(2.6)

</hy:va kysymys.> ((looks at Mika))
that’s a good question.

$mut eiks pig oo niinku possu. he he.$dks at the teacher))
isn’'t “a pig” like a pig (the animal).

kylla.= ((looks at Mika))
yes

=EIl ku guinea pig on marsu. ((looks atdvikd then the teacher))
no “a guinea pig” is a guinea pig (the rodent).

Se on marsu joo, mut sitd kaytetddn myaskiityksend:: (.) koe-
eldimesta. ((looks at Lasse))
yes it's a guinea pig (the rodent), but it is also used to refer to a guinea
pig (a test subject).

$jos_norsu on koe-eldimena >niin miks sennku marsu<$? ((looks at the
teacher))

if an elephant is a guinea pig (a test subject) then why is it called a
guinea pig (the rodent)?

(1.4) ((some students laugh))

ei ehka siind, mutta jos sanotaan vaibtedn inmista kaytettiin (.) koe-
eldimenad niin /sitten. he was used as a guiitga p
well not like that, but if you say a human is used as a guinea pig (a test

subject). then you can say that. “he was used as a guinea pig”
(1.2)

$te ootte nyt tavallaan niitd guinea gi@ggeon Sannan tutkimuksessa.$

((points at one of the cameras))
it’s kind of like you are the “guinea pigs” in Sanna’s research.

(3.1) ((students laugh))

$vastustetaan eldinkokeita.$
we are against animal testing.

$te ootte marsuja. he he.$
you're guinea pigs (the rodent). he he.

In this example, the worduinea pigin the vocabulary acts as motive for the produced

language play, because of its multiple meaning&alNpays attention to the word form,

and asks the teacher about the translation in tomk (line 3). The teacher does not

respond immediately, but reacts by telling Mikaptesented a good question (line 5).

Mika pays attention to the last part of the wpig and asks the teacheut eiks pig oo

niinku possu The teacher agrees, but Lasse reacts to Mika's geriously by noting

that the whole wordjuinea pigrefers to the rodent. The teacher responds sérions
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lines 9-10, recognising Lasse’s answer as a coalesgrvation, but explaining that the
word has another meaning referring to a test sybyegich is the translation in their
book.

Although the different meanings of the words haeerbexplained, Mika still finds the
word puzzling and on line 11 he smilingly asks tbacher if an elephant is used as a
test subject how it can be called a guinea pig (tduent). Some students respond to
Mika’'s question by laughing. Again the teacher piEs a serious response and
explains that the term more likely refers to pegddest subjects and gives an example
sentence (lines 14-15). A non-serious responséscs @oduced as the teacher relates
the term to context and implies that the studeotgdcbe called guinea pigs in the study
| was conducting at that time (lines 17-18). Mikartorously replies the students to be
against animal testing. The teacher produces anbtireorous turn as she brings about
the other meaning afuinea pigand calls the students guinea pigs in the rodeaning

of the word.

This example shows how student initiated langualg®y/ gan get both a serious
pedagogical response and a humorous response fr@rteacher. As the role of the
teacher is primarily to educate and thus, make theestudents understand different
word forms and their meanings, the teacher begingelsponding to the students’
questions and observations seriously. However,ires 117-18 the teacher produces a
humorous turn, when she provides an example rateto the ongoing research. The
turn gets a laughing response and Mika also respbmdhorously by comparing the
research to animal testing on line 20. Another ham® turn is produced by the teacher,
as she refers to students @gnea pigs(the rodent). Although the teacher recognises
that Mika is amused by the wogliinea pigstarting from line 6, she targets the word

humorously only after producing serious responsasake sure the word is understood.

The examples of language play in the present dete shat playing with language can
appear in one simple turn, without creating a $icgunt response, but it can also lead to
insights which the teacher can target as learnimerences. Extract 13 from thd'5

grade lesson shows conscious playing with a knamguage form, which is not further
discussed, but merely creates amusement in Maha, produces the humorous turn
and Julia, who is sitting next to her. Th8 @rade examples are quite different. The
language play in extracts 4 and 14 creates an appty for students to memorise

vocabulary. This is recognised by the teacher, wégponds seriously and treats
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language play as a learning experience. Thus, ibtexesting how in the "9 grade
extracts the teacher recognises the benefits gfnglavith language, but nevertheless,

no examples of teacher initiated language play wbserved in the present data.

The types of language play observed in elementay secondary school lessons
differed, but here age is not necessarily a kejofad he use of language play is most
often text-related (Pitkdnen-Huhta 2003:245) ansl ¢An also be seen from the present
data. In the 9 grade lessons there was a focus on textbook véagbuvhich
influenced a further focus on word forms. Also, the 9" graders Mika and Lasse
were particularly interested in words/vocabulary the ' grade there was no similar
focus and accordingly, language play was only pcedwccasionally and got no further

attention from the teacher.

5.5 The rare example of a canned joke

Joking is the most broadly defined form of humaurthe present study, since it can
refer to everything which causes amusement (Norti@R3: 409).However, in the
present thesis the term only refers to forms ofhednjoking which use familiar joke
frames to create amusement (Attardo 1994:295-296)y one clear example on the
category of canned joking was found in the datathedoke presented did not result in

laughter as intended.

The extract is from a'bgrade lesson and involves student initiated jokihgs the
beginning of class and the teacher is engagingoaiak chat with the students. The
extract begins with a two-party conversation asriLesuexplaining to the teacher about
someone he knows, who has travelled to severaltgesnOn line 7 Lauri explicitly
invites Daniel to join the conversation by askingnha question. Daniel does not
answer; however, he soon interrupts the teachemsldy producing a joke in relation to
the conversation (lines 10-11). Daniel's joke doesget an appropriate response as the

teacher does not hear or understand the joke gadsitno reaction from other students.

Extract 15
(5" grade, group 1)

01 Lauri: se on melkeen kayny kaikissa Euroopan saais
he’s been to almost every European country.

02 Teacher: o::ho.
WOW.
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03 Lauri: se ei 00 kayny kai kolmess tai neljassa.
he hasn’t been to like three or four.

04 (2.6) ((the teacher browses through her papees, lboks at Lauri who nods
05 towards the teacher))
06 Teacher: oho.
WOW.
07 Lauri: M::oldova. (.) San Marino ja *miké se kasoli.* ((looks at Daniel))

Moldova. San Marino and what was the third one.

08 (1.7) ((the teacher is still browsing througlpews))

09 Teacher: eikse tee mitdd muuta ku (.) kiertd&ka&keri] maita.=
doesn’t he do anything else except travel to different countries.

10 Daniel: [se on]
heis
11 Daniel: =SE ON Euroopan Anthony Bourdain. $hest{dooks at the teacher))
he is the Anthony Bourdain of Europe.
12 Teacher: Imi::k&? ((looks at Daniel and leans toveer desk))
what?
13 Daniel: ei mikaan.= ((looks at the teacher))
nothing.
14 Teacher: =Euroopan? ((looks at Daniel))
Europe’s?
15 (1.2)
16 Daniel: *ei mikaa* ((looks at his desk))
nothing.
17 Teacher: _jaa.
okay.
18 ((Jarno looks at Daniel and smiles. Daniel le¢amsards Jarno and whispers
19 something inaudible, they both laugh))

The joke turn on lines 10 and 11 is produced byi&amnd thus, the extract is a clear
example of student initiated humour. In additidrgan be categorised as canned joking,
since it presents a familiar frame for a joke.Ha joke frame “He/she/it is like the — of
—“, we use for example a known person, mostly dipdigure, to refer to the qualities
of a less known person. One might say for examplee*is like the Michael Jackson of
salsa dancing”, referring to a person’s great danakills, which is likely to be
understood since most people know Michael Jacksmhtlaat he was famous for his
dancing skills. In Daniel's turn, a reference isdmato the American television
personality Anthony Bourdain, who is known for lviavel and food show, to refer to

Lauri’s acquaintance whose several travel expeeigace discussed.
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The conversation preceding the joke between Lauwdithe teacher works as a motive
for Daniel’s joke. Thus, the motive is presentefive separate turns at the beginning of
the excerpt on lines 1-7. However, especially Laurirn on line 7 motivates Daniel, as
he asks Daniel a questionikd se kolmas ol{(“what was the third one.”) when trying to
remember all the countries his acquaintance hagetdieen to. Here Lauri is explicitly
inviting Daniel to join the conversation and thustivating Daniel's turn. Although
Daniel does not reply to Lauri’'s question, he sodarrupts the teacher’s turn with the

joking turn.

The joking turn begins by overlapping talk as Dsieomment overlaps the teacher’s
response to Lauri on line 10. However, Daniel pawse waits for the teacher to finish
her sentence. Raising his voice, most likely tdksgtention, Daniel presents his joke in
one turn on line 11. The joke is a remark aboutgleson Lauri and the teacher are
talking about, saying that he is likhe Anthony Bourdain of Europe”. Daniel points
out that since the person being talked about has tieso many countries, he could be
called the Anthony Bourdain of Europe. This is diggerformed as a joke, since
Daniel laughs after producing his comment, theraiwting other students and the

teacher to laugh with him.

However, the joke lacks an appropriate respondaugfhter due to misunderstanding
and/or hearing by the teacher and misunderstandiggying or simply not finding the
joke funny by students. The teacher seems notdo drerecognise the name Anthony
Bourdain as she initiates repair on line 12. Thmireis presented in a specific language
form mik&a? (vhat — a person, an animal or a thing) insteadsofguthe more open form
of repair initiationmita? (what did you say?), which suggests the teachehkard part
of Daniel’s turn and most likely knows he has prameed a name. Also, it should be
noted that at this point the teacher’s position &ome& of voice change radically. During
the two-party conversation with Lauri, the teaclersitting at her desk, browsing
through papers and answering to Lauri quietly adtesrt pauses. As Daniel interrupts
their conversation (lines 10-11), the teacher leansrds her desk and raises her voice
to answer, showing more interest in what is saltk feacher has most likely recognised
from Daniel's laughter that he intended to say shing humorous. She makes an
effort to get Daniel to repeat his joke, which ntigbnclude in the appropriate laughing

response from the teacher if the name Anthony Baiordias recognised. However, the
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undivided attention from the teacher seems to rasuDaniel’'s refusal to repeat his

joke.

Daniel has become the centre of attention in taestbom as the teacher has focused
her attention on him and initiated repair on hikejmn line 12. Also, no laughter or
other response to the joke is put forward by theestts. Thus, Daniel refuses to repeat
the joke to the teacher by sayieg mikaan.(“nothing”). The teacher initiates repair
again on line 14 by using a partial repdatiroopan? (“Europe’s?”). She is asking
Daniel to finish her sentence, since she initiddard the first part of his utterance.
Again, Daniel refuses to repeat the name. Aftertéaeher gives up and stops asking,
Jarno, sitting next to Daniel, smiles directly ariel. As a result, Daniel whispers an
inaudible remark to his friend Jarno and they Hatigh (lines 18-19). The nonverbal
response from Jarno is ambivalent and could rétataultiple issues, and as Daniel’s

turn is inaudible, their actions cannot be furthealysed.

Overall, in the present data, canned jokes in adass interaction were rare at least in
teacher-student conversations. The above excerptth& only example of canned
joking found in the present data and eventuallyas not successful as a joke, lacking
an appropriate response. The lack of canned jokethe present data might be
explained by the classroom hierarchy and the hightatus of the teacher — here the
teacher seems to avoid canned jokes and studeatg poduce jokes or at least ones
that are targeted at the authority of the clasr@l there is a certain type of formality
expected in teacher and student conversations swfttardo (1994: 297-298) points
out, canned jokes are not used as freely in fosttahtions, as they are not considered

appropriate.

6 THE INTERVIEW: THE TEACHER’S VIEWS AND THEIR
CONNECTION TO THE EMPIRICAL FINDINGS

In addition to the recorded lessons, the 57-yedrwadman teacher of the lessons was
interviewed two months after the video recordings compare her views to the
empirical findings. She had a long history withtbof the classes that were observed as
she had taught English to th8 graders for six years and to most of tHegBaders for
two years. The interview questions (see Appendixw@ye based on the research

guestions and initial findings of the analysis ssroom interaction. In this chapter |



76

will present the teacher’s views of humour in relatto three topics that are closely
connected to the research questions of the custmy. First, | will discuss the

teacher’s perceptions of student and teacher t@tibumour in her lessons. Next, | will
point out whether the teacher finds humour to haesitive and/or negative effects to
classroom atmosphere. Finally, | will discuss hdwe teacher thinks elementary and
secondary school lessons differ particularly in bumuse. With each topic the
teacher’s views are compared to initial findingstloé analysis to point out possible

similarities and/or differences between the tweety/pf data.

Firstly, a surprising element in the recorded lasswas that student initiated humour
was more frequent than teacher initiated humoweviBus research in humour use in
classrooms suggests that humour is initiated mobytythe teacher, due to the
hierarchical relationship of the teacher and sttgl¢Baharinen 2007:263-264). Thus,
the initial focus of the current study was teachemour. This focus shifted after the
collection of the data as student initiated humwas included in the study to give a
more general view of humour use in the observesblesand to be able to include more
humour types in the findings. In the interview teacher was asked about student and
teacher initiated humour. The high quantity of stutdhumour in the data was found to
be connected to the teacher’s perceptions of homobom should be portrayed in a

classroom:

“no ihannetilanne olis et se lahtis sieltd oppikise ajatus (huumori) mutta eih&n se aina oo
mahdollista jos oppilaat on vasyneitd ja kyllasiiig...] et kylla se taytyy opettajan yrittda
valilla keksia joku milléa saa niitten huomion kiyy.”

"well ideally it (humour) would be put forth by tletudents, but it's not always possible if the
students are tired and bored [...] so sometimesehetier does have to come up with something
to get the students’ attention.”

The teacher’'s comment above reveals that she iindieal when students initiate
humour during lessons. However, she mentions thatig not always possible and the
teacher should also engage in humour to get tldests’ attention. In another comment
the teacher emphasised how her conscious use ajuruuring lessons is in fact used
to seek the students’ attention and get them fataoseheir work. However, the teacher
expressed how she, most of all, values humour tbuié through natural interaction
instead of forced jokes, since intentionally trytegoe funny is unlikely found amusing.
A similar view was presented in Anttila’s study (B0168), where upper secondary

school students pointed out that teacher’s prepamedentious and forced jokes were
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not funny. Accordingly, the teacher of the curretidy admits a great deal of the
humour she uses during lessons is not plannedyrbduced spontaneously in relation
to context in particular sequences of interactibme teacher’s views of how she uses
humour during lessons connect to the data findisgge the teacher only produced
humour in the form of irony and teases which weretivated by the unfolding

interaction. Almost every example of teacher humiouthe data was a reaction to a
student’s turn or action. Only extract 7, the oraneple of irony found in the'bgrade

lessons, seemed to be produced to get the studétergion after ending a previous task

and beginning a new one.

Secondly, when discussing humour in relation todtmeosphere of the classroom, the
teacher found humour to have mostly positive e$feént her lessons. She found that
humour enhances the relationship between the teactieher students. According to

her, there is a clear connection with the histdryhe teacher and the class and how
much humour is used by both the teacher and stsidkming the lessons. She found

that the best type of humour is in fact, connettetthe teacher-class relationship:

“[...] just se tilanne mikd on mun mielestd on pae& syntyy semmonen luokan tai sen
opettajan ja opetusryhmén kanssa syntyy se omadnium

"[...] | think the best situation is when the classthe teacher and the group of students create
their own humour.”

However, the teacher was also aware of the negaspects of humour, how student
humour in particular can turn into a form of butigiand how it is her responsibility to
take action in those situations:

"niin siindhan (huumorin kaytdssa) voi tulla hirvebelposti niitd ylilyonteja. et joku oppilas

sanoo jollekin toiselle oppilaalle tai opettajgiieain ikavaa. et siihen pitéaa sit hirveen tarkkana
olla ja puuttua.”

"yeah (in humour use) the line can be crossed ga#iat some student says something mean to
another student or the teacher. one has to paytitte in these situations and intervene.”

In addition, the teacher pointed out that negatiuenour can be hard to detect as
students may use words that have hidden meaningdid¢ale one another and thus, the
teacher is often unable to detect the connectidmuaiour to bullying. Accordingly, if

seemingly neutral humour sequences occur betweeerss, not involving the teacher,

the teacher says she does not intervene:
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tilanteessa et sita tyota tehdaan kuitenkin kolm g ne puhuu jotain omia juttujaan nii mités
valia silla on.”

"I wont intervene in that (humour use between sid) if it happens in a situation where the
work is getting done then what does it matter.”

The teacher’s views are visible in the interactiaaa, as she rarely intervened in any
of the students’ private discussions unless shendothe interaction particularly
aggressive or disturbing the lesson. Intervening west common in examples of
banter, where students ridiculed each other thraaltgrnate teases and voices were
raised. The teacher intervened banter mostly becdusised the activity and noise
level of the class and thus, begun to disturb tireeat lesson activities. The content of

the humour sequences was not further targeted.

Finally, when asked about the differences betwdementary school teaching and
secondary school teaching, the teacher did nothereteaching differed much between
the two age groups and only mentioned that in sgenynschool more attention needs to
be paid to discipline and the noise level of tress! However, differences specifically
in humour use between the two age groups got thehé&r to ponder the specific

humour type of sarcasm. She was likely referringtteer forms of irony as well when

she admitted that she tends to use sarcasm iedhing:

“esimerkiks kolmasluokkalaiset ei ymmarra vieldksamia. eika neljasluokkalaisetkaan oikeen.
et pitda olla niinku konkretian tasolla ettei. eil@ ymmarra sitd jos ma sanon jotain mitd ma en
tarkota. koska semmonen tyyli mulla on et saataoaahan painvastasta mitd tarkotan niin sit
mun taytyy miettia et hei ei noi ymmarra.[...] nuitten viidennella jo ne rupee ymmartamaan.
mut pikkasen taytyy silti olla varovainen sillai ¢ (alakoululaiset) kaipaa vahan selkedmpéaa
viestintaa (kuin ylakoululaiset)”

"third graders for example don't understand sarcaget. and even fourth graders. so you have
to be concrete so. and they dont understand &yl something opposite of what | mean. because
| have this way of saying something completely sppp®f what | mean, so | have to think to
myself that hey they don't understand. [...] but tberthe fifth grade they begin to understand.
but still | have to be a little bit careful becaudey (elementary students) need slightly clearer
communication (than secondary students).”

The sarcastic characteristic of the teach&y clearly shown in the data; however, there
was a clear difference between tifegsade and®grade lessons. As the teacher admits
during the interview, one needs to be more artteweith elementary school children.
Accordingly, the teacher used only one ironic rémduring the 8 grade lessons as
opposed to the seven examples of irony producethgltine §' grade lessons. More

importantly, the one example of irony in th® grade lesson was not understood by all
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students and created confusion. Thus, it coulahtegpreted that in the current data, age

is a factor in the use of irony or at least teadtwary.

The teacher also thought that students’ criticismvatrds the teacher’s humour grows
with age and the humour used by adults or the hurappearing in textbooks is not

found as amusing as in elementary school. Furtherntbe teacher pointed out that
secondary school students often develop their owside” humour which cannot be

understood by others. However, no particular céifee was found in the elementary
student’s and secondary student’s reaction to &rashmour in the observed lessons,
which might be explained by the small amount ofadgathered for the present study.
Also, it should be noted that the students’ reastiovere individual as some laughed,

while others only smiled or produced no appareattien to the humour examples.

Overall, discussing the teacher’s views of humat the use of humour in her lessons
it was evident that she valued the role of humaueaching and had her own views of
how humour works in a classroom environment, mdswioich connected with the

initial findings of the analysis of classroom irgetion. The teacher considered
classroom humour to be based on the history andethgonship of the teacher and the
class or students she is teaching, which was ewitemany of her comments. She
found that the differences in her and the studeamts’ of humour between different
classes was not particularly age-connected, bue medated to how well she knows the

students and how well they know her:

“en nakis niinkaan et se ika eikd mikaan (vaikuttaamorin kayttéon) vaan se kuinka hyvin
maa tunnen ne. ja kuinka hyvin ne tuntee mut. lettahan mun tarttee olla joittenkin uusien
seiskojen kanssa paljon uskottavampi opettaja K& mé voin nditten ysien kanssa olla etta.
jotka osaa jo. just viime tunnilla naurettiin ko agaa jo lukea mun ajatukset, ne tietdd mitd ma
seuraavaks aion sanoo. he he.”

"l wouldnt see it (humour use) as age-related ot well 1 know them (students). and how
well they know me. | mean of course | have to beee credible teacher with for example new
seventh graders than | can be with these ninth grsdwvho know. like on the previous lesson we
laughed about the fact that they can read my thtajghey know what I’'m going to say next. he
he.”

Similar to the findings of Saharinen (2007) whoKed specifically at teasing, the

teacher of the current study found humour to warka index of closeness between her
and the students. In summary, the humour used betwe teacher and her students
tends to reveal how long or short amount of timeeghrticipants have known each other

and how close their relationship is.
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7 DISCUSSION

In the current study, humour was examined throutjardnt types of humour that were
identified from the data: irony, teasing, bantanduage play and joking. Through these
categories the current study aimed to examine he#ither and student initiated
humour, differences in the humour use Bfgsade elementary and'@rade secondary
school lessons and the effect of humour on clagsminosphere. Several assumptions
were made about the possible outcome of the staftyrd collecting the data. Firstly, it
was expected that teacher initiated humour woulthbee frequent in the data, because
of the hierarchical roles of the participants. Iddiéion, due to the different
communication cultures of children and teenagedrsyas expected that their use in
humour would portray clear differences betweenttieage groups. Finally, the effects
of humour on the atmosphere of the class was exgect be mostly positive. The
accuracy of these assumptions and detailed answelse research questions of the

current study will be discussed in the following.

7.1 Comparison of humour use in elementary and secondgrschool

Simon et al. (1986: 53) point out that the humoemgle use and appreciate changes as
they get older, which inspired the idea for therenot study to compare the use of
humour in elementary school and secondary schos$oles. The difference in
communication cultures between children and teensaigeevident, but the aim of the
study was to find out the ways in which the agéed#nce manifests in the teacher’s and
students’ use and appreciation of humour in theipecontext of a second language
classroom. Overall, the differences in humour uséwben the two observed age
groups, 11 to 12-year-olds and 15 to 16-year-oldsie quite minor. However, the
differences that could be pointed out presentedesonteresting information on the
teacher’'s and students’ use of humour in a classreovironment. | will now present
the most prominent differences found between the gwades by going through each

humour type.

Irony appeared repeatedly in the observationsshatved differences in both quantity
and quality between thé"sand 9" grade lessons. Only one example of irony was found
in the 8" grade lessons as opposed to the eight examplieenyf detected in the™

grade lessons. All examples except one were pradbgethe teacher and the one
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example of student initiated irony if"Qrade was targeted at another student. In
addition to the difference in quantity between twe school grades, the use of irony
and the reactions to it differed between the ageigp. In the % grade lesson the ironic
remark was produced by the teacher after compledimyevious task and was most
likely meant to get the students’ attention. Algoyas not understood by all students,
which created confusion. In contrast, tfeg@ade examples of irony were produced as
reactions to the students’ turns or actions, magiljcising students’ behaviour, which
is a common motive for the use of irony in a claesn (Piirainen-Marsh 2010). In
addition, the reactions to teacher irony revealed the 8 grade students understood
the humoristic intention. The findings suggest tinahy is more often used and more
likely understood as a way to create humour in isdary school when compared to
elementary school. However, the use of irony andasan is also tied to the teacher’s
views of personal humour use as she pointed otltennterview that she tends to use
this type of humour, but the use of it is more fidrevith elementary school students to
avoid confusion. The understanding of irony andasm starts already at the age of six,
but grows with age (McGhee 1986:44-45). Althougk {lounger students were 11 to
12-year-olds and the age difference between thetinttam 9" graders was only four
years, there was a clear difference in the usedfraaction(s) to irony in the observed

lessons.

Examples of irony were often similar to teaseshm data and accordingly, a connection
between the two categories of humour could be pdirdut. Compared to the one
example of irony in the " grade lessons, six examples of teasing were faurtte
same lessons, four initiated by the teacher. Thegiide lessons revealed half the
amount: three examples which all were studentait@t. In connection to the use of
irony, it seems that the teacher preferred to easing over irony with the"sgraders
and irony over teasing with thé"@raders. Accordingly, the teacher mentioned in the
interview that she uses sarcasm more carefully eléimentary students. Furthermore,
as her careful and almost non-existent use of initly the 8" graders was also found
in the data, it is possible to conclude that tepsieems to be a more neutral substitute
for the teacher to engage in humour with youngedesits. Overall, teasing is a less
face-threatening way for the teacher to use humatlr elementary students, since it is
less likely to be misinterpreted. In addition, fegsvas used by botH'5graders and"™®
graders to target the teacher, unlike irony whieswnly once used by a student during

the " grade lessons and even then to target anotheergtacid not the teacher. This
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might suggest teasing is also a less face-threajemy for the students to approach the
teacher if compared to irony. By engaging in humibwough teasing instead of irony,

the students can ensure their message is undetsyabeé teacher.

Banter and language play presented no significéfférences between the two age
groups. Banter was evident in botl §rade and 0 grade lessons and all examples
happened between students. The teacher did nogemgdanter because of her higher
status in the classrooms; her role was merely to observe and intervene if fshied it
necessary. The banter extracts were similar asestsidengaging in banter always
seemed to be close friends. All examples of bawte produced by students who sat
close to each other and engaged in conversatiom iian once during the lessons.
Moreover, all banter was produced in good natuesresigns of humour were produced
during the interactions and the actions did notrs¢e result in offending anyone.
Instead they were used to build the students’ soelationships, which according to
Plester and Sayers (2007:158) is the intendedtre$udantering. Language play was
also evident in both"5and 9" grade lessons and all examples were studenttéttia
Language play was more evident in tHe g@ade lessons, but the reason lay in the
content of the lesson and not the age of the stad€me focus of the™grade lessons
was vocabulary and this created discussion on ¥oords. Thus, the®grade examples
of language play were acknowledged by the teachéraaning experiences. In contrast,
the 8" grade examples of humour were only occasionalbdpeed and did not get

further attention from the teacher.

Finally, joking or more specifically canned jokimgas a very rare category of humour,
as only one example was produced in the data. ©bahkis of one joke it is not possible
to compare joking between the two age groups, liritekample should be pointed out
as an exception. The use of canned jokes in teathdent interaction is likely rare
because of the hierarchical roles of the teacheéhan students, since joking is regarded
as inappropriate in formal situations (Attardo 12%%-298). Also, possible prepared
jokes by the teacher are often not appreciatedunests (Anttila 2008). However, the
use of jokes seems to be appreciated in interachetween students, since they interact
more freely with one another. This is evident, édaample in the study of Sanford and
Eder (1984) who observed teenagers’ lunchroomantam. A less strict environment
of a lunchroom allowed a view of sustained intecactbetween friends without the

presence of a teacher and accordingly, many exanopleanned jokes were observed.
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Although quite minor, the findings showed intenegtdifferences of humour use in the
observed elementary and secondary school lessdres.mbst prominent differences
were found in the humour types of irony and teaskigwever, as Nahemov (1986:4)
points out, it is not only age, but many other aspé¢hat affect humour use, including
sense of humour, individuality, time, social sitaatand emotions. This was evident in
the findings of the current study and made theedhffitiation of humour use between
age groups difficult. How humour was used betwe¢@aaher and her students in the
present data was clearly more than age-relateinfinédnced by other factors including
the institutional context of the classroom and mepecifically the context of the
lessons, the teacher’s personal style of teacmdgsanse of humour, the students’ sense

of humour and the history and closeness betweete#tuler and her students.

7.2 Positive and negative effects of humour on classrooatmosphere

In addition to comparing how humour differed inmbntary and secondary school
lessons, the study aimed to find out the effecthaofmour use on the classroom
atmosphere. In other words, whether humour creptesitive reactions and possibly
enhanced learning or resulted in negativity, suslstadents getting offended or even
getting bullied. Due to the limitations of the sgpudb student interviews were included

in the thesis and the answer presented here wilbked only on data observations.

Based on the data, most of the examples of humete found to have a positive effect
on the classroom atmosphere. The positive effet exadent from the reactions to
humour use, which included smiling, laughing andeothumorous responses such as
exaggerated postures or facial expressions. Funttre; nonverbal actions were
particularly significant in detecting that the peigants were acting in humour mode.
This connects to research findings which show ithaiddition to various linguistic and
material activities, the teacher’s and studentsbetied interaction is a significant
factor in the study of classroom interaction (K&aag011:147). In the current data,
changes in body position, gaze and particularlyousr types of facial expression such
as squinting of eyes or looking at a co-participantisgust provided new information
on how humour was produced and what the reactianftlowed was. In addition to
the basic humour signals, including laughter arahge of voice, these contextual clues

are the key in finding out whether the participaats acting in serious or non-serious
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mode (Haakana 1996:149-156). Overall, it was edsiatetect the positive than the
negative effects of humour use, since negative iemoivere not expressed as strongly
by the participants. One explanation for the latklmwing negative emotions could be

the institutional context of a classroom and thexdrichical roles of the participants.

The humour type irony appeared mostly as a teattacteristic, which seemed to be
appreciated by®grade students based on their response to thHestésionic remarks.
However, the one example of student irony deteirtetie §" grade lessons (extract 6)
did not get a similar reaction. Targeted at anogttedent with the intention of ridicule,
the student’s ironic turns that were produced im@re negative tone were clearly
different compared to the teacher’s playful irofijie irony was ignored by the target,
which does not allow a further analysis on whethertarget was offended. However,
based on the evidently close relationship betwéwenstudents, the irony was most
likely produced in good nature. Several other humseqguences in the data were
produced by or at least involved the same partitgpésee e.g. extract 12). Furthermore,
in this example the high pitched voice used whitedpcing the ironic remark indicated
a clear humorous intent. Finally, the ironic tumoguced by the teacher during 8 5
grade lesson (extract 7) did not create a sucdessfponse, but confused some of the
students. One of the students expressed his confugrbally and thereby risked
appearing to others as stupid (Piirainen-Marsh p6wever, here the effect was not
directly negative, as the misunderstanding wasreksly clarified by another student
and the boy who expressed his confusion only lyribcame a target of unwanted

attention.

Teasing had a positive effect on the atmosphemast of the examples detected in the
data, but a few examples should be looked at moeely to discuss possible negativity
created by the humour sequences. Firstly, extrgreSented a teasing sequence where
Jussi was targeted by two boys as he was writingherblackboard. The teasing was
produced in good nature, but Jussi's reactions shativat unlike Sauli and Dmitry he
was not completely in the humour mode during theglinteraction. The continued
teasing lead to Jussi being insecure of his wriing seeking the teacher’s attention.
Also, after Jussi had finished writing he gave edbal response to the boys’ apologies,
which might suggest he was offended. As a respbasactively changed his role from
being teased to a teaser by immediately engagingaimer with Laura (extract 11),

which seemed to act as a defence mechanism. Sgcertthct 10 shows an example of
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student teasing through malicious pleasure targatdtie teacher. Preceding the tease
the teacher was trying to get the students’ attardnd seemed fed up with all the noise.
Accordingly, the tease got a serious response asdpertrayed more negatively by the
teacher. These examples show how the length detdsng sequence and the preceding
events can affect the response to the teasing &ether it is perceived as positive or
negative. However, it should be noted that teasargbe a particularly difficult humour
type to analyse in terms of its positive and negatffects, since even when the
humorous intention is appreciated by the targeteteaften receive serious po-faced
responses (Drew 1987:219-253).

In general, the use of banter can be viewed agiymssince when the participants are
aware of the humorous intent, it serves to enhawmtal relationships (Plester and
Sayers 2007:158). However, in the classroom enment the effects of banter
presented as more negative, since banter ofterrooly between students and is not
related to the subject of teaching, but is builtsequences of off-task talk. This can
intrude the lesson activities by creating unwanteise particularly if students get
excited and begin to raise their voices. The tease taught the observed lessons was
very allowing when banter occurred and only inteea when she found the banter to
cause unwanted noise and disturb other student¥’ @rovhen the banter was the focus
of the whole class and she was addressed duringetiigence (extracts 3 and 12). The
teacher seemed to intervene sequences of bantdly nimspoint out boundaries to
students between acceptable classroom behavioufcapsking the line”. Intervening
of banter was most often not connected to the gbmtethe humour sequence, but to
the teacher expressing her authority and calmingndthe students. The findings
connect with the teacher’s views on interveninglstu humour which were presented
in the interview (chapter 6). In summary, bantetha specific context of a classroom

had also negative effects even when the initigiggpants were in humour mode.

Language play in the current data influenced tmeoaphere of the class positively,
since it led to amusement, but also deeper pedeaodjscussions between the teacher
and her students. In thd @rade lessons word play was evident when diffevesrd
forms were discussed by students in relation tdystig the vocabulary and targeted by
the teacher as learning experiences. In thgrade lessons examples of language play
were not discussed further, because of their infeat| use and since they were not

further regarded as learning experiences. Howghers" grade students’ unusual uses



86

of language forms were targeted humorously andtedeamusement in both the
students and the teacher (teacher’s amusement @ashown in the final extracts
presented in the analysis section). In summaryuigeof language play in the current
data appeared to have a positive effect from cergaiimusement to pedagogical
discussions and learning experiences. One reagothdopositivity of language play
seems to be the lack of a human target. In languéame the target of humour is a
language form which often appears in a literal sewsuch as the students’ textbook
(Pitkdanen-Huhta 2003:245). Accordingly, languageymnables the participants to have
a more neutral conversation where the use of hunsol@ss personal and the speakers

are less likely to get offended.

Overall, positive effects of humour in the obserlessons were found more prominent
than the negative ones. Most signs of negativityewabserved in humour between
students including a long extract of teasing (extt®9 and examples of banter that were
found to disturb the ongoing lesson activities r@sts 3 and 12). This connects with the
findings of Roininen (2010) who discovered more ategty in student humour when
compared to teacher humour. However, the negatpeds of student humour in the
current data were mostly unrelated to the contdnthe humour sequences and
connected to the humour use creating noise andrhisg the current lesson activities
and thus, requiring the teacher to intervene., $tiist examples in the data presented as
positive; they lead to smiles and/or laughter and through that seemed to create a more
open and supportive classroom climate. For exantipdecategory of language play was
found extremely positive as playing with differembrds and language forms led not
only to amusement, but also seemed to enhancdutenss’ language knowledge and
accordingly, improve their language learning. Hoerewvthe positive effect of other
humour categories should not be underestimatedi;esall types of humour are
important in building teacher-student relationshgsd creating an open classroom
environment (Stuart and Rosenfeld 1994:98). Moreawe teacher pointed out in the
interview that humour is an important part in eB&hliing a specific relationship with
each group or class, since groups (including thelter) often develop their own type of

humour through the years they spend together ksa. c

Finally, it should be noted that differentiatingetipositive and negative effects of
humour on classroom atmosphere was not completedigstforward on the basis of

observations. Through observing it is impossiblektmw the participants’ genuine
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feelings about the use of humour and especiallyatnegy feelings often stay hidden.
Anttila’s study (2008) on upper secondary schoaoldshts’ perceptions of humour,
which included interviews, shows that some studemight laugh at the teacher’s
humour even when they are not amused. Thus, byhiaggstudents might portray
politeness and respect to the teacher instead ef tfenuine reactions, which is
impossible to detect through mere observationsoAlingly, the answer to the question
How does the use of humour affect the atmosphetteeaflassroom®vould have been

more reliable if student interviews had been inellids a part of the data.

8 CONCLUSION

In the current comparative case study | observedue of both teacher and student
initiated humour in 8 grade and '® grade EFL lessons taught by the same teacher. A
thematic interview with the teacher was also cotelliclt was presumed that as
teachers always have a personal style of teackatigwing just one teacher and how
she acts with students of different ages, a magarcliew of possible differences in
humour use between the two grades could be pomtedilso, conducting an interview
with the teacher and asking her views on using hurmothe EFL classroom provided
an opportunity to compare her opinions of how dhieks humour features in her
lessons to the actual practices observed durindgesmns. As a case study the current
thesis aimed to gain a deeper view of a specifge cahow humour was used by this
particular teacher and her students that represéwe different age groups, 11 to 12-
year-olds and 15 to 16-year-olds.

In relation to the differences between the two qgrips, the results showed that irony
and teasing were used most differently betweBmimde and '® grade lessons. Irony
was used more by the teacher, particularly in thgrade lessons. Results matched the
teacher’'s views as she pointed out that one shbelanore careful with the use of
sarcasm in elementary school as the level of utaiesg irony and sarcasm only
grows with age. Accordingly, the teacher used aemwrutral humour type, teasing,
repeatedly in the"sgrade lessons. Other categories of humour weriasimith both
groups and differences were seen as connected netlsing other than age. For
example, language play was more frequent in thegi®de lessons because of the
lessons’ focus on vocabulary. Overall, the findingfsthe current study revealed

interesting differences in the humour use betweenage groups, but also showed how
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it is difficult to rely only on age as a separaaetbr effecting the use of humour. The
study provided an in-depth view of humour use in sghool grades taught by the same
teacher and presented important findings to tHd bé research, since it gave detailed

information on specific target groups that havelre®n studied before.

The effect of humour on the classroom atmosphere amather interest of the current
study and the results showed mostly positive effekfew examples in the data showed
signs of negativity, but mostly in relation to umvad noise and disturbance of lesson
activities rather than the actual content of thembur sequences. Furthermore,
analysing humour as negative was complex as thermustudy had to rely strictly on
observations. The extracts could only be confirmsdnegative by the participants
themselves, but due to the limitations of the prestudy, no student interviews were
included here. The negative effect of humour usgiffscult for an observer and even
for the teacher to confirm unless there are clégmsswhich reveal a change from
humour mode to serious mode including serious ematiresponses such as crying.
However, without visible clues one cannot be sureua students’ genuine feelings
when someone or something is humorously targetedgla lesson. In fact, the teacher
pointed out during the interview that a teachesls ¢an sometimes resemble the work
of a detective when one should recognise when huatwons into bullying as opposed

to good natured humour.

Viewed critically, the current study had some wesdges and limitations. Firstly, the
comparison of humour between two age groups wastraightforward as other effects
on humour use had to be considered including thsole context and individual use and
reactions to humour. Also, due to the limited daéy a few clear differences could be
pointed out. Secondly, the effect of humour ondlessroom atmosphere was difficult
to detect through mere observation, since neg&tiekngs were expressed less clearly
by the teacher and students compared to positiefnés and reactions. Finally, the
interview could have provided more valuable infotima on specific humour sequences
if more time had been used to analyse the datardefonducting the interview.
However, the interview nevertheless provided védtlitional information and was a
beneficial add to the current study. In a stricthnversation analytic study all findings
are based on observations and thus, on the undéirsgg of participants’ display of
each other’s actions, but by adding the teachervigw as another method of study it

was possible to analyse the findings in relatiothtoteacher’s views of humour.
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Finally, some suggestions for further study cowddntade. Considering how the teacher
of the current study emphasised the importance eaficher-student history and
relationship, it would be interesting for futuresearchers to compare how a teacher and
his/her students use humour when they are onlyngettb know each other as opposed
to when they have worked with one another for gyltme and have had a chance to
establish their relationships. Also, for a longitad study it would be interesting to look
at how the use of humour between a teacher anw alass/group of students develops
through years of teaching. Another interesting aese topic would be to look at even
younger students’ or nursery children’s use of humaince they experience more
difficulties in understanding and producing for exde the forms of irony. Finally, in
terms of the positive and negative effects of huntowlassroom atmosphere it would
be worthwhile to conduct a study that included stidinterviews to find out the

possible underlying negative effects of classroammaur.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Consent form for parents (similar forms were also written for the

headmaster and the teacher of the class)

)
;

JYVASKYLAN YLIOPISTO Jyvaskylassa
KIELTEN LAITOS
25.02.2013
Hei —-luokan vanhemmat! Olen Sanna Paajoki, viidennen vuoden englannin opiskelija

Jyvéaskylédn Yliopistolta. Kerddan graduun eli opinnéytetyohon aineistoa

luokkahuonevuorovaikutuksesta videokuvaamalla alakoulun, seka yldkoulun englannin
tunteja koululla 12.3.2013. Jalkikasvunne on oppilaana nailla tunneilla ja
tarvitsen siksi tutkimusluvan teiltd, jotta voin suorittaa tutkimukseni eettisin periaattein.

Toivoisin siis ettd tutustutte allaoleviin sopimusehtoihin ja allekirjoittaisitte suostumuksen
tutkimukseeni. Kopioita dokumentista on kaksi, toisen saatte sdilyttda itsellanne ja toinen tulisi
palauttaa oppilaan mukana koululle. Videokuvaus suoritetaan tiistaina 12.3. englannin

kaksoistunnilla, joten suostumus tulisi palauttaa englannin opettaja
viimeistddn perjantaina 8.3. Kiitos yhteisty0stanne!

SOPIMUS TUTKIMUSAINEISTON KAYTTOOIKEUKSISTA
Tutkimushanke: Sanna Paajoen graduaineisto

Téssa sopimuksessa tutkimukseen osallistuvan #éaik&ienkilon huoltaja seké tutkimushankkeen
edustaja(t) sopivat kerattavan tutkimusaineistoyttkaikeuksista. Allekirjoitetulla sopimuksella
tutkimukseen osallistuvan henkilén huoltaja anta@stumuksensa huollettavan henkilon osallistumasest
tutkimukseen ja luovuttaa tutkimushankkeelle atigeltyt oikeudet tutkimusaineiston kaytosta.

Tutkimukseen osallistuvan alaikdisen henkilén huokja on lukenut, ymmartanyt seké hyvaksynyt
seuraavat kohdat

- Tutkimuksessa kerétty aineisto tulee ainoastaa@mgdinitun tutkimushankkeen eli gradun
kayttoon.

- Tutkimukseen osallistuminen perustuu vapaaehtogguut

- Tutkimushenkildiden anonymiteetti turvataan tutkksen kirjallisessa raportoinnissa seka
tutkimusaineistosta ja tutkimuksen tuloksista ptdegsa.

- Tutkimuksen tuloksia julkaistaan ja niista rapadtan tieteellisessa julkaisussa.

- Tutkimukseen osallistuvan henkilén huoltaja voidZehuollettavansa pois tutkimuksesta kesken
aineistonkeruun; liséksi huoltajalla on taysi oikgerua huollettavaansa koskevan aineiston
kayttboikeus myos jalkikateen.
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- Tutkimukseen osallistuneen alaikdisen saavutedtysi-tkaisyyden siirtyvat oikeudet
tutkimuksesta vetaytymiselle ja aineiston kaytéeltkimisestad suoraan hénelle

Tutkimuksen tekija sitoutuu omalta osaltaan

- Kasittelemaan tutkimusaineistoa seka -tuloksiatéumtiksellisesti

- Sailyttamaan keratyn tutkimusaineiston siten, efitépuolisilla ei ole siihen paasya

- Takaamaan tutkimukseen osallistuneiden anonymitéetkimuksen kirjallisessa raportoinnissa
seka tutkimusaineistosta ja tutkimuksen tuloksistauttaessa

- Luopumaan aineiston kaytostd, jos tutkimukseenisgghn huoltaja haluaa keskeyttéa
huollettavansa osallistumisen tutkimukseen, tahjosltaja jéalkikateen peruu kayttdoikeuden
huolettavaansa koskevaan aineistoon

- Luopumaan aineiston kaytdstd, jos alaikdisenartutkseen huoltajansa suostumuksella
osallistunut henkilé haluaa taysi-ikdisyyden saattugan keskeyttda osallistumisensa
tutkimukseen, tai kieltdd hanta koskevan aineikénion

Tata sopimusta on tehty kaksi (2) samanlaista Kafipa

Tayttakaa allaolevat tiedot:

EI Annan suostumukseni tutkimukselle.

EI En tahdo lapseni osallistuvan tutkimukseen. (Kigineiden pulpetit jarjestetaan niin etta he eivat
tule kuvaan.)

Tutkimukseen osallistuvan alaikaisen nimi

Huoltajan allekirjoitus

Nimenselvennys

Yhteystiedot

Tutkimushankkeen puolesta

Sanna Paajoki
Opiskelija
Jyvaskylan yliopisto

Yhteystiedot Kielten laitos (P), PL 35
40014 Jyvaskylan yliopisto
sanna.paajoki@jyu.fi
puh. +358 45 ... ....
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Appendix 2: Transcription convention$ittp://www.helsinki.fi’/hum/skl/ca/merkit. pyif

LITTERAATIOMERKIT

1. Savelkulku

prosodisen kokonaisuuden lopussa:

7

?

laskeva intonaatio
tasainen intonaatio
nouseva intonaatio

prosodisen kokonaisuuden sisalla tai alussa:

8 (tai /)
9 (tai\)
just

seuraava sana lausuttu ymparistod korkeammalta
seuraava sana lausuttu ymparistéa matalammalta
painotus tai sdvelkorkeuden nousu muualla kuin sanan lopussa

2. Paallekkaisyydet ja tauot

paallekkaispuhunnan alku

paallekkaispuhunnan loppu

mikrotauko: 0.2 sekuntia tai vdhemman

mikrotaukoa pidempi tauko; pituus ilmoitettu sekunnin
kymmenesosina

kaksi puhunnosta liittyy toisiinsa tauotta

3. Puhenopeus ja ddanen voimakkuus

>joo<

<joo>

eui

EjooE (tai *joo*)
JOO

4. Hengitys
.hhh
hhh

.joo

5. Nauru
he he
j(h)oo

SjooS (tai £joof)

6. Muuta
Hjoo#

(sisddnpain osoittavat nuolet) nopeutettu jakso
(ulospéin osoittavat nuolet) hidastettu jakso
(kaksoispisteet) adnteen venytys

ymparist6a vaimeampaa puhetta

(kapiteelit) 4dnen voimistaminen

sisddnhengitys; yksi h-kirjain on 0.1 sekuntia
uloshengitys
(piste sanan edessa) sana lausuttu sisddnhengittden

naurua
suluissa oleva h sanan sisalla kuvaa uloshengitystd, useimmiten
kyse on nauraen lausutusta sanasta

hymyillen sanottu sana tai jakso

nariseva aani



@joo@

jo-

t'ota

katos (lihavointi)
(joo)

(-)

(--)

((itkee))

100

danen laadun muutos

(tavuviiva) sana jaa kesken

(rivinylinen pilkku) vokaalin kato

voimakkaasti dannetty klusiili

sulkujen sisalla epaselvasti kuultu jakso tai puhuja

sana, josta ei ole saatu selvaa

pidempi jakso, josta ei ole saatu selvaa

kaksoissulkeiden sisalla litteroijan kommentteja ja selityksia
tilanteesta
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Appendix 3: Interview questions

Yleisesti (alkulammittelyksi ja perusinfon saamiseki)

1. Kertoisitko aluksi minka ikéinen opettaja olet, &ndineita opetat ja kauan olet
opettanut?

2. Enta kauan olet opettanut aiemmin kuvaamiani 9. jaokkia?

Huumori (yleisesti, luokkahuoneessa)

Késite "huumori" on moniselitteinen, miten itse yémmét sen?
Ent& miten eri tavoin huumorin kayttd mielestadiilmeta
luokkahuone/opetustilanteessa jos puhutaan nimesmoimettajan ja oppilaiden
keskendaisesta vuorovaikutuksesta?

5. Voiko huumori mielestasi toimia pedagogisena vam& Miten?

6. Mita positiivisia vaikutuksia huumorilla voi olld&nté voiko huumorin kaytolla

olla my6s negatiivisia vaikutuksia? Mita?

Huumorin kayttd omassa opetuksessa

7. Koetko itse kayttavasi huumoria opetuksessasi? tks&availla miten vai onko
huumorin kaytté mielestasi osittain tai kokona@ddstamatonta?

8. Kaytatkd mielestasi huumoria kaikkien opettamiaskkien kanssa samalla
tavalla (vai vaikuttaako huumorin kayttoon esimkskioppilaiden maara,
ikaluokka tai kuinka kauan olet ryhmaa opettanubka hyvin tunnet oppilaat)?

9. Liittyyké huumorin kaytto tunneillasi mielestasiemnman
opetukseen/opetettavaan aineeseen vai ilimeneeakieseman oppiaineen

ulkopuolisissa keskustelunaiheissa?

Huumorialoitteet (opettaja vs. oppilaat)

10.0nko huumori luokassa mielestasi enemman opettajappilasaloitteista
(opettajan ja oppilaiden vélisissa tilanteissa/kegiuissa)?

11. Miten oppilaat suhtautuvat mielestési opettajalien huumoriin?

12. Miten huumorijaksot (esim. vitsailu) vaikuttavatetastasi luokan ilmapiiriin?

13. Enta miten suhtaudut oppilaiden keskeiseen huumonssa opettaja ei ole

mukana?
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Alakoulun ja ylakoulun erot

14.Jos sinun tulisi vertailla opetustasi alakouluglggkoulun oppilaiden valilla,
miten sanoisit ettd opettaminen eroaa ikaluokkail&? Mitka ovat suurimmat
erot?

15. Enté jos sinun tulisi miettia huumorin kayttoak@epe etta oppilaat) naiden
kahden valilla, eroaako se? Mika siihen mielestaduttaa?

16. Entd mita mahdollisia eroja olet huomannut oppéaiduhtautumisessa
huumorin kayttoon? Uskotko ettd kokemukset eroaviakaluokkien valilla vai

vaikuttaako t&han jokin muu asia? Mika?



