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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation reports the findings of a study on teacher narratives recorded at a 

German Studies department over the course of one semester. Specifically, the study 

investigated co-construction of narratives among four groups of TAs during their weekly 

coordination meetings, focusing on the larger social processes and the local participation 

fi-ameworks established in the process of co-narration. Furthermore, it explored the 

Images of teachers and students, and the themes co-constructed in the narratives. 

The study involved fifteen TAs and one supervising faculty member. Narratives 

emerging in the course of their meetings were identified. For this purpose, a typology was 

developed which took into consideration not only past time narratives, but also those 

tellings which focused on anticipatory, hypothetical or generically occurring events. After 

emerging themes were tabulated, the co-constructed social projects and participation 

frameworks were explored using a microethnographic approach. Student and teacher 

images were investigated based on the evaluative devices employed. 

The results indicated that narratives were mainly told during the meetings to 

accomplish the sharing of experiences, the requesting and giving of advice, as well as the 

shaping of policies. The main themes addressed in the course of the tellings concerned 

grading and test-taking issues. TAs co-constructed themselves as group members as v/ell 

as autonomous individuals. While generaUy displaying alignment with colleagues who 

were challenged by their students, the TAs also occasionally identified themselves as 
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student spokespersons in opposition to their peers. When seeking advice, TAs were 

mostly reluctant to acknowledge their peers as givers of advice, and instead turned to the 

faculty member for help. TAs were generally portrayed in the narratives as competent 

speakers of the foreign language; understanding, engaged, communicative teachers; and 

facilitators for opportunities for learning. Students, in the majority of the narratives, were 

portrayed as lazy, cheating or unreasonable. 

This dissertation took into account the practices of co-construction which are at 

work when teachers narrate their professional experiences. So far, research on teacher 

narratives has mainly focused on data collected in contexts constructed by researchers. 

The contribution of this study is thus as research on naturalistically occurring teacher 

narratives. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Humcms are storytelling organisms, who, individually and socially, lead storied 
lives. The study of narrative, therefore, is the study of the ways humans 
experience the world 

(Clandinin and Connelly, 1992, p.2) 

1.1. The Problem and the Purpose 

In recent years, a growing number of studies in teacher education and teacher 

development have focused on narratives told by teachers for the purposes of investigating 

their beliefs and knowledge about their teaching practice (e.g. Butt, Townsend, and 

Raymond, 1990; Carter, 1993; Connelly and Clandinin, 1990). Teachers acquire mucii 

of their expertise in and their understandings of their practice in actual classroom 

situations. As Carter (1993) explains, for teachers, "the acquisition of expertise is, in 

essence, the acquisition of event-structured knowledge" (p. 7). Narratives are considered 

an appropriate tool for capturing and disseminating this event-structured knowledge, since 

they are centered around events and their sequencing. Bruner (1991) explains that 

[...] we organize our experience and our memory of human happenings mainly in 
the form of narrative - stories, excuses, myths, reasons for doing and not doing, 
and so on. Narrative is a conventional form, transmitted culturally and constrained 
by each individual's level of mastery and by his [sic.] conglomerate of prosthetic 
devices, colleagues, and mentors, (p. 4) 

For researchers on teacher development, narratives can function as an important 

source of insight into the culture(s) of teaching and learning co-constructed among the 

members of a language program. Listening to teachers voices is essemial to understanding 
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their individual approaches to teaching, their image of themselves as teachers, as well as 

their image of their students. Teachers' narratives as a valuable source of data should by 

no means be underestimated. As White (1991) maintains, 

[...] teachers teU stories for reasons other than being expressive, being entertaining 
or 'letting oflFsteam'. When they tell stories, teachers are beginning a process of 
reflection on their practice. When teachers tell stories, they make claims about the 
premises of teaching, theoretically argue about priorities, inculcate those moving 
into the profession and cause others to reflect on their own practice, (p. 226) 

Although numerous studies (see below) have recently focused on teacher 

knowledge and beliefs, there are still many avenues which remain unexplored. Of the 

recent studies in the area, most have been conducted with preservice, beginning and 

experienced school teachers (e.g. Carter, 1994; Connelly and Clandinin, 1990; Corta22i, 

1991; Knowles and Reynolds, 1991; Nias, 1989; Pinnegar, 1988; White, 1991; Yaxley, 

1991). There are only a few studies which focus on the narratives told among educators 

in a language teaching context, as well as on those teaching within a university 

environment (e.g. Freeman, 1991, 1993; BCinginger, 1997). For this reason, further 

research into this area is certainly warranted. 

Of the more recent studies on teacher narratives, most use data specifically elicited 

by the researcher for the purposes of a particular study (e.g. Carter, 1994; Connelly & 

Clandinin, 1990; Cortazzi, 1991; Nelson, 1993; Pinnegar, 1988). In other words, there 

is a lack of studies examining narratives told by teachers within a naturalistic context. This 

lack is closely connected to the fact that there are only few studies exploring teacher-

teacher talk (e.g. Bennett, 1983; Hammersley, 1984; Pollard, 1987). In comparison, 
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studies focusing on teacher-student talk abound (e.g. Edwards & Westgate, 1987; 

Erickson, 1996; Harrison, 1996; Jarvis & Robinson, 1997; to name just a few of them). 

While most of the studies mentioned above focus on the beliefs and assumptions 

teachers hold about their teaching practice, the present study will only address those in 

passing. Its actual focus is on the larger social projects and the local participation 

frameworks established during the processes of co-narration. The social interactive 

aspects of co- narration among teachers have, to my knowledge, received little attention 

up to this point. 

In the process of co-narration among teachers, narratives do not always strictly 

adhere to a presentation of past events. They frequently address future or hypothetical 

events, as well as generic occurrences. The present work offers a discussion of the 

conception of narrative and the rationale for including narrative forms other than stories in 

its analysis. In this approach, it also differs from most other studies on teacher narratives, 

which have focused on past events mainly. 

My study will also contribute to research on the structure and dynamics of 

professional meetings. Institutional talk has been the object of much research in 

conversation analysis. Researchers have, for instance, investigated social interaction in 

news interviews (dayman, 1992), court proceedings (Atkinson, 1992), and doctor-patient 

encounters (Heath, 1992). Classroom discourse has also been an object of interest among 

many researchers (Erickson, 1996b; Jarvis & Robinson, 1997; McHoul, 1990). 

However, less attention has been paid to multi-party professional meetings in which 
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participants occupy a similar professional status (e.g. Boden, 1994; Confr^, 1997; 

Jacoby & Gonzales, 1991). It seems important to conduct further research in this 

particular area, since meetings have become an integral part of most people's professional 

lives. As Boden (1994) states, meetings are the "very social action through which 

institutions produce and reproduce themselves" (p.81). 

The present study thus aims to contribute to research in the area of teacher 

narratives by focusing on naturalistically occurring data produced by language teachers for 

language teachers in a university context. It investigates the social organizations created 

during co-narration in professional meetings, as well as the images conveyed about 

teachers and students in this process. Furthermore, it provides a discussion on narrative 

analysis, enlarging the focus beyond past-time occurrences only to include hypothetical 

narratives, pretellings, as well as unmarked tales. 

1.2. Research Questions 

The study aims to answer the following research questions: 

1. What types of narratives arise in the TA discourse and why? 

2. What salient themes arise from the TA narratives over the course of the semester? 

What are the differences across groups? 

3. What larger social projects are accomplished by the tellings, i.e., what are general 

interactional purposes of the narratives within the TA discourse? What are the differences 

across groups? 
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4. What teacher-teacher relationships of the moment are negotiated during the tellings, 

i.e., what local participation frameworks and discourse identities are established? 

5. How are students and teachers, as well as the relationship between them, portrayed in 

the narratives? 

1.3. An Overview 

Chapter Two provides an overview of the literature relevant to this study. It 

discusses issues related to (1) narratives, (2) teacher beliefs and assumptions, (3) 

subjective theories, as well as (4) teacher-teacher talk. It outlines previous work in the 

individual research areas as well as the theoretical background of the discourse analytic 

approach employed here. The data in this study were analyzed using approaches and 

strategies from conversation analysis, interactional sociolinguistics, as well as the 

ethnography of communication. In this chapter, the major concepts adapted from these 

discourse analytic approaches will be explained. 

Chapter Three then discusses the methodology employed for data collection and 

analysis as well as the research context of the study. It provides definitions for the various 

types of narratives identified. Furthermore, it discusses the rationale behind the 

categorization of all narratives according to themes and speech events. Looking at speech 

events, i.e., the discourse surrounding the actual narratives, was found essential for 

gaining insights into the social processes involved in co-narration. 
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Chapter Four provides a quantitative perspective on the data, tabulating narratives, 

themes and speech events for each of the four TA groups under investigation. It also 

presents an investigation of potential connections between these three concepts. Chapter 

Five then completes the analysis of the data by oflfering a qualitative look at the data. The 

present study does not aim at establishing grand generalizations - which is impossible also 

due to the limited size of data. In the qualitative part of the analysis, it aims at delineating 

general tendencies and at differentiating typical from untypical cases of co-narration, thus 

gaining insights into the social aspects of co-narration within this particular context. 

Chapter Six pulls together various interpretations and observations suggested in 

the previous two chapters. It summarizes the major findings of this study, and also 

addresses its limitations. Furthermore, it provides suggestions for fiirther research and 

briefly outUnes some of the implications for conducting TA coordination meetings. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter presents a review of the literature relevant to the current study. It 

addresses issues pertinent to narratives, teacher beliefs and assumptions, subjective 

theories, as well as teacher-teacher talk. It also discusses the theoretical background of 

the discourse analytic approach employed in the study. 

2.1. Narrative Analysis 

2.1.1. An Overview 

Most researchers working on narratives underline the fact that acts of narration are 

central processes within human thought and interaction. Hymes and Cazden (1980), for 

instance, state that "narrative forms of thinking are inescapably fundamental in human life" 

(p. 131). PoUdnghome (1988) maintains that "one of the most important forms of 

creating meaning in human existence is the narrative" (p. 183). He further explains: 

[...] narrative is a meaning structure that organizes events and human actions into a 
whole, thereby attributing significance to individual actions and events according 
to their eflFect on the whole, (p. 18) 

According to Bruner (1987), "we seem to have no other way of describing 'lived 

time' save in the form of narrative" (p. 12). Bruner (1986) distinguishes between what he 

calls "two modes of thought" (p. 11) which underlie an individual's construction of reality. 

These two modes he terms "paradigmatic or logo-scientific" (p. 11) and "narrative" (p. 
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12) respectively. The paradigmatic mode focuses on abstractions, empirical verifications, 

and categorizations. It is on a quest for universal truths and generally applicable 

principles. The narrative mode, on the other hand, focuses on particular experiences tied 

to particular times and places. According to Bruner (1986), this latter mode "leads to 

conclusions not about certainties in an aboriginal world, but about the varying 

perspectives that can be constructed to make experience comprehensible" (p. 37). 

Narratives are centered around particular events, and thus represent "event-

structured knowledge" (Carter, 1993, p. 7). The fact that narratives are an important 

form of thinking and knowing is also reflected in the word's etymology. According to 

Turner (1980, p. 163), the word "narrate" is derived from the Latin term narrare, i.e. to 

tell. Turner further explains that narrare is related to the Latin word gnartts (knowing, 

acquainted with, expert in). Both Latin words have their root in the Indo-European gna, 

which means "to know". Turner (1980) comments: "Narrative is, it would seem, rather an 

appropriate term for a reflexive activity which seeks to "know" [...] antecedent events and 

the meaning of those events" (p. 163). 

According to Stein and Policastro (1984), definitions of narrative can be found in 

almost any discipline within the social sciences. Narratives have been analyzed in such 

diverse fields as psychology (e.g. Bruner, 1986; PoUdnghome, 1988), anthropology (e.g. 

Propp, 1928; Shuman, 1986; Linde, 1993; Ifill, 1997), sociolinguistics (e.g. He, 1996; 

Labov, 1972; Polanyi, 1985b; Norrick, 1997), or education (e.g. Carter, 1994; Connelly 

and Clandinin, 1990). They have also been investigated in the areas of sociology (e.g. 



Boje, 1991a; Cain, 1994; Riessman, 1990), medicine (e.g. Hunter, 1991), psychotherapy 

(e.g. Aronsson and Cederborg, 1994), personnel management (e.g. Hawes, 1991; Vance, 

1991), law (e.g. Abrams, 1991; Jackson, 1990), and economics (e.g. McCIoskey, 1990). 

Hunter (1991) states: 

In medicine as in moral theology, jurisprudence, and Sherlock Holmes's detective 
work - all fields in thrall to the case - the particulars are narrated in suf5cient detail 
to provide clues that will enable the casuist to measure and match them against the 
yardstick of the worldview under consideration; disease, salvation, legality, crime. 
In all these fields, the idiographic, chronological account of the particulars bridges 
the gap between general principle and isolated case. (p. 45) 

Among other topics, narrative analyses have focused on such diverse issues as life 

histories (e.g. Coupland and Nussbaum, 1993; Linde, 1993), cognitive processes involved 

in narration (e.g. Chafe, 1990; Bamberg, 1986), the construction of social roles and 

identity (e.g. Cain, 1994; Rymes, 1995; Schifl&in, 1996), gender (e.g. Riessman, 1990; 

Johnstone, 1993), place (e.g. Johnstone, 1990), cultural presuppositions (e.g. Polanyi, 

1985b), children's socialization and their construction of reality (e.g. Ochs et al., 1992; 

Taylor, 1995), as well as tellers' social and/or cultural backgrounds (e.g. Blum-Kluka, 

1993; Blum-Kulka and Snow, 1992; Hicks, 1991; Michaels, 1981; 1991; Tannen, 

1980; 1984). 

While there appears to be general consensus that the ability and the need to narrate 

are a universal phenomenon (e.g. Heath, 1984; Hicks, 1991; Miller etal., 1990), various 

researchers have demonstrated that cultural variations do exist as to what forms of 

narratives are socially ratified and transmitted. In her study on narrative retellings of a 

film. Hicks (1991), for instance, compared two groups of first-graders; low-income 
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African American and middle-income white children. She observes that children in any 

sociocultural community are exposed to ways of representing knowledge in narrative 

form. Exactly how these narrative forms are realized, however, depends on the "differing 

social worlds in which children are participants" (p. 56). Michaels (1981; 1991) further 

points out that generally, only certain narrative styles are sanctioned by a society's 

educational system. This puts children who were socialized in communities with different 

narrative conventions at a disadvantage. As Hymes and Cazden(1980) state; "One form 

of inequality of opportunity in our society has to do with rights to use narrative, with 

whose narratives are admitted to have a cognitive fimction" (p. 126). 

2.1.2. Definitional Issues 

Definitions of narrative and approaches to narrative analysis are as numerous and 

as varied as the disciplines listed above. This contribution presents a discourse analytic 

study of narrative recountings of personal experience. Before providing my own 

definition of the concept, I will discuss some of the literature and research pertinent to the 

issue. As far as narratives of personal experience are concerned, Langellier (1989) states: 

"While rich and diverse, personal narrative research is at the same time confusing and 

sometimes conflicting" (p. 244). It is not the objective of this study to provide an 

exhaustive review of these conflicts and confusions, or to even attempt to resolve them. 

Rather, the study will critically discuss those approaches to narrative research most 

relevant to the present analysis. 
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2.1.5. Labov's Evaluation Model 

Within discourse analysis and sociolinguistics, one of the major contributions to 

the study of personal narrative was made by Labov and his collaborators (Labov, 1972; 

Labov and Fanshel, 1977; Labov & Waletzky, 1967). Labov mainly focused on 

investigating the structural properties of narratives and their functions. For this purpose, 

he collected oral narratives of personal experience, elicited by 'danger-of-death' questions; 

"Were you ever in a situation where you thought you were in serious danger of getting 

killed, where you said to yourself - 'this is it'?" and "Were you ever in a fight with a guy 

bigger than you?" (Labov, 1972, p. 355). It was hypothesized that a question addressing 

as dramatic an issue as threats to one's life would lead interviewees to become so involved 

in their tellings that they would barely monitor their utterances, and responses would 

closely resemble vernacular speech. 

Based on their data, Labov and his collaborators (Labov, 1972; Labov and 

Waletzky, 1967) developed a model of oral personal narratives which, in its most 

complete and ideal form, consists of the following six parts and their underlying questions 

(Labov, 1972, p. 370): 

• Abstract: what is this about? It is not necessary for a narrative to be introduced by an 

abstract If one is provided, it includes information about the content of the upcoming 

narrative. 

• Orientation: who, when, what, where? The orientation provides details about a 

story's setting, its protagonists, as well the time and place of occurrence. 
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• Complicating action: then what happened? The complicating action consists of a 

series of narrative clauses which recount a sequence of events. A crucial requirement 

here is for clauses to represent a "temporal juncture" (Labov and Fanshel, 1977, p. 

107). 

• Evaluation: so what? This aspect of narrative structure is most essential to the 

understanding of narratives. Labov (1972) stresses that in telling a story, narrators 

always face the question "So what?", i.e., they have to signal to their audience the 

intended point of their stories. Narrators indicate a story's point by using evaluative 

devices which suggest to recipients how to interpret particular tellings. 

Evaluation  ̂ in this model, is placed before the Result, but it actually can occur 

throughout the entire narrative (Labov, 1972, p. 369). Labov (1972, pp. 366-396) 

provides a listing of strategies which can serve as evaluative devices. Polanyi (1985a) 

stresses, however, that evaluation can be accomplished by any linguistic feature, 

whether lexical, phonological, sentential or discursive. Any utterance which stands 

out, or is marked, in comparison to its surrounding discourse, for instance through a 

sudden change in pitch, serves an evaluative function. Following Polanyi (1982a), 

evaluation is accomplished by "encoding the propositional information to be accorded 

special attention in a distinctive way. The more distinctive the encoding, the more the 

evaluated information stands out (p. 516). 

• Result: what finally happened? The result relates what followed the events 

recounted, or what resolution was achieved. 
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• Coda. Like the abstract, the coda is an optional part of the narrative structure. It 

indicates that the narrative telling has come to a close, and signals the return to regular 

turn-taking procedures. 

Labov (1972; Labov and Waletzky, 1967) explains that narrative accounts have at 

the center of their structure at least two temporally sequenced events which were 

completed in the past. These events are generally reported in narrative clauses. 

According to Labov (1972), narrative clauses occur in the simple past or historical present 

and mirror the chronological occurrence of events. They form the narrative skeleton, 

which can then be filled out by details. Free clauses provide additional information on 

protagonists as well as place and time of the action. As opposed to narrative clauses, they 

can be interchanged without affecting the temporal order of the narrated events. 

2.1.4. The Evaluation Model Revisited 

2.1.4.1. Temporal Orientation 

It appears that a large number of researchers have based their definitional work on 

the notion that narratives recount past events (e.g. Chafe, 1994; Johnstone, 1990; Smith, 

1980). As mentioned above, Labov (1972) conceives of narrative as 

one method of recapitulating past experience by matching a verbal sequence of 
clauses to the sequence of events which (it is inferred) actually occurred, (p. 359-
360) 

Apart fi"om Gofifinan (1974), who acknowledges the existence of "preplays" (p. 505), a 

few other researchers have challenged this focus on the past within narrative analysis. In 
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her study on talk among a group of African American adolescents, for instance, Goodwin 

(1990a) found that "limiting narrative to reports about past events is far too restrictive" 

(p. 231; emphasis in the original). She demonstrates how narrators can rely on the same 

strategies employed for telling past time narratives in order to recount "future stories" (p. 

231). Polanyi (1985b) and Taylor (1995; see below) also include descriptions of present 

and future time events in their narrative typology. From their perspective, narrative 

discourse essentially consists of the presentation of events which occur[red] along a 

certain timeline. Polanyi's (1985b) as well as Norrick's (1997) conception of narrative 

discourse also includes "generic narratives" (Polanyi, 1982a, p. 511), where events are 

encoded in "verb phrases with would and would be -ing, along with used to forms" 

(Norrick, 1997, p. 208; emphasis in the original). 

Ochs (1994) points out that the differentiation between past, present, and future 

time narratives might not always be clear. She suggests that past time narratives, i.e., 

stories, are not simply retellings of events that yielded some response and were dealt with 

and completed in the past. Rather, narrative tellings can also deal with "unfinished 

business" (Ochs, 1994, p. 125). Ochs (1994) explains; 

Quite often in conversational story telling among friends or family either an Initial 
or Other Teller will take issue with some aspect of the past experience narrated. In 
doing so, interlocutors define a past event as a present problem. And like 
protagonists in a narrative who provided past responses to a. past event felt to be a 
problem in the past, the interlocutors presently involved in cotelling the narrative 
state provide present and future possible responses to a past event felt to be a 
problem in the present, (p. 126) 
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Goodwin's (1990a) findings support this perspective. She (1990a) observes that 

the girls in her data tell stories about the past in a way that "co-implicates" (p. 45) others 

present during the tellings and prompts them to either act or at least contemplate potential 

future actions. Narratives about the past thus do not simply reflect on and recount past 

events. They can also reach out across timefi-ames and are involved in shaping future 

events, making possible or instigating certain actions. In Ochs's words (1994): 

While narratives of personal experience center around a specific past experience, 
such narratives share with other narrative genres a tendency to project future time 
experiences as well. Stories of personal experience regularly step out of the 
temporal domain of the past into the temporal domain of the future to make story-
coherent predications of possible events to take place after the present moment, 
(p. 106; emphasis in the original) 

Including narratives of the past, present and future, as well as generic tales and 

hybrid cases which transcend timezones, into our typology does not violate the basic 

premises of narrative tellings. I argue with Taylor (1995) that 

the sociocognitive process which is narrative as defined by Turner (i.e., the 
reflexive knowing of events) applies and operates in very similar ways when 
interactants deal with present and future experience, (p. 14) 

Furthermore, as Linde (1993) stresses, Labov's (1972) narrative structure is still 

fundamental to most other narrative types (see also Goodwin, 1990, p. 231). 

This structure is one of the primary discourse units and forms the basis for the 
structure of many derivative units: the pseudo-narrative description [...]; the 
habitual narrative of typical rather than specific event sequences; and the 
hypothetical or future narrative of events that may take place under specified 
conditions. Each of these discourse units shares some but not all of the defining 
characteristics of the narrative. (Linde, 1993, p. 85) 
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Narrative discourse thus can appear with reference to any timezone. It is not the temporal 

orientation of discourse, but rather its structure, i.e. the presentation of events happening 

along a certain timeline, which identifies it as narrative. 

2.1.4.2. Temporal Sequencing 

Labov's model of narrative requires a "verbal sequence of clauses" to mirror "the 

sequence of events which (it is inferred) actually occurred" (Labov, 1972, p. 360). Not all 

researchers agree, however, that the temporal matching of clauses and events is an 

essential characteristic of narrative discourse. 

Ochs, Smith, and Taylor (1989), for instance, suggest that the interaction found 

during storytelling can be closely akin to detective work. In the course of the telling, 

participants might dig for additional information relevant to solving a problem presented in 

the narrative, and may discover a crucial piece of Information which is unearthed towards 

the end of the telling. Tellings thus can go back and forth through time, and events are 

not necessarily presented in a chronological fashion. Discussions among co-participants 

may lead to a reassessment of the problem at hand, and to the inclusion of previously 

omitted events, shedding new light on a situation. 

Various researchers (e.g. Polanyi, 1985a; Riessman, 1993) maintain that Labov's 

(1972) conception of narrative is based on the Aristotelian claim that narratives have a 

distinct beginning, middle and end. Riessman (1993) points out that the Western concept 

of "time marching forward" (p. 17) which underlies this claim might not be present in all 
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cultures, and thus might not be universally applicable to narrative structure. Other studies 

also suggest that even within Western cultures, the chronological ordering of events is not 

always essential to narrative organization. Michaels (1981), for instance, points out that 

narratives can also be thematically structured. Attanucci (1993), in her study on narratives 

told by a mother about her daughter, demonstrates that the mother's narratives are built 

on and essentially driven by emotions and beliefs. She states; 

Rather than recounting a series of objective actions understood through 
orientations and evaluations, these accounts follow a subjective order of telling in 
that the mother drew upon her cognitive and emotional perceptions to create the 
plot rather than leading with "what happened" and subordinating her sense of 
experiences, (p. 101) 

In the context of the present discussion, it is also important to note that the two-

clause minimum posited by Labov (1972) as a basic constituent of narrative structure is 

disputed by some researchers. As mentioned above, Labov and his collaborators (Labov, 

1972; Labov and Waletzky, 1967) elicited stories in an interview context. In contrast to 

this approach, other studies investigate data collected in naturalistic settings (e.g. 

Goodwin, 1990a; Johnstone, 1990; Schiffrin, 1996). This difference in methodology 

carries with it important ramifications for the definition and classification of narratives. In 

her study on spontaneously occurring talk among preschool children, Umiker-Sebeok 

(1979) observes that her analysis included "the descriptions of past event(s) made up of 

only one clause as well as those which would fit [Labov and Waletzky's (1967)] 

definition" (p. 92). This inclusive approach seems appropriate when focusing on 

naturalistically occurring data: 
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Firstly, some one-clause or one-event utterances could be interpreted as narrative 
much in the way that in Haiku poetry the single event of a falling drop of water 
may be expressed in such a way as to evoke in the mind of the listener / reader an 
entire, ordered set of events, scenes, objects, and actors. Secondly, [...] we are 
concerned here with narratives as they spontaneously occurred within verbal 
interactions in the classroom. When considering narratives within an ongoing 
conversation, in many cases, it can be assumed that the listener will use the 
information gained through his [J/C.] familiarity with the context and co-text of the 
story in order to flesh out what he [s/c.] is being told happened. (Umiker-Sebeok, 
1979, p. 92; emphasis in the original) 

Taylor's (1995) narrative typology also takes into account minimal narratives 

consisting of a single clause. According to her, including one-clause narratives 

acknowledges the importance of non-verbal contributions to the telling. In addition, it 

emphasizes the active role of the listeners, and acknowledges the central role they play in 

the construction of meaning. Taylor (1995) stresses that listeners "[...] not just make 

sense, but, sometimes in order to do so, make narrative out of that which fails Labov and 

Waletzky standards" (p. 11). 

Labov's (1972; Labov and Waletzky, 1967) model of narrative analysis ignores 

the interactional context of the moment. It does not take into account the relationships 

between tellers and listeners, nor does it reflect on the influence of the interview context 

on the kinds of data collected. His model implies that "narrative is a relation among 

clauses rather than an interaction among participants" (Langellier, 1989, p. 248). 

2.1.5. Context and Conversational Interaction 

Instead of focusing on the structural properties of narratives in isolation from their 

interactional context, researchers in conversation analysis (see below) have investigated 
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the situated nature of narrative tellings. Jefferson (1978) and Sacks (1986), for instance, 

studied how participants work together to situate narratives locally within an ongoing 

interaction. Th^ found that tellers generally signal their intention to recount a story, 

orienting co-participants towards an upcoming multi-unit turn. Tellers' proposals are then 

ratified or rejected by recipients. If ratified, regular turn-taking procedures are suspended 

and tellers are granted an extended turn. Similar to story initiations, closings are also 

interactionally achieved. Frequently data presentation and analysis imply that a single 

speaker is holding the floor for a monologic, uninterrupted turn (e.g. Labov, 1972; Gee, 

1986). Work by conversation analysts challenges this assumption and demonstrates that 

tellings are often co-narrated. Recipients can contribute to the tellings by commenting, 

asking clarifying questions, or giving minimal responses, without threatenmg to seize the 

floor and interrupt the teller's extended turn. 

Rather than focusing on the sequential organization of narrative tellings, other 

researchers (e.g. Duranti, 1986; Goodwin, 1984; 1986) investigated the audience's 

contribution to the production of a story and its interpretation. Duranti (1986), claims 

that "speech is a form of labor^' (p.239) which requires participants to work together in 

order to create meaning. He explains that even such routinized activities as calling on the 

telephone depend on cooperation and negotiation. When activities are less routinized, he 

continues, participants exert an even greater influence on the content and the direction of 

the talk through their alignments with the speaker and their interpretations of the tellings. 

A speaker may, for instance, preface a narrative account as a serious event. During the 
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telling, co-participants have the choice of aligning themselves with the speaker or selecting 

a different perspective. They may take up the teller's serious mode, or they may laugh at 

the narrated events, thus framing them as 'not serious'. This point is illustrated in 

Goodwin's (1986) study on three couples sharing stories during a picnic. As Goodwin 

(1986) observes, "an audience is both shaped by the talk it is attending and helps shape 

what will be made of the talk" (p. 311). 

Goodwin's (1986) observation challenges Labov's (1972) implication that tellers 

alone are responsible for determining the point of their stories. Labov (1972) fails to take 

into account the reciprocal relationship which exists between telling and interactional 

context. As Polanyi (1985b) explains; 

In interactively constructed discourse, such as conversational storytelling, 
"meaning" is not an absolute characteristic of texts. In the course of an 
interaction, proposals for what is going on in the telling may be brought forward 
by the teller through internal evaluation and explicit commentary and may be 
disputed by the conversational recipients who may offer their own interpretations 
of what the telling should be taken to be about, (p. 63) 

Following Goflfinan's (1981, p. 129; see below, further discussion in section 

2.3.3.) suggestion that the categories of "speaker" and "hearer" are too crude for 

distinguishing among participant statuses in a conversation, researchers also investigated 

refined participation frameworks created during narrative tellings. Goodwin (1984), for 

instance, studied "telling-specific identities, such as teller, addressed recipient, 

nonaddressed recipient, and principal character" (p. 225). FCs analysis takes into account 

both verbal and non-verbal features of communication during the telling of a story at the 

dirmer table. 
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Schiffiin (1990) examines the different participation statuses - animator, author, 

figure, principal (GoflBnan, 1981; see below) - available to storytellers in the course of 

conflict talk. She investigates the strategies used by the teller to guide the audience 

towards accepting a certain argument. According to her: 

Personal stories create the opportunity to present oneself in three capacities. First 
is the animator - the producer of talk. Second is the author: the author can 
interpret an experience, arrange evaluative devices, and create story events which 
contextualize a position in order to convey just those sentiments which highlight 
that version of experience most in line with the position being argued for. The 
third is figure: the figure can act in the storyworld precisely as he or she might 
have wanted to act had there been a chance to do so. (Schiflfrin, 1990, p. 252) 

The narrator is thus in a position to present an idealized version of events intended to 

sway the audience into agreement. 

Goodwin (1990a) points out that most analyses of participation fi^ameworks have 

focused on the speaker and have ignored the tellings' ramifications for the wider social 

context. She maintains that 

[...] the primary organization of the descriptions is to be found not in the 
properties of the past events being described, but rather in the structure of the 
present interaction, (p. 275) 

Goodwin's (1990a) analysis of talk among Afiican American adolescents demonstrates 

how narratives can be told to open up and expand the participation framework of the 

moment and to structure social interaction. Recipients can be invited to comment on a 

telling, manifesting their alignment with / against the co-present protagonist of the 

narrative. As already mentioned, Goodwin (1990c) also exemplifies how stories can be 

told in ways that "co-implicate" (p. 45) co-participants and lead them to contemplate, if 
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not commit, future actions. Tellings thus influence and are motivated by the "larger social 

projects" (Goodwin, 1990a, p. 263) to be accomplished. 

Ochs and her coUaborators (e.g. Ochs, Smith, and Taylor, 1989; Ochs & Taylor, 

1992b; Ochs and Taylor, 1995a) go b^ond investigating how participants shape the 

social-interactional context of a narrative telling. In a series of studies on narratives told 

during family dinners, they investigate how children are socialized into particular world 

views and values in the process of co-narration. They maintain that the co-construction of 

meaning in narrative accounts can have effects on participants' general outlook on the 

world. 

[T]here is a daily message [...] regarding the approach to 'fact' and to theory 
which is sanctioned in [a] family; The message is embedded in the family's 
response to story explanations. The challengeability of those explanations, whether 
guarded [...] or exploited [...], socializes co-narrators into a particular view of the 
world, of cognition, of social interaction, of interdependence, of limits, and of the 
value of multiple perspectives and the weighing of dtematives. (Ochs et al., 1992, 
p. 16) 

Based on the above discussion, it is posited here that narrative tellings are 

interactively achieved and integrated into the flow of conversation. They are influenced by 

and shape both the interactional organization of the moment and the larger social 

processes to be accomplished. Narrative tellings are also able to exert a certain influence 

on participants' outlooks on the world. 

In sum, the present study defines narrative as "an account of doings, or happenings 

- past, present, or future" (Taylor, 1995, p. 9). Narratives are "versions of reality" 
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(Mandelbaum, 1993, p. 263), or, as Gofi&nan (1974) puts it with respect to past time 

narratives; 

A tale or anecdote, that is, a replaying, is not merely a reporting of a past even. In 
the fullest sense, it is such a statement couched from the personal perspective of an 
actual or potential participant who is located so that some temporal, dramatic 
development of the represented event proceeds from that starting point, (p. 504) 

A closer description of past, present, and future time narratives, together with examples, 

will be presented in Chapter Three. 

2.2. Teacher Beliefs and Assumptions 

2.2.1. An Overview 

The majority of studies on teacher knowledge and assumptions about their practice 

have focused on data elicited in an artificial context created by the researcher. Various 

approaches and research objectives have informed the studies, from an interest in teachers' 

conceptions of the notion of "work" (Nias, 1989), to interests in the influence of teacher 

education on teachers' theories and concepts (e.g. Freeman, 1993), to a focus on a more 

encompassing description of teachers' culture at a particular school (Cortazzi, 1991). 

Interviews and interview-like conditions are a popular approach for inquiring into 

teacher knowledge and thinking. Elbaz (1980; 1981), for instance, explored a teacher's 

"practical knowledge" (1981, p. 43), i.e., knowledge the teacher holds and applies in 

particular contexts, in a case study based on open-ended discussions. Pinnegar (1988) 

conducted structured interviews with 12 high school science teachers at different levels of 

work experience. Her objective was to gain insights into the teachers' knowledge about 
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their students and their classrooms, as well as into potential changes of this icnowledge 

over the course of one semester. Nias (1989) combined semi-structured interviews with 

diary writings and classroom observations as sources of data. She engaged 99 British 

primary school teachers in a first phase of her study. Ten years later, a second phase 

followed, consisting of more interviews but including less participants. Nias's (1989) main 

research questions concerned the teachers' constructions of "work," as well as 

descriptions of their professional experience fi"om the point of view of actual practitioners. 

The three themes found to preoccupy teachers revolved around their concept of self, the 

teaching task, and their actual school environment. Nias observes that the teachers in her 

study showed a strong concern for their sense of self. One reason for this, she speculates, 

might be that individual teachers are fi-equently assumed to exert major influence on a 

student's educational career. Therefore, Nias (1989) states, "their self-image is more 

important to them as practitioners than is the case in occupations where the person can 

more easily be separated from the task" (p. 207). 

Cortazzi (1991) investigated narratives told by primary school teachers in Great 

Britain with the objective of describing the larger culture surrounding the teachers and 

their work. For this purpose, he interviewed 123 teachers, posing questions which invited 

the teachers to respond in narrative form. In addition, he taped various staff meetings, 

discussion groups, and conferences. His data analysis, however, does not provide any 

details on those narratives told in a naturalistic context. Cortazzi then analyzed the 

narratives in his corpus, examining the evaluations supplied by the teller (see Labov, 
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which the teachers in his study used to structure their thinking and organize their 

experience. He found, for instance, three models which teachers employed for those 

children who stand out (Cortazzi, 1991, p. 38); 

• The "academic scale model," i.e., children standing out for exceptionally good / bad 

performance; 

• The "problem model," i.e., children standing out because of their bad behavior or their 

"poor" homes; and 

• The "character model," i.e., children standing out because of their maturity or 

reliability. 

Cortazzi (1991) also investigated the metaphors used by teachers in their answers to his 

questions, since they point to teachers' cultural and cognitive models of learning. One of 

the metaphors used frequently, for instance, describes learning as "movement" (p. 53). 

Another line of research connects teaching events, teacher knowledge and beliefs 

with teacher biographies (see Carter, 1993). Goodson (1980), for instance, elicited a 

teacher's biography in narrative form and then linked this particular man's life history data 

to his views on teaching. Knowles and Holt Reynolds (1991) as well as Knowles (1992) 

assigned autobiographic writing tasks to participants in order to investigate how 

preservice teachers' life events influence their classroom practice and their teaching 

philosophies. 
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Various researchers have engaged participating teachers into a dialogic process. 

They focus on the written correspondence between researchers and participants (see 

Clandinin and Connelly, 1990) or on collaboratively constructed autobiographies (Butt, 

Raymond, and Yamagishi, 1988; Butt, Townsend, and Raymond, 1990) to gain insights 

into teachers' personal and professional knowledge. The latter approach asks participants 

to write and concurrently discuss their autobiographies with other participants, constantly 

revising their writings based on issues raised during guided discussions. Though 

interactive and dialogic in nature, these projects, too, yield data specifically elicited by the 

investigators. 

Journal writings are another venue of research into teacher beliefs and knowledge. 

Carter (1994), for instance, asked novice teachers for weekly reports and evaluations of 

well-remembered classroom events. The main concerns which emerged fi^om this study 

were curriculum issues, classroom management, teaching methods, motivation, individual 

students, diversity, self, and other topics (pp. 248-249). The majority of texts in the data 

sample focused on classroom management, followed by curriculum issues, other, 

individual students, diversity, self, and motivation. 

Hall, Johnson, and Bowman (1995) combined journal writings, interviews, and 

observations in a series of four studies on teacher development and socialization. Their 

goal was to determine potential "transition patterns" (p. 25) fi'om one developmental stage 

to another. They found a spiral pattern of transition, with participants working through 

the following seven themes at each stage (p. 29): Teaching metaphor (i.e., a particular 
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image or emotion concerning teaching), teaching motivation (i.e., "why teach?"), 

relationships of teaching, transition to teaching, realities of teaching, reflection on 

teaching, and teaching practice. At each stage, participants expanded on propositions 

which further detailed each theme. 

Minimizing the researcher's intrusion during data collection. Nelson (1993) sent 

out written questionnaires, asking teachers at various institutional levels (elementary, 

junior high, and secondary schools) to tell memorable events from their classroom 

practice. Participants were asked to tape their tellings for the researcher. Nelson (1993, 

p. I46flr.) considers the themes emerging from her data as indicative of what teachers 

evaluate positively: 

• "Above and beyond" (i.e., the stories tell about teachers exceeding their 

responsibilities or roles); 

• "Communication" (i.e., the stories describe the sharing of information or attitudes 

between students and teachers); 

• "Contribution / Impact / Appreciation" (i.e., the stories reveal teachers' satisfaction 

about influencing student lives); 

• "Job Description" (i.e., the stories discuss the challenges and rewards of teaching); 

• "Reflection" (i.e., the stories show a learning from past experience through 

retrospective consideration of a situation); 

• "Relationship" (i.e., the stories describe positive student-teacher relations); 
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• "Student Perspective" (i.e., the stories reveal an unusual or unexpected student 

perspective); 

• "Surprisingly Successful Student" (i.e., the stories depict a student breakthrough or 

related drastic change for the positive). 

As already mentioned, most studies on teacher knowledge and beliefs build on data 

espedally elicited by the investigator for research purposes. While these studies have 

certainly yielded important insights, their limitations should not be ignored. Asking 

participants to answer specific questions or to fulfill particular tasks, researchers might 

inadvertently control what kinds of data or what kinds of narratives are considered 

admissible or relevant. This observation is especially true within an interview context. As 

Mishler (1986) aptly states, "the discourse of the interview is jointly constructed by 

interviewer and respondent" (p. 53). This fact is largely left ignored in the studies 

discussed above, and data from dialogic interviews are generally presented in the form of a 

participant monologue. Cortazzi (1991) decontextualizes his data even further, listing 

isolated words and phrases which teachers used to describe the teaching and learning 

process as well as the parties involved in it. These techniques of data collection, 

presentation and analysis do not take into consideration the collaborative nature of talk. 

They ignore the practices of co-construction which are at work when teachers articulate 

their beliefs and knowledge structures. Approaches which critically consider the 

researchers' contributions to the data collection process, and which minimize researcher 

interference in data production are better able to capture the evolving nature of teacher 
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knowledge and beliefs, and to account for and register changes in teachers' values, norms, 

or systems of beliefs. One approach which meets these objectives is the collection and 

analysis of naturalistically occurring teacher talk discussed below. 

2.2.2. Pending Questions 

To date, there is a lack of studies using naturalistically occurring data for research 

into teachers' understandings of their practice. One of the few projects in this area was 

conducted by Gudmundsdottir (1991), who observed two social sciences teachers in their 

classrooms and analyzed the stories they told while teaching. Gudmundsdottir aimed at 

outlining the teachers' pedagogical content knowledge, and found this knowledge to be 

centered around narrative structures. The two teachers in her study used narratives to 

explain complex curricular issues to their classes and render them meaningful. 

A few other studies also explore teacher concerns and thoughts based on data 

collected within a naturalistic context. Those studies focus on conversations between 

teachers, or teacher - teacher talk, which is another area in need of further exploration. 

While studies on teacher - student talk abound (to name just a few of them; Edwards & 

Westgate, 1987; Erickson, 1996b; Harrison, 1996; Jarvis & Robmson, 1997; McHoul, 

1990; O'Connor & Michaels, 1996; Sinclair & Brazil, 1982; Tardif, 1994; Weissberg, 

1994), inquiries into teacher - teacher talk are still scarce. Furthermore, these studies 

generally do not present any in-depth analysis of the discourse. 
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In his large-scale study on primary teachers in Great Britain, for instance, Cortazzi 

(1991) states that he did include some narratives told within a naturalistic context. He 

does not, however, present any description or detailed analysis of this part of his data. 

Bennett (1983) taped six gatherings of college teachers who met during their lunch break, 

yet does not comment on any particulars of the teachers' discourse. Her main interest is 

directed towards the structural properties of group sagas, a specific type of narrative 

encountered in this kind of setting. 

Hammersley (1984) investigated the staflfroom talk among secondary school 

teachers without conducting a detailed discourse analytic study. His findings indicate that 

the teachers' talk could cover any topic, but was mainly centered around the school and its 

students. Conversations were generally aimed at discussing and clarifying problems 

concerning students. Also, Hammersley states, talk among teachers served to build 

solidarity among colleagues, as well as to strengthen the individuals' self concept. He 

attests that narratives told about problem students have a "rhetorical function" (p. 209). 

These stories, he claims, "seem to be designed to protect the teachers' professional 

identities in the face of the threat to their sense of their own competence posed by the 

behavior of the pupils" (p. 212). 

Pollard (1987) reports on data gathered through participant observations and 

"practice" (p. 103) in seven staff rooms in British primary schools. He identified particular 

"interests-at-hand" (p. 103) preoccupying the teachers. His participants seemed to be 

especially concerned about sustaining a certain sense of self in the classroom. Associated 
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with this sense of self were issues such as "maximizing enjoyment," "controlling 

workload," "maintaining health and avoiding stress," and "retaining autonomy." 

"Maintaining order" and "instruction" were two additional interests found (p. 103). 

Pollard further inquired into the interaction between the teachers' sense of self^ their 

personal values and the larger institutional context. Like the other studies discussed, he 

did not investigate his data from a discourse analytic point of view. 

Kainan (1994) conducted observations in an Israeli staflfroom to gain insights into 

the "professional culture of teachers" (p. 157). Her study aimed at exploring the teachers' 

basic assumptions about their practice, the complaints they have, as well as their 

relationships to the school management, and the particular subgroups they formed among 

themselves. She found the issue of control to be of central interest to teachers, since it 

emerged from most stories told in the staflSroom. In their stories, teachers aflBrmed the 

need for control in their classroom, they stressed the diflBculties they were confronted with 

on a daily basis, and also ascertained that "they were all partners in this struggle" (p. 14). 

The stories told in the staffi'oom were also employed by teachers for eliciting advice. In 

her study, Kainan (1994) found "individualism, cooperation, and competition to be 

important aspects of social relations between teachers" (p. 157). 

Most studies discussed in this section investigate teachers' staffroom talk in order 

to gain insights into educators' perspectives on their work . They categorize the teachers' 

concerns and describe the main fiinctions of teacher - teacher talk in the stafifroom. They 

do not, however, provide any actual analyses of the teachers' discourse. There is a 
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seeming lack of discourse analytic studies on teacher - teacher talk, especially in the area 

of teacher beliefs and assumptions about their teaching practice. 

AH of the studies reviewed above focus on teachers working at diflferent types of 

schools from elementary to secondary levels. There appears to be a striking scarcity of 

studies dealing with university educators as well as studies concerned with foreign 

language teachers. Some of the few research projects in these particular areas were 

conducted by Freeman (1991; 1993). Freeman based his studies on the analysis of 

observations, interviews, and written pieces of work produced by language teachers 

working and studying in a university foreign language department. His objective was to 

gain insights into the teachers' thinking about their practice, as well as the impact of 

teacher education courses on both their thinking and their teaching. 

BCinginger (1997) conducted another of the rare studies on the beliefs and 

knowledge of foreign language educators. She used free writing exercises in the context 

of a portfolio writing workshop in order to uncover participants' teaching philosophies. 

She examined conceptual metaphors and popular theories in the educators' writing 

samples, and found that practice, teacher education, and reflection work together, helping 

teachers integrate theoretical or "expert" concepts with their own personal experience, 

and shaping their initial, commonsensical or popular theories about language learning and 

teaching towards theories influenced by the expert system. 

In sum, the above review of research on teacher narratives and teacher 

understandings of their practice points to a need for studies which focus in particular on 
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language teachers interacting in their everyday naturalistic environment. Observing and 

analyzing narrative tellings in their naturalistic context will more adequately capture the 

emergent nature of teachers' culture(s). Focusing on narrative co-construction will 

provide insights into the subjective theories and assumptions that teachers posit, challenge, 

and maintain about their students, about themselves as teachers, and about their teaching 

practice. 

2.2.3. Subjective Theories 

It is proposed here to conceptualize the knowledge, assumptions and beliefs 

teachers hold and articulate about their teaching practice as "subjective theories." 

Following Grotjahn (1991), subjective theories are 

complex cognitive structures that are highly individual, relatively stable, and 
relatively enduring, and that fulfill the task of explaining and predicting such 
human phenomena as action, reaction, thinking, emotion and perception, (p. 188) 

Kallenbach (1995) observes that subjective theories are knowledge structures which are 

developed on an experiential basis. These structures enable individuals to understand the 

world around them in a certain way and to act accordingly. Kallenbach (1995) also 

maintains; 

Subjektive Theorien, verstanden als subjektiver Filter, sind [...] nicht nur unter der 
Fragestellung interessant, inwieweit sie Handlungen begleiten und steuem, sondem 
in didaktischer Hinsicht auch insofem relevant, als sie bestimmte Handlungs-
moglichkeiten, Konzepte und Argumentationen zulassen und andere ablehnen, je 
nachdem ob sie mit der subjektiven Theorie in Einklang gesehen werden. (p. 92)' 

' Subjective theories, conceptualized as subjective filter, are [...] interesting not only for investigating in 
how the>' accompaî  or control actions. From a didactic point of \iew. they are also relevant, since 
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In the context of the present study, it is of particular interest which subjective theories, 

and with these which ways of acting, thinking and reasoning are ratified by group 

members and which are rejected. 

Groq'ahn (1991) observes that at the time of the publication of his article, learners' 

and teachers' theories about language learning and teaching still remained relatively 

unexplored. Although some researchers have, in the meantime, started to focus on the 

subjective theories of educators in a language teaching context (e.g. Freeman, 1991; 1993; 

Kinginger, 1997), further work, especially on narrative co-construction, is certainly 

warranted. 

2.2.4. The Co-Construction of Theories 

As Jacoby and Ochs (1995) claim, 

co-construction is the joint creation of a form, stance, action, activity, identity, 
institution, skill, ideology, emotion, or other culturally meaningful reality, (p. 
171; emphasis in the original) 

Participants in co-narration co-construct perspectives on and assumptions about the world 

around them. In the narrative process, they actually build theories of events, and challenge 

and redraft these theories coUaboratively. This process of theory construction is 

traditionally associated more with environments such as laboratories or university 

seminars. Ochs et al. (1992) briefly sketch two conflicting perspectives on the 

construction of theories; While one faction of scholars maintains that individual 

the>' allow certain potential actions, concepts, and wa>'s of reasoning, while rejecting others, depending on 
their accordance with the subjective theory. (Kallenbach, 1995. p. 92; my translation) 
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researchers work in seclusion to produce new insights and theories, the other faction 

argues that natural and humanist scientists work in collaboration to ""construct 'facts' 

rather than discover them and that they do so through co-construction (i.e., construction 

involving more than one participant" (p. 39; emphasis in the original). Proponents of the 

latter position (e.g. Gilbert and Muklay, 1984; Knorr-Cetina, 1981; Latour and Wolgar, 

1986; Lynch, 1985; Traweek, 1980) maintain that important insights, or theories, arise 

from the social process of "talk-in-interaction" (Schegloff, 1995, p. 187) among scholars. 

Ochs and her colleagues (e.g. Ochs, Smith, and Taylor, 1989; Ochs and Taylor, 

1992a; 1992b; Ochs et al., 1992) argue that essentially the same process of positing, 

challenging and redrafting theories which can be observed in scholarly and scientific 

settings takes place in such everyday gatherings as family ditmers. The activity of co-

constructing a narrative, they claim, is conducive to theory construction in all these 

environments. 

Ochs and her collaborators (e.g. Ochs, Smith, and Taylor, 1989; Ochs and Taylor, 

1992a; 1992b; Ochs et al., 1992; Ochs and Taylor, 1995a; 1995b) video-and 

audiotaped 12 white American middle-class families during dinner-time and observed that 

one important speech event which takes place during most of these encounters is joint 

problem-solving, in particular through narrative activities. In the family contexts 

observed, dinner appears to be the ideal environment for engaging in this conversational 

and cognitive activity. Diimers, especially "centralized" (Ochs et al. 1989, p. 239) ones 

during which family members meet around one table, provide both a locative and temporal 
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of dinners is that they provide a relatively attentive audience for the discussion of issues 

which arose in the course of the day or the recent past. Dinners thus provide an 

appropriate forum for family problem-solving activities. 

Ochs and Taylor (1992b) list familiarity, common background knowledge, as well 

as the opportunity for sharing time as central for successfiil problem-solving through co-

narration. Familiars, according to the researchers, have a license to comment on the 

narratives told from a critical point of view. Shared background knowledge facilitates 

problem-narration, since no additional contextual information has to be given and 

problematic issues can be the focus of attention. Sharing time on a regular basis makes 

possible meaningful interaction. 

It is argued here that essentially the same process of theory-building which can be 

observed around family tables, in science laboratories or in scholarly seminars can also be 

found during professional meetings of the T As in a language program. The following 

statement by Cameron (1994) lends support to this perspective: 

[...] any form of what we call 'practice' must inevitably include 'theory'; common 
sense is a theory, distinguished from other theories, if at all, only by the degree of 
formality and self-consciousness with which it is invoked. When someone 
purports to criticise or 'go beyond' common sense, they are not putting theory 
where previously there was none, but replacing one theory with another, (pp. 18-
19) 

In all settings mentioned above, observations are made and theories are built based on 

these observations. In one of the meetings (202-02), for instance, a TA told a story 

describing a student's destructive behavior during group work. Her criticism of this 
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student lead the group to a discussion on appropriate vs. inappropriate student conduct, or 

in other words, to a co-construction of a theory regarding the issue. 

The three features associated by Ochs and Taylor (1992b) with successflil co-

narration and problem-solving - background knowledge, familiarity, and sharing time -

characterize not only particular family relationships, but are also present in certain work 

environments. Although the TAs do not maintain relations which would resemble 

traditional family ties, they share several aspects of life: Th^ hold similar kinds of 

background knowledge about their teaching assignments, their students, or their lives as 

TAs and graduate students in this particular department. They also share similar goals and 

challenges (e.g. having to write the next exam for their students while having term papers 

due themselves). Similar to the family members studied by Ochs and her colleagues, the 

TAs meet on a regular basis around a table to discuss pertinent issues. Coordination 

meetings, similar to dinners, take place at a designated locative and temporal space within 

the TAs working week, providing participants with shared time for discussions. An 

additional parallel between coordination meetings and family dinners is their structure. 

The dirmers are 'monitored' by parents, while the meetings are supervised by 

coordinators. This is certainly not to suggest that coordinators and parents share identical 

functions. However, in both types of gatherings, certain members possess potentially 

more rights and resources for controlling the interaction than others. These hierarchical 

structures might influence or even determine whose versions of events, or whose theories 

and voices, are more likely to be heard and ratified than others. 
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In sum, theories, whether developed in a laboratory, around a dinner t^le, or in a 

meeting, are potential explanations of events and as such are challengeable (Ochs et al. 

1992). They are merely versions of reality. Investigating which versions or which voices 

are heard more and which tend to be silenced will provide valuable insights not only into 

the dynamics of meetings, but also into the dififerential access to the construction of 

knowledge within a community, in this case within the community of TAs, coordinators, 

and their supervisors in a post-secondary multisection German as a Foreign Language 

program. 

2.3. Discourse Analysis: Approach and Concepts 

This study employs ethnographic microanalysis (EM) as its main approach to 

investigating TA discourse. According to McKay and Homberger (1996), the researcher 

"primarily responsible" (p. 282) for developing this approach is Erickson (e.g. 1996a). He 

(1996a) explains that EM is "mainly interested in the ecology of micropolitics of social 

relations between persons engaged in situations of face-to-face interaction" (p. 283). EM 

studies both verbal and non-verbal aspects of communication between particular people in 

particular encounters. It takes into consideration how an audience's contributions 

influence and shape interactions. Relations between interactants are recognized to have a 

decisive influence on the individual's communicative style (see Shultz and Erickson, 

1982). Erickson (1996a) maintains; 

How we communicate - what kinds of language we use and how much, how fluent 
or eloquent we are, how coherent our speech, how attentive or encouraging our 
listening may be - is very much a matter of what others are doing in the situation 
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while we are doing what we are doing. Listeners influence speakers and vice 
versa, (p. 284) 

EM emphasizes the active part interactants occupy in conversation. It recognizes 

that larger societal processes and cultural rules do exist, but maintains that there is "some 

'wiggle room,' some room for improvisation" (Erickson, 1996a, p. 283) for participants to 

shape an interaction. Rather than governing the interaction, these larger processes merely 

influence it, and participants are able to actively decide on and construct their actions. EM 

is mterested in the micropolitics and power relations at work within those actively 

constructed, situated encounters. 

EM also considers issues of identity within an interaction. Erickson (1996a) 

states; 

Who we display ourselves to be, as relevant to the conduct of the interaction at 
hand, can change from moment to moment in the interaction itself We are not just 
typecast by a single category of social identity throughout an entire encounter. 
Our social identity of the moment is situated in the interaction at hand; we 
perform it as we go along and we do so conjointly with the other interactional 
partners, (p. 292) 

Shultz and Erickson (1982), for instance, found that when interactants identified each 

other as co-members within a specific setting, they were more inclined towards ignoring 

communicative misunderstandings or potentially negative impressions based on cultural 

(mis-)conceptions. Co-membership is defined as "the sharing of attitudes of social identity 

that [are] distinctive as commonalties in the situation at hand" (Erickson, 1996a, p. 295). 

Erickson (1996a) explains that EM draws on insights from conversation analysis 

(CA), the ethnography of communication (EC), interactional sociolinguistics (IS), 
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Goffinan's work, context analysis and continental discourse analysis. My own study will 

most heavily rely on the first four of these influences, and I will briefly discuss each of 

them below. 

2.3.1. Conversation Analysis 

CA focuses on the recording and the analysis of naturally occurring interactions 

within a variety of settings. This particular approach to the analysis of discourse grew out 

of ethnomethodology and was originally developed and applied by Sacks and his 

colleagues (e.g. Sacks, Scheglofl^ and Jefferson, 1974). One of the researchers' main 

interests was to discover the general structural principles underlying everyday 

conversational interaction. Based on empirical research. Sacks, Schegloflf, and Jefferson 

(1974) discovered the existence of a general conversational mechanism responsible for the 

organization of talk in any encounter. They describe this basic mechanism as "context-

fi^ee, in such ways that it can, in local instances of its operation, be sensitive and exhibit its 

sensitivity to various parameters of social reality in a local context" (Sacks, Schegloff, and 

Jefferson, 1974, p. 700). The adaptable mechanism to which they are referring is 

conversational tum-taking. The turn-taking system is context-free in the sense that it can 

be adapted from everyday encounters to more specialized conversations (e.g. news 

interviews, court hearings, etc.), while, at the same time, adjusting to individual contextual 

requirements. Ordinary, everyday conversation is considered the "benchmark" (Drew & 
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Heritage, 1992, p. 19) against which other, specialized encounters are constructed and 

understood. 

As Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefiferson (1974) state, "actual conversation is always 

'situated' - always comes out oC and is part o^ some real sets of circumstances of its 

participants" (p. 699). Conversation analysts stress the fact that meaning is created 

through interaction among conversationalists. Various studies have shown how 

participants in an encounter influence the shape of turns (e.g. Duranti, 1986; Goodwin, 

1984; 1986). Turns are not constructed in a contextual vacuum, but are always formed 

with particular recipients in mind. Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974) explain: 

By 'recipient design' we refer to a multitude of respects in which the talk by a 
party in a conversation is constructed or designed in ways which display an 
orientation and sensitivity to the particular other(s) who are the co-participants, 
(p. 727) 

According to Drew and Heritage (1992b), CA focuses on particular conversational 

actions that take place in specific contexts. CA investigates how interactants use language 

to create meaning and to shape social organization. Schegloff (1995) maintains that 

"attention will virtually always need to be paid to the issue 'what is someone doing with 

some utterance? What action or actions are involved?"' (p. 191). Context is thus shaped 

when participants are interacting. Context, within C A, is not regarded as existing a priori, 

awaiting interactants. Rather, it is assumed to be dynamic and open to constant 

modification. As Drew and Heritage (1992b) explain, it is "both the project and the 

product of participants' o^/vn actions and therefore [...] inherently locally produced and 

transformable at any moment" (p. 19). 
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This view of context as constantly negotiated and co-constmcted by interactants 

obliges conversation analysts to go beyond the analysis of individual utterances in 

isolation, and to focus on sequences of utterances occurring within particular contexts. 

From a conversation analytic point of view, utterances are considered "doubly 

contextual:" They are at the same time "context-shaped" and "context-renewing" 

(Heritage, 1984, p. 242). In other words, every utterance is dependent on the preceding 

context for its interpretation and cannot be understood in contextual isolation. 

Furthermore, every utterance is bound to influence and shape its subsequent context. It 

will "renew, (i.e., maintain, adjust, or alter) any broader or more generally prevailing sense 

of context which is the object of the participants' orientations or actions" (Drew, and 

Heritage, 1992b, p. 18). An example for this are invitations, which then make acceptances 

(or rejections) the appropriate follow-up action. An utterance thus responds to the 

preceding context and at the same time makes possible fiirther action. Since the fimction 

of utterances is defined through their point of occurrence in talk, the sequential 

organization of "talk-in-interaction" (Scheglofl^ 1995, p. 187) is important. 

Working within a conversation analytic approach, it is essential to demonstrate 

how participants themselves are actively oriented towards their utterances. Any 

interpretation of data has to be grounded in and substantiated by empirical observations. 

Participants create meaning and shape their identities locally, making relevant particular 

attributes such as age, profession, gender, etc., depending on the specific context of the 

interaction. "Context and identity have to be treated as inherently locally produced. 
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incrementally developed and, by extension, as transformable at any moment" (Drew and 

Heritage, 1992b, p. 21). Grounding interpretations and understandings of data in 

empirically verifiable observations also serves the purpose of enhancing a study's validity. 

Goodwin (1990a) points out that it is not hard to ftilfill CA's requirement of 

demonstrating participants' own interpretation of utterances. It is precisely because of the 

sequential organization of conversation that participants' own understandings of an 

interaction can easily be investigated. Since utterances do not exist within a vacuum but 

are responsive to prior context (see above), they can provide insights into participants' 

interpretations of preceding talk. In responding to prior utterances, participants 

demonstrate how they understood earlier conversational moves (Sacks, Scheglofl^ 

Jefiferson, 1974). Participants' orientations towards preceding utterances are thus 

essential to the analyst; 

[...] while understandings of other turns' talk are displayed to coparticipants, they 
are available as well to professional analysts, who are thereby provided a proof 
criterion (and a search procedure) for the analysis of what a turn's talk is occupied 
with. Since it is the parties' understandings of prior turns' talk that is relevant to 
their construction of next turns, it is their understandings that are wanted for 
analysis. The display of those understandings in the talk in subsequent turns 
affords a resource for the analysis of prior turns, and a proof procedure for 
professional analyses of prior turns, resources intrinsic to the data themselves. 
(Sacks, Schegloff) and Jefferson, 1974, p. 729; emphasis in the original) 

According to Drew and Heritage (1992b), CA "offers an especially powerful and 

coherent perspective fi-om which to investigate the activities making up the life of social 

institutions" (p. 53). CA has afforded valuable insights into the interaction between 

conversational participants (e.g. Durantl, 1986; Goodwin, 1984; 1986; Goodwin, 



1990a). Speaker selection, turn design (including topic management, lexical choice and 

length of turn), as well as the co-construction of meaning and interactional roles / identity 

are central aspects of this study on TA discourse. CA thus contributes valuable insights 

and analytical strategies to this project. However, to merely consider the immediate 

context co-constructed and displayed in interaction might unnecessarily limit 

interpretations and insights to be gained from the data. 

Within CA, diverging attitudes exist as far as the inclusion of ethnographic 

information in the analysis is concerned. Schegloff (1992) argues for an approach that is 

focused exclusively on the text / transcript and does not take into account any background 

information. Cicourel (1992), on the other hand, stresses that a conversation analytic 

approach to discourse can and should be enriched by combining it with ethnographic 

strategies. In his study on medical conversations, he argues that considering information 

about doctors' training or work experience in the analysis might provide valuable insights 

about the implicit or explicit application of background knowledge in medical encounters. 

Taylor (1995) argues that focusing on utterances and their immediate contexts 

only limits the insights to be obtained from an analysis. In her study on family narratives, 

she found that certain tales can be told in response to previous tales, even if the 

participants themselves do not display any overt recognition of this fact. Taylor describes 

an incident in which a son uses a narrative to problematize his mother. She demonstrates 

that the father has told similar narratives problematizing his wife on other occasions. The 

son thus seems to be emulating his father in the way in which he is treating his mother, an 
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insight which can only be gained by attending to and comparing narratives across 

occasions and time. 

For the above reasons, it is helpfiil to combine CA with other approaches. As 

mentioned earlier, ethnographic microanalysis (EM) draws on CA, but also on insights 

and procedures from the ethnography of communication and interactional sociolinguistics. 

All three approaches acknowledge the dynamic and central nature of context. According 

to Schiflfrin (1994), all three also view meaning as contextualized and contextualizing. 

However, for both ethnographers of communication and interactional sociolinguists, the 

larger social and cultural realities are also of importance. Both are interested in personal, 

social, and cultural background information about interactants beyond what is actively 

displayed in the course of the encounter. 

2.3.2. Ethnography of Communication 

As mentioned above, ethnographic microanalysis also rely on strategies and 

insights developed by ethnographers of communication. An ethnographic approach to 

interaction is interested in the interpretation of cultural meanings (Schififrin, 1994). It can 

contribute valuable information about a community's norms, beliefs and behaviors to the 

analysis (Hymes, 1974; Saville-Troike, 1982). According to Gumperz( 1982), 

ethnographers of communication "show how social norms affect the use and distribution 

of communicative resources" (p. 155) within a community. He further explains that 

[...] all verbal behavior is governed by social norms, specifying participant roles, 
rights and duties vis-a-vis each other, permissible topics, appropriate ways of 
speaking and ways of introducing information, (p. 165) 
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Fieldwork and participation in the life of a community are essential for understanding these 

social and cultural norms and for drawing appropriate inferences about interactions. 

Philips (1993) explains that traditional ethnographers usually act as participant observers 

who share in a community's life over an extended period of time. Microethnographers, on 

the other hand focus on 

(1) the tape recording or videotaping of the naturally occurring activity in focused 
gatherings; (2) the representation ofthat activity in a transcription [...]; and (3) 
the close scrutiny of the transcripts with the goal of saying something about the 
nature of the human activity documented. (Philips, 1993, p. xiii) 

An ethnographic approach to communication provides the researcher with 

knowledge about what typically occurs or what is expected to occur in certain 

communicative situations within a community. This knowledge, in the form of contextual 

presuppositions, is essential for interactants in order to assign meaning to situations and to 

interpret each others' utterances. Contextual presuppositions are accessed with the help 

of contextualization cues. Gumperz (1982) explicates: "Roughly speaking, a 

contextualization cue is any feature of linguistic form that contributes to the signaling of 

contextual presuppositions" (p. 131). Schif&in (1994) fiirther elaborates; 

[...] we draw situated inferences about speakers' messages through the use of 
contextualization cues that signal our contextual presuppositions, i.e., our 
definition of the situation, (p. 370) 

As the following section will illustrate, contextual presuppositions and the situated 

interactions from which they arise are of central interest also to interactional sociolinguists 

(Schiffiin, 1994). 
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2.3.3. Interactional Sociolinguistics 

Interactional sociolinguists are interested in how utterances are socially and 

culturally embedded. They investigate both the cultural understandings evoked and the 

social relationships created in and through interaction. Similar to conversation analysts 

and ethnographers of communication, interactional sociolinguists base their analyses on 

data collected in naturalistic interaction. When transcribing their data, they pay particular 

attention also to non-verbal cues, accessible through video recordings. 

Careful study of the transcribed material is necessary in order to understand the 

meaning of an utterance and its contribution to the interaction. Since the wider context in 

which an utterance occurs is considered important, the researcher's contextual knowledge 

is essential to the analysis. As Schiflfrin (1994) explains, "it is the social contextualization 

of an utterance that motivates and explains its use" (p. 113). Utterances are not just 

considered actions, but actual "indicators of social, cultural, and personal meaning" 

(Schiflfiin, 1994, p. 407). Language and context are seen to occupy a reciprocal 

relationship. Particular forms of language use reflect particular contexts, while particular 

contexts at the same time also motivate the use of particular language. 

Interactional sociolinguists investigate aspects of context both locally and globally. 

The sequential occurrence of an utterance in a stream of talk signals its local meaning, 

which is interactionally achieved. At the same time, the meaning of an utterance is also 

tied to the global understanding of the social situation in which it occurs. According to 
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Schififrin (1994), contextualization cues work on both local and global levels, indexing the 

general framework in which an utterance is to be understood. 

SchifBin (1994) maintains that scholars working within an interactional 

sociolinguistic approach make use of ideas developed by Gumperz (e.g. 1982), but they 

also rely on Goffinan's work. The contextualization cues described above can also be 

considered "framing devices" (Schififiin, 1994, p. 103) that signal how utterances should 

be understood. According to Goflfinan (1974; 1981), frames refer to the definitions which 

participants assign to the social activities of the moment. Frames are guidelines for 

understanding interactions, and include specific expectations about the nature of the 

situation, participant roles available, acceptable contributions, etc. A current 

communicative encounter is interpreted by participants based on the frame they consider 

relevant (e.g. argumentative or playfiil). According to Drew and Heritage (1992b), 

Goffinan's concept of frames promotes a view of context as consisting of "changing 

activity frames with their associated systems of relevance that can emerge within a given 

situation" (p. 9). The authors also state; 

Gumperz's notion of "contextualizing" and Goffinan's conception of "frame" both 
relate specific linguistic options to the social activity for which language is being 
engaged, (p. 9) 

During an interaction, frames are constantly negotiated among participants. 

Changes in flames entail shifts in footing, or in interpersonal relationships. Goffinan 

(1981) states; 

A change in footing implies a change in the alignment we take up to ourselves and 
the others present as expressed in the way we manege the production or reception 
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of an utterance. A change in our footing is another way of talking about a change 
in our frame for events, (p. 128) 

Footing is thus subject to change depending on interactants (re-)assessments of the 

situation and varying (re-)alignments they wish to take in the course of an interaction. 

Negotiations and shifts in footing and frame are made possible through the use of "cues 

and markers" (Goffinan, 1981, p. 157), concepts akin to Gumperz's (1982) 

contextualization cues. While a historical look at the development of the concepts of 

frames and footing is not our goal here, it will be shown below that a more specific 

analysis of discursive identities is necessary. 

Changes in frames and footing carry with them changes in participation 

frameworks (Gofl&nan, 1974; 1981). The concept of participation frmnework is also 

central to interactional sociolinguists (SchiflBm, 1994). According to Goflfinan (1981); 

When a word is spoken, all those who happen to be in the perceptual range of the 
event will have some sort of participation status relative to it. The codification of 
these various positions and the normative specifications within each provide an 
essential background for interaction analysis, (p. 3) 

Summarizing Goffinan (1981, p.l37), O'Connor and Michaels (1996) describe a particular 

participation framework as "an amalgam of all members' participation statuses relative to 

the current utterance" (p. 67). Or, as Goffinan (1981) himself explains, in a "social 

gathering," 

The relation of any one [...] member to [an] utterance can be called his [j/c.] 
"participation status" relative to it, and that of all the persons in the gathering the 
"participation framework" for that moment of speech, (p. 137) 



63 

Goffman (1981) stresses that the two terms are not restricted to participants' status in 

relation to an utterance only, but can also be applied for defining their changing status 

within the entire situation. 

Various participation statuses are available within interactions (GoflBnan, 1981; 

Goodwin, 1984; 1986; Duranti, 1986). Goffinan (1981) states that the terms "hearer" and 

"speaker" are inadequate distinctions (p. 129), since this traditional differentiation implies 

that sound only is important, ignoring the fact that sight and even touch are essential in 

organizing conversational interaction. Goffman (1981) also points out that listeners / 

hearers need not necessarily be ratified participants in an interaction. At the same time, 

those ratified to participate might choose to ignore the activity. The term "hearer" thus 

glosses over what might be a complex social encounter. 

Goffinan (1981) suggests "decomposing ['speaker' and 'hearer'] into smaller, 

analytically coherent elements" (p. 129). Hearers might be "eavesdropping," or 

"overhearing," or they can also choose to be "bystanders" (Goffinan, 1981, p. 132). In 

multiparty conversations, speakers might try to address all present as a whole. The "more 

likely" (Goffinan, 1981, p. 133) situation, however, is for the speaker to single out one 

particular listener at a time, and to thus identify and define "addressed" and "unaddressed" 

recipients (Goffinan, 1981, p. 133). 

Similar to hearers, speakers also have to be broken up into different and more 

specified roles m order to do justice to the complexities of social interactions. As 

Goffinan (1974) points out, "much of talk involves replayings [...]" (p. 524). In replayings 



64 

of personal experience, the personal pronoun T does not necessarily denote one unified 

and whole self Rather, the present speaker "locates T in different laminations," and the 

T "in any of these positions can itself refer to different shadings of the self [...]" 

(GoflSnan, 1974, p. 520). But replayings are not only populated with the speakers' 

various past self / selves. Other characters are also animated and given a voice through 

the present speaker. The use of reported speech is another concept to illustrate the 

inadequacy of the singular category "speaker" for denoting the person currently holding 

the floor (GoflSnan, 1974). A character's words may be rendered by a present speaker 

replaying a past event. Yet this speaker need not necessarily be the one responsible for the 

utterance's content. 

GofiSnan (1974) points out: 

[...] it will be necessary to move beyond the ideas that are fundamental to 
traditional sociological analysis, which breaks up the individual into multiple roles 
but does not suggest that fiirther decimation is required, (p. 516) 

For the speaking T, GoflSnan (1974, pp. 517-523) proposes the following categories: 

• The emitter of an utterance is "the current, actual sounding box fi-om which the 

transmission of articulated soimd comes" (p. 517). As GofiBnan (1974) points out, an 

emitter can also act as an animator, enacting the utterance and in the process also 

evaluating it. 

• The principal or originator of an utterance is the one "held responsible for having 

willfully taken up the position to which the meaning of the utterance attests" 

(Goffinan, 1974, p. 517). 
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• Va& figure is the protagonist, or the character who is enacted in an utterance. Gofi&nan 

(1981) explains that a figure is "someone [...] who belongs to the world that is spoken 

about, not the world that in which the speaking occurs" (p. 147). 

• The author of a statement is the one responsible for its content. The author is 

"someone who has selected the sentiments that are being expressed and the words in 

which they are encoded" (Goflfinan, 1981, p. 144). 

• Gofi&nan (1974, p. 523) also notes that fi-equently, a strcaegist is also involved in the 

utterance of a statement. This strategist analyses situations and determines which 

position the principal should take. 

Goodwin (1990a) applies Goflfinan's notion of participation fi-ameworks in her 

study on Afiican American adolescents in Philadelphia. As O'Connor and Michaels 

(1996) state, Goodwin shows how linguistic structures are actually used to create shifts in 

participation fi-ameworks and to thus produce the social organization of the moment. 

Investigating disputes in particular, Goodwin (1990a) found that the narrating of stories 

among groups of peers ''"'expands the participation framework of the dispute" (p. 239; 

emphasis in the original). She observes: 

This makes it possible for parties not initially involved in the argument to align 
themselves with particular positions within it, and introduces into it events fi"om 
beyond the inundate interaction, (p. 239) 

Goodwin's (1990a) understanding of participation fi-ameworks thus comprises two issues: 

On the one hand, it includes the alignments that participants take up towards each other in 

the course of an interaction, and the various rights and responsibilities which these 
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alignments entail. But it also takes into account the participants' alignments towards the 

content of the talk and the figures they animate in their utterances. In my study, I will use 

the term participation framework in Goodwin's (1990a) sense, "as a gloss to cover both 

types of processes" (p. 10). 

It is suggested here that Goodwin (1990a) in part further develops Goflfinan's 

(1981) concept of "footing" in a way compatible with Davies and Harre's (1990) concept 

of "positioning". She shows, for instance, how a recipient "is positioned by the story as an 

offendedparty"^ (p. 260; emphasis in the original). Thus, GoodAvin goes beyond the 

analytic tools provided by Goffinan (1974; 1981) towards an analysis of discursive 

identities as suggested by Davies and Harre (1990). 

Davies and Harre (1990), as well as Gavruseva (1995), claim that Goffinan's 

notion of "footing" is "rather vague" (Davies and Harre, 1990, p. 54). "Footing" is 

explained by GoflBnan (1974; 1981) in a circular argument, mentioning alignments, but 

basically leading back to the concept of frame; "A change in our footing is another way of 

talking about a change in our frame for events" (Gofl&nan, 1981, p. 128; as discussed 

above). Alignment, seen as central to footing by Gofi&nan (1981), is not explained in 

sufiBcient detiul either (Davies and Harre, 1990). Gavruseva (1995) points out that 

GofiBnan does hint at the "social capacities in which persons present claim to be active" 

(Gofl&nan, 1981, pp. 125-126). However, he fails to explore the relationship between 

"establishing alignment and projecting one's social capacity" (Gavruseva, 1995, p. 330). 



As an alternative to the "vague" notion of footing, Davies and Harre (1990) 

suggest the concept of "positioning". They investigate how speakers position themselves 

in an interaction, thereby constituting their discourse identity. They define positioning as 

"the discursive process whereby selves are located in conversation" (p. 48). Positioning 

can be "interactive", i.e., speaker's utterance positions recipient, or "reflexive", i.e., 

speaker's utterance positions speaker (Davies and Harre, 1990, p. 48). Positioning is not 

necessarily based on an intentional eflfort on the part of the speaker. 

Gavruseva (1995) explains that speakers' identities are "discursively constituted as 

the speakers signal interactionally relevant social relations through their participation in 

discourse" (p. 331). She also describes another way of making relevant discursive 

identities. Interactants in particular situations can also evoke associations with roles 

connected to a certain context (e.g. teacher - student; buyer -seller). It is important to 

note that "role" fi"om this point of view does not assign fixed and predetermined ways of 

acting and being. According to Davies and Harre (1990), roles are fi-equentiy assumed to 

determine people's actions. They are considered to be a given, predetermined "by the 

particular play [people] find themselves in" (Davies and Harre, 1990, p. 52). In contrast 

to this, Davies and Harre (1990) ascribe an essentially active part to the speaking subject 

in filling a particular role. They claim that although attributes of roles such as 'mother' are 

generally recognized and defined, an individual's personal concepts and feelings associated 

with this role will vary and will not necessarily be known. They explain that 

[...] we bring to each encounter with someone positioned as mother a subjective 
history with its attendant emotions and beliefs as well as a knowledge of social 
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structures (including roles) with their attendant rights, obligations and 
expectations, (p. 52; emphasis in the original). 

Individuals are aware of roles together with their attendant structures, obligations, 

and expectations, but they are also "responsible for their own lines" (Davies and Harre, 

1990, p. 52). Davies and Harre (1990) stress the individual's option to choose between all 

kinds of possible lines and to thus Influence "the form of the play itself' (p. 52).^ 

Discursive positioning is interactively achieved. Gavruseva (1995) provides an 

example for the alignments and discursive identities which are co-constructed between 

speaker and recipient. If, for instance, an individual apologizes to another, admitting some 

kind of fault, the speaker temporarily creates "social asymmetry" (p. 331). He or she 

admits wrongdoii^ while the recipient is positioned as 'not guilty'. However, 

interactants necessarily collaborate in the process of positioning. It is essential for the 

hearer to ratify the speaker as a person admitting fault. If the hearer fails to do so, the 

speaker's positioning failed and the social alignment is void. 

Interactants are free to reject speakers' positionings. They can choose to resist, or 

they can cooperate. They can also position themselves in a way inconsistent with the 

positioning proposed by the speaker. It is, of course, also possible for interactants to 

misunderstand a suggested positioning. This, Davies and Harre (1990) explain, is due to 

 ̂ When investigating role identities, Sanders (1995) builds on a similar critique of Gofi&nan. He claims 
that Gofl&nan's (1959; 1967) concept of role is too static. According to him. Gofiinan ignores the &ct the 
people occupying the same role identity have a certain amomit of choice of how to realize this identî '. 
Gofi&naa(1959; 1967) does not allow for individual variation within role-related behavior. Sanders also 
maintains that Goflfaan conceived of independently acting individuals filling role identities, when, 
actually, individuals woric out their identities together, each influenced by their own ''wants and interests" 
(Sanders, 1995, p. 73). 
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the multiple meanings speech acts can potentially take on. The scholars dispute Searle's 

(1979) view that speakers alone control the meaning of their speech acts, and argue that 

ail interactants essentially collaborate in making a "speech action" (p. 45) meaningflil and 

socially relevant. 

Davies and Harre (1990) sum up the perspective on discursive identity advocated 

also in this study ; 

An individual emerges through the process of social interaction, not as a relatively 
fixed end product but as someone who is constituted and reconstituted through the 
various discursive practices in which they participate. Accordingly, who one is is 
always an open question with a shifting answer depending upon the positions made 
available within one's own and other's discursive practices and within these 
practices, the stories through which we make sense of our own and others' lives, 
(p. 46). 

2.4. A Brief Summary 

As the above review of literature shows, narratives are widely considered an 

important form for creating and conveying meaning in everyday life. They have been 

widely used as a means for gaining insights into teacher beliefs and assumptions about 

their practice. The majority of these studies employ data elicited by the researcher in an 

artificial context. In contrast, the present analysis will look at naturally occurring speech 

among teachers. 

This study builds on Labov's (1972) evaluation model, modifying it fiirther to 

include narrative forms other than recountings of past personal experience. One of the 

main premises of the Labovian model was the requirement that narrative discourse must 
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minimally consist of two temporally sequenced events which were completed in the past. 

As Linde (1993), among others, points out, this sequential structure is fundamental not 

only to accounts of past time occurrences, but also to other narrative forms such as 

hypothetical or future narratives, as well as generic tales of typical occurrences. 

Furthermore, as Ochs, Smith and Taylor (1989) for instance point out, the linear 

sequencing of events required by Labov's (1972) model for narrative tellings does not 

always need to strictly be adhered to. Occasionally, essential information will be 

unearthed in the course of narrating, and tellings can thus move back and forth through 

time. 

While Labov (1972) focused on narratives in isolation from their interactional 

context, the present study emphasizes the situated nature of all tellings. It takes into 

account contributions of interlocutors and posits that narratives are fundamentally co-

constructed. During these co-constructions, theories about various issues are posited, 

challenged, and potentially redrafted. 

Narrative tellings are thus considered social processes which cannot be isolated 

from their context of occurrence. This perspective is grounded in the work of 

conversation analysts, interactional sociolinguists and ethnographers of communication. 

Goodwin's (1990a) work in particular is of importance for the present study. She 

analyzed the participation frameworks which narrative tellings occasioned among a group 

of African American adolescents, taking into account the alignments participants 

established both among each other but also towards the characters in their tellings. Within 
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this context of interpersonal involvement, it seems helpful to not only look at aligrmients 

per se, but to also investigate how exactly speakers position themselves in the process of 

narration, i.e., what discursive or local identities they negotiate for themselves (e.g. Davies 

andHarre, 1990). 

When investigating interpersonal involvements, Labov's (1972) concept of 

evaluation is useful, since evaluative devices are used by speakers to signal to their 

audience how a narrative is supposed to be interpreted. This study thus draws on work by 

Labov (1972; Labov and Waletzky, 1967), Ochs (e.g., Ochs, Smith, and Taylor, 1989), 

Goodwin (e.g. 1990a) and GoflBnan (1974; 1981) in its attempt to gain insights into the 

interactional purposes and consequences of co-narration during TA coordination 

meetings. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY AND CONTEXT 

This chapter discusses the methodology used in this study. It also includes a 

description of the research context, the participants in the study, and the procedures 

employed for data collection and analysis. 

The broad objective of this project is to investigate how reality and meaning are 

co-constructed during very specific interactions. A qualitative approach in the form of a 

case study was selected as particularly suitable for exploring these research issues. As 

Denzin and Lincoln (1994b) explain, 

[...] qualitative researchers stress the socially constructed nature of reality, the 
intimate relationship between the researcher and what is studied, and the 
situational constraints that shape the inquiry. They seek answers to questions that 
stress how social experience is created and given meaning, (p. 4) 

Johnson (1993) advises that case studies not be neglected as an important research tool in 

the area of language pedagogy. 

Too often, because of the nature of correlational, survey, and experimental 
research, and their privileged status in L2 research, very little is learned about 
individual language learners, teachers, or classes. Case studies stand in sharp 
contrast to these approaches by providing insights into the complexities of 
particular cases in their particular contexts, (p. 7) 

Many efforts were made to enhance the methodological rigor of this case study. 

As Johnson (1993) suggests, a sufBciently large amount of data has been included in the 

analysis in order to gain a distinct understanding of typical and atypical occurrences within 

the data. Janesick (1994) further points out that in qualitative research, validity is closely 
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connected to credibility. It is crucial that interpretations and conclusions can be 

substantiated by the data. Sufficient examples are therefore included in the presentations 

of findings in order to enable readers to be co-judges of the study's validity. 

3.1. Research Context and Participants 

The data for this study were collected in the German Studies Department of a 

major university in the southwestern United States. The study was approved by the 

University's Human Subjects Committee (Jan. 29, 1996). The data for the project were 

collected during the entire Spring semester of 1996. To investigate the co-construction of 

theories, roles and participation fi'ameworks in an educational setting, weekly coordination 

meetings of four groups of Graduate Teaching Assistants (TAs) were video- and 

audiotaped. The TAs were not informed about the specific purpose of the tapings. They 

were merely told that I was conducting a discourse analytic study, investigating how 

language is used in this very specific context of TA coordination meetings. 

Fifteen TAs, one supervising faculty member, and the department's language 

program director participated in the study. The TAs are subdivided into four groups 

teaching different levels of beginning German (see Tables 3.1 - 3.4). The main 

coordinator for all sections is Ingrid\ a German female and a faculty member. She is 

assisted in the German 70/-group by Michael, an American male who is a Ph.D. candidate 

in the Interdisciplinary Ph.D. Program in Second Language Acquisition and Teaching 

' All names for all participants are pseudonyms. 
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(SLAT). In German 102, Ingrid is assisted by Judith, a Hungarian female who is also a 

Ph.D. candidate in SLAT. German 201 and 202 are coordinated by Ingrid. The foiloAving 

tables provide a listing of the groups' participants, together with the TAs' nationality, age, 

professional status, and years of teaching experience. 

Table 3.1 : 101 Group Members 

Name Gender Nationality Age 
Profess. 
Status 

Years of 
Teaching 

Experience 

Ingrid* female German 34 Ph.D. (German) 8 
\Cchael** male U.S.-American 32 Ph.D.-cand. (SLAT) 9 
Katja female Slovak 29 M.A-cand. (German) 2 
Dorothea female German 31 M.A.-cand. (German) 2 
Todd male U.S.-American 27 M.A-cand. (German) 2 
Andy male U.S.-American 25 M.A.-cand. (German) 5 

•coordinator ( 
** assistant co 

Table 3.2: 10 

acuity) 
ordinator (TA) 

2 Group Members 

Name Gender Nationality Age 
Profess. 
Status 

Years of 
Teaching 

Experience 

Ingrid* female German 34 Ph.D. (German) 8 
Judith** female Hungarian 27 Ph.D.-cand. (SLAT) 5 
Janet female U.S.-American 28 M.A.-cand. (German) 2 
Nadja female Russian 23 M.A.-cand. (German) 1 
Anna female German 24 M.A_-cand. (German) I 
Markus male German 23 M.A.-cand. (Business) 1 
Christian male German 23 M.A.-cand. (German) I 
PhU male U.S.-American 24 M.A.-cand. (German) 1 

•coordinator (faculty) 
** assistant coordinator (TA) 
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Table 3.3 : 201 Group Members 

Name Gender Nationality Age 
Profess. 
Status 

Years of 
Teaciiing 

Experience 

Ingrid* female German 34 Ph.D. (German) 8 
Michael male U.S.-American 32 Ph.D.-cand. (SLAT) 9 
Annette female German 39 M.A.-cand. (German) 2 

•coordinator (faculty) 

Table 3.4 : 202 Group Members 

Name Gender Nationality Age 
Profess. 
Status 

Years of 
Teaching 

Experience 

Ingrid* female German 34 Ph.D. (German) 8 
Judith female Hungarian 27 Ph.D.-cand. (SLAT) 5 
Sabine female German 24 M.A.-cand. (German) 2 
Sonja female German 25 M.A.-cand. (CCLS) 2 

•coordinator (faculty) 

The TAs are all graduate students who were awarded assistantships to teach for 

the German Studies Department. They are expected to work 20 hours per week, which 

includes their actual teaching time as well as time for preparation and weekly coordination 

meetings. The meetings are scheduled for the TAs to discuss various professional matters, 

such as the construction of tests, the progress of their teaching, any difficulties they 

experience with students, etc. The general format of the meetings is that of a roundtable 

discussion, moderated by one or both of the coordinators. 

All meetings in this corpus of data took place between one and four o'clock in the 

afternoon. They were held in the department's seminar room, located in the basement of 



the building. This room (25' x 12') also serves as the department's library, and its walls 

are lined with shelves. A long rectangular table occupies the center of the room. It is 

surrounded by ten chairs, four on each side, one each at the head and at the foot of the 

table (see Appendix B). There are no fixed seating arrangements, and the TAs are free to 

select any of the chairs. One pattern, however, can generally be observed: In the 101 and 

102 meetings, one or both of the coordinators usually occupy the head of the table. In 

contrast, the coordinator always joins the TAs along one side of the table in the 201 and 

202 meetings. Appendix B illustrates the seating arrangement for each of the meetings. 

3.2. Data and Data Collection 

An effort was made to be as unobtrusive as possible during the recording of the 

meetings. At the time of the tapings, I had been part of the department's culture for six 

years, and had been in previous meetings with most of the participating TAs. Applying 

Adler and Adler's (1994) refined categorization of participant observers, I acted as a 

"peripheral-member-researcher," who "observe[d] and interact[ed] closely enough with 

members to establish an insider's identity without participating in those activities 

constituting the core of group membership" (p. 380). 

All of the TAs had known me for at least one semester, and presumably did not 

perceive my presence in their meetings as too much of an intrusion. Over the entire period 

of data collection, only three overt references occurred across the groups, referring to the 

presence of the tape recorder and the fact that the meetings were being taped (in 101-04, 
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102-05, and 202-02 respectively). Tannen's (1984) observation also suggests that my 

participants were not too disturbed by the taping. She explains that"[...] if there is a 

relatively large number of participants who have ongoing relationships, they soon forget 

the tape recorder" (p. 34). 

A total of nine meetings for German 101, ten meetings for German 102, and three 

meetings each for German 201 and 202^ were audiotaped, using a Sony walkman WM-3. 

Of the 25 meetings, 22 were also videotaped with a Panasonic camera (PV-704) placed on 

a tripod. ̂  The camera was set up in the same comer of the room every week. I was 

present at all tapings, observing the meetings from the back of the room and taking field 

notes on aspects of the setting, late-comers, seating arrangements etc. In order to be as 

unobtrusive as possible and to avoid disturbing the meetings when changing tapes, a Sony 

microphone (ECM-RIOO) was placed in the center of the table. It was connected via an 

extension cord to the tape recorder, which was sitting on a table next to me. 

To capture the meetings in their entirety, video- and tape-recorder were both 

running while the TAs were still arriving, as well as while they were getting ready to leave. 

Participants' first explicit opening statements were used for determining the actual start of 

~ The intennediate courses German 201 and 202 consist of fewer instructional components than the 
beginning courses German 101 and 102. TAs on the intermediate level are supervised less than TAs on 
the lower level (see Chapter Four). The)' tend to meet more infrequently, since less standardization of 
teaching procedures etc. is required of them. Furthermore, their meetings are sometimes spontaneously 
arranged by the participants. For the above reasons, less data is available involving TAs teaching German 
201 / 202. The meetings that I was able to record of these two groups were taped over a period of sL\ 
weeks, between early Fd)niaiy and mid-March 19%. 

 ̂ In three cases (102-07; 102-08; 202-01). videotaping was not possible, since the room was occupied up 
to the time of the meeting. Setting up the video camera while the meeting was alreacfy in progress would 
have unnecessarily disturbed participants. For these meetings, audio-recordings were obtained onh*. 
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the meetings (e.g.; "O.K., wer ist unpunktlich? " ["O.K., who is not on time?"]"* (101-

02); "Hello everybody, how are you ail doing?" (102-06); "Well, let's start." (102-02)). 

Similarly, the end of the meetings was determined by noting participants' explicit closing 

efforts (e.g.; "Bye, thanks everybody for your patience." (102-07); "Anyways, thank you 

for your cooperation, we got a lot done today." (102-02); "O.K., alles klar? Dann bis 

spdter. " ["O.K., everything all right? Then, see you later. "] (201-01)). 

The taping of the 25 meetings yielded a total of 20 hours and 56 minutes of data. 

The meetings range from 26 minutes to 67 minutes in length (see Appendix B). For the 

101 group, the average meeting time was 53.67 minutes, for the 102 group 50.30 minutes, 

for the 201 group 41 minutes, and for the 202 group 49 minutes. 

Additional data were gathered from semi-structured interviews with TAs 

(Appendix C), coordinators (Appendix C), and the language program director (Appendix 

C). The interviews were conducted to both collect general ethnographic information on 

all participants, and to gain explicitly formulated statements regarding their views on 

teacher and student roles, the purposes of coordination meetings, and the role of the 

coordinators. The interviews took place during the final week of the semester, and were 

taped in a departmental oflBce. They varied in length from 18 to 55 minutes. 

* All translations are mine. 
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3.3. Transcription 

3.3.1. Notation 

The 25 meetings were transcribed in their entirety from the tape recordings, 

adapting the transcription conventions developed by Jefferson (Sacks, ScheglofE^ and 

Jefferson, 1974, pp. 731-733). In a second phase, non-verbal features were added to the 

notations based on the video recordings. The following transcription symbols are most 

pertinent to this analysis: 

(.) short, untimed pause of one tenth of a second or less 

(0.0) pauses measured in seconds or tenths of seconds 

lengthening of sound or syllable 

falling intonation (not necessarily a sentence) 

falling-rising intonation (not necessarily to separate clauses) 

? rising intonation (not necessarily a question) 

cut-oflf 

(Punctuation is thus not necessarily used in a conventional way to delineate grammatical 

units, but rather to denote features of intonation) 

CAPS emphasis, signaled in pitch or volume 

( ) doubtful or hardly comprehensible hearing 

101-01 indicates that the excerpt is from the first meeting of the 101 group 

Initials[ identifies speaker at the beginning of a line 
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3.3.2. HIAT 

The data was transcribed using HIAT, a computer program developed by Ehlich 

(1994). HIAT is an acronym for "Halbinterpretative Arbeitstranskription," and was 

developed to facilitate the writing of transcriptions. Ehlich (1993) explains the choice of 

name as follows; 

[...] "interpretative" refers to the overall hermeneutic process of understanding the 
spoken data. That the process is open to further analytical steps is reflected in the 
qualification of the name as being "semi-interpretative" (halbinterpretativ). A fine 
English version of the name that still preserves the acronym has been proposed by 
Dafydd Gibbon: "Heuristic Interpretative Auditory Transcription" [...]. (p. 125) 

HIAT mns on MS-DOS and represents data in the form of a graphic unit simUar to a 

musical score or partiture (see data sample below). This format offers an adept visual 

representation of simultaneously occurring verbal and non-verbal interaction. The "score 

transcription" (Ehlich, 1993, p. 131) or band notation mode makes overlaps and turn-

taking easy to note and analyze. According to Ehlich (1993), 

A musical score makes use of the two-dimensionality of an area for representation 
purposes. Semioric events arrayed horizontally on a line follow each other in time, 
whereas events on the same vertical axis represent simultaneous acoustic events, 
produced by different musical instruments, such as the violin, the trumpet, and the 
piano. 
One can consider simultaneous speech of several speakers at a time as a complex 
acoustic event similar to the simultaneous realization of a multitude of musical 
notes in a concerto, (p. 129). 

The computer program is able to accommodate up to nine speakers. For each, it 

provides one line for the representation of verbal communication, and up to three lines for 

the notation of non-verbal features or other relevant information (e.g. translations of 

utterances). Since this version of HIAT does not automatically separate words, the lines 
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for each speaker flow like a "band" (Ehlich, 1993, p. 137) from one unit in the score to the 

next. HIAT numbers each unit or block of speakers. The symbol > precedes lines 

describing non-verbal aspects of interaction or translations. These lines are printed in 

italics. For each block, only those lines containing written characters are represented in 

the final print-out. 

The following sample of data (taken from 202-03) illustrates how turn-taking, 

overlap and non-verbal features are depicted in the HIAT format. The participants in this 

exchange are Sonja (So), Sabine (Sa), Judith (Ju), and Ingrid (In), who is the coordinator 

for this group. The discussion preceding the excerpt deals with Sonja's students inquiring 

which TA had written the chapter exam. TAs and coordinator unanimously agree that this 

question is absolutely tmversch^t (rude). They go on to share other instances of 

impossible student behavior. 

In[ it's amazing 
So[ they say things I would never say 
Sa[ my student stuck his 
>_ still laughing 

205 

I So [ ah, come on did he have 
!Sa[ tongue out to me yesterday mhm 

206 _ 

!So[ a tongue (.) ring? did he wanna show his hole in his, 
!Sa[ Lisette no 

207 _ 

So[ his tongue or something? 
Sa[ Lisette I said, Lisette, jetzt hoe- jetzt hoerst 
>_ [stop i- now, stop it] 

208 

209 

In[ schon wieder die Lisette? 
>_ [again Lisette] 

Sa[ du aber auf immer die Lisette, 
>_ [always Lisette] 



IJu[ ist (dieser 
1 >_ laughing [is (thisJ 
ISa[ he's like, he's like you know 
! >_ sticking out hex tongue 

210 _ 

In block 205, Ingrid overlaps Avith Sonja, agreeing Avith her that students ask impossible 

questions. Sabine's laughter accompanies their utterances. Sabine then takes the floor, 

describing a student who stuck out his tongue at her the previous day. Immediately after 

her statement, Sonja voices an incredulous "ah, come on." She is trying to elicit more 

information from Sabine as to why the student might have acted this way. Sabine, 

however, wants to elaborate on her reaction to the situation and only answers Sonja's 

question with a quickly interjected ''No." She overlaps with Sonja (208), trying to take 

the floor (207-208). When she succeeds, she provides more details of her reactions to the 

student. The italicized line in block 210 (sticking out her tongue) provides additional non

verbal information, illustrating the dramatic quality of Sabine's narration. Translations of 

German utterances are also included in italics (e.g. 208: {stop now stop it]). 

3.4. Analytical Procedure 

The data were analyzed using an "inductive" approach (Janesick, 1994, p. 215) in 

the sense that questions, categories and themes were not superimposed on the data, but 

were allowed to emerge from it. Repeated listening to the tapes and detailed readings of 

the transcriptions lead to a research focus on narratives and to the formulation of the 

actual research questions. 
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This approach closely parallels the one employed by Goodwin (1990a; 1990b; 

1990c) in her study on talk among Afiican American adolescents. Goodwin gathered her 

data by observing and audiotaping her participants over a period of eighteen months. 

Instead of starting from a specific theoreticai perspective and selecting a priori which types 

of events to tape and focus on, Goodwin tried to include as many of the children's 

interactional activities in her data base as possible. She attempted to "capture as 

accurately as possible the structure of events in the children's world as they unfolded in 

the ordinary settings where they habitually occurred'' (1990c, p. 35; emphasis in the 

original). Goodwin then used a conversation analytic approach (see Chapter Two) to 

transcribe and analyze her data, and in this process of observing, transcribing, and 

analyzing discourse discovered how the children in her sample organize everyday activities 

and construct certain participation fi-ameworks through the use of language in interaction. 

Sunilar to Goodwin's approach, I did not pre-select types of events to be 

investigated, but developed my focus through observations and close readings of my data. 

The T As in my corpus of data spend much of their time in the meetings narrating. They 

tell each other about diflSculties they experienced with students, how they went about 

constructing exams, what they taught in class on a particular day, what might happen as a 

consequence to a particular group decision pertaining to the classroom etc. Since 

narratives are an appropriate means for providing insights into teacher assumptions and 

beliefs, and since they can also be employed for investigating participation frameworks 

(see Chapter Two), narrative tellings were selected as the focus of the analysis. 
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3.4.1. Narrative Classification 

As a first step in the data analysis, TA narratives were identified using two broad 

categories: 

(1) Causal Narratives, i.e., narratives consisting of at least two specific events 

occurring along a specific timeline. One of the events is presented as a central 

unusual or unexpected initiating event, and is linked to following events through a 

causal relationship. 

(2) Non-Causal Narratives, i.e., narratives presenting a series of events strung 

together along a certain timeline, but without any causal relationship among 

events. 

Examples of the first category will follow in more detail below. An example of the 

second category is the TAs' telling of teaching ideas, where tellers string together 

activities which they did in class, i.e., where they construct reports about activities which 

in themselves were not unexpected or unusual, but instead are a "recipe" to be followed 

for teaching certain grammatical structures, cultural information, etc. 

This narrative classification was adapted fi-om Taylor's (1995) study on family 

narratives. Taylor (1995) provides a detailed description of narrative subcategories within 

the two major classifications. She identifies two kinds of past time narratives: Stories, 

which center around an unusual or unexpected initiating event, and reports, which present 

a string of events without causal connections. In present time narration, the 

corresponding categories are troubleshoots and broadcasts. Both narratives types present 
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simultaneous narrations, i.e., events are told while they are happening (e.g. sportscasts). 

Like stories, troubleshoots center around an initiating or causal event, while broadcasts 

and reports do not. As &r as future events are concerned, plans build on and tell about 

initiating events that either happened in the past or are predicted to happen, causing 

certain fbllow-up events in the future. Agendas are also tellings about future events, yet 

they do not focus on causal connections between events. Like reports and broadcasts  ̂

agendas simply present strings of events. 

Similar to Taylor's (1995) typology, my narrative classification includes past as 

well as future time narratives. In contrast to her work, however, my study will focus only 

on those narratives initiated by unusual or unexpected events. The present study is aimed 

at investigating the TAs' local construction of their roles as teachers. It is suggested here 

that by identifying what is defined as unexpected or unusual by the tellers, it will be 

possible to infer what the TAs consider a "normal" and expected state of affairs. 

As already mentioned, narratives in this data corpus were first identified and 

categorized using the following typology: (1) Narratives centering around an unexpected 

or unusual event which then initiates certain follow-up events {Causal Narratives)-, and (2) 

Narratives presenting a string of events without any causal coimections {Non-Causal 

Narratives). As a next step in the analysis, those narratives built around unexpected or 

unusual events were subdivided further based on the classification below. 
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3.4.1.1. Hypothetical Narratives 

Hypothetical Narratives, a category also employed but not explicitly defined by 

Goodwin (1990a), contain at least two temporally ordered events, both of which have not 

happened yet and might never happen. Events in hypothetical narratives frequently, but 

not necessarily, are encoded with might, should, could  ̂ verb (see Polanyi, 1982b). In 

the example below (101-03), the TAs discuss how student absences due to illness should 

affect their participation grade. KaQa (Ka) does not agree with Andy's (An) suggestion 

that no points should be given. She pictures herself in the students' situation, a situation 

unlikely to ever occur in exactly this form. Todd (To) later joins the interaction. 

lKa[ yeah, but, I mean, actually, tha 
IAn[ I've passed German 101, I mean especially, it' 

207 _ 

IKa[ t is very unfair, I mean, if I'm walking on a street, an 
IAn[ s all 

208 _ 

IKa[ d a car, eh, hits me, and I end up in the hospital, and 
209 _ 

!Kat then get minus 20 points on it, because I'm in the hospi 
ITo[ (that's true) 

210 _ 

!Ka[ tal, it's 
lTo[ well, there is a difference between being in a 

211 _ 

!To[ n emergency situation and having a doctor's appointment 
212 

3.4.1.2. Pretellings 

Pretellings make up another category mentioned by Goodwin (1990a), but not 

explicitly defined in the context of her work. Pretellings here are defined as containing at 
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least two temporally ordered events, both of which are assumed to happen in the future. 

Events are frequently encoded with will verb (see Polanyi, 1982b). 

In this excerpt (102-09), Judith (Ju) explains to Anna (An) how the gradebook has 

to be organized and why such strict organization is required. Nadja (Na) joins in once to 

signal understanding (215). 

',Ju[ you are doing the reason for this is you're gonna b 
!An[ ok 

209 _ 

lJu[ e gone next year over the summer, or two years from now, 
210 _ 

IJu[ and some people, the students have five years to appeal 
211 _ 

!Ju[ their grades, and it, amazingly, it does happen whe 
I An [ rnhm 

212 _ 

IJu t re people come three years later and say, I need to make 
213 _ 

lJu[ a grade-appeal, because I just found out that this, thi 
214 _ 

;Ju[ s is where I wanna study, and blablabla and then Mar 
lNa[ mhm 

215 _ 

!Ju[ y has to be here, and she has to take out your grade boo 
216 _ 

lJu[ k and be able to say, these are how the points were dist 

;Ju[ ributed, and we assigned 150 points, look at all the oth 
218 _ 

!Ju[ er courses, too, this is what everybody did, and it just 
tAn[ mhm 

219 _ 

!Ju[ , there can not be too much variation unfortunately, bee 
220 
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3.4.1.3. Stories 

Stories are defined as a sequence of specific events that happened in the past and 

unfolded along a certain timeline. The sequence of events is centered around one specific 

initiating past time event. 

The following excerpt from 101-02 is told by Ingrid (In) in a series of stories about 

teachers getting to class late. The only active contributor to the tale is Dorothea (Do) 

(35). The excerpt ends with Katja (Ka) initiating a narrative with a similar theme (38). 

'iln[ yeah, last semester, I was late by, mayb 
33 _ 

!In[ e five minutes, and they say that there's an inofficial 
34 _ 

!In[ U of A rule and I said, yeah, that's very in 
1 Do[ phhhh 
! >_ cynical sound 

35 _ 

lln[ official, I say, if I'm not here, (.) somebody will com 
36 _ 

lln[ e and tell you that I'm not here, if I'm delayed, then y 
37 _ 

',In[ ou stay 
1 >_ laughter 
lKa[ you know, last week, actually, I was comi 

38 

3.4.1.4. Stories Stepping into the Future 

Ochs (1994) suggests that further differentiation is necessary within the category 

Story. As discussed above (see Chapter Two), narratives might stretch from a recounted 

past to a still hypothesized fijture. The category Stories Stepping into the Future 
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subsumes those narratives which consist of unusual or unexpected initiating events which 

occurred in the past, and to which the response is still pending and open for discussion. 

The following excerpt (202-02) presents an example of this type of narrative. 

Sabine (Sa) arrives late for the coordination meeting, since she had to calm down one of 

her students. The student, Ursula,' was complaining that she did not get a chance to 

speak in class, since four of the other students (Dietmar, Dirk, Stefan, and one student 

who remained nameless) were monopoli2dng the floor. Ursula was crying, which greatly 

upset Sabine and lead her to seek advice from her colleagues on how to handle the 

situation. Sabine indicates that Ursula is not the only student who feels sidestepped in 

class, and she is wondering what to do about her classroom dynamics. 

!Sa[ yeah, well, actually, if, if this fits into i 

:sa[ t, I need to, I need to know what to do about this girl. 

!In[ sure 
1 Sa[ I'm gonna freak out. do we have a second? it 
; > laughs 

Sabine then explains m narrative form some of the events which took place before 

the student's tearflil outburst. They are intended to help the other TAs visualize the 

situation, understand the problem and discuss potential solutions. 

iSa[ So, the other day (.) ehm, I don' 
51 _ 

1 Sa [ t know how this happened, but they did group work, and U 
52 

 ̂ All of Sabine's students selected German names with which they were then addressed in class. 
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!Sa[ rsula was in a group of Dietmar, Dirk and Stefan, which 
53 _ 

!Sa[ is three of the four (.) together, and she just sat in t 
54 _ 

!Sa[ he comer and they were like doing their thing, and they 
55 _ 

lSa[ were painting (everything), and she didn't do a THING, 
56 _ 

!Sa[ right, she just sat there. And I was like, eh, that's ki 
57 _ 

lSa[ nd of strange, so then the next day, they went to the fr 
58 _ 

!Sa[ ont and presented their posters and explained it to to m 
59 _ 

lSa[ e, and she wouldn't even go to the front, (.) right, and 
60 _ 

3.4.1.5. Uamarked Tales 

According to Polanyi (1982b), Unmarked Tales - called "generic narratives" in her 

work - represent a world which is not unique, but rather is "a class of worlds in which 

activities and circumstances generally obtain. Any given event, agent, or object in a 

generic discourse actually stands for a class of such objeas" (p. 511). 

Unmarked or generic tales recount typical rather than specific occurrences and are 

not tied to one unique point in time. Within the series of stories about teachers coming to 

class late (101-02), Todd slightly modifies the theme "time," inserting an unmarked tale 

about a "time-related" issue which is generally problematic for him. His tale recounts an 

event which has apparently happened several times and may happen again in the fixture. 
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Ka^'a (Ka), Dorothea (Do), Ingrid (In), and Michael (\C) participate. The excerpt 

abruptly ends when Andy enters the room, sporting a crewcut (51). 

lTo[ my pr 
46 _ 

I Ka [ m 
I Do[ mine 
!Tot oblem is, is, my watch is always five minutes ahead a 

47 _ 

!Ka[ ine too 
I Do[ too 
!To[ nd I never wear my watch, so then I ask a student in my 

48 _ 

!To[ class, what time it is, and then I just add five minutes 
I >_ laughter 

49 _ 

In [ aha 
To [ on to whatever he tells me but I forget that his 
> someone mumbling and 
>_ giggling 

50 

Mi [ yeah 
To[ watch is actually correct ahhh, Glatze (.) Glatze g 
> laughter; Andy enters with new 
> haircutr [bald head] 

51 

To sum up this section, as a first step in the analysis, narratives were assigned to 

one of the following categories; (1) Narratives Not Centered around a Causal Initiating 

Event, (2) Hypothetical Narratives', (3) Pretellings:, (4) Stories; (5) Stories Stepping 

into the Future; and (6) Unmarked Tales. A count of narratives in each category was 

done for each of the four TA groups. Initiators, main tellers, protagonists, and "closers" 

(i.e., co-participants in the tellings who signaled the closing of the narrative, either by 

changing the topic or by explicitly stating the end of the telling) were identified for each 
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narrative and tabulated with respect to gender and status (TA / coordinator / student in 

language class^). Primary recipient(s) were also noted. 

3.4.2. Thematic Qassification 

Narratives were fiirther classified according to the themes emerging fi-om them. In 

order to avoid too rigid classifications, narratives could be assigned to more than one 

theme. The following themes emerged fi-om a close reading of the data: Grading, Test 

Taking, Test Construction, Teaching Tasks (i.e., narratives about how particular 

instructional issues were / will / might be taught, and related unusual or unexpected 

events). Classroom Management, Professional Conduct (i.e., tales about the conduct 

expected fi-om the TAs, and related unusual or unexpected events). Essay Writing, 

Speaking, Culture Presentations, Attendance, Homework, and Other. In this context, 

firequency with which individual themes tended to occur in the four TA groups was 

investigated as well. 

3.4.3. Speech Event Classification 

Narratives were fiirther classified according to the speech event of which they 

formed a part. According to Gumperz (1972), 

The speech event is to the analysis of verbal interaction what the sentence is to 
grammar. When compared with the sentence, it represents an extension in size of 
the basic analytical unit fi-om single utterances to stretches of utterances, as well as 
a shift in focus fi-om emphasis on text to emphasis on interaction. Speech event 
analysis focuses on the exchange between speakers, i.e., how a speaker by his 

® Relevant only for the category "Protagonist". 
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[«c.] choice of topic and his [j/c.] choice of linguistic variables adapts to other 
participants or to his [j/c.] environment and how others in turn react to him [sic.]. 
(p. 17) 

Goodwin (1990a) points out that Gumperz's concept of "speech event" and Goflfinan's 

notion of a "situated activity system" (1974, p. 96) are closely related. Both represent a 

unit of analysis concerned with the centrality of interaction between participants for 

creating social organization. 

The following speech events were identified in the present corpus of data; Sharing 

Events, Advice-Oriented Events, and Policy-Shaping Events. When events changed over 

the course of a narrative telling, e.g. they were framed as sharing events but then became 

policy-shaping events, they were classified as Hybrids. 

3.4.3.1. Sharing Events 

During episodes of this kind, the T As share teaching-related experiences in 

narrative form. The narratives depicted in sharing events generally deal with either 

recurring events which do not show any specific temporal orientation, or with specific past 

time events which are considered completed. In both cases, the events recounted do not 

present a pending issue to be discussed or solved with group input. There is no follow-up 

discussion of potential responses to the events presented. Frequently, sharing events in 

this corpus of data consist of a set of two or more narratives told in succession. For 

example, a question by Ingrid (101-02) sparks a series of three stories and one unmarked 

tale on teachers and their responsibility of having to be on time. 
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3.4.3.2. Advice-Oriented Events 

Advice-oriented events here are mainly concerned with a non-present party, 

presenting a problem to a present party. They generally deal with an event which 

happened in the past and whose resolution is still pending. The conflict described in the 

telling cannot be resolved during the telling, but will be addressed at some future time. 

During the discussion which accompanies the telling of advice-oriented narratives, 

solutions to problems are co-constructed by the group. Advice-oriented events focus on 

individual TAs seeking solutions to individual problems, i.e., they do not result in 

decisions affecting the entire group. Ka^'a, for instance, recounts an incident where her 

students came to class on a day reserved for individual oral practice (101-07). Since they 

were not obliged to be in class, they later demanded to be compensated for their 

attendance. Katja tells this Story that Steps into the Future, asking for the coordinator's 

input as to the appropriate response to the students' request. 

3.4.3.3. Policy-Shaping Events 

Policy-shaping events focus on issues concerning the entire group. The events 

described in the tellings may have happened in the past. It is also possible, however, that 

they will happen in the future (see pretellings), or that they might never happen (see 

hypothetical narratives). Policy-shaping events focus on the immediate negotiation of 

pending problems. It is generally attempted to reach a resolution which will be accepted 

and implemented by the entire group. 



95 

During one event of this kind, for instance, Anna addresses the need for the TAs to 

decide on the amount of extra credit possible for students across the board (102-08). To 

press the issue, she tells a narrative about a grammar survey which her students took. The 

administrator of the survey (not a group member) assured the students that they would 

receive some extra credit for participating. Anna was unsure of the group consensus on 

the matter, and felt compelled to accept the terms of the survey. Based on her experience, 

she sees a need to agree on a common policy in order to prevent future uncertainties. 

In sum, the three main types of events which were identified in this corpus of data 

were; (1) Sharing events, during which TAs share teaching-related experiences which do 

not result in any fiirther problem-oriented discussions; (2) Advice-oriented events, during 

which TAs relate individual conflicts and problems which they encountered in their 

classes, and request advice; and (3) Policy-shaping events, during which TAs negotiate 

pending problems which concern their entire group. The following table summarizes the 

events found in the data'. 

 ̂ If transfonnatioiis occurred, for instance, from sharing to policy-shaping events, this was noted as a 
h\'brid event, and counted under both sharing and polic>--stiaping (see Note I. Chapter Four). 
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Table 3.5 ; Total Count of Speech Events 

Advice-
oriented 

Policy-
shaping 

Sharing 

101 17 40 22 

102 10 36 12 

201 0 1 7 

202 14 3 30 

Total 41 80 71 

3.4.4. Speech Events and Themes 

As a next step in the analysis, themes were grouped and added up according to 

speech events in order to investigate whether certain themes are more likely to occur 

during certain speech events than others. Again, it was investigated whether there was a 

difference across groups as to which themes tended to occur during which speech events. 

3.4.5. Participation Frameworks 

A quantitative look at the participation frameworks which are established during 

co-narration investigated how many narratives in each group were initiated by the 

coordinator(s) versus how many were initiated by the TAs. It further examined who the 

main tellers were for each recounting, and who was responsible for closing a narrative 

segment. The qualitative analysis which follows this quantitative tabulation then provides 
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more detailed insights into the means by which co-participants in the meetings managed to 

establish particular participation frameworks in the course of narrative tellings. 

In sum, the quantitative part of the analysis traces narrative categories, themes, 

speech events, the relationship between speech events and themes, as well as the 

participation frameworks established during the tellings. 

3.5. Qualitative Analysis 

A qualitative phase of analysis followed the quantitative classification phase of the 

study. The data were examined more closely by drawing on strategies and insights from 

conversation analysis, interactional sociolinguistics, and the ethnography of 

communication (see Chapter Two). This part of the analysis aimed at establishing general 

tendencies which could be observed across the tellings. 

Within each speech event (sharing, advice-oriented, and policy-shaping) the 

interactional context of the recountings was examined more closely. This afforded a more 

differentiated perspective on the social projects which were accomplished through 

narration. We investigated in which narrative contexts exactly participants aligned 

themselves with or against each other, as well as with or against the characters in the 

tellings. For this part of the analysis, an investigation of involvement strategies such as 

reported speech, as well as evaluative strategies such as intonational features, modifiers or 

adjectives was essential. 



We also addressed how speakers' alignments positioned them discursively, i.e., 

what local discourse identities they negotiated for themselves in the changing contexts of 

interaction. Here we looked into the contextual presuppositions of speakers' utterances, 

as well as the framings of narratives, for instance as a request for advice which then 

positioned the teller as advice-seeker. In this context it was of importance whether 

discursive positionings were also ratified by recipients' responses as such or were 

challenged. 

In addition, images of students and teachers as presented in the narratives were 

investigated with the help of evaluative devices such as modifiers, intonational features, 

etc. In sum, this study aimed at providing insights into the interactional importance of co-

narration during TA coordination meetings, the particular images co-constmcted of 

students and teachers, as well as the theories and implications raised, ratified, or 

challenged during these interactional processes. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS: 

A QUANTITATIVE PERSPECTIVE 

This chapter will provide a quantitative analysis of the data, summarizing aspects 

such as narrative categories, themes, speech events and participation frameworks 

negotiated during co-narration. The chapter which follows will then provide a qualitative 

look at the data, discussing participation frameworks and local identities co-constructed in 

more detail. 

4.1. Narrative Categories 

As a first step in the analysis, narratives were identified and categorized based on 

the narrative typology outlined in the previous chapter. The narrative categories 

employed here include (1) narratives which are not centered around the telling of an 

initiating unusual or unexpected event (i.e., category label Non-Causat), (2) hypothetical 

narratives (Hyp. Near.), (3) pretellings (Pretelling), (4) stories (Sto/y), (5) stories stepping 

into the future {Stories Stepping into Future), and (6) unmarked tales {Unmarked). Table 

4.1 provides an overview over the narrative activity occurring in the individual groups. 

As Table 4.1 below indicates, the majority of narratives in this corpus of data deal 

with narratives not centered around an unusual or unexpected event (223 out of 392, or 

56.9 %). As already mentioned, narratives in this category focus on events connected 
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through temporal order but lacking causal relationships. In other words, these narratives 

do not contain an initiating unusual or unexpected event which would prompt or cause 

subsequent action. Examples of non-causal narratives include reports of past class 

activities, as well as descriptions of teaching ideas for future classroom interaction. Since 

this study is interested in the unusual or unexpected aspects of teachers' experience and 

their reactions to the telling of the unexpected, the focus of the present analysis is on 

narratives which center around unusual events. 

Table 4.1 : Count of Narrative Categories by Groups 

Non-
Causal 

Hyp. 
Narr. Pretelling Story 

Story 
(Stepping 

into 
Future) 

Un
marked 

Grand 
Total 

101 83 17 6 23 9 10 148 

102 89 14 12 11 11 3 140 

201 19 1 2 2 3 0 27 

202 32 0 2 26 6 II 77 

Grand Total 223 32 22 62 29 24 392 

In all groups, except for 202, less than 50.0 % of all narratives focus on the telling 

of unusual or unexpected events. The 201 group shows the lowest occurrence of these 

kinds of narratives (8, or 29.6 %), followed by 102 with 51 (36.4 %) and 101 with 65 

(43.9 %). In contrast to this, 45 out of 77 narratives (58.4 %) told in the 202 group were 
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centered around an unusual or unexpected event. The TAs in this group mainly tell 

Stories, Stories Stepping into the Future, and Unmarked Tales. They are only marginally 

concerned with PretelUngs (2 out of 77 narratives, or 2.6 %), and do not tell any 

Hypothetical Narratives. In comparison, the 101 and 102 groups show a more vested 

interest in future events, whether pretold or hypothesized. In the 102 group, 26 out of 

140 narratives, or 18.6 %, deal with either pretold or hypothesized future events, in the 

101 group, 23 out of 148 (15.5 %). In the 201 group, 3 narratives out of 27 (11.1 %) 

belong to this category of narratives. 

When considering only those narratives centered around unusual or unexpected 

initiating events, i.e., leaving aside non-causal tales, it is interesting to note that the 102 

group devotes 51.0 % of these narratives (26 out of 51) to the telling of future events, 

either in the form of PretelUngs or Hypothetical Narratives. In the 101 meetings, only 

35.4 % (23) of 65 tellings about unexpeaed or unusual events are PretelUngs or 

Hypothetical Narratives. The two groups' preoccupation with a hypothesized or pretold 

future will be addressed again below in the context of policy-shaping events. For now it 

may suflSce to state that the 101 / 102 syllabus is more complex than the 201 / 202 

syllabus, and might therefore elicit more future-oriented discussions and narrations. 

Figure 4.1 combines PretelUngs and Hypothetical Narratives in order to illustrate 

the development of the TAs' concern with the fiiture over the course of the semester. 

From this figure, it appears that there is a decrease of interest in future events around the 

middle of the semester for both groups. The 101 group evidences no pretellings or 
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hypothetical tales in their fifth meeting, the 102 group has none in their fourth meeting. 

Around this time of the semester, the TAs are usually preoccupied with their own work as 

students, and are expected to complete their mid-term examinations. It is therefore likely 

that during this period, they focus less on their roles as teachers and show a decrease of 

interest in discussing their own students' af&irs. Thereafter we note an increase in fijture-

oriented narration for both groups. This increase might be motivated by a need to discuss 

issues which were left aside in the previous meetings. It is followed by a decrease, and yet 

another increase around the end of the semester, again for both 101 and 102. During their 

Figure 4.1 ; Number of Pretellings and Hypothetical Narratives Combined across the 

Semester for the 101 and 102 Groups 

•— 101 group 

•— 102 group 
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final meetings, the TAs fi'equently discuss issues pertinent to the final exam, a topic which 

is likely to spark future-oriented narratives which outline potential student reactions or 

questions. 

The above observations will be addressed in more detail within the context of 

policy-shaping narration discussed below. As illustrated there (see section 4.1.3.), a 

similar patterning can be observed with respect to policy-shaping events. This is not 

surprising, since most of these events are encoded in the form of either pretellings or 

hypothetical narratives (Table 4.2). 

Table 4.2 ; Count of Narrative Categories by Speech Events 

Hyp.Narr. Pretelling Story 
Story 

(Stepping 
into 

Future) 

Unmarked 

Advice-oriented 3 5 6 15 12 

Policy-shaping 29 17 13 12 9 

Sharing 2 3 47 U 8 

As far as the telling of Stories is concerned, the 202 group was most active. Of the 

77 narratives told in this group, 26 (33.8 %) belong to this category. In the 101 meetings, 

23 out of 148 narratives (15.5 %) were stories, in the 102 meetings, 11 out of 140 

(7.9 %), and in 201, 2 out of 27 (7.4 %). It is interesting to note that the data base 

includes only three taped meetings for both 201 and 202, while it contains nine meetings 
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for 101 and ten for 102. This means that in only a third of their taping time, the 202 group 

told a similar number of stories as the 101 group, and by far surpassed the 102 group. 

These narrative pattemings might be due to group dynamics, group size, and syllabus 

design, as well as individual expectations towards the content of the meetings. These are 

again issues which will be taken up in more detail below. 

Stories Stepping into the Future were told less frequently. 101 shows 9 (6.1 %) 

narratives of this kind. In 102, equal amounts of stories and stories stepping into the 

future were told (11, or 7.9 % respectively). In 201, 3 (11.1 %) narratives fall into this 

category, and in 202, 6 (7.1 %). 

In the 202 group, the highest number of Unmarked Tales were told (11 out of 77, 

or 14.3 %), followed by 101 (10 out of 148, or 6.8 %), and 102 (3 out of 140, or 2.1 %). 

The 201 group did not tell any unmarked tales. 

Following this description of the narrative categories employed by the TA groups. 

Figure 4.2 outlines the groups' narrative activity over the course of the semester. Since 

the data base contains only three recordings each for the 201 and 202 groups, this section 

focuses on the 101 and 102 groups only. The following figure considers narratives 

centered around unusual or unexpected initiating events, i.e., the non-causal category is 

not represented. 

Figure 4.2 indicates that, for both groups, narrative activity centered around 

unexpected or unusual initiating events reaches its low in the middle of the semester, with 
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the fifth meeting, picking up again after that, then plummeting again after the seventh 

meeting, and increasing for a last time in the final meeting. 

Figure 4.2 : Number of Narrative Tellings across the Semester for the 101 and 102 

Groups 
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As addressed above, is possible that around the fifth meeting, i.e., in the middle of the 

semester, the TAs are preoccupied with their own work as graduate students, worrying 

about the mid-term exams which they have to take. They might therefore be less patient 

or eager to engage in lengthy narrations about their classroom experiences. Usually by the 

seventh meeting, issues concerning the approaching final exam are raised by the 

undergraduate students, and TAs have numerous narratives to tell in their attempt to solve 
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these issues. The final meeting, then, is the TAs' last chance to discuss problems relating 

to the final exam within a group context. Many of these points are raised in the form of 

narratives, as will be shown in the qualitative part of this analysis. 

4.2. Narrative Themes 

A second step in the present analysis investigated the themes emerging fi-om the 

narratives told in each group. Table 4.3 below provides a listing of these themes. In order 

to do justice to the complex and rich nature of the narratives, more than one theme could 

be assigned to each tale.' 

A large number of the 65 narratives told in the 101 group were concerned with 

grading issues (23, or 35.4 %), followed by teaching tasks (16, or 24.6 %), test taking and 

essay writing (13, or 20.0 % each), professional conduct (8, or 12.3 %), classroom 

management, attendance, and other (5, or 7.7 % each), speaking and culture presentations 

(3, or 4.6 % each), test construction (2, or 3.1 %) and homework (I, or 1.5 %) (see Table 

4.3). 

The majority of the 51 narratives in the 102 group focused on test taking (28, or 

54.9 %), followed by grading (22, or 43.1 %), test construction and attendance (6, or 

11.8 % each), essay writing (5, or 9.8 %), teaching tasks, speaking, and culture 

presentations (4, or 7.9 % each), professional conduct and other (2, or 3.9 % each), and 

classroom management as well as homework (1, or 2.0 % each) (see Table 4.3). 

' For a more detailed list combining themes and narrative types see Appendix E. 



Table 4.3 : Narrative Themes by Groups 

Grad
ing 

Test 
Tkg. 

Teach. 
Tasks 

Essay Speak
ing 

Other Class 
IVfgmt. 

Test 
Constr. 

Prof. 
Cond. 

Atten
dance 

Cult. 
Pres. 

Home 
work 

Total 

101 23 13 16 13 3 5 5 2 8 5 3 1 97 

102 22 28 4 5 4 2 1 6 2 6 4 1 85 

201 1 0 0 0 0 5 0 1 1 0 0 0 8 

202 7 5 8 5 13 7 12 5 0 0 1 1 64 

ALL 53 46 28 23 20 19 18 14 11 11 8 3 254 
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Most of the 8 narratives told in the 201 group addressed issues not pertinent to 

classroom issues or teaching practice (5, or 62.5 %). The rest are evenly distributed 

among grading, test construction, and professional conduct (1, or 12.5 % each) (see Table 

4.3). 

Of the 45 narratives told in the 202 group, most dealt with speaking related issues 

(13, or 28.9 %), followed by classroom management (12, or 26.7 %), teaching tasks (8, or 

17.8 %), grading and other (7, or 15.6 % each), test taking, test construction and essay 

writing (5, or 11.1 % each), as well as culture presentations and homework (1, or 2.2 % 

each) (see Table 4.3). 

It appears that the least experienced group of TAs (102) is most preoccupied with 

grading and test taking (43.1 % and 54.9 % respectively). The more experienced groups 

of 101 and 202 TAs also take time to discuss other issues. In only three meetings, for 

instance, the 202 group told more narratives immediately related to classroom practice 

(i.e., speaking, classroom management, and teaching tasks) than the 102 group did over 

the entire semester (73.3 % vs. 17.6 %). Although the 101 TAs also told many narratives 

related to grading and teaching, proportionally they devoted less time to these issues than 

their 102 colleagues, discussing teaching tasks more frequently than test taking events. In 

the 101 group, 24.6 % of all narratives were concerned with teaching tasks, while 20.0 % 

of them dealt with test taking issues. In comparison, 54.9 % of all narratives told in the 

102 group focused on test taking issues, while only 7.8 % dealt with teaching tasks. 
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Although fewer meetings are available for analysis for the 200-Ievel TAs, it can be 

speculated, based on the present breakdown, that these two groups are less preoccupied 

with the grade-related aspects of teaching. Compared to the 202 group, the 201 TAs 

were engaged even less in talking about grading, and were telling fewer narratives in 

general. Those two groups' focus on other issues, as well as the 201's more scarce 

narrative activity, might be ascribed to the fact that the 101 / 102 syllabus consists of more 

individual components than the 200 level syllabus (see Appendix D). For instance, the 

201 / 202 sections do not include any video teaching, oral practice sessions, or common 

oral finals). Thus there might be an increased need to coordinate grading and testing 

issues on the 100-level. Furthermore, since there are fewer standardized components on 

the 200-level, the TAs on this level might experience more fi-eedom to shape their own 

teaching. There seems to be less of a need to discuss the grading policy, and to tell 

narratives in the process of these discussions, since there are fewer components to decide 

on. Thus, more time can be spent discussing other issues, or discussion time can be cut 

short altogether. 

In sum, the most popular themes covered in the combined total of 169 narratives 

told by the four groups are grading (53, or 31.4 %) and test taking (46, or 27.2 %), 

followed by teaching tasks (28, or 16.6 %), essay writing (23, or 13.6 %), speaking (20, 

or 11.8 %), other (19, or 11.2 %), classroom management (18, or 10.7 %), test 

construction (14, or 8.3 %), professional conduct and attendance (11, or 6.5 % each), 

culture presentations (8, or 4.7 %), and homework (3, or 1.8 %). The feet that grading 
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and test taking are such popular themes among many TAs might also be due to the fact 

that the TAs fulfill multifaceted roles of both students and teachers. Grades are probably 

an important aspect of their lives in general, and they are easily able to identify with their 

own students' concerns. 

4.2.1. Themes and Categories 

Looking at the entire database of 169 narratives, most of the hypothetical tales 

deal with grading (25, or 78.1 %) and / or test taking issues (13, or 40.6 %) (see 

Appendix E). Pretellings mainly address test taking events (9, or 40.9 %). Stories are 

told primarily about teaching tasks (12, or 19.4 %), grading, test taking, and other (11, or 

17.7 % each). Stories Stepping into the Future are mostly concerned with test taking (11, 

or 37.9 %) and grading (8, or 27.6 %). Unmarked tales talk predominantly about 

classroom management and speaking events (9, or 37.5 % each), as well as teaching tasks 

(8, or 33.3 %). 

Both in the 101 and 102 meetings, most hypothetical narratives deal with grading 

issues (13, or 76.5 % in 101; 11, or 78.6 % in 102) (see ^pendix E). Pretellings for the 

101 group mainly deal with grading issues and teaching tasks (2, or 33.3 % each). For the 

102 group, pretellings mostly address test taking issues (8, or 66.7 %) and test 

construction (5, or 41.7 %). The 201 group only shows one narrative which is concerned 

with future events, a hypothetical tale dealing with a grading issue. In 202, we find no 

hypothetical tale, and only 2 pretellings addressing the themes of grading, test taking, test 
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construction, and essay writing. As already mentioned above, the 100-Ievel meetings 

show a stronger concern with (potential) future occurrences than the 200-level meetings. 

Stories, for the 101 group, are mainly concerned with issues of professional 

conduct (6, or 26.1 %), followed closely by grading, test taking, and teaching tasks (5, or 

21.7 % each). In the 102 group, stories are predominantiy told about issues concerning 

test taking (4, or 36.4 %) and speaking (3, or 27.3 %). The two stories told in the 201 

group address test construction and "other" (50.0 % each). Similarly, in the 202 group 

stories primarily deal with other topics (7, or 26.9 %), but they also reflect on teaching 

tasks (6, or 23.1 %), as well as grading and test construction (4, or 15.4 % each). 

For the 101 group. Stories Stepping into the Future are mostly told about issues 

such as grading, test taking, teaching tasks, classroom management, attendance and other 

(2, or 22.2 % each). Among the 102 TAs, Stories Stepping into the Future predominantly 

address the following themes: test taking (8, or 72.7 %), as well as grading and 

attendance (4, or 36.4 % each). The majority of this type of narrative told in the 201 

group fells under the category "other" (2, or 66.7 %). In the 202 group, most of these 

narratives are told about classroom management and speaking (3, or 25.0 % each). 

Most unmarked tales in the 101 group address teaching tasks (7, or 70.0 %). In 

the 102 group, most of these narratives concern grading issues (2, or 66.7 %). The TAs 

in 201 did not tell any unmarked tales. Most of the unmarked tales told in the 202 group 

focus on speaking issues (9, or 81.8 %), followed by classroom management (7, or 

63.6%). 
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From this discussion, it appears that across the groups, hypothetical narratives and 

pretellings are mostly concerned with grading and test taking issues. Since, as Table 4.2 

above has shown, these types of narratives mainly occur during policy-shaping events, it 

can be speculated that the TAs are strongly interested in influencing grading and test 

taking issues during policy discussions. 

The themes arising from stories are more varied across the groups. Most stories 

are told during sharing events (75.8 %; see Table 4.2 above). In these, TAs share events 

which they encountered in their recent past. Th^ do not appear to follow any specific 

objective such as, for instance, asking for advice or influencing a policy. Therefore, they 

spontaneously respond to whatever assodations are triggered by the interactional context 

and tell stories on a variety of themes. 

In stories that step into the future, the TAs mainly address situations in the past 

which were difficult for them and continue to represent an unresolved problem. Since the 

main topics addressed in these narratives include grading and test taking for the 101 and 

102 TAs, it can be speculated that these issues are of primary importance for these two 

groups. As already mentioned, these are also the two groups who tell most pretellings and 

hypothetical narratives on the same themes. In contrast, the 201 and 202 groups tell fewer 

stories stepping into the future and in the ones they tell are less concerned with grading 

and test taking issues. As already mentioned, the focus of these two groups is in general 

less on grading and test taking issues, a fact which may be due to the less regimented 

nature of the 200-level courses (see Appendix E). 
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Unmarked tales show a similar pattern, with none of the groups telling grading 

related tales except for the 102 group. Again, this group consists of the least experienced 

TAs who might still be more preoccupied and unsure about grading issues than their more 

experienced colleagues. The general pattern which thus appears is that the 100-level 

groups, for the above reasons, are more involved in grading and testing concerns, while 

the 200-level groups seem to have more leisure to also narrate other episodes. 

4.3. Speech Events 

After the narratives were classified according to categories and themes, their 

context of occurrence was examined more closely. Based on close readings of the data, 

three major speech events were determined during which narratives occurred; Sharing 

events, policy-shaping events, and advice-oriented events (see Chapter Three). These 

events are not static frames built around the narratives, but are, rather, constituted by the 

tellings and transformable at any interactional moment. If such transformation occurred, 

for instance from a sharing to a policy-shaping event, this was noted as a hybrid event. ̂  

In the 101 meetings, 53,8 % of all narratives are part of policy-shaping events, 

35.4 % occur during sharing events, and 26.2 %, during advice-oriented events (see 

Appendbc F). In the 102 meetings, 70.6 % of all narratives occur during policy-shaping 

events, 23.5 % are told during sharing events, and 19.6 % are part of advice-oriented 

~ Hybrid events were counted for each category to which thQ' could be assigned. For instance, a hybrid 
between a sharing and a policy-shaping event was counted once for "sharing" and once for '̂ licy-
shaping." 
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events. In 201, 87.5 % of ail narratives mark sharing events, and 12.5 %, policy-shaping 

events. In the 202 meetings, 66.7 % of all narratives are presented during sharing events, 

31.1 % are narrated as part of advice-oriented events, and 6.7 % form part of policy-

shaping events. 

Figure 4.3 provides an overview over the distribution of speech events across 

groups. 

Figure 4.3 : Speech Events with Respect to Groups 
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As Figure 4.3 shows, events related to policy-shaping outnumber other events both 

in the 101 and the 102 meetings. In contrast to this, sharing events are more frequent than 

any other in the 201 as well as in the 202 meetings. In fact, policy-shaping events seem to 

be only of minor importance for the 201 and 202 groups. The 201 T As are the only group 

not to engage in any narrative advice-oriented events. 

Figure 4.3 also indicates that in the course of fewer meetings, the 202 TAs tell 

more advice-oriented narratives than their 102 colleagues, and almost as many as the 101 

TAs. The number of narratives told during sharing events in the 202 meetings surpasses 
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that of any other group, although, as already mentioned, fewer meetings were taped for 

202 than for each of the 100-level groups. This might be due to the fact that the 202 TAs 

are experienced teachers with much to share and no fear of loosing fece when asking for 

advice. However, the 201 and 101 TAs report similar teaching experience. The fact that 

the 202 TAs are so actively eng^ed in sharing and advice-oriented narration could also be 

attributed to a number of other factors: The 202 TAs are an all-female group, three of 

whose members are friends outside the institutional setting. They are used to talking to 

each other and sharing experiences almost on a daily basis. Another reason for the 

increased narrative activity in the 202 group might simply be that the group is smaller, and 

there are fewer sections to coordinate. 

Figures 4.4 and 4.5 illustrate how speech events were distributed over the course 

of the semester for two of the TA groups. Again, since only few meetings were taped for 

the 201 and 202 groups, the following figures focus on 101 and 102. 

As the two figures illustrate, both the 101 and the 102 group show most advice-

oriented events in the first half of the semester. In the 101 group, at least one advice-

oriented narrative is told in every meeting except for the fifth and the final one. In 

contrast, TAs in the 102 group stop telling advice-oriented tales after their fifth meeting, 

then telling another four in the final meeting. For the 101 group, two meetings (22.2 %) 

do not contain any advice-oriented narrative events. For the 102 group, four meetings 

(40.0 %) do not contain any events of this kind. 
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It is not surprising that the majority of advice-oriented events should appear in the 

beginning phases of the semester, since the TAs at this point are still orienting themselves 

and feeling their way into the regulations of the syllabus and the dynamics of their classes. 

As Figures 4.4 and 4.5 illustrate, policy-shaping events decrease for both the 101 

and 102 groups from the first to the fifth meeting. In the sixth meeting, the number of 

policy-shaping events increases again until the seventh meeting, after which we can 

observe another decrease for both groups. The last meeting, again, shows an increase in 

policy-shaping events. For the 101 group, most policy-shaping narrative talk occurs in the 

first meeting, while in the 102 group, most of this kind of narrative activity can be 

observed in the seventh meeting. Both 101 and 102 only show one meeting without any 

policy-shaping events. 

In sum, it appears that, for the 101 / 102 meetings, there is a spread from more 

policy-shaping tales at the beginning of the semester, to fewer during the middle part, to 

an upsurge towards the end of the semester. Again, it does not seem surprising that 

numerous policy-shaping narratives are told during the earlier meetings of the semester. 

As already mentioned, this is the time when the TAs are orienting themselves within the 

new semester and are getting familiar with a new syUabus as well as with new classes. 

They probably feel that they are still able to influence policies which will later on be more 

or less set in stone. As the discussion in the following chapter will show, certain policies 

prescribed by the syllabus still allow for TA input, and this input is frequently voiced in 

narrative form early on in the semester. 
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The decrease of policy-shaping events during the middle of the semester might be 

due to the additional stress the TAs experience as graduate students around this time. As 

already mentioned, the fifth meeting coincides with the middle of the semester, and thus 

with a time in which the TAs are required to participate in their own mid-term 

examinations, and to focus on their own work as students. It is therefore likely that 

certain issues which have been ignored due to outside pressures during the middle of the 

semester now have to be taken up in the seventh meeting. 

The 101 group shows an increase in sharing events fi'om the first to the second 

meeting. A decrease follows, then a slight increase in the fifth meeting on to a stronger 

increase in the seventh meeting. We can then observe another decrease in meeting eight, 

followed by another slight increase in the final meeting. In the 102 meetings, we observe a 

decrease of sharing events fi-om meeting one to three, then an increase, then another 

decrease continuing to the end of the semester. Most sharing for the 102 group occurs in 

the fourth meeting, while in the 101 group, most can be observed in the seventh meeting. 

For the 101 group, two meetings (22.2 %), one at the beginning of the semester and one 

towards the end, do not show any sharing narrative events. For the 102 group, there are 

four meetings (40.0 %), two around the beginning and two at the end, which do not 

contain any sharing narrative events. As will be discussed in more detail below, the group 

rapport established among the 102 TAs does not seem as positive as that among the 101 

TAs. It is therefore not surprising that they should show much less sharing activity than 

their colleagues and even hold four meetings without sharing any narratives. 
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43.1. Speech Events and Themes 

Table 4.4 provides a listing of the major themes addressed within sharing events 

(for a more detailed description, see Appendix G). 

Table 4.4 : Narratives within Sharing Events by Major Themes 

Test 
Tkg. 

Teach. 
Tasks 

Grad
ing 

Other Prof. 
Cond. 

Speak
ing 

101 6 6 3 1 8 2 

102 6 0 3 2 0 3 

201 0 0 1 4 1 0 

202 4 8 6 6 0 1 

Total 16 14 13 13 9 6 

The major themes addressed during sharing events in the 101 meetings are 

professional conduct (8, or 36.4 %) as well as test taking and teaching tasks (6, or 27.3 % 

each); in the 102 meetings, test taking (6, or 50.0 %), as well as grading and speaking (3, 

or 25.0 % each); in the 201 meetings, other (4, or 50.0 %); and in the 202 meetings, 

teaching tasks (8, or 26.7 %), as well as grading and other (6, or 20.0 % each). Across all 

groups, narratives within sharing events are mahily concerned with test taking (16, or 

22.5 %), teaching tasks (14, or 19.7 %), grading (13, or 18.3 %), other (13, or 18.3 %), 

and professional conduct (9, or 12.7 %). 
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Table 4.5 illustrates those themes which predominantly arose during advice-

oriented events. 

Table 4.5 : Narratives within Advice-Oriented Events by Major Themes 

Class 
Mgmt 

Speak
ing 

Test 
Tkg. 

Teach. 
Tasks 

Attend. Grad
ing 

101 4 1 1 7 4 3 

102 1 1 7 0 5 3 

201 0 0 0 0 0 0 

202 11 12 1 2 0 0 

Total 16 14 9 9 9 6 

Narratives told within advice-oriented events have the following major themes (for 

a more detailed display, see Appendix G): In the 101 meetings, teaching tasks (7, or 

41.2 %), class management and attendance (4, or 23.5 % each), as well as grading (3, or 

17.6 %); in the 102 meetings, test taking (7, or 70.0 %), attendance (5, or 50.0 %), and 

grading (3, or 30.0 %); in the 201 meetings, no narratives within advice-oriented events 

occur, and in the 202 meetings, speaking (12, or 85.7 %) as well as classroom 

management (11, or 78.6 %). Overall, narratives within these events are mainly concerned 

with the following themes: Class management (16, or 39.0 %), speaking (14, or 34.1 %), 

test taking, teaching tasks, as well as attendance (9, or 22.0 % each), and grading (6, or 

14.6 %). 
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Table 4.6 displays a listing of the major themes which were addressed during 

policy-shaping events. 

Table 4.6 ; Narratives within Policy-Shaping Events by Major Themes 

Grad
ing 

Test 
Tkg. 

Essay Teach. 
Tasks 

Test 
Constr. 

Attend. 

101 20 9 13 11 2 3 

102 20 21 5 4 5 3 

201 0 0 0 0 0 0 

202 1 1 1 0 1 0 

Total 41 31 19 15 8 5 

Narratives told within policy-shaping events have the following major themes (for a more 

detailed display, see Appendix G): In the 101 meetings, grading (20, or 50.0 %), teaching 

tasks (11, or 27.5 %), and test taking (9, or 22.5 %); in the 102 meetings, test taking (21, 

or 58.3 %) and grading (20, or 55.6 %); in the 201 meetings one narrative within policy-

shaping events occurs in the category "other"; and in the 202 meetings, the following 

themes each appear once in narratives: Grading, test taking, test construction, and other. 

Overall, the following major themes occur during policy-shaping events; Grading (41, or 

51.3 %), test taking (31, or 38.8 %), essay writing (19, or 23.8 %), teaching tasks (15, or 

18.8 %), and test construction (8, or 10.0 %). 

In general, it can be stated that most narratives about grading issues occur during 

policy-shaping events. Test taking issues also are raised most frequently in narratives told 
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during these events. This indicates that both themes are of major concern to the TAs. 

Narratives about classroom management and speaking issues are mainly told during 

advice-oriented events. These issues represent individual problems which, in contrast to 

grading and testing problems, do not have implications for the entire group. They are thus 

less likely to be handled in the context of far-reaching policy-discussions. There is a more 

even spread among themes told during sharing events than during any of the other two 

events. Narratives told here do not represent problematic issues which are still pending 

their resolution, but simply mention "tellable," i.e., interesting and relevant, events. 

Based on the above break-down of themes, it can be speculated that test taking, 

teaching tasks, as well as issues of grading and professional conduct are of the most 

immediate interest to the TAs. This interest in issues of grading and test taking does not 

seem surprising, since these are aspects of the TAs' daily lives as graduate students as 

well. The TAs are probably able to identify with their students and are familiar or even 

sympathetic with some of the problematic situations addressed. Through co-narration, 

they might also try to negotiate their dual identities as students and teachers, trying to 

juggle their position as the evaluator on the one hand and that of the evaluated on the 

other. Issues of professional conduct as well as problems concerning teaching tasks are 

also bound to arise during the meetings, since the TAs find themselves at the beginning of 

their teaching careers and are still exploring their roles and potentials as educators. 



123 

4.4. Participant Structures 

4.4.1. Initiation of Narratives 

Table 4.7 presents an overview over the initiation of narratives across the four 

groups.^ 

Table 4.7 ; Initiation of Narratives across Groups 

Coord Assist Assist TA TA Grand 
(0 (m) (0 (0 (m) Total 

101 17 4 - 16 28 65 

102 10 - 15 11 15 51 

201 1 - - 4 3 8 

202 7 - - 38 - 45 

When considering the initiation of narratives, it is interesting to note that, although the 101 

group consists of fewer TAs than the 102 group, the majority of narratives in this group 

was initiated by the sbc TAs (67.7 %). In contrast to this, the eight TAs in the 102 group 

initiated about half of all narratives (60.0 %). In the 102 group, the assistant coordinator 

initiates more narratives than the coordinator, while the reverse is true for the 101 group. 

It could be speculated that the increased activity of the assistant coordinator in this group 

might have played a role in decreasing TA initiations. 

 ̂ For a more detailed presentation of Tables 4.7 - 4.9 see Appendices H-J. 
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In both the 201 and 202 groups, the coordinator initiates markedly fewer 

narratives than the TAs: 12.5 % of all narratives in 201, and 15.6 % in 202. Although 

fewer meetings were taped for those two groups, it is not too far-fetched to suggest that 

coordinator control is less pronounced in the 201 / 202 meetings than in those of 101 / 

102. The coordinator herself states in the interview: 

In, 201 and 202, I'm just sitting there, listening, and oftentimes 
just making some comments. [...] I was just a bystander, I 
think, and sometimes a commentator and a, what would you say, 
certainly not somebody observing them or coming there to check up 
on them. (interview / Ingrid) 

Ingrid treats the 200-level TAs as more independent professionals, stating: 

The content as such they worked with, I couldn't really judge what 
they were testing, just because I hadn't used the book and I'm not 
in the classroom. But they were all on the second year level, 
mature enough and experienced enough to make that judgment 
themselves. (interview / Ingrid) 

The coordinator suggested in her interview that in 101 and 102, "it seems like, sometimes, 

they cannot make that judgment." For this reason, there is bound to be more coordinator 

interference in those meetings. 

It is interesting to note in this context that the 101 TAs have the same amount of 

professional experience as their 202 colleagues. Their professional behavior in the 

meetings might not only be a factor of experience, but also of group dynamics as well as 

course components. The highly structured 100-level curriculum might provoke more 

heated discussions and disagreements than the 200-level syllabus which permits TAs a 

certain degree of freedom. 
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4.4.2. Main Tellers 

Table 4.8 provides an overview over the main tellers of narratives across groups. 

Table 4.8 : Main Tellers across Groups 

Coord Assist Assist TA TA Grand 
(0 (m) (0 (O (m) Total 

101 10 5 - 22 28 65 

102 8 - 10 14 19 51 

201 1 - - 4 3 8 

202 7 - - 38 - 45 

Although the coordinator and her assistants also discuss their experience in narrative form, 

the T As are the main tellers of most narratives related in the meetings. When comparing 

the two 100-level groups, it is interesting to note that the two coordinators in 102 are the 

main tellers of proportionally more narratives than in 101. This might, again, be due to the 

increased narrative activity of the assistant coordinator in 102. As the coordinator herself 

stated in the interview, Judith "took charge of the [102] coordination meetings." It might 

also be due to the fact that the TAs appeared to need more guidance (see above quotes). 

Some of that guidance and practical knowledge is bound to be imparted in narrative form. 

Comparing Tables 4.7 and 4.8, it is also interesting to note that in the 200-level 

meetings, TAs and coordinator tell the same number of narratives as they initiate. In 

contrast, the coordinators in the 100-leveI meetings initiate more narratives than they 
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eventually tell. Here the TAs take over as main tellers for several narratives initiated by 

their coordinators. This observation indicates that the coordinators exert more control 

over TA contributions in the 101 / 102 meetings, actively prompting the TAs to give their 

input to discussions in narrative form. These differences in initiating and telling patterns 

might be influenced by Ingrid's perception that the 200-level TAs are more mature and 

experienced than their 100-leveI colleagues. Ingrid herself states that she was more of a 

"bystander" in the 200-level meetings, thus granting the TAs more control over their 

contributions as well as their agendas (see above quotes from her interview). 

4.4.3. Oosings 

Investigating the closing of narratives, the fact that narratives can also occur in 

sequences has to be taken into account. In these instances, a narrative told builds on the 

previous one, not providing closure of an event, but rather expanding on a theme or issue. 

For this reason, the count of narrative closings reflerts the closing of narrative events that 

potentially consist of more than one narrative. Closings where identified when interactants 

actively oriented towards changing the topic of discussion. Usually, closings were 

achieved by summarizing the main points of the tellings, by stating an agreement reached 

in the course of the tellings, by abruptly changing the topic, or by simply uttering a closing 

statement (e.g. O.K., alles klar? "O.K., everything fine? " — Ingrid, 102-02). Table 4.9 

presents a listing of narrative closings by participants across all groups. 
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Table 4.9 : Narrative Closings across Groups 

Coord Assist Assist TA TA Grand 
(0 (m) (0 (f) (m) Total 

101 22 0 - 6 10 38 

102 8 - 19 5 5 37 

201 5 - - 2 1 8 

202 7 - - 16 - 23 

In the 101 group the coordinator closes most of the narrative sequences (57.9 %), 

while the TAs close 42.1 %. It is interesting to note that the assistant coordinator did not 

close any tellings. In the 102 group, the coordinators close 73.0 % of all narrative 

sequences, with the assistant coordinator closing more than the coordinator (51.4 % vs. 

21.6 %). In the 201 group, the coordinator closed more sequences (62.5 %) than in the 

202 group (30.4 %). 

It appears that in all groups except for 202, the coordinators exert tight control 

over the progression of the meetings, or at least over the duration of co-narrations. 

During her interview, Ingrid describes her role in the 202 meetings as that of a 

"bystander," mainly listening and occasionally providing input. She also identifies the 202 

group members as "mature" and "experienced." Since she does not comment on the rest 

of the TAs in these terms, she might perceive more of a need to step in and control their 

meetings. 
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In the 102 group, Ingrid is actively assisted in shaping the meetings' progression 

by Judith. Here, the role of the narrative "closer" and thus of the pace-maker, is 

frequently taken over by the assistant coordinator. In contrast to Michael, the assistant 

coordinator of the 101 group, Judith actively influences the duration of narrative accounts. 

Their differential approach to controlling the narrative discussions in their meetings might 

be due to aspects of their personalities or to individual group dynamics. However, it 

might also be due to the ways in which th^ interpret their role. While it seems obvious 

that Judith considers herself at least partially responsible for the management of the 

meetings, Nfichael expresses more confusion about his role. 

Well, I was confused at the beginning of this semester, because I 
thought that Ingrid really was the coordinator and that I would 
just show up every once in a while to help her, so I was just a 
little bit confused. (interview / Michael) 

This perception on Michael's part might explain why he is holding back during the 

meetings. In contrast, as Ingrid states about the 101 meeting, Judith is "basically in charge 

of the coordination meeting, or I should say, she took charge of the coordination 

meetings." In general, the lOO-level meetings thus seem more controlled than at least the 

202 meetings. TAs are granted the freedom to initiate narrative accounts, but are 

restricted by the coordinators as to the duration of these. 

4.4.4. Primary Recipients 

Table 4.10 illustrates which of the participants were selected as the primary 

recipients of narratives told during sharing events and their hybrids. 
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Table 4.10 : Primary Recipients - Sharing Events 

101 102 201 202 Total 

Coord (0 12 3 2 11 28 

Assist (f) - 5 - - 5 

Assist (m) 4 - - - 4 

TA (f/m) 13 5 1 19 38 

As far as sharing events are concerned, both TAs and coordinator were addressed equally 

often as primary recipients in the 101 group (59.1 % and 54.5 % respectively). The 

assistant coordinator was selected as primary recipient in only 18.2 % of the narratives 

told within these events. In the 102 group, TAs and assistant coordinator served as 

primary recipient with equal frequency (41.7 % each), while the coordinator was 

addressed primarily in 25.0 % of the tellings. In the 201 group, the coordinator was the 

primary recipient in the majority of tellings (71.4 %), while in the 202 group, this 

participant status was assigned to the TAs most frequently (63.3 %). 

Table 4.11 documents which of the participants were selected as the primary 

recipients of narratives told during advice-oriented events and their hybrids. Within 

advice-oriented events, the coordinator is awarded the status of primary recipient in 

70.6 % of all tales in the 101 group, followed by the TAs (29.4 %). The assistant 

coordinator is never selected as primary recipient in these instances. Sunilar to the 101 

meetings, the coordinator is constructed as primary recipient in 70.0 % of the 102 tellings. 
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Table 4.11 : Primary Recipients - Advice-Oriented Events 

101 102 201 202 Total 

Coord (0 12 7 0 11 30 

Assist (f) - 2 - - 2 

Assist (m) 0 - - - 0 

TA (f/m) 5 3 0 3 11 

while the TAs are selected in 30.0 %. The assistant coordinator occupies this participant 

status in 20.0 % of all tales. In 201, we do not find any advice-oriented tales, and in the 

202 meetings, the coordinator is addressed most frequently as the primary recipient 

(78.6 %), while the TAs are selected 21.4 % of the times. 

Table 4.12 provides an overview over the primary recipients selected for narratives 

told during policy-shaping events. 

Table 4.12 : Primary Recipients - Policy-Shaping Events 

101 102 201 202 Total 

Coord (f) 23 17 0 2 42 

Assist (0 - 4 - - 4 

Assist (m) 3 - - - 3 

TA (f/m) 22 24 1 3 50 
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With respect to policy-shaping events, the TAs and the coordinator again are primary 

recipient for approximately the same amount of tellings in the 101 meetings (55.0 % and 

57.6 % respectively). The assistant coordinator is addressed primarily in 7.5 % of the 

cases. In the 102 group, policy-shaping narratives are mainly addressed to TAs (66.7 %), 

followed by the coordinator (47.2 %), and the assistant coordinator (11.1 %). In the 201 

meetings, a TA is the primary recipient of the one policy-shaping narrative told. In the 

202 group, TAs are addressed as primary recipient in all of the three policy-shaping 

narratives, while the coordinator is included as one of the primary recipients in only 

67.7 % of all tales. 

4.4.5. A Note on Gender 

Although this dissertation does not focus on gtndev per se as one of its fields of 

inquiry, some brief observations concerning this issue should be included. According to 

Tannen (1993), an individual's cultural background determines his or her interpretation of 

discourse. Cultural differences, she explains, do not only refer to nationality, but, more 

specifically, "also exist at the subcultural levels of ethnic heritage, class, geographic 

region, age, and gender" (p. 165). Men and women are part of different cultural 

subgroups, with different ideas about interactional conventions and interpretations. Based 

on these observations, it could be expected that male and female TAs exhibit different 

discourse patterns in the course of conversational interaction. Since our sample size is 
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relatively small, it is not possible to draw any major conclusions beyond the general 

observations discussed below. 

A Chi-square analysis examining the relationship between gender and the 

initiations as well as the main tellings of narratives in the 101 and 102 groups yielded no 

statistically significant results (p<0.05). Overall, in both groups, female and male TAs 

tend to initiate and tell narratives with similar fi'equencies. 

However, considering the individual speech events in separation, some interesting 

issues surface. A Chi-square procedure conducted for the initiation of policy-shaping 

narratives yielded a significant result for the 101 group. In this group, the male TAs 

initiate significantly more policy-shaping narratives than the female TAs, and thus display a 

strong interest in policy issues. However, the female TAs then also actively participate in 

the main tellings of narratives during policy-shaping events. Compared to their male 

colleagues, they contribute statistically an insignificantly different number of narratives 

during these events. It seems that the two male TAs in this group show a strong interest 

in policy issues and that they may be more responsible for initiating policy-shaping 

narrations than theu* female colleagues. Once these events are initiated, however, the 

female TAs also readily grab the floor and do not leave the shaping of policies to the males 

entirely. 

Unfortunately, the counts of narrative initiations, main tellings and closings were 

too small in all other instances to conduct Chi-square analyses for these. However, a 

difference in behavior between male and female TAs can further be observed when looking 
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at advice-oriented events from a sUghtly more qualitative point of view. According to 

Tannen (1990), the offering or giving of advice frequently results in asymmetrical 

situations. As Tannen (1990) states, the act of offering help does not merely display one 

person's caring and concern for another, but it also contributes to the definition of the 

social situation. In Tannen's (1990) words, "[...] the fact of giving help may seem to send 

the metamessage 'I am more competent than you,' and in that sense it is good for the 

helper" (p. 32). It appears that at least in the 101 group, the male TAs are more reluctant 

than their female colleagues to place themselves in this asymmetrical situation and to 

identify the coordinators as potentially more competent or more experienced. 

When the men in the 101 group tell advice-oriented narratives, they are generally 

hesitant to accept the coordinators' advice at face-value. Instead, they frequently push 

their own agendas, questioning the solutions suggested. Most of these episodes are 

related to problems concerning the video sessions. In one such episode, for instance, 

Andy is requesting advice, while at the same time protesting the video material (101-01). 

He first relates how his students were in an "uproar" (540) during the video session 

because they were unable to understand the characters on the tape. When he receives 

some advice from Michael, the assistant coordinator, he ignores it, pushing his own 

agenda and lobbying for a change of materials. 

!Mi[ but if you play a little segment, and you write it on the 
566 _ 

lMi[ board, and you give them chances to succeed with a little 
567 _ 

!Mi[ word here, a little word there, I think that's a way to 
568 
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!Mi[ lower [the affective filter] 
i'Ka[ for example, last, one, last semester, I had 
!An[ ok what about the past tense, what 

569 _ 

!Mi[ well 
! An [ about that 
! To [ I agree with that in a certain way, but I believe that 

570 _ 

Andy continues in this meeting to ignore advice offered and to constantly raise new 

challenges concerning the video teaching. 

In contrast to the above episode, the female TAs in this group seem more inclined 

towards accepting advice from their coordinators. Most strikingly, one of them does not 

even protest when she is given unsolicited, and possibly uncalled-for, advice. Katja 

accepts Michael's advice on how to improve on the peer review process in her class, 

although her preceding narrative indicates that she is already applying the strategies he 

suggests (101-04). The TA does not insist that she already practices the outlined 

strategies, but accepts and acknowledges Michael's advice, thus positioning him as more 

of an expert than herself (for a more detailed discussion, see Chapter Five). She thus 

accepts his framing of the situation as advice-oriented, and does not protest the resulting 

asymmetrical situation. 

In general, all TAs are more reluctant to accept advice from each other than from 

the coordinators. They thus avoid constructing asymmetrical relations among each other 

and to identify certain group members as more competent. Although it is frequently 

ignored or rejected, the TAs still impart advice to each other. It is interesting to note that 

in the 101 meetings, the male TAs overall tend to give more advice than their female 
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colleagues. As already mentioned, their advice is generally rejected or ignored, and the 

head coordinator is confirmed as the main source of advice. This suggests that the female 

TAs do not object to positioning Ingrid as the expert on teaching-related questions, but 

reject an asymmetrical situation which would identify the male TAs as more competent. 

For instance, when Kaija narrates an episode in which a hyper student disrupts her 

teaching, Todd advises her as follows (101-04); 

lKa[ that's, basically what 
lTo[ focus it, that energy in a positive way 

248 _ 

|Ka[ I (.) try, I'm not ignoring him, of course, I mean, if 
249 _ 

lKa[ he asks me a question, I respond and so on, but I'm not 
250 _ 

Katja rejects Todd's advice to refocus the student's energy, insisting that she has ah-eady 

been practicing this particular strategy to no avail. 

The fact that the male TAs in the 101 group tend to give more advice than their 

female colleagues confirms Tannen's (1990) observation that men more so than women 

display a "tendency to offer solutions to problems" (p. 52) during troubles talk. This 

apparent male inclination to offer advice does not always result in constructive comments. 

Occasionally in the 101 group, "male advice" consists of nonsensical comments. 

In one episode, for instance, Katja relates how her students came to class although 

the session had been canceled due to oral exams. Now they want to be compensated for 

their extra eflFort (101-07). Both male TAs respond within an advice-oriented frame, 

suggesting to their coUei^e what she could do. However, the strategies they propose are 
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nonsensical and sound almost kafkaesque. With their obscure comments, the TAs might 

allude to and play on the situation which Kaqa described: Apparently she was discussing a 

short stoiy by Kafka during the extra class session. 

IAn[ your reply to that should be, von mir willst du den Weg 
I > you're asking me for the way? 

281 _ 

!An[ erfahren, (.) and then turn around like this 
! > turns in his chair 

282 _ 

;TO[ what's that supposed to mean, 
! > laughs 

283 _ 

Todd advises Katja along a similar vein: 

!To[ you could stand up in front of the class and go like. 
286 

287 

An[ ( 
> laughs 

To[ it looks like (I could pile up sand in my house) 
> laughs 

In both cases, only the two male TAs react to each others' utterances. The (female) rest 

of the group ignores their contributions. 

In contrast to the 101 group, advice-oriented events in the 102 group mainly build 

on dyadic interactions between the coordinator and one TA who is presenting a 

problematic case. In the few advice-oriented narratives they tell, the male TAs seem less 

reluctant to accept the coordinators' advice in this group than the males in the 101 group. 

A variety of reasons might account for the apparent differences in the male TAs' behavior 

in both groups. As will be addressed in more detail below, the 102 group seems less 
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inclined towards listening to each others' narratives than the 101 group. A slight 

disinterest in each others' problems might prevent the TAs from joining advice-oriented 

interactions between coordinator and TA. Furthermore, the 102 group has two more 

members than the 101 group. It is feasible that with increasing group size, the TAs' 

willingness to publicly ask for advice recedes. 

Other variables which potentially influence the TAs' behavior are status and 

teaching experience. Since the TAs in the 102 group have less teaching experience than 

those in the 101 group, they might accept the coordinators' advice more readily than their 

more experienced collei^es. They also might not consider themselves knowledgeable 

enough for giving their colleagues advice. Since they are all beginning teachers in their 

first year, they might automatically position themselves in an asymmetrical situation in 

which they assume from the start that they are less competent than their coordinator. In 

this case, status and teaching experience might override the importance of gender for 

conversational interaction. 

Since the numbers of events are relatively small for each category (sharing, advice-

oriented, and policy-shaping events), it is not possible to draw any far-reaching 

conclusions as far as issues of gender are concerned. Furthermore, since this study is 

limited also in its number of participants, it is not possible to state how much of the TAs' 

behavior can be ascribed to gender-related issues, and how much is due to idiosyncrasies 

and personality styles. It appears, however, that more research is warranted to explore 

the connection between gender, status, group size, and teachmg experience. 
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4.4.6. A Brief Summary 

To sum up this discussion on participation frameworks, it can be stated that the 

head coordinator is generally constructed as the major source of advice. She is also of 

importance as audience to policy-shaping tales. During the telling of policy-shaping 

narratives, the TAs occupy an almost equally important position as recipients. It appears 

that in these cases, their input is valued more highly than that of the assistant coordinators. 

When telling sharing tales, TAs and head coordinator are almost equally important as 

primary recipients in the 101 meetings, while in the 102 meetings, the assistant coordinator 

is addressed more frequently than the head coordinator. The following chapter will now 

present a qualitative look at the participation frameworks established during co-narration. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DATA PRESENTATIO\ AND ANALYSIS: 

A QUALITATIVE PERSPECTIVE 

According to Tannen (1989), storytelling is one of the primary means by which 

conversational interactants create involvement. As she states: 

[...] storytelling is a key element in the establishment of interpersonal involvement 
in conversation; It heightens the active participation of listeners, (p. 104) 

The following chapter examines how the TAs actively involve their interlocutors in the 

process of evaluating and interpreting related events. It discusses the participation 

frameworks negotiated during co-narration and addresses the local discursive identities 

co-constructed in the process. Furthermore, it describes the images of students and 

teachers depicted in the tellings. It investigates the above issues with respect to narratives 

told during sharing events, advice-oriented events, as weU as policy-shaping events. 

S.L Sharing Events 

It is suggested here that the TAs in this corpus of data tell narratives during 

sharing events mainly to construct and establish themselves as active and ratified members 

of their teaching group. During this process of establishing group membership, 

participants also employ co-narration to voice their frustrations and report on their 

successes. Sharing their tales, the TAs ascertain that their individual experiences are 

shared by other group members. 



Narratives told during sharing events are generally initiated through questions 

asked by coordinator (e.g., "Eh, did the orals go O.K.?" Ingrid, 101-07) or TA (e.g., 

"Another question, how did this thing with the exam make-up go in your class?" 

Dorothea, 101-07). Frequently, they are also introduced through spontaneous 

associations triggered by the preceding discourse. For instance, when the 202 TAs are 

going over a list of verbs to be tested on an exam, Sabine' spots the verb "fressen" 

{devour) and remembers (202-01): 

!Sa[ oh, fressen is in there, too, that is so funny, we had this 
20 _ 

|Sa[ big discussion on fressen and essen today, they were like... 
! > [devour] [eat] 

21 _ 

An upcoming narrative can also be explicitiy marked. Once in our database, a teller 

directly announces a narrative activity, stating that she has "an anecdote regarding (this 

issue)" (Dorothea, 101-07). 

Like policy-shaping tales, narratives aimed at sharing experiences are generally 

told when initiated. In comparison, advice-oriented narratives are occasionally initiated by 

TAs, but then their telling is postponed by the coordinator if they are felt to interrupt a 

certain agenda. 

' For initials in the transcripts and their referents, please refer to Appendix B. 
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5.1.1. Laughing Together: Sharing Humorous Occurrences 

5.1.1.1. Focus: Teacher 

As the examples below will show, narratives told during sharing events frequently 

contain humorous components. In the context of his study on conversational joking and 

involvement, Norrick (1994) states that "anecdote swapping [...] nurtures rapport through 

sharing experience and sharing laughter at ourselves" (p. 427). Conversational joking, 

according to him, includes "all those forms or strategies such as word play, teasing, and 

anecdotes designed to elicit laughter from listeners" (p. 409). Apart from creating 

involvement, Norrick (1994) also claims that the telling of an event and its implicit 

evaluation provides indications of the unspoken norms and values shared among 

interactants. 

Narratives, in this case mainly stories, in which TAs relate personal experiences in 

a humorous way tend to occur in clusters of at least two narratives in our data. As studies 

by Jefferson (1978), Ryave (1978) and Sacks (1978) indicate, it is not unusual at all for 

stories to occur in sequences of two or more. As will become clear below, by 

constructing stories and response stories on similar issues, e.g. the misspelling of words 

(101-06) or being late (101-02), the TAs identify themselves as members of their group. 

Co-construrting these narratives provides an opportunity for them to check back with 

others whether their experiences are "normal," i.e., shared by other group members. The 

tales can also, of course, provide for important comic relief during intense discussions 

about exam items and the like. 
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In the following example (101-06), Andy, a 101 TA, relates to the group how he 

misspelled the word Bauemlaib (literal translation: peasant's loa^ which is a kind of 

bread in Germany). 

IAn[ I misspelled Baue 
I > staring In front of 

237 _ 

In[ why? how did you spell it? oops 
Ka[ welche Sorte 
> [what kind] 

An[ rnlaib (.) 1-e-i-b 
> himself looks at Ingrid 
> [b-o-d-y] 

238 

239 

240 

241 

ln[ {.) 
An[ and so the students looked it up and (.) just found, 
> looks at Todd 

An[ peasant's body and so they said, what's (going o 
>_ laughter 

To[ yeah, I 

An[ n with this body) 
To[ thought that was weird, because I was like, wait (.) I 
>_ laughter 

!In[ funny 
ITo[ was like wait, bread, a loaf of bread, but that als 

242 _ 

1 To[ o means body, I told my class, and I didn't even think a 
243 _ 

!An[ like the body of Christ ( 
I To[ bout it till they spelled (it) 

244 _ 

Ka[ so, welche Sor 
> [sOr what kind 

Ant .) ( ) 
>_ laughter 

To[ talking with my mouth full 
>_ laughter 

245 
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! In [ mhm (. 3) 
:Mi[ 
!Ka[ te von Brot {.) isst du gern, ja? 
1 > of bread do you like to eat, ok?J 

246 _ 

It is interesting to note that Andy initiates his telling, staring in front of himself. He may 

be uncertain of how his anecdote wiU be received, or may wait to see whether he will be 

asked to even relate it. Ingrid's question prompts him to elaborate (238). Her "oops" 

(238) evaluates his mistake as a blunder which is not too serious. The general reaction to 

his tale is laughter (240), making light of his misspelling and focusing instead on the 

resulting pun. Andy's mistake is thus ratified as harmless. 

Todd then aligns himself with Andy (241), admitting the same spelling mistake, 

and telling a similar story (241-245). Both TAs are thus reassured that their misspellings 

are not uncommon. Todd even admits providing the students with the wrong information 

("that also means body." 242-243). He also reports his own thoughts: He was not 

completely oblivious ("I thought that was weird." 241-242), and thus mitigates the 

mistake he made. However, he did not notice his mistake until his students spelled it out. 

Todd's tale is also greeted with laughter, and even evaluated as "funny" by the 

coordinator (242). Misspellings are thus depicted as mistakes which can be excused and 

which do not threaten a teacher's competence. If they lead to a pun, they might even 

contain a certain entertaiimient value. 

Both Andy and Todd portray their students as instrumental to discovering the 

orthographic and semantic error. The students are credited with taking part in the process 
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of learning, a cooperative enterprise in which one person is enlightening the other. 

Neither Todd nor Andy report the students' response (beyond helping to discover the 

mistake). Neither one also seems offended by the students questioning them. Since only 

the humorous part of the episodes is recounted, the student reaction can be assumed to be 

non-problematic. The TAs' status as their teacher and expert on the language is not 

depicted as threatened by this episode - although Todd and Andy might be looking for 

reassurance from their colleagues that mistakes can happen. Neither Todd nor Andy seem 

to operate under the assumption "the teacher is always right," which can be found in more 

traditional college classrooms or in highly competitive programs. Rather, they support a 

kind of participatory pedagogy in which students are actively involved in the teaching and 

learning process. Furthermore, the relative ease with which the TAs are able to relate 

their mistakes to the group is also reflective of the department's general teacher 

development culture: Mistakes in general are not treated as unforgivable blunders. On 

the contrary, it is assumed that they can happen to anyone and are by no means an 

indicator of incompetence. 

Of the 71 narratives told during sharing events or hybrid events connected with 

sharing, seven deal with humorous episodes which the TAs tell about themselves.^ All of 

these can be subsumed under the thematic category of "professional conduct." They are 

usually initiated by the TAs themselves, and are triggered by spontaneous associations 

within a conversational exchange. The humorous confessions told by TAs about 

~ All events considered here are related to the TAs' teaching practice, i.e., the category '̂ other'' was not 
taken into account in this discussion. 
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themselves are carefully selected. None of the events are described as threatening the 

TAs' fundamental position or authority as teachers in their classrooms. No problematic 

student reaction is recounted which might elicit comment or advice from other group 

members. Furthermore, these humorous narratives tell of Sdolations" of expectations 

which can be assumed to be generally known and accepted. For instance, the TAs know 

and probably would not dispute that teachers should not misspell words or be late for 

class. The narration of these events also conveys both group norms and aspects of the 

group culture. The above example, for instance, confirms the program's attitude towards 

the sharing of mistakes as non-threatening. 

Apart fi'om personal anecdotes, TAs also fi-equently employ teasing to elicit 

laughter fi-om their colleagues and to thus establish and stress positive group rapport.'' 

When Annette tells her story of being late in the 201 meeting, Ingrid, who is already 

familiar with the occurrence, manipulates the narrated events in order to tease the TA 

(201-01). 

lAn[ ( ) inir blieb grad wieder s'Herz scehen 
I > [my heart just stopped again] 
lMi[ right ja 

344 

An [ weil ich dachte, ich haette, ich waer schon wieder zu 
[because I thought I was late again] > 

345 

In[ hab ich g'hoert, ja 
[I heard about thatr yeah] > 

An[ spaet, beiiti letzten Mai ham wir hier gesessen 
[last timer we were sitting here] 

346 

 ̂ It should be noted that the TAs' mutual teasing is not restricted to anecdotes about themselves only, but 
also occurs, for instance, in stories told about students. 
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In[ , ihr habt 
> [you were] 
An[ heewww 

geschnackt und geschnackt, u 
[talking' and talking-, and 

347 

348 

In[ nd nix war's, (du hast vergessen) yeah, (that's not the) 
> nothing, (you forgot) ] 

An[ gearbeitet ham wir 
>_ [we were working] laughs 
Mi[ (wir) 
> [ (we) ] 

als ich weg war und 
[when I was gone and 

349 

350 

In[ 
> 

_ laughs 
An [ ja 
>_ [yes] laughs 

Mi [ haben eine Pizza bestellt 
> [ordered a pizza] 

In[ getippt hab j 
> was typing] 

An[ ganz berechnend war das {.) 
> laughs harder [very calculating that was] 

Mi [ hmhm, genau 
> [exactly] 

In this excerpt, Ingrid substitutes the actual events, playfully accusing Annette of 

forgetting her work over their chatting. Annette recognizes the playful frame, laughing in 

response, but still justifying herself (348). Michael joins in on Ingrid's teasing (349), and 

Annette now also adopts the joking frame, agreeing and laughing (349). She even 

supplies a teasing evaluation of her own supposed actions ("ganz berechnend war das." 

350). Michael and Annette animate themselves in this tale as idle TAs, relaxing and 

forgetting about their work as soon as they are not supervised by their coordinator. The 

playful frame operates and depends on the implicit understanding that the reverse is true. 

Aimette indeed forgot to teach because of a professional discussion. The coordinator 
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does not reprimand or negatively evaluate Annette, but trusts her to be a responsible 

colleague. In fact, by teasing the TA, the coordinator establishes a kind of solidarity 

between them. Being able to tease and be teased within a group signals positive rapport. 

As Norrick (1994) explicates, group members sharing this kind of rapport can aflford to 

ignore positive politeness strategies and playfiiUy attack each other. He maintains; 

Especially in customary joking relationships, sarcasm and mocking can express 
both aggression and solidarity - aggression in the message, attacking others for 
their foibles and errors, and solidarity in the metamessage, including others in a 
playfiil relationship with increased involvement, (p. 423) 

As already mentioned, conversational joking can also carry another meta-message, 

namely the ratification of group norms. The following excerpt is taken fi-om a lengthy 

discussion about the content of a reading comprehension text (101-09). In this text, a 

couple, Boris and Natascha, are looking for an apartment, but eventually decide not to 

move in together. A follow-up question to the text implies, however, that the two are 

actually living together. Since this inconsistency between text and question might confuse 

students taking the exam, the TAs discuss how they could alter it. Todd presents his 

solution in form of a pretelling: They will simply assign five extra points to students 

recognizing the inconsistency. 

ITo[ we'll give extra points if people figure that one out, 
! > Katja and Michael are smiling 

205 _ 

lTo[ if someone comes up to me later and (goes), now, wait 
206 _ 

ITo[ a minute, Boris and Natasha decided NOT to move in, so y 
207 _ 

!Mi[ right 
!To[ ou can't move in with both of them then I'll give ' 

208 
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!In[ five, that's nice 
I Do[ I mean, y 
! To [ em five extra points yeah (. 2) 

209 _ 

!Do[ ou're so generous with your extra points anyway 
!To[ what's th 

210 _ 

In t  
>_ laughs 

Do[ ( ) you are the one with the extra point problem 
To[ at? well. 

211 

Based on the context of previous meetings, and confirmed by Todd later in this 

conversation, the T A is making fun of himself in this pretelling. The question of whether 

and when to assign extra credit has represented a problematic issue to this TA group over 

the entire semester. Todd himself raised a lot of controversy at the beginning of the 

semester, after he had decided to let students take the first exam twice, thus helping them 

to make up for bad grades. In an earlier meeting, he was reprimanded by the coordinator 

for deciding on this solitary course of action despite their fi-equent discussions on the 

importance of common grading procedures. 

When Dorothea now alludes to this episode, summarizing it as Todd's "extra point 

problem" (211), he builds on her teasing and draws an even more extreme picture of his 

grading procedures. 

lTo[ people, give me like, give me high five, and earn five 
1 > [claps hands together fox "high five"] 

212 _ 

!In[ that's how you are 
!To[ extra points (.) that's how I am 
! > looks at Ingrid who laughs laughs 

213 
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Ka[ but that was Andy with the extra points, wasn't it? 
> looks at Dorothea, then at Todd 

To[ no 
214 

:in[ 
:Ka[ 
;DO[ 

that was you? twenty 
oh. yeah 

!To[ that was me with eh redoing the test 
215 

Todd heightens his involvement in the telling, physically enacting his suggested grading 

procedure of giving points for "high fives" (212). He jokingly animates himself as a 

teacher basing his decisions on absurd grading criteria. The coordinator acknowledges the 

playful fi-ame, laughs and echoes Todd's assessment of himself ("that's how you are;" 

213). Todd's "grading procedure" is so fer-fetched that it is obvious he is joking, ffis 

two narratives do not necessitate a more serious response in which he is enlightened about 

responsible grading. In fact, it is necessary for him to be ^miliar with the general grading 

policy in order to construct appropriate exaggerations. 

When Katja objects that it was actually Andy who had a problem with extra points, 

Todd reassures her that it was him (215). At this point he distinctly refers back to the 

situation when he allowed students to retake the exam. Exaggerating his own grading 

criteria, Todd is making fim of himself. He acknowledges that his procedure might have 

been analogous to the unreasonableness of awarding points for "high fives." Through this 

tale Todd indicates that he is now aware of the group's grading policy and now accepts it. 

He also implicitly acknowledges that he was at feult before for not adhering to group 

norms. 
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It is interesting to note that only in three of the four groups (101, 201, and 202), 

do the TAs tell humorous stories about themselves or sometimes tease each other during 

co-narration. Both coordinator and TAs are involved in the teasing. Although teasing is 

mutual among the TAs, none of them ever teases their coordinator. Ingrid, on the other 

hand, occasionally takes the opportunity of teasing the TAs, for instance when she 

playfully attacks Annette who almost forgot to teach (see above, 201-02). These 

observations indicate that the TAs construct their coordinator as a person whom th^ owe 

respect. Even under a playful frame, teasing Ingrid would imply addressing her "foibles 

and errors" (Norrick, 1994, p. 423), and thus questioning her authority and expertise. 

Ingrid, on the other hand, seems more at ease about playfiilly attacking the TAs. She 

occupies a position of leadership which authorizes her to comment on group members' 

behavior. When teasing the TAs, she plays with this position of authority, seemingly 

reprimanding them but actually working to establish a positive rapport with them (cf. p. 9 

above, quote by Norrick, 1994). 

In the 102 meetings, the TAs neither tease each other during co-narration nor do 

they tell funny stories about themselves. This can be read as "negative evidence" for a 

lack of rapport within the group. As discussed above, shared laughter about each others' 

experiences implies shared positive rapport. Based on this observation, it can be 

speculated that members of the 102 group feel less comfortable with each other, and 

experience less cohesion among their group than members of the other three groups. This 

interpretation can be supported by evidence gathered during the individual interviews. 
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Surprisingly, every single member of the 102 group complained that some of their 

colleagues did not take enough interest in the meetings and were not interested in listening 

to other people's experiences. Phil's statement is representative of their general 

assessment of the group dynamics; 

[. . . ] personality conflicts can really throw a kink into the 
meeting. I personally have to bite my tongue sometimes, because 
there is a couple of people who we have to work with in that group 
that, it's hard for me to relate to them. And that makes the 
meetings even more difficult. It's too, you can't really throw 
six people together and expect them all to be so similar that 
there isn't going to be any conflicts, but I've never worked with 
a group that's so different. 

In contrast to the 102 group, almost all TAs in the other three groups stress that their 

professional relationships were good and that they managed to leave personal issues aside. 

Sabine (202), for instance, explains that she has experienced previous coordination 

meetings in which private issues afifected the i^enda and created tensions. In comparison 

to these meetings, "this group was really excellent." She speaks for most of the TAs, 

when she states: 

Everybody got along, everybody knew they got along. Apart from 
that, even if we wouldn't have liked each other, I think that 
wouldn't have made a difference, because it's a job, it's not 
private. 

In sum, the sharing especially of humorous episodes featuring TAs as protagonists, 

as well as mutual teasing episodes can be considered an indicator of positive group 

rapport among the TAs. Apart from establishing and strengthening group rapport, the 

sharing of fimny incidents also allows the TAs to confirm their status as group members. 

Furthermore, it allows inferences about implied group norms, since the TAs frequently 

reverse those norms in their teasings. 
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5.1.1.2. Focus: Students 

In our database of 71 sharing events and their hybrids, four narratives appear in 

which TAs share funny occurrences focusing on their students. There are, of course, 

other tellings in which students feature as protagonists, and which also elicit laughter. 

However, those tales all contain some kind of problematized aspect of student behavior 

(see below). The narratives discussed in this section focus on fiinny student responses and 

do not fiuther evaluate or problematize student behavior. The four narratives addressed 

here were produced one each during 101 and 102 meetings, and two in 202 meetings. All 

of them are told by TAs. Like the example below (102-01), the four narratives essentially 

focus on word plays or unusual student interpretations of German words. They all refer to 

test taking episodes. 

Na[ this is just like coffee Kuenstler 
> [artist] 

Ch[ THIS IS 
> all laughing 

674 

Ju [ what is it? 
IJa[ oh, on the final for the reading, there's asked, 

675 _ 

lJa[ they had an ad about coffee and coffee houses, and there 
676 _ 

Ja[ was a picture of what, Jakobs Kaffee, and they were asked 
>_ [German brand of coffee] 

Na[ Jakobs-
677 

678 

Ja[ to name one famous brand of German coffee and they were 
>_ Christian laughing 
Na[ they were supposed to 
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IJa[ answering, like Kuenstler (.) because it was in the article 
! >_ [artist] 
I Ma [ Eduscho 
I _ [German brand of coffee] 

679 _ 

!Ja[ about people gathering in coffee houses 
1 >_ [general laughter and mumbling] 
lMa[ I had a lot of 

590 _ 

IJu[ ok, any other questions about the questions 
lMa[ Folgers answers there 

691 _ 

The preface to this narrative alludes to an incident related to the final exam of the previous 

semester. Janet's explanation of the event is directed at Judith and Ingrid, two outsiders 

who had not been involved in this particular final exam. Although it was Nadja who 

originally mentioned the parallel (674) between this incident and what students would call 

a particular house featured on the upcoming exam, Janet proceeds to tell the story. Nadja 

tries to co-narrate (677, 678), but Janet dominates the conversation. Inserting a few 

afl5rmative utterances, Nadja and Markus assert that they are ^miliar with the event and 

all had the same experience. This positions them as members of the group of TAs. 

In humorous stories like the one above, the emphasis is less on the students' 

behavior or expectations, but more on what they do with the language. This is what is 

amusing to the TAs. Rather than being frustrated by their students' mistakes, (as they are 

in some other tales discussed below), the TAs find reason to laugh in these episodes. 

Language is not distorted unrecognizably but creatively misconstrued by the students. 

Their mistakes still contain meaning, and it is this meaning which the TAs consider fiirmy. 

When telling these narratives, the TAs do not present themselves in judgment of or 



154 

opposition to their students. Rather than groaning in frustration, they express positive 

understanding and afiect towards their students who are struggling with a foreign 

language. Th^ show an appreciation of the students' creativity in using this language, 

and consider student linguistic creations extraordinary enough to report these to their 

colleagues. 

As stated above, laughter can unite people, and laughing about their students 

might provide the TAs with a feeling of belon^g to the same group and of working 

together. Their laughter defines them as the group in possession of knowledge. Being 

able to detect what students were trying to say, as well as being able to appreciate the 

resulting unintentional pun or novel creation attests to the TAs' linguistic ability. It 

licenses them as proficient group members and teachers of the language. 

A further reason for TAs to relate fiinny experiences with their students could also 

be their desire to ascertain that other students make similar mistakes. In one telling, for 

instance, Sonja tells about her students answering a listening comprehension question with 

"Brech-Theater" {vomit theater) instead of Brecht-Theater {Brecht Theater, named after 

the German author Bertolt Brecht) (202-02). Her colleague Sabine answers: "Yes, they 

had the weirdest things," confirming that all students had trouble with the questions, not 

just Sonja's. 

In sum, just like humorous narratives focusing on the TAs themselves, anecdotes 

focusing on students serve to strengthen group rapport and ratify group membership. 
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Both types of narratives help to confirm that group members share similar experiences, 

expectations and norms. 

5.1.2. Sharing Challenges 

The majority of narratives which the T As tell during sharing events deal with 

problematic events which they have encountered. The tellings of these events sometimes 

elicit laughter, but they are mainly concerned with publicizing fiustrations and problems. 

Putting those out into the open, TAs are able to confirm that other group members share 

similar experiences and that they are "normal" and legitimate members of the TA group. 

While most problematic incidents involve students (see discussion below), a few also 

problematize the TAs themselves. 

5.1.2.1. Focus: Teacher 

Nine out of 71 narratives told during sharing events and their hybrids deal with 

group members problematizing themselves. In these tellings, narrators admit to some 

diflBculty or challenge which they faced in dealing with test taking or test construction. 

Two narratives also problematize TAs as bound up in a rigid grading system. Sbc of the 

tales are told during 202 meetings, and one each is told during a 101, a 102, and a 201 

meeting. In the 101 meeting, what started as a sharing narrative is later interpreted as a 

tale with policy-shaping importance by the coordinator. This narrative will be discussed in 

a separate section below dealing with hybrid events. 
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Sonja is the main teller of four out of six narratives recounted by 202 members 

featuring the TA as the protagonist. Her tales mainly focus on issues of test construction 

and grading. Sonja recounts, for instance, how she could not figure out the directions on 

an exam exercise written by Judith, and so she called Judith for help (202-01). She is not 

reluctant to admit her problems understanding exam items, or producing words which do 

not exist in German. Sonja can afford to admit imcertainties about linguistic items, since 

she is actually a native speaker of German. Her status within the group as a competent 

speaker of the language is thus not threatened, and she does not position herself as an 

ignorant outsider by recounting narratives which display linguistic problems. 

In the grading narratives which problematize teacher action, the TAs unite in 

expressing their fiustration about some of the grading procedures required by the language 

program. It is interesting to note that this group devotes thirty minutes to this discussion, 

while similar issues are never rmsed by the other groups. While the 201 group did not 

engage in too much narrative activity in general, the grading narratives in the 101 and 102 

groups were mainly concerned with how to deal with students who did not or might not 

fulfill certain requirements (see discussion about poUcy-shaping events). This 

preoccupation of the 100-level groups with the current semester can be observed in 

various instances and will be addressed in more detail below. 

In contrast to the 101 and 102 groups, the 202 TAs do attack the program's 

grading policy. Sonja, for instance, relates how she was criticized by some higher power 

for grading too strictly (202-02). Her narrative follows a lengthy discussion about 
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students cheating and not handing in assignments. The accepted premise set by this 

discussion is that many students are lazy and dishonest, traits which cause frustration and 

disillusionment among the TAs. Sonja admits that she has developed an attitude of not 

caring much any more about the grades she gives, an admission which she can risk 

because of the general attitude established among the group. 

!So[ because, you know, the first semester here, it, that was 
625 _ 

!Ju[ mhm 
lSo[ n't my, my attitude towards that at all and I saw mys 

626 _ 

!Ju[ yeah 
I Sot elf giving B's to people that didn't know anything, a 

627 _ 

|So[ nd I couldn't do anything about it, because I was TOLD ho 
628 _ 

IJu[ mhm 
lSo[ w I had to distribute the points, how I had to grade 

629 _ 

!So[ and I got problems for the way that I graded in the spea 
630 _ 

ISo[ keasy'" (.) cause I was told that I was too, ehm, streng a 
! > [strict] 

631 _ 

lSo[ nd everything, and, so you just, I mean, just to save yo 
632 _ 

Ju[ your insanity 
> laughing, nodding through 
>_ remainder of Sonja's talk 

So[ urself and your insanity if you are stuck in a syste 
Sa [ right 

633 

|Ju[ yeah 
!So[ m like this, you have to just take that, well (.2) tha 

634 

'' Oral practice session for which the grading is less regulated and allows for teacher disgression. 
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I So[ t kind of an Einstellung (.) 
! > [attitude] 

635 _ 

Sonja employs the criticism which was voiced against her in order to criticize the system 

as well as the students. Set agamst the negative image of students as cheating and lazy 

which was established by the preceding discussion, the image of herself as a strict and 

conscientious teacher takes on positive connotations. Sonja positions herself as a 

demanding teacher who has certain standards, an image which will be evaluated positively 

by the group judged by their preceding remarks. Sabine, for instance, had previously 

complained about a student who passed her class without knowing anything. 

!Sa[ he doesn't know anything and just got a sixty, just beca 

!So[ mhm 
Sa [ use he was there every day he got you know, sixt 

! > lahia 's 

1Sa[ y points from me (for being there){. 3) 

In these grading narratives, the TAs' attitudes towards the department's grading 

procedures become obvious. The 202 group positions itself in opposition to the 

department, disapproving of a policy of easy grading as they conceive of it. They also 

position themselves in opposition to those students who do not do their work, since these 

are considered undeserving of their grades. 

It is interesting to note that Sonja's tale does not lead to any kind of advice-

oriented or policy-shaping discussion. The TAs do not discuss what could be done 
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dijfferently, but only share what they perceive as frustrating. The coordinator does not 

step in and provide her perspective on the issues discussed. Ideally, Ingrid might have 

tried to help the TAs look beyond their frustrations, thus putting into action what the 

program supervisor considers part of the coordinator's role: 

It's a commiserator role, certainly, in all the affective issues 
of being a GAT, to help them realize, yes this is hard, yes, this 
is frustrating, but these are the good sides of it, or this is why 
it's also worth doing, and to bring in a lot of these things, 
(interview / Mary) 

Following Sonja's narrative, Ingrid could have also initiated a discussion on what could be 

improved about the grading system. However, she seems very reluctant to become 

involved in any policy-shaping discussions focusing on issues which reach beyond the 

current semester. This observation will be addressed in more detail below. 

Before continuing with a closer look at the self-problematizing narratives told by 

the coordinator herself, some concluding remarks are in order about the TAs 

problematizing themselves in their narratives. While the culture of the teaching program 

certainly advocates a sharing of mistakes or problems in a non-threatening atmosphere, the 

TAs seem reluctant to do so with "real" problems. As demonstrated above, several TAs 

share mistakes or problematic actions on their part which result in humorous responses, 

where the focus is on joking rather than on problematizing. In contrast, narratives relating 

problems which center around TA actions and are not easily or jokingly resolved are not 

foimd frequently across groups. They are mainly told by one TA in the 202 group. It 

might be a personal issue how easy it is for people to share their problematic experiences. 

It might also be an issue of group dynamics. Since the 202 TAs report to be friends 
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outside of their professional relationships, it might be easier to admit problems in this kind 

of atmosphere. However, it has to be noted that the problems which Sonja mentions are 

carefully selected. They are either peripheral to her identity as a teacher - as a native 

speaker of German, she can afford to admit ignorance - or they are placed in such a way 

that they actually present the teller in a positive light. Thus it seems that narratives 

exhibiting potential personal shortcomings are not very frequent in the context of sharing 

events. 

One of the self-problematizing narratives in 202 is told by the coordinator (202-

02). This is an unusual occurrence, since Ingrid is otherwise reluctant to share personal 

experiences focusing on herself. As the data show, she relates events focusing on 

students, but usually does not discuss problematic issues centered around herself 

Preceding the excerpt below, she relates how one of her students turned in essays to her 

which had obviously been corrected by a tutor. Ingrid talked to the student, reprimanding 

her and explaining the implications of cheating. For a while, the student seemed to refrain 

from cheating, but then went back to it again. In the following excerpt, Ingrid tells about 

her reaction. 

lln[ well, then at the end, I (.) at the end of t 

1 
1 

1 
d 

1 
' 1 

' 

he semester last semester. I was so mad (.) that I, that 

!In[ in. in my rage, I wrote an entire one-page comment on h 
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IIn[ er paper and I said, well, you know, I, I, I hope 
I > laughter 

486 _ 

lln[ , I hope that you, that you don't need German in the bus 
487 _ 

!In[ iness world, ( ) she, she wants to go into business 
488 _ 

!In[ , I said, because the-, otherwise you better learn now h 
489 _ 

lln[ ow to compose your own text (.2) cause there won't be an 
! > someone talking 
\Sa[ hoho 

490 _ 

j In t ybody around helping you (.) and I handed it back this 
491 _ 

|In[ semester, and I looked at it again after I came back in 
492 _ 

!In[ January, and thought, o gee, that's pretty harsh, well 
493 _ 

!In[ you know how you sometimes write things, because you know 
I So[ yeah 

494 _ 

!In[ you just have to get it out (.) but I thought, no, that's 
495 _ 

|In[ just appropriate, and she hasn't come to me to talk about 
1Sa[ and 

496 _ 

lln[ it o yeah, she enjoys the class ( ) she is 
!Sa[ she's back? 
I >_ laughing 

497 

Ingrid describes herself as "mad" (484) and tells that she reacted upon this feeling. The 

TAs laugh in response, implying that if Ingrid wrote "an entire one-page comment" (485-

486), she must have been rather mad. Ingrid then problematizes her reaction, stating: 

"and I looked at it again after I came back in January, and I thought, o gee, that was pretty 



162 

harsh" (492-493). Sabine's "hoho" (490) previously evaluated Ingrid's comment as quite 

strong. At least one of the TAs displays understanding of Ingrid's reaction (494), but they 

do not directly comment on it. They do not ratify Ingrid's behavior as correct or 

incorrect, but choose to mainly listen. When Ingrid's story is complete, the TAs change 

the focus back to the student, rather than commenting on the coordinator (497). It is 

possible that the implied power hierarchy between coordinator and TAs prevents them 

from judging their superior. On the other hand, the conception of the meeting and its 

purposes might also hamper the TAs' commenting on Ingrid's behavior. It might also be a 

reason for Ingrid's reluctance to share personal experiences. The meeting is mainly 

conceived as a forum for TAs to voice their issues. Ingrid shows awareness of this when 

she states that the meeting is not the place for her to discuss her issues: "Anyways, I 

didn't mean to (.)" (498). Thus, instead of discussing appropriate teacher behavior, the 

group goes back to discussing problematic student behavior. 

Although Ingrid generally does not tell narratives about problematic events 

focused on her own behavior, she feels herself obliged to do so in a 102 as well as a 201 

meeting. In both cases, Ingrid admits to a mistake which she made related to test 

construction. In both episodes, the TAs hardly ratify her as a person who is apologizing, 

but position themselves as partially responsible. In the 201 meeting, Bemadette claims 

that she herself did not notice the mistake on the exam either {mir ist das selber auch 

nicht aufgefallen. [I didn't notice it either] 201-02). The 102 example is even more 

striking, since the TAs not only hardly acknowledge Ingrid's apology, but proceed to 
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focus on the events which followed the mistake, ignoring completely who caused them 

(102-04). 

!In[ weLl, first of all, that was my fault what happened 
43 _ 

!In[ with the listening exam on the back I did not give [the 
lJu[ ah 
!Na[ (yeah, well) 

44 _ 

'iln[ secretary] instructions, I just put it on her desk, thinki 
45 _ 

I In[ ng that (.) 
!Ja[ she nev 
lCh[ usually she doesn't get the listening compreh 

46 _ 

!In[ and I wasn't 
I Ja [ er gets the listening coir^rehension, yeah 
lCh[ ension, right mhm 

47 _ 

In[ thinking, oops 
Ja[ did you hear that? 

_ looking at Anna 
Ma[ I wasn't either 
Ph[ so, I was, I ( ) when I, 
>_ general mumbling while Phil 

48 

49 

50 

Ja[ the listening comprehension was photocopied onto the last 
Ph[ when I gave it out, cause I didn't look at it until the 
> and Janet are talking 

Na[ mhm 
> looking at Phil 

An[ o well, who cares 
> looking at Janet 

Ja[ page 
Ph[{ ) I, I panicked, cause they all 

!In[ yeah (.3) so, you 
lNa[ I 
lPh[ had the test and it was too late to say 

51 _ 

!In( know 
!Na[ told them, be honest, be good boys and girls, don't look 

52 
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53 

Int I mean, you can't count 
> others immtbling as well 

Na[ in the back, and I was still eh 
> somebody laughing 

Ph[ o, wait a second 

!In[ on that, I mean, just, you know, if they got it right, 
!Ja[ well right 

54 _ 

lint they got it right, and if they, I mean, you can't give cr 
IJat Phil just 

55 _ 

lint edit or not credit for those that ehm, ehm, turned the p 
56 _ 

In t age over and ( ) it in 
IJat well, Phil told them to 
IPht my class asked me to r- to (.) to 

57 _ 

1 In [ aha 
IPhf read it to them but it was there, I wasn't gonna say, 

58 _ 

lint yeah, no 
INat I told 
IPhf you can't look at it, it's the text, you know 

59 _ 

INat them that they can't look at it well, they 
ICh t really? 
IPht o, I see 

50 _ 

1 In t did anyways, 
INat probably, just some of them in the back seats 

61 _ 

Int and you can't really control that, so 
Mat so what should I do 

_ looking at everyone 
62 

1Ma t tonight then 
lCh[ well, but you 
IPht the problem the problem is, yeah 

63 
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Markus, who constructed the exam, is willing to accept part of the blame (48). The others 

simply reiterate the general procedure (46-47; usually, the secretary does not get the 

listening comprehension). When Janet repeats to Anna what had happened, she leaves out 

the agent responsible for the mix-up, choosing a passive construction (49). Anna is the 

one who shows the least concern for the incident, ready to abandon the topic (46). The 

others, however, share at length how they dealt with the events following Ingrid's 

initiating action of leaving the exam on the secretary's desk. Janet, who cannot claim any 

direct experience in the event since Phil administers the exams in her class, still joins in the 

general sharing. She attempts to tell what she knows of Phil's action (55-57). Phil, 

however, speaks for himself and completes his previous tale on how he handled the events 

(57-59). 

The TAs shift the focus from Ingrid as the agent to themselves, discussing their 

own actions in class. This refocusing allows Ingrid to change her position in the 

conversation. No longer the "apologizer," she now becomes the evaluator of TA actions 

(52). She provides her own opinion on whether their reactions in class were appropriate 

or not. 

In sum, although the teacher development program encourages a sharing of 

problems in a non-threatening environment, teachers rarely problematize their own actions 

in narratives told during sharing events. Only one of the TAs is somewhat active in this 

respect. However, she does not mention any problems which go beyond mere linguistic 

issues or which might position her in a negative light of incompetence and ignorance. At 
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least three of the T A groups seem uncomfortable with the coordinator problematizing her 

own actions during narration. The groups tend to ignore Ingrid's admissions and refocus 

the discussions on other issues. 

5.1.2.2. Shifting from Sharing to Policy-Shaping Events 

In the above example (102- 04) Markus's question about his administering of the 

exam refocuses the TAs from past events to the fiiture, and to whether his students should 

receive a copy of the exam which includes the listening comprehension text. Markus is 

teaching the upcoming night class and has not yet administered the test. The TAs also 

realize in this context the need to discuss whether and how the listening comprehension 

task should be graded at all. Markus's question addresses the policy-shaping importance 

which Ingrid's narrative actually holds for all of them. He thus reshapes a mainly sharing 

event into one of policy-shaping. Markus addresses the entire group with his question, 

not just the coordinators. Without coordinator prompting, the TAs move on to discuss 

their options for grading. 

It appears that on occasions when problems encountered by a TA have immediate 

relevance for group actions, sharing events can be turned into policy-shaping events. This 

can be further exemplified in an example of a TA problematizing herself As mentioned 

above, Todd once administered an exam twice in his class in order to provide students 

with an opportunity to improve their grades. In a subsequent meeting, the 101 group 

decided to administer tests twice across the board. When Dorothea, after the next exam. 
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asks them to share their experiences ("how did this thing with the exam make-up go in 

your class?" 101-07), she inadvertently elicits excuses instead of narratives. Her 

colleagues each individually decided not to give students a second chance. Dorothea 

proceeds to tell her experiences anyway. 

!Dot ok, ( ) well, 
!An[ there was so much 

139 _ 

!Do[ I, I was only curious if, if, I thought it was real conf 
!An[ going 

140 _ 

lDo[ using, because I had put all, (.) { ) these 
141 _ 

IIn[ mhm 
I Do [ three grammar exercises on the board, and only some w 

142 _ 

!Do[ anted s-, I mean, I had people that had 96, I had one pe 
143 _ 

!Do[ rson who did 100 points, so, you know, some were bored, 
144 _ 

!Do[ some were sitting there, some were trying to the qu 
1 To[ mhm 

145 _ 

lDo[ estion was, and I didn't even know, can we copy the righ 
146 _ 

IDo[ t answers from the exam and only answer the wrong ones, 
147 _ 

I In[ yeah 
1 Do [ it, eh, you know, it has to be structured better, I gues 

148 _ 

lln[ so, what did you do, what did you end up 
I Do[ s, and 
'iTo[ no, it's 

149 _ 

In[ doing then? 
Do[ ehm, well, I said, everybody has to do it a 
> looking in front of herself 

150 
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IDo[ s a practice, you cannot look at your exam, if you want 
151 _ 

!Do[ points on top of your exam, you're able to reproduce wha 
152 _ 

In[ mhm 
Do[ t you've already gotten right (.) and ehm I had nobo 

looking at 
153 

In[ mhm 
Do[ dy get five points extra because I always then calcu 
> Ingrid 

154 _ 

IDo[ lated the entire grammar exercise, and looked how many p 
155 

IInt mh 
|Do[ oints they got there, and compared it to the original 

156 _ 

In[ m 
Do[ and I only added something if it was more than the ori 
> looking at everyone 

157 

!Do[ ginal (.) total wel 
!An[ hmm 
lTo[ well, that's why it was a lot of work 

158 _ 

|Do[ 1, I didn't know any better, you know, and we didn't mee 
159 _ 

1 In t mhm (. 3) 
!Do[ t, and I ok 
!An[ ( ) 
lTo[ yeah, I'm sorry that it didn't work out 

160 _ 

An[ hm, be practical, it's (.) I mean, 
> laughter 

To[ for you 
161 

Dorothea here admits that she had difficulties handling student questions in class. She 

positions herself as a group member, stating that the difficulties also arose because they 
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"didn't meet" (159-160). This implies that the group could have helped her prevent the 

diflSculties she encountered. Todd's comment "I'm sorry that it didn't work out for you" 

(160-161) positions Dorothea in a solitary position - it had worked out for him. Andy 

stepping in and suggesting to "be practical" (161) supports Todd's assessment of the 

situation. Dorothea is positioned as an outsider, since she is the only one to even 

administer the exam twice, and to not realize the impracticality of the exerdse. However, 

the position of dominance which the two male TAs assume is soon crushed by the 

coordinator. 

An[ hm, be practical, it's (.) I mean, 
> laughter 

To[ for you 
161 

IIn[ no, that's not the point, the point is 
! An [ that's like {.) you know 

162 _ 

Int that, you know, I mean, 
Do[ we had agreed to do it, I mean, we were 
>_ looks at Ingrid 

163 

In[ everybody agreed to doing it, and then, we, we d 
> looks at everyone except Dorothea 

Do[ talking about it on 
164 _ 

lln[ id agree to it, I mean, we brought it up in the first pi 
165 

In[ ace, because HE did it in the last test, and I was sayin 
> pointing at Todd 

Do[ yeah 
166 _ 

lln[ g, well, we can't do that, it's not fair across the sect 
167 

lln[ ions, and then (.) this p-, point was brought up exactly 
IAnt well, as long as 

168 
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!In[ , and then everybody is just leaving the room and, and, 
169 _ 

irn[ and, and, and (it ends up), you know, { ) and ju 
[Dot we talked about it for twenty minutes 

170 _ 

!In[ st not doing this, that's not right 
171 _ 

Ingrid's involvement in the conversation shifts the focus from Dorothea's individual 

problems to issues of group consensus. Her numerous repetitions (162-163; 164-165) 

indicate her heightened involvement and her indignation at the TAs failing to comply with 

an agreement. Dorothea aligns herself with Ingrid, co-constructing "the point," and 

demonstrating that she understands the issue.. 

Ingrid replays for them the process of how they reached their decision. She 

animates herself as the umpire, concerned with students' fair treatment (166-168). The 

TAs are portrayed as disinterested, "just leaving the room" (169) in response to her 

question. Her indignation is at a height, indicated by her repetition of the conjunction 

"and" (169-170), as well as her loss for words. 

In the continuation of this discussion, Andy tries to justify himself, but Ingrid 

interrupts him for an extended turn, elaborating on the procedures to be used to inform the 

other group members of decisions. Ingrid is unwilling to yield control of the conversation 

to the TAs who took control before, overriding group decisions. Through Ingrid's 

criticism of the other TAs, Dorothea is re-established as a legitimate group member, in 

faa as the only one respecting the group's rules and decision making processes. While 

Todd and Andy previously positioned her as the outsider unable to see the impracticality 
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of a class activity, these same TAs are now positioned by Ingrid, with the added power of 

the institution and the supervisory role, as violators of group norms. Kama's silence 

throughout the whole exchange can be read as indicative of her feeling of guilt for 

ignoring group decisions. 

Rather than focusing on the content of Dorothea's tale, Ingrid focuses on the 

absence of similar narratives. She thus turns a sharing event into a policy-shaping event. 

In general in the 101 meetings, the coordinator and her assistant take on the agency for 

being responsible for transforming many originally sharing events into a policy-shaping or 

an advice-oriented events. All sharing events changed into a policy-shaping orientation 

are concerned with grading or test taking. The TAs are generally concerned with 

individual occurrences, as for instance, Dorothea, when she narrates her problems with 

administering the exam a second time (see above). Instead of focusing on the individual's 

problem, Ingrid usually isolates the tale's meaning for further group actions, thus 

reframing the narrative as having a policy-shaping force. Decisions on standardized issues 

such as grading and testing procedures are group issues, and if TA tales indicate violation 

of group consensus, Ingrid's response to the narratives is aimed in a policy-shaping 

direction. Ingrid, for instance, widens the TAs' perspective by inserting potential student 

reactions in form of a pretelling such as the one below (101-03). 

|In[ then, eh, especially ( ) the point was made that we ha 
176 _ 

lln[ ve to have it even in the, across the board, to not just 
177 _ 

lln[ ignore it and, and do our own thing (.3) cause otherwise 
178 
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!Iii[{.) I'm ser-, I'm, I'm, I'm serious, people will come next 
179 _ 

!In[ semester to Mary and say, well, I know that this section 
I > the program director 

180 _ 

!In[ got the, eh, opportunity to make it up and we didn't, 
181 _ 

! In [ and this is why I didn' t get an A (.) ok? 
182 

While the TAs focus on their own issues, e.g. Dorothea's problem of how to respond to 

student questions, the coordinator reminds them that they are accountable for the grades 

they assign. Students are portrayed as defending their rights, and as possessing enough 

initiative to go and complain. In this respect, students exert a certain control over the 

grading procedure, since they can expect consistency across sections. Grading issues thus 

stretch far from the individual classroom into the next semester and into larger policy 

issues. Ingrid is the one to raise these concerns, and to see the policy ramifications of 

what the TAs initiate as sharing events. 

Interestingly, this refocusing from sharing to policy-shaping, i.e., enlarging a tale's 

significance from the individual TA to the entire group of students, is accomplished by the 

coordinator in the 101 group, and by TAs in the 102 group. In all instances, test taking 

and grading concerns are issues which motivate this change. Instead of sharing their own 

experiences, the 102 TAs position themselves as guardians of standardized rules. Their 

approach is practical rather than philosophical, focusing on what they still have to deal 

with in the current semester. When dealing with the listening comprehension text which 
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was xeroxed on the exam, for instance, Markus's concern is how to administer it, and his 

question refocuses the discussion away from a sharing of individual experiences to a 

contemplation of the general grading policy. Ingrid, in contrast to the TAs, looks beyond 

the immediate semester, envisioning potential student reactions. Thus TAs and 

coordinators display different motivations for transforming sharing events into policy-

shaping events. Ingrid, as the institutional representative, has to ensure the integrity of the 

program. Furthermore, if student complaints arise, they are usually handled by the 

program director. While the coordinator is directly responsible to the director, the TAs 

are far more removed from the complaint proceedings. In many cases, they will already 

have left the university when a grade appeal is put forward. Thus potential student 

complaints are much less of a concern to them than they are to their coordinator. 

It is interesting to note that in general, issues of grading seem to be the sole 

motivation for expanding the perspective beyond the current semester. This is probably 

due to the fact that grade appeals do occur and cause actual problems. In contrast, 

discussions about departmental grading policies might seem less important. It is not sure 

that the TAs' reflections on grading issues will ever be considered by the department. 

This might be one reason why Ingrid does not move narratives like the one told by Sonja 

about frustrating grading experiences (202-02 above) in a policy-shaping direction. 
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5.1.2.3. Focus: Students 

The majority of narratives in the sharing corpus focuses on students as 

protagonists, thematizing a problematic aspect of their behavior. At issue are mainly 

incidents and events connected to grading and test taking. In their narratives, the TAs, for 

instance, relate students' unreasonable demands for better grades without showing the 

necessary eflfort. The example below relates Todd's indignation at a student who expects 

a better grade than he deserves. Todd tells of this incident in a sequence of narratives on 

students' poor performance in the oral final exam. The other group members, Ingrid, 

Dorothea, Katja, and Andy are still engaged in the discussion about one of Dorothea's 

students when Todd initiates his tale (101-07). 

I To[ there's this one guy ( ) 
1 > looking at Michael 

324 _ 

1 In[ explaining to her once a week? 
1 Do[ she comes 
!An[ it's not easy 
lTo[ ( ) means, ( ) 

325 _ 

Do[ to me twice a week, every, comes to every office hour 
To[ he's like eh, I only need a C 
> Andy now turning to Todd 

326 

327 

328 

> Dorothea, Katja and Ingrid continuing discussion — 
> inconprehensihle 

An[ ( ) 
To[ out of this class, man I was like mhhhh he tot 
> laughs snickers, 
>_ holding hand to face 

In[ ( ) that's 
> looking at Dorothea through remainder of her talk 

To[ ally, he's blown off the last two test, didn't do his or 
>_ Katja now turning to Todd 
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IIn[ too bad no, it's usually, you feel b 
!To[ al finals, didn't do any of his culture presentation stu 

329 _ 

IIn[ ad, because they try so hard 
!To[ ff and now he needs a C in class 

330 _ 

In[ ok so, alles klar? 
> [everything- all right?] 

An[ I have some students that haven't turned in any workbo 
331 

In[ ok, wunderbar 
> [wonderful J 

An[ oks 
> laughs 

To[ this guy is WORSE, he hasn't done the 
> all turned to Todd 

332 _ 

!An[ NO TESTS, 
I To[last two tests, no culture portfolios^ no, 

333 _ 

|To[ hasn't been there for two tests, no culture portfolio, an 
334 

335 

336 

An[ 
> laughs 

To[ d didn't do the oral final (.) and says I need a C ou 

An[ 
> still laughing 

To[ t of this class I ( ) 
>_ all laughing 

i'In[ so what 
IAn[ did you tell him to pray to the mother of God? 

337 _ 

lln[ did you say? 
lTo[ I said, well, truthfully, doesn't look lik 

338 

 ̂ For their culture portfolios, students were asked to focus on one aspect or topic concerning one of the 
German-speaking countries. In several steps. thQ' were asked to develop a kind of critical awareness 
about what is different / similar between their own and the target ctilture. 
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To[ e you're gonna make it I showed him the q-, I said 
> others still laughing 
> Todd pounds on table with fist 

To[ , look, you tell me what you think you have, based on wh 

In[ and he said, clear B 
> laughter 
An [ and I found 
To[ at {.) these scores are 

Todd tells this narrative in a sequence of tales about students' mediocre 

performance on the oral exam. Frequently, one narrative about a negative experience 

related to students will trigger another. Sharing frustrating experiences and how they 

dealt with these helps the T As establish themselves as competent members of their group. 

Todd, for instance, depicts himself as a teacher challenged by a student's unreasonable 

demands. The student is portrayed as addressing his teacher in a very informal way ("I 

only need a C out of this class, man." 326-327). Todd, as the animator, immediately 

comments on this demand, evaluating it as unreasonable by laughing about the figure of 

the student. He portrays himself as amused by the student's request (327). In the 

following, he explains to his audience, why this request is so impossible ("He's blown off 

the last two tests, didn't do his oral finals, didn't do any of his culture presentation stuflF." 

328-330). 

Listing in quick succession all the student has omitted, Todd underlines the 

unreasonableness of the demand. However, he does not get the intended reaction of 

shock or at least surprise from his colleagues. Instead, Andy proceeds to tell his own 
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experience, indicating that he has been in a similar situation. Todd, however, insists that 

his situation is different, stressing again that in his case, it is a matter of missed tests, not 

of missed homework. Now he has gained everyone's attention (332). To emphasize how 

outrageous the student's demand is, Todd again contrasts his omissions and his request for 

a C (332-336). His colleagues' laughter confirms his evaluation of the student. Todd 

places the responsibility for discovering the appropriate grade on the student ("I showed 

him the g-, I said, look, you tell me what you think you have, based on what (.) these 

scores are." 341). The student is responsible for the make-up of his grade, and Todd 

demonstrates this to him. 

Ingrid's comment ("And he said, clear B." 341) continues the negative image 

which Todd painted of his student. Completing Todd's story by supplying a line which the 

character could have said, Ingrid demonstrates that she is an active listener (Tannen, 

1989). She also indicates that she is familiar with this kind of student and shares Todd's 

perspective. Ingrid's comment casts the students as an unreasonable figure, oblivious to 

the entire grading process. Her sarcastic depiction of the student is not questioned, but 

greeted with laughter by the group. The narrative confirms and builds on the TAs' 

assumption that there are students who do not seem to understand the relationship 

between their grades and their work. 

When stories about unreasonable student demands or poor student performance 

are told, group members seem actively involved. They support the tendentially negative 

images painted of students m these tales by telling similar tales in response. When Sonja, 
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for instance, tells about a student cheating on a take-home essay exam, Ingrid narrates a 

similar incident which happened in her class (202-02). In both cases, students had used a 

tutor's help to write the essay, a fact obvious to the teacher. Apart from response stories, 

group members also endorse each others' depictions of students by overlaps or sentence 

completions during narration (see above). 

Negative portrayals of students with respect to grading and performance issues are 

only rarely disputed by group members. In these cases, when TAs position themselves in 

defense of students all or some of the other group members align themselves with each 

other, against their colleague and against the students. When Todd doubts Kama's 

portrayal of a student's performance during the oral exam, for instance, Dorothea aligns 

herself with Katja and the two form a team defending Katja's evaluation (101-07). 

'To[ she 
314 _ 

lln[ dense 
IKa[ she was not able 
ITo[ doesn't seem like she is that eh (.2) 

315 _ 

lKa[ to say a word 
!Do[ you should see her writing, it's like, infinitive, noun, 

316 _ 

TAs attempting to defend students when talking about unreasonable demands are 

also sometimes greeted with sarcasm, confirming the negative image painted of students in 

a tale. Both Sabine and Sonja, for instance, tell of episodes when students demanded to 

know who of the TAs had constructed the exam. Both TAs, as well as the coordinator, 

agree that this demand is outrageous. When Judith tries to defend her students, Sonja's 
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rhetorical question reinforces the negative image previously painted of their students (202-

03). 

!Ju[ my students never as 
218 _ 

>'Ju[ k me if I wrote it 
!So[ really, you have st 

219 _ 

IJu[ not just me, I don't think, it 
I So [ udents that respect you? 
I Sa [ ( 

220 _ 

Judith's objection is overruled, however. The other group members align themselves with 

Sonja, providing further evidence that indeed, students do ask this unreasonable question. 

IIn[ yeah, no, they sometimes think that in 
IJu[ the exam, (they never ask me) 

222 _ 

;in[ the lower levels if you, if you, if you wrote the test, 
223 _ 

;in[ then you, {.) then they have an advantage over the other 
224 _ 

!In[ sections you know, 
I Sa [ yes, I remember, I remember when I wrote the 101 

225 _ 

TAs defending students might also be overruled with rational argument. In a 

discussion on cheating issues, for instance, Judith positions herself as the defender of a 

student, suggesting that the student might actually learn something from the process of 

writing a cheat sheet. She cites herself as an example, narrating how she cheated on 

exams in her home country and actually gained from this. Ingrid's objection, however, 

turns her argument into a mute point (202-03). 
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!Ju[ see, I cheated when I was in high school, it was just 
!So[ mhm 

591 

In[ 
Ju[ that's what, everybody did it ( 

sure, but there's a diff 

592 

In[ erent academic code here, you know, I mean, it's, it's 
;so[ yeah 

593 

In[ there there you're talking cultural (.) it's like 
!Ju[ 
lSo[ 
!Sa[ 

mhm 
yeah 

see 
594 

In general, it seems that whenever students are presented as challenging their 

teacher by making unreasonable demands about grading or test-related issues, the TAs 

tend to align themselves with the main teller and against the student. Defenses of student 

behavior in these instances are rare, and if they do occur, they are usually not ratified by 

the majority of the group. 

The TA groups tell challenges which they face fi-om their students in order to voice 

their fiustrations, and probably also to ensure that the situations they encounter are 

common and not their fault. Sharing fiustrations helps build solidarity among group 

members, since all of them obviously have similar issues to deal with. The TAs tell their 

tales to establish their particular group as the in-group, faced with an out-group which is 

evaluated negatively. This construction of "us" versus "them" can be exemplified in the 

following excerpt which follows and comments on the two narratives about students 

demanding to know who constructed the exam (202-03). 
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201 

202 

203 

204 

205 

206 

iIn[ what a 

In[ Frechheit, what nerve, would you have ever said that 
> [insolence] 
Sa[ ( ) would 

IIn[ would you have ever sa-, you know 
ISa[ I? I ha- everything they say to me, I would never have 

In[ they all have nerve, it's amazing 
So[ (no, I would never) 
Sa[ said 
> laughter 

In[ it's amazing 
So[ they say things I would never say 
Sa[ my student stuck his 
> still laughing 

!So[ ah, come on did he have 
lSa[ tongue out to me yesterday mhm 

This negative evaluation of students as unreasonable and insolent which was suggested in 

the narrative and confirmed by the audience (201-205) in the coda is then confirmed even 

more by Sabine's mention of a student sticking his tongue out at her. 

Humorous or sarcastic remarks uttered in the context of these problem-centered 

tales also serve to establish the students as the negatively evaluated out-group. One 

example for this is Ingrid's remark "And he said, clear B" (341; 101 -07) which elicits 

laughter fi-om her audience. As Boxer and Cortes-Conde (1997) state 

Joking that bonds is a widely used strategy uniting interlocutors against the foibles 
of an absent other. Bonding against others perceived as different allows us to 
become a unit without having to define what we are for each other. What makes us 
part of an in-group is having in common an 'out group', (p. 283)) 
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In general, the TAs only problematize their own students' behavior in their 

narratives. Other group members listen and comment, but usually do not pass a more 

negative evaluation than the original teller. There is only one instance in this entire data 

base where a TA problematizes another teacher's students, evaluating them negatively 

when the teller had not done so. In this example, two students had been asked by Judith 

to participate in a mock oral exam. Judith taped the skit th^ produced and played it to 

the 102 TA group in order to practice the rating of the oral exam. Except for the 

problematizer, all group members present are aligned as defendants of the two students 

(102-03). 

lJu[ ehm it was a 202 pair 
105 _ 

!Ju[ immediately after class, I just grabbed them for five m 
106 _ 

|Ju[ inutes to start talking right away and the record button 
107 _ 

IJu[ went on, so there was no preparation whatsoever, and th 
108 

Ju[ ey were just like what the heck and that's 
>_ laughs 

Nat 202 he? 
Ma[ 202? 

109 

IJu[ no prepa 
!An[ yeah, well they were, there was no preparation, so 

110 _ 

lJu[ ration at all it was just, I just grabbed 
INa[ yeah, no preparation 
IPh[ yeah, but that's the most co 

111 _ 

|Ju[ them after class yeah (.) I only had f 
lPh[ raplicated topic they can think of? shouldn't the 

112 
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IJu[ ive minutes to tape them, so I just asked them, can you 
lPh[ y {have come up with something) 

113 _ 

lJut start talking right now, so, (.) and that was 202 (.) 
!Ma[ it 

114 _ 

!Ma[ 's still not bad, just think if you (.) fly 'em over and 
115 _ 

In[ to be put on the spot like that, I don't know, that's yo 
>_ general mumbling 

An[ yeah 
Ma[ ( > 

116 

117 

In[ u know and they had the ich 
> [I 

Ju[ I thought it was pretty neat 

!In[ interessier mich, I mean, it was not (.) they had their 
I > am interested] 

118 _ 

In[ endings straight 
>_ mumbling 

Ju [ ok 
119 

Judith stresses in her narrative that there was "no preparation" for her students, using the 

intensijSers "whatsoever" (108) and "at all" (111). The students are depicted as throwing 

their inhibitions over board ("what the heck." 109) and as talking spontaneously. Anna 

and Nadja acknowledge this, echoing Judith's remark that there was "no preparation" 

(110; 111). Unlike Phil, they seem to take this fact into account in their evaluation of the 

students. Phil, on the other hand, appears to have clear expectations tied to the course 

level of students. 
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It is impossible to say whether this discussion motivates him to inspect and 

possibly redraft his subjective assumptions about student performance. But whatever his 

individual reaction may be, this interactional exchange among the TAs reveals the 

prevalent attitude within the group: Students need preparation in order to produce 

language. When this external condition is not fulfilled, they cannot be expected to excel. 

However, when the parameters are clear and specific conditions prevail, students should 

perform well and can be criticized if they fail to do so. Students know, for instance, that 

they are required to participate in assignments and tests in return for grades. If they fail to 

comply with these expectations, they have to bear the consequences. In these cases, the 

TAs will position themselves in opposition to their students and will not allow themselves 

to be challenged. 

5.1.2.4. Shifting from Sharing to Advice-Oriented Events 

It is interesting to note that certain narratives which problematize student behavior 

will be interpreted by the audience as advice-oriented, while others are not. It appears that 

whenever there are specific written guidelines, such as the make-up of a grade or the point 

distribution for the oral exam, the TAs are more likely to present themselves in control, 

over the situation and there is no need to ask for advice. In the above example featuring 

Todd and his student voicing grade demands (101-07), for instance, Todd animates 

himself as a figure who knew exactly how to react to the student's demand. When Ingrid 

asked him what he replied, Todd does not hesitate to tell her (338). He even reports 
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granting the student some control by having him figure out his own grade. Todd is certain 

about the answer he will give to the student, and he knows that he can back it up. 

In some instances, however, narratives told within sharing events are interpreted as 

requests for advice by other group members. The narrators are then positioned as 

colleagues in need of advice, although this may not have been their original intent. In the 

202 group, two instances of transformations fi^om sharing to advice-oriented events occur. 

Preceding the following excerpt, the TAs were discussing the format for testing verbs on 

the exam. In this context, Sabine remembers how she practiced verb forms with her 

students in a homework assignment (202-02). 

ISot o, it was horr 
|Sa[ how did that go, that was ok, wasn't it? 

54 _ 

lJu[ (really?) 
|So[ ible in my class yeah 
!Sa[ it was? well, I made them, like, (.) 

55 _ 

ISa[ as a homework, like, write every single verb on that, 
56 _ 

|Sa[ on that Spalte in a sentence and give it to me so 
I >_ [column] laughs 

57 _ 

lSo[ really, o, that's great 
lSa[ yeah, and they gave me like this big, they're like 

58 _ 

Ju[ what I do 
Sa[ this homework sucked, you know, I was like ( ) 
>_ laughs 

59 

|Ju[ (.) at the beginning of every class is, I give two, I ma 
lSa[ ( ) 

60 _ 

lJu[ ke two groups, and my class is so small that two groups 
61 
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In this example, it first appears that Sabine is only telling Sonja how to practice verbs. 

When Sonja appears to consider the idea as workable for herself (57-58), Sabine cautions 

her and completes her narrative by telling her students' reactions (58-59). 

Although the T As in these instances of sharing do not address directly that they are 

in need of advice, they are identified as "seekers of advice" anyway.® This seems to be the 

case mainly when their colleagues have encountered similar problems - and have found a 

way that works for them to cope with the issues. They thus position themselves as the 

relative experts on the issue, or at least as informed sources fi-om whom the advice-seeker 

can learn. Judith, for instance, tells Sabine about the group activity she uses in her class to 

stir her students' enthusiasm for verb conjugations (60ff)- The "relative experts" are 

ratified as such in each case, and their advice is greeted, for instance, with "that sounds 

good" (Sabine, 75, 202-02). Michael, the assistant coordinator in the 101 group, is even 

ratified as relative expert in a case when Ka^'a, the narrator, already provided a similar 

activity as he proposes as a solution for her problem (101-03). 

Most instances of transforming sharing into advice-oriented events operate on the 

above processes. On one different occasion, however, Andy recounts his difficulties with 

two of his students (101-07). He tells this narrative as part of a sequence on 

"unreasonable students." His tale actually follows Todd's narrative about the student 

expecting a B although he has hardly worked for his grade. The two female protagonists 

in Andy's narrative are under the impression that the TA dislikes them and even refers to 

 ̂ Examples of how advice is elicited during advice-oriented events is addressed in a separate section 
below. 
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them as die blonde Ecke (the blond comer). Todd adds to this that the students called 

Andy a Nazi. 

While the other problematic occurrences recounted by group members in this 

context represent events completed in the past which do not call for any advice, Andy's 

issues are ongoing. He does not present a resolution as part of his tale, but simply tells his 

audience how he found out about the issue. In his tale, he refocuses from student issues 

to teacher issues. Instead of^ like the previous narrators, addressing stereotypes of 

students as unreasonable and lazy, Andy shifts perspectives to cultural stereotypes. His 

narrative introduces a negative aspect of the German past, as well negative stereotypes of 

Germans. This is certainly not in the interest of the program, and Ingrid ends the 

discussion with the advice to be careful with terms such as blonde Ecke and Nazi. 

Probably since the meeting draws to a close at this point, Andy's issues are not discussed 

any fixrther. 

In sum, narratives told during sharing events can be interpreted to be advice-

oriented when members of the audience have encountered similar problems and have 

successfully resolved those. These "experts" then seem eager to impart their knowledge 

and advice on how to deal with the problematic issues. Furthermore, narratives which are 

presented as "unfinished business" or common occurrence, in the form of unmarked tales, 

are more likely to be interpreted as advice-oriented, since they do not present events as 

completed and resolved in the past. 
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5.1.3. Sharing Success 

It is interesting to note that our database contains only three narratives in which 

TAs share exclusively positive experiences. One is told by Todd (101-03) with himself as 

a protagonist. In it, he relates how he successfully mastered a teaching task. The other 

two are told by Sabine and Judith during a 202 meeting and focus on student 

performances. One concerns a student's presentation of his culture portfolio, the other 

relates students' reactions to a certain teaching task. In the following, we will first look 

more closely at Todd's tale and then discuss the two 202 narratives. 

5.1.3.1. Focus: Teacher 

Todd's narrative (101-03) has to be considered within the context of the previous 

meeting (101-02), when he professed diflScuIties teaching a video segment. Supporting 

Andy, he contended that their students have major linguistic difficulties in understanding 

the video episodes and that they are very fhistrated. Following Todd's and Andy's 

complaints, various suggestions were made as to how students could be guided to better 

understand the videos. In the next meeting (101-03), Todd reports back on the success of 

these strategies. 

lln[ ) you know, what? 
!To[ you know last Wednesday, it went so goo 

4 

!In[ 
!Do[ 
lAn[ (mhrn) 
!To[ d, you know 

o, it did? 

yeah, because, the key was (.) 

(really) 

5 



ITo[ was that suggestion, do it with the sound off first (.) 
5 _ 

!Mi[ (that's good) 
!An[ we can see ( ) 
|To[ (that) whoever (said, who, tha 

7 _ 

1 Mi [ it wasn' t my idea was 
1 An[ yeah (.) 
lTo[ t), that was, it was good 

8 _ 

! In t I don't know (.) I think it was your idea 
!Mi[ it your idea? it wasn't mine 
!An[ (no) 

9 _ 

IIn[ it wasn't? 
[Tot cause for one thing, it's funny with the soun 

10 _ 

lTo[ d off (.) cause they get to sit there and make fun of wh 
1 > someone laughing 

11 _ 

lTo[ at the people are doing (.2) and that last one was funny 
12 _ 

lTo[ anyways, the guy, you know, typing away at his computer, 
13 _ 

Mi[ yeah 
An[ he said, wait, wait a minu 
To[ his, his old lousy computer 
>_ some laughing 

14 

IAn[ te, let me finish he types like three keys, and th 
I To[ right 

15 _ 

Mi[ (no, but he thinks really) you 
An[ en he says ok 
To[ right, yeah 
>_ laughter 

16 

1 Mi[ know 
lBr[ (I like it) 
ITo[ that's funny, it's so (.) and, and then, right away, 

17 _ 

!To[ they, they think, ok, what are those people doing, why 
18 
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!To[ is this guy going to the post office, then he has to go 
19 _ 

lMi[ right so they're learning German 
1 > someone whisperinq - Dorothea? 
!To[ somewhere else (.) that was 

20 _ 

IMi[ bureaucratic (.) stuff 
lTo[ yeah (.) it was, it was great. And I 

21 _ 

!In[ did you do both, the role p 
!To[ finished the whole thing (.) in class that day 

22 

!In[ lay and the aha yeah (.) 
!To[ no, I did not I didn't do both 

23 

Todd here reestablishes himself as a group member willing to take on the assigned 

teaching tasks. When he still professed doubts about teaching with the videos the 

previous week, he now presents himself as a master of the task. However, he 

acknowledges the group's importance in managing the task. He does not take credit for 

coming up with the idea, and is instead trying to find out who actually did. His colleagues 

do not seem to remember either, and defer. Todd then continues explaining how he 

taught his class and what lead to his success. Listing in quick succession what his students 

were thinking while watching the video (18-20), Todd animates them as actively engaged 

in the task, implying that his approach was successful. He himself seems to have a similar 

response to the teaching strategy, since he appears as engaged and involved as his 

students. His perspective switches fi'om stating what the students did to actually assuming 

their perspective (11-17). He reports the first-hand experience of someone watching a 

video without sound, commenting on the character in the video. Following his 
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enthusiastic telling, Ka^'a asks Todd for more detail on his exact strategy for showing the 

video, acknowledging his success and identifying him as the expert of the moment for the 

task. 

5.1.3.2. Focus: Students 

The two success stories focusing on excellent student performance were told in 

one sequence of narratives. In her story on the "finest" student portfolio, Sabine gives 

credit to a student for surprising her positively (202-03). 

ISa[ I just had the FINEST culture portfolio, I was so amaze 
24 

25 

So[ how 
> into 

Sa[ d, they did Boris Becker, and I thought, you know, how i 

So[ good can it be 
> nation full of irony 

Sa[ nteresting can Boris Becker be, and he c-, he, like, set 
26 _ 

Sa[ s this whole thing up, (and I'm like, what the hell is h 
27 _ 

:Sa( e setting up, right), he has like, this, ehm (.) yeah, C 
28 

In[ mhm 
Sa[ assettenrekorder, and in front of it he has this huge pi 
> [tape recorder} 

29 _ 

|Sa[ cture of like a really German looking elder guy, right, 
30 _ 

!Sa[ and then like a couple of other, like a mug in front of 
31 _ 

lSa[ it, right, and I'm like, what does he keep doing, right. 
32 



ISa[ and then he walks out of the classroom, right, and I'm 
33 _ 

lln[ cool mhm 
!Sa[ like, WHAT is he doing? so, {.) he turns it on, just as 

34 _ 

Sa[ he walks out, and you can her this YEAH, CHEER, and ( 
> intonation imitates 
>_ cheering 

35 _ 

!Sa[ ) is like, YES, and then, like the cheering is over, an 
36 

!Sa[ d it says, (.) Lady, no. Ladies and Gentlemen, and they 
! >_ German pronunciation 

37 _ 

So[ 
> laughing 

Sat get really, like, Ger- (Germanistic) we have a very spec 
>_ German pronunciation 

38 

!Sa[ ial guest tonight in our sho-, in our show, we have, ehm 
1 >_ again 

39 _ 

iSa[ , Boris Becker, and then there is like YEAH, and the doo 
40 _ 

;So [ ( ) 
lSa[ r opens, and ( ) and he comes in with, ehm ( 

41 _ 

So[ that sounds so funny 
Sa[ .) ( ) and he's like, danke, danke, and 
> [thank you, thank you J 

42 

So[ 
> laughing 

Sa[ everybody is like, clapping, cause it's so and h 
43 _ 

!Sa[ e then kept, (.) he turned the thing on, and he'd ask hi 
44 _ 

lSa[ m some really intelligent questions, and he'd be like, j 
45 

lSa[ a, das ist eine, yeah, that's a good question, that's a 
I >_ [this is a] German 

46 
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So[ in English 
Sa[ good question, in E-, yeah, in English, and it 
>_ pronunciation 

47 _ 

lSa[ was still, it was SO good, and at the end, everybody ju 
48 

ISa[ St like questions and they automatically fell, fe 
! >_ laughter 

49 _ 

!Sa[ 11 into this thing of being reporter, you know, like, th 
1 >_ mhm's 

50 _ 

!Sa[ ey were like, you know, I recently read that you are gon 
51 _ 

ISa[ na retire, is that true, and he goes, that's a cold lie, 
1 >_ German pronunciation 

52 _ 

So[ that's so great, cause it fits with t 
Sa[ a cold lie 
> laughing 

53 

1 Ju [ mhm yeah 
!So[ he topic of the chapter right now, too, you know, these, 
1 Sa [ I know I know 

54 _ 

I So[ like, interviews, and ( ) 
ISa[ and we're doing that in skits, to 

55 _ 

I So[ that's 
lSa[ o, and I was, well, I was, like, wow, you're good 

56 _ 

lln[ wow, that's great 
lSo[ great 
lSa[ and he's only 17, I was very impressed 

57 

The student's choice of topic, Germany's tennis great Boris Becker, is bound to appear 

boring to many TAs, since Becker has featured in countless portfolios already. Sonja 



194 

overlaps with Sabine, co-narrating what the TA was thinking in this situation: "How good 

can it be?" (26). Completing Sabine's thoughts, Sonja demonstrates her involvement and 

her interest in what Sabine will tell them. She also identifies herself as a group member, 

displaying familiarity with culture presentations and a similar reaction to this choice of 

topic. Furthermore, her comment helps Sabine set the stage for dramatically contrasting 

her negative expectations of the student presentation and his actual performance. 

Sabine on the outset fi'ames her narrative as a recounting of a positive example of a 

student performance, emphasizing that it was the "FESIEST culture portfolio" (24) of her 

career. Yet she still takes her audience through the same doubts and questions which she 

experienced while the student was setting up his material (27-28; 32; 33-34). She slows 

down the climax, i.e., the actual student presentation, by extensively describing the stages 

of the student's preparation as she experienced them. For the moment, she situates herself 

in the same position as her audience, suspending her knowledge of the story's resolution. 

She thus enables her audience to be vicarious participants in the experience. Asking 

questions like, "what the hell is he doing?" (27), she invites the other interactants to join in 

her puzzlement. With the help of animated dialogue, Sabine involves her audience in her 

dramatic presentation and makes the world of this presentation accessible to them. 

Sabine's sense of confusion at the student's preparations as well as her negative 

expectations towards his common topic provide a contrast to the student's actual 

performance. Sabine keeps her audience involved by dramatically animating the student's 

presentation. Imitating the German intonation which the student himself had adopted (37-
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40), she elicits laughter from her audience and thus guides them towards evaluating the 

performance as funny. In her replay of the student's utterances, she animates him as a 

figure pretending to speak English with a thick German accent. At the same time, she 

comments on his performance through her laughter, evaluating it as fiinny (53). Thus the 

student is the principal responsible for the Germanized utterances, while Sabine functions 

as the animator who relates his utterances and comments on them in the present. 

Sabine is very enthused about her student's presentation. She does not wait to 

hear the audience's evaluation of the story, but immediately goes on to describe what 

effect it had on the rest of her class (49-50). Her students were so involved in the 

presentation that they automatically adopted the interview frame the presenter had 

established (49-53). Sabine conveys their involvement by immediately stating it after her 

description of the student performance. Her positive evaluation is shared by the other 

members of the 202 group (53; 56-57). Their enthusiasm about this performance 

suggests that student presentations are usually less engaging and less creative. Sonja's as 

well as Sabine's first reactions to the student's preparations were negative ("how good 

can it be?" 25-26). This implies that the TAs tend to expect bad student performances 

and consider these the norm. 

It is interesting to note that following both success stories discussed above, 

another group member is trying to match the success reported. In the 101 meeting, Andy 

reiterates Todd's introduction of his success story: 

!An[ I thi- I think t 
29 
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;An[ h-, that and the key was to make sure to assign it as ho 
30 _ 

IIn[ ok s 
IAn[ mework the night before (.) to make that THE homework, s 

31 _ 

!In[ o let's just see how it goes 
!An[ o that they know 
ITo[ that was also helpful, too, 

32 _ 

!In[ let's just see how it goes, (but then) (.) you know 
!To[ yeah 

33 _ 

Andy is trying to also establish himself as someone holding a "key" to teaching the video. 

However, the coordinator is at the same time moving to close the topic. Andy's attempt 

at positioning himself as a source of a valuable teaching idea is only acknowledged by 

Todd, and he is forced to abandon his intent. 

Following Sabine's replaying of her student's culture presentation, Judith reports 

on a successfiil teaching activity which asks students to interview a famous person. This 

attempt at matching successful teaching stories indicates that TAs in the audience wish to 

present themselves as successfiil teachers as well. It is possible that whenever one of them 

exhibits a positive characteristic which approaches the model of the "ideal TA" as a 

successful teacher, others will not want to hold back either. Matching stories, they 

prevent their colleague from sticking out too much from the group, and thus reestablish 

group cohesion. 

However, since there is such a scarcity of positive tales, it appears that the 

meetings are mainly considered a forum to voice fhistrations, to get advice, and to reach 



197 

decisions. This impression is confirmed in several interviews. Dorothea, for instance, 

describes the purpose of the meetings as follows: 

To see that we are doing the same things in our classes, that we 
would talk about problems that come up, just to see if we could 
help each other out with ideas of how to approach certain 
problems. To talk about how the exams are going to be, how the 
administration of the exams is going to be done, oral exams, 
dividing up, just dividing up tasks, and making sure that our 
students get the same instruction in every section of the same 
level. (interview / Dorothea) 

As the interviews also indicate, the TAs fi-equently feel under time pressure during their 

meetings to get through their agenda. This might prevent them fi-om sharing tales of 

success, since it might be perceived as wasting time. 

5.1.4. A Note on Involvement 

In her study on narratives told by members of the Tohono O'Odham nation. Hill 

(1997) observes that narrators not only use certain strategies such as attention to detail, 

repetition, the use of reported speech etc. in order get their audience involved in the 

tellings, as suggested by Tannen (1989). With these same strategies. Hill (1997) 

maintains, tellers also create autonomy for themselves. Hill demonstrates in an example 

how an elderly narrator describes in detail how he once almost lost his life. While 

involving his audience in a dramatic and engaging narrative, the teller at the same time 

situates himself as an individual by showing that he remembers all the particulars of the 

incident told. In her talk. Hill (1997) emphasized that "when we are most autonomous, 

we are also most social." 
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It is argued here that a similar process of establishing autonomy while creating 

involvement can be observed in the TA interactions discussed above. This becomes 

especially obvious when considering sequences of narratives told. When the 202 group 

members discuss students who cheat or fail to do their homework, for instance, they share 

their fixistrations and reassure each other that these disappointing experiences are common 

and not the individual teacher's fault (202-02). In their tellings, they create involvement 

by dramatically relating problems common to them all. At the same time, however, they 

establish themselves as individuals with individual experiences. For each of them, the 

cheating theme is realized and exemplified with different student protagonists as well as 

slightly varying student and teacher (re)actions. While Sonja's narrative of a response to a 

cheating student results in a frustration, for instance, Ingrid relates a tale about when she 

takes action and writes her student a letter. Similarly, when sharing successful events (see 

101-03 and 202-03 above), group members acknowledge a teller's success, but at the 

same time may attempt to add their own success story, establishing themselves as another 

individual with exceptional positive experiences. Thus, while establishing narrative and 

interactional cohesion based on a common narrative theme, and while establishing group 

membership, tellers at the same time assert their status as individuals as well as their 

individual approaches to and assessments of situations. 
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5.1.5. Some Preliminary Conclusions 

One major function of narratives told during sharing events is to establish the 

teller's group membership as well as to create group cohesion. In their tellings, the TAs 

mutually involve each other in their experiences and mark themselves as members of an in-

group. They tell tales about humorous occurrences and, less frequently, about their 

successes. Apart from this, they also employ the process of co-narration to vent their 

frustrations and to check back with other group members whether these have had similar 

experiences. Interestingly, the narratives told here are mainly centered around negative or 

problematic occurrences. This might be due to the fact that the groups' meeting times are 

restricted and that groups are under some pressure to cover their agendas. Success stories 

might therefore be considered wasting time. 

While engaging in narrative discourse during sharing events, the TAs posit and 

negotiate theories or assumptions about their students and about their work. In most of 

the tales, students are presented as having unreasonable demands as far as their grades are 

concerned. They are unwilling to invest a lot of work, and many seem inclined to cheat in 

order to pass tests and assignments. These negative images created of students in the 

tellings is usually not disputed by the TAs. In most of their tales, they distance themselves 

from students, aligning themselves with each other as the in-group. The audience usually 

shares the tellers' frustrations and reports similar experiences. 

Yet not all narratives told about students paint these in a negative light. In 

humorous stories about mistakes which the TAs inadvertently committed, students are 
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sometimes presented as partners in a discovery process. They are considered part of the 

process of teaching and learning, true to the concept of a participatory pedagogy which 

the language program supports. 

TAs at times certainly also present themselves as sympathetic with their students. 

When relating occurrences when students stumbled across linguistic expressions, the TAs 

depict themselves not as judges or evaluators of their students. Rather, they appear 

sympathetic towards the students' effort and understanding towards their attempts at 

mastering this foreign language. 

Telling these narratives, the TAs usually present themselves in control of the 

situations which they relate. When mistakes are admitted, these are mainly humorous 

events which elicit laughter from the group. Although the teacher development program 

in this particular department certainly supports an unthreatening atmosphere in which 

mistakes can be shared without any fears for repercussions, the TAs are reluctant to do so 

beyond a point. 

It was also suggested in the above discussion that apart from establishing 

themselves as legitimate and competent members of their groups, TAs also employ 

narratives told during sharing events to mark their relative autonomy. Follow-up stories 

were frequently used to indicate that tellers do indeed share experiences, but that at the 

same time, each person's experience is different and particular. Thus, narratives told in 

sequence implicitly mark each person as particular and special as well. 
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The following section will discuss narratives told during advice-oriented events 

and will investigate the participation frameworks established as well as the images of 

teachers and students negotiated during these tellings. 
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5.2. Advice-Oriented Events 

Narratives within advice-oriented events are frequently elicited by a coordinator 

question such as, "If there's anything else, any other business, problem students you need 

to, you're worrying about" (Ingrid, 101-01). They can also be initiated by the TAs 

themselves. Usually, an upcoming narrative geared towards eliciting advice is signaled by 

initiating remarks such as, "I have a question" (Katja, 101-03), or "I need to know what to 

do about this girl, I'm gonna freak out, do we have a second?" (Sabine, 202-02). 

Narratives told within advice-oriented events are mainly concerned with grading, 

test taking, attendance, and teaching tasks, as well as with questions of classroom 

management and speaking. The majority of them deal with incidents which happened in 

the past and are still pending their resolution. These incidents are related in the form of 

stories stepping into the fiiture. In addition, most teaching tasks are discussed in the form 

of pretellings as well as hypothetical or unmarked tales in which TAs predict problems 

which their students will encounter, or which they generally face. In one such tale, for 

instance, Todd elicits the coordinator's advice for his students' projected confusion about 

the German wen (who) and wem (whom), elements which are used in the video segment 

but have not been dealt with in class yet (101-02). 

The majority of narratives told during advice-oriented events are aimed at eliciting 

advice. In four instances, Ingrid tells hypothetical or unmarked tales in response to 

requests for advice. It is interesting to note that in the entire database, there is only one 



203 

case in which a participant provides advice in narrative form without any direct elicitation 

by the TAs. This episode occurs during a discussion of the oral final exams (102-07). 

!Ju[ (.) o, by the way, please don't forget to (.) 
48 _ 

IJu[ take in your topics with you. I forgot it last semester, 
49 _ 

!Ju[ and it was really awkward, because I couldn't even ask 
50 _ 

lJu[ them which topics {I wanted) them to prepare, cause they 
51 _ 

lJu[ all come in with the number instead of the topic (.) 
'Ja[ o, I 

52 _ 

!Ju[ so well, mine didn't, then 
lJa[ don't think ( ) 

53 _ 

lJu[ I had to borrow (someone's sheet) and I felt 
lJa[ (some of these foreign classes) 

54 _ 

!Ju[ quite (.) stupid (.) so (.) should we do a practice run, 
55 _ 

In this segment, Judith advises the 102 TAs to take the list of topics with them to the oral 

final exams. Although Janet's comment is not comprehensible, it can be inferred that she 

is rejecting this piece of advice. Janet obviously contradicts the assistant coordinator (52-

53), since Judith briefly reafBrms her claim ("well, mine didn't." 53) and then provides 

some more details on the situation (53-54). Janet here disputes Judith's self-selected 

position as the giver of advice, indicating that no advice is necessary. As will be addressed 

again below, it is not unusual for the TAs to reject or to only reluctantly accept advice. 

This issue probably is connected to concerns of face, and of having to admit insecurities. 
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The above episode is not unusual insofar as a piece of advice is rejected or questioned. It 

is unusual, however, insofar as advice was given in narrative form without having been 

explicitly elicited by the TAs. 

S.2.1. The Main Source of Advice 

Across the groups, the head coordinator is most frequently selected as the primary 

recipient for all narratives concerned with eliciting advice, and thus positioned as the 

primary "giver" of advice. Ingrid also is the primary respondent to all tales, suggesting 

that she accepts her position as the major source of advice assigned to her by the groups. 

There is only one episode where Ingrid asks for the group's input in response to an 

advice-oriented tale. When Ka^a inquires how she should grade a student who has missed 

an oral practice session because of a medical emergency, Ingrid provides some advice 

which is then disputed by Katja. Following Kalja's challenge, Ingrid asks the other group 

members for their input (101 -03 ). 

!In[ you don't count the absence, I mean, you excuse them fr 
193 _ 

!In[ om the absence 
!Ka[ y-, yeah, but, eh, they don't gee any poi 

194 _ 

!Ka[ nts for (.) because if they eh, they get points for, for 
195 _ 

lKa[ being in the class (.) and if they are sick, if they're 
196 _ 

!Ka[ in the hospital, obviously, they cannot be in the class 
197 _ 

lKa[ , but they don't get the points {.) they'll, they are lo 
198 
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!In[ what do you think? 
1 > looking at everyone 
!Ka[ osing the points 

199 _ 

In all other cases, Ingrid gives advice without explicitly inviting other group members to 

join in. This is not to imply, however, that the TAs do not contribute any advice. It 

merely shows that Ingrid positions herself as competent to answer questions and as the 

main instance for advice in the context of these narrations. 

It is interesting to note that Ingrid's position as the coordinator, a role associated 

with experience and authority, seems to override other potential local identities which the 

coordinator might be assigned or might adopt herself In connection with some advice-

oriented tales, for instance, two TAs who were brought up outside the US mention their 

concerns about reacting to problematic student behavior in culturally appropriate ways. 

Neither BCatja nor Judith, the two tellers of the tales, identify Ingrid as a fellow-foreigner 

to the culture. In the context of one narrative, for instance, Judith explains to Ingrid in 

detail some of the potential problems of cross-cultural communication with which she is 

familiar (202-02). 

IJu[ see, the thing is, I don't like 
271 _ 

lJu[ to in-, I don't want to insult, cause I, there is also t 
272 _ 

Ju[ he:: cultural issues for me (.) that he's an American, I 
273 _ 

!Ju[ 'm Hungarian, and I don't really know what I can say wit 
274 _ 

!Ju[ hout insulting them (.3) or sometimes I, I've said things 
275 
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!Ju[ in the past where it turned out that it was taken as an 

lJu[ insult just because of the intonation, or just because 
I So [ mhm, mhm 

277 _ 

|Ju[ there is a language barrier and {.) so I don't wanna say 
278 _ 

',Ju[ anything that will put them down or (.) discourage them 
279 _ 

IJu[ from talking in the future, but (.) the same times it's 
280 _ 

!In[ no 
lJu[ really not fair to the other students but 
1 So t that' s true 

281 _ 

lJu[ I like that, not looking at him I think that's a 
1 >_ laughing 

282 

Judith clearly positions herself as a non-native member of the student's culture (273-274). 

She does not, however, address the fact that Ingrid is a non-native speaker herself and 

might have had similar experiences. Judith never inserts signals such as "you know" to 

indicate that they might share similar impressions or backgrounds. Sonja, the other non-

native T A in the group, aligns herself with Judith, signaling that she is familiar with the 

experience (277). Ingrid, on the other hand, does not position herself as a non-native 

speaker of English. She does not comment on the cultural issues raised by Judith at all, 

but focuses on the implications which domineering student behavior has for other class 

participants. 

IIn[ and they get it 
286 _ 

|In[ tak-, that's the unfair thing, they get it taken off THE 
287 
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IIn[ IR participation grade 
!So[ ( Michael 
lSa[ well, they, but (.) 

288 _ 

Thus, Ingrid's status as the coordinator seems to override other attributes which could be 

made relevant in the course of narrating advice-oriented events, but which participants 

choose to ignore during that interactional moment. Ingrid is positioned as their major 

source of advice and addressed mainly in her local identity as the experienced teacher and 

coordinator. 

5.2.2. Focus: Teacher 

Most of the narratives told within advice-oriented events problematize student 

behavior or student requests and expectations (see section 5.2.3.). In two narratives, 

however, the T As problematize their own behavior. Both of these are related to grading 

issues. In both, the TAs admit some mistake or doubt about the way they handled a 

situation, positioning themselves as the ones to be judged by the group, but also as the 

ones in need of advice. When Katja tells about her problems related to grading oral 

performance, her tale could be part of a sharing or an advice-oriented event, depending on 

the audience's reaction (101-01). 

lKa[ actually, as for speakeasies^, I give the full points to all 
369 _ 

IKa[ of my students and I feel kind of stupid, I don't know 
1 An[ yeah 

370 

Oral practice sessions. 
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IKa[ because they try, they are standing 
!An[ I never take points off 

371 _ 

!Ka[ in front of the entire class and they try to speak, and 
372 _ 

!Ka[ some of them, one of them, she was talking like this, and I 
1 > whispering 

373 _ 

lKa[ said, you can talk to the class, and she says, I cannot 
374 _ 

!Ka[ look at you, because I am so scared that I will die, and 
375 _ 

|Ka[ she was, you know, she was talking, and talking, and it 
376 _ 

In[ ok, I'll make sure you get them. 
> [them=video workbooks! 

Ka[ was so cute, so 
To[ 
> laughing 

377 

It is interesting to note that Katja's tale does not elicit any advice. At the most, she may 

be granted some reassurance through her telling, since none of her colleagues contradict 

her, and Andy even attests that he uses a similar approach (370-371). It is surprising that 

Ingrid does not take up the issue raised by Katja. Since she is sitting next to Andy (see 

Appendix B), it is likely that the coordinator is at least marginally aware of the 

conversational exchange between the two TAs. Ingrid might be distracted by \Cchael 

who is trying to locate video workbooks for the TAs on the room's shelves, and might be 

paying more attention to him than to the ongoing tale. It is also possible, however, that 

she deliberately chooses to ignore Kama's narrative in order to advance the meeting's 

agenda. Preceding the tale, Andy had involved the group in a lengthy discussion of 14 
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minutes on the problems of the video sessions as he perceives them. Ingrid might now 

want to refocus the group on issues which need to be discussed, such as the content of the 

upcoming exam. 

It is also possible that Katja's narrative does not generate much response, since the 

TAs in general do not grade oral performance too strictly in order not to discourage 

students from talking. In other words, there is general agreement on Katja's grading 

practice for oral contributions. This practice is sanctioned and supported by the 

department. In a difiFerent context, for instance, Sonja relates that she was reprimanded by 

the language program director for being too harsh a grader in the oral practice sessions 

(202-02). Based on this background knowledge, it can be assumed that the group does 

not consider Kalja's approach to grading as particularly problematic or in need of 

comment and advice. Since her approach reflerts a common practice, her tale which has a 

potentially advice-oriented or even policy-shaping orientation is received as part of a 

sharing event, and thus implicitly confirms the department's grading philosophy. 

In the second instance of TA self-problematization, the group confirms the TA's 

tendentially negative assessment of himself In his narrative. Christian relates how and 

why he has allowed a student to take an exam late. He is now seeking the group's advice 

on how to administer the test in order to prevent the student from cheating. In the context 

of his telling. Christian indicates that his decision to let the student take the exam late is 

problematic and might not be approved by the group . While he is speaking, he is staring 

at a paper in front of him, only starting to look up with his last sentence. He seems to 
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anticipate the criticism he might earn from the group, and actually positions himself as 

deserving it (102-02). 

!Ch[ ehm, I know tha-, I'm gonna, eh, I'm gonna tell him for 
91 _ 

|Ch[ future, eh, for the future that he has to tell me a few 
92 _ 

ICh[ , eh, a lot, eh a lot of, eh a longer time, no, much Ion 
93 _ 

!Ch[ ger time in advance. But this time, eh, I reacted this w 
94 _ 

lCh[ ay, so, I don't know, eh, does he have to eh, does he, eh 
95 _ 

lCh[ , have to write a different exam or can he write the same 
96 _ 

Christian indicates that he is aware of the general policy that students have to inform 

teachers in advance if they cannot take an exam on the appointed day (91-92). Although 

some of the TAs ratify Christian as a "seeker of advice, " providing suggestions as to what 

Christian could do to modify the exam, the coordinator addresses Christian's self-

problematization within his narrative. 

1 In [ why did 
110 _ 

!In[ you, excuse me, why did you tell him Friday, why didn't 
111 _ 

1 In[ you tell him, you know, then take it (.) ehm mhm 
ICh[ Thursday? 

112 _ 

IJu[ if he plays Wednesday night, he probably isn't b 
lCh[ I think he's not 

113 
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!In[ he's not back 
lJu[ ack, right? 
1 Ch [ yes 

114 

While Ingrid explicitly challenges the TA's decision, the other group members 

either speak for Christian (e.g. Judith, 113-114), or focus on the student's potential 

attempts at cheating. To them, the focal problematic character in the story is the student. 

lPh[ but all he has to do is talk to one of his friends 
121 _ 

Ph[ after class and say, hey, did you guys go over the test 
122 _ 

!Ph[ in class? o, you did, what are the answers? If they have 
123 _ 

! Ph [ their sheets back and they can write in the right answe 
124 _ 

IPh[ rs, all they have to do is show him the sheet and say, h 
125 _ 

lCh[ yeah, and, well, I don-, of course 
!Ph[ ere, here are the answers 

126 

Most of the TAs work together, focusing on the student's potential behavior instead of on 

their colleague's mistake. In the course of their discussion, they also raise the implications 

the student's behavior might have for the rest of them. This issue will be addressed in 

more detail below. Suffice it for now to state that advice-oriented narratives concerned 

with grading are likely to be taken to have a policy-shaping function. 

To sum up the above discussion, the TAs generally are reluctant to explicitly 

criticize the teller's representation of self in the context of co-narration. These critical 

moves seem to be reserved to the head coordinator, whose position and authority entitle 
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her to pass judgment. In this data base, there is only one narrative sequence during which 

the group openly and directly criticizes one of its members - who is not present on this 

occasion. 

In one of the early meetings of the semester (102-03), Phil tells a sequence of two 

narratives about a non-present TA. In an extended discussion which lasts for over 20 

minutes, Phil relates how Markus has asked him on various occasions to teach his class. 

In[ ( ) Markus is krank, ok here's the 
> [Markus is sick] 

Ph[ here's the question 
8 

!In[ answer o boy 
IPh[ good, cause I need an answer he evidently 

9 _ 1_ 

!Ph[ just called Jeanette a few minutes ago and she put a not 
10 _ 

IJa[ actually, he called at eleven th 
IPh[ e in my box, and he, he can't teach his class 

11 _ 

!Ja[ is morning, I was there when she got the message, but 
!Pht well 

12 _ 

IIn[ yeah 
!Ja[ but you haven't been in there since then, so 
!Ph[ I just got ehm he w 

13 _ 

!In[ , who is teaching his class? 
IPh[ ants me he wa- he put a note in MY b 

14 _ 

!Ph[ ox, I just now got it, he wants me to teach the class, w 
15 _ 

IPh[ hich, I mean, I guess I have to, cause no one else reall 
16 _ 

IPh[ y can, BUT {.) I think this is a problem, I mean (.) thi 
17 _ 

lPh[ s isn't a lash-out at him, but he's inconvenienced me, t 
IB 
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!Ph[ his is the third or fourth time (.) that, I'm more than 
19 

Phil here positions himself as someone who is being used by one of his colleagues. He 

states that Markus has "inconvenienced" him (18) on several occasions. Phil mitigates his 

attack on Markus, stating that "this isn't a lash-out at him" (17-18) and that he doesn't 

"mean to complain" (94), thus keeping up an image of himself as a loyal and helpful 

colleague. At various points during his turns Phil stresses that "this is the third or fourth 

time" (19) Markus has asked him to teach his class. PhU thus explains his indignation to 

his colleagues. Repeatedly stating this fact, Phil might also want to emphasize that he is 

not trying to avoid work or is refusing to help a colleague. 

In his narratives, Phil presents himself as cooperative and understanding, an image 

which stands in contrast to the one constructed of Markus in the narratives: 

IPh[he only calls me, that's the problem, like this is the third 
23 _ 

1Ph[ or fourth time that I've had to go our of my way to do 
24 

In[ this semester? hitim, 
>_ sounds surprised 

Ph[ this, which is fine this semester which 
25 _ 

!Ph[ is fine but (.) first of all, ehm, he, he's not very ehm 
26 

IAn[ diplomatic 
IPh[ (.) well, he's not diplomatic, he calls me, wh 

27 _ 

!Ph[ ich is ok, I accept that, he doesn't show any appreciati 
28 _ 

1In[ mhm 
!Ph[ on for it and he doesn't talk about it afterwards so I 

29 
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lPh[ 'm like, ok, what am I supposed to do? It's your class, 
30 _ 

lPh[ I have to teach it for two and a half hours tonight, what 
31 _ 

IIn[ it's not 
lNa[ and he has 
|Ph[ am I supposed to do? All it is, is, teach my class 

32 _ 

Phil's description negatively evaluates Markus, who is depicted as ungrateful and 

inconsiderate, dumping his work on someone else without any further instructions as to 

what to do (28-32). 

The majority of Phil's colleagues are aligned with the teller. They co-construct his 

picture of Markus (e.g. 27), and also team up with him, looking at Ingrid to explain to her 

the extent of Markus's imposition. Anna, for instance, points out that Markus's class is 

the night class and as such is considerably longer than their usual class periods. 

lAn[ plus, you know, 
119 _ 

lNa[ yeah, exactly 
lAn[ for that long time, that's different, than, you know, te 

120 _ 

!Na[ yeah, fifty minutes is n 
IAn[ aching for fifty minutes {,) and 

121 _ 

lNa[ ot such a big deal, but when you have to teach two hours 
1An[ no 

122 

Arma thus speaks for Phil, indicating her alignment with him and her support of his 

complaint. Nadja then also jumps in, speaking for both Phil and Anna (121-122) and 

showing her support as well. 



215 

Ingrid is positioned as Phil's primary recipient. Looking mainly at her, he identifies 

her as a source of advice ("here's the question." 8) on how to handle both Markus's 

impositions and the teaching of his class. Furthermore, he possibly also addresses her as 

the figure of authority who is in the position to reprimand Markus. Ingrid responds to Phil 

in all the different positions which his tale assigned to her. She does advise him on how to 

handle the class, and also promises that she will certainly "talk to Markus" (135). 

The contributions of the rest of the group mainly serve to support the negative 

image constructed of Markus, and express the general indignation which they feel at his 

behavior. This general indignation indicates that the TAs have specific ideas on how 

substituting for colleagues should be handled. Markus's behavior seems to have violated 

their implicit rules which require TAs to give advance notice, possibly provide a lesson 

plan, and definitely show appreciation as well as offer compensation. Ingrid sums up the 

points that have come up in the course of the narration and ensuing discussion. 

lln[ so that, that should be understood ehm but I m 
!An[ right 
IPh[ so (.) 

123 _ 

lln[ ean, everybody here is ok with that? you should give amp 
124 _ 

In[ le notice and you should write a lesson plan, you should 
>_ general agreement 

Ph[ well, I think everyone here wou 
125 
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IIn[ try to make it up, yeah 
!Ph[ Id, that's the thing so it's kind of specifically di 

126 _ 

1 In[ yeah 
!Ph[ rected towards Markus 

127 _ 

In sum it can be stated that the TAs' responses - or lack of responses - to 

narratives problematizing their own behavior provide insights into their theories and 

assumptions about appropriate professional behavior. Furthermore, it has been 

demonstrated that the TAs, in particular co-present TAs, rarely are the focus of tales in 

advice-oriented sequences. In contrast, student behavior is more likely to be 

problematized. 

5.2.3. Focus: Students 

Students' behavior as well as their expectations and requests tend to be the focus 

of most narratives told during advice-oriented events. These narratives usually deal with 

the following themes and their combinations: grading, test taking, and attendance, as well 

as teaching tasks, classroom management and speaking issues. 

5.2.3.1. Classroom Management 

When problematizing student behavior in the classroom, TAs generally deliver 

highly dramatic performances. They thus give other group members the opportunity to 

vicariously experience the events. In these tales, student protagonists are usually depiaed 
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as monopolizing the floor, either by making disruptive comments in English or by talking 

too much in German. Many of these tales occur in sequences of two or more told by the 

same narrator, possibly to vent frustration, but probably also to provide as accurate a 

representation of the students' behavior as possible. Frequently, the second tale follows 

some advice given by group members. Through follow-up tales, TAs might try to 

illustrate that the situation is very complex and cannot be resolved by the first 

straightforward strategy suggested. Asking for advice, they actually risk losing face or 

appearing less competent than their colleagues. Pointing out the complexity of the 

situation by providing more evidence in narrative form, they manage to save some face. 

The following excerpt is taken fi-om a sequence of two stories told by Katja. She 

reports on "a:n eighteen years old hyper kid from high school" who "gets all excited about 

little things and really (.) messes up the class" (101-04). Framing her narratives this way, 

Katja ah-eady signals to her audience how to evaluate the student's behavior. Her second 

tale printed below follows some advice given by a colleague. Todd suggested to grant the 

student some of the attention which he seems to need, and to call on him for examples. 

lKa[ that's, basically what 
!To[ focus it, that energy in a positive way 

248 _ 

IKa[ I (.) try, I'm not ignoring him, of course, I mean, if 
249 _ 

|Ka[ he asks me a question, I respond and so on, but I'm not 
250 _ 

|Ka[ spending any more time, he would like to, to go on and, a 
251 _ 

,'Kat nd, like once he brought pictures, I told them to bring a 
252 
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253 _ 

! Ka [ where everybody was drunk, and, and he was going, ah, a 
254 _ 

! Ka [ h, this is my Freundin, and we were so drunk, and it was 
I > [girlfriend] 
! >_ change in intonation, sounds excited, speaks fast 

255 _ 

1 Ka t five and in the morning, and we were drinking, and it w 
256 _ 

IKa[ as really fun, ok, enough, eh, next one, (.) eh, and he 
I > return to regular intonation 

257 _ 

IKa[ really wants that atten-, attention badly 
258 _ 

Katja questions Todd's position as the "giver of advice," indicating that she akeady 

practices what he is suggesting (248-251). To emphasize how diflScult the situation is for 

her to handle, she tells a follow-up tale (252-258). The student's response to an 

assignment is supposed to illustrate to her colleagues once again how he undermines her 

teaching. His choice of topic, drunk people at a party, is not the most appealing topic to 

report on, and could also be intended to provoke the teacher. Furthermore, instead of 

answering in German, the student speaks in English, inserting only the German word 

Freundin (girlfriend. 255) into his extended turn. Katja animates him as highly excited, 

imitating his fast-paced, high-pitched intonation (255-257). She then describes how she 

herself reacted to this, omitting the reporting verb and stating in her regular intonation; 

"O.K., enough, eh, next one" (257). 
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The quality of voice with which KaQ'a represents her own figure stands in marked 

contrast to the quality of voice she assigns to that of her student. These diflferent acoustic 

representations evaluate the two figures and actually help create two diflferent personae 

within the narrative: The highly excited student who is seemingly out of control, versus 

the composed teacher who is in control and has the authority to abruptly interrupt others. 

Katja here presents herself as the one to decide who gets to speak and when. Her 

dramatic performance of the episode immediately involves her audience in the situation 

and guides them towards interpreting the narrated events in support of her own 

perspective. 

In general in these advice-oriented narratives, the TAs present themselves as 

holding on to control in their classrooms. Although their students' behavior presents a 

problem to them, they do not depict themselves as helpless. Rather, like Ka^a, they relate 

their own firm and concise verbal reactions to student attempts at disrupting the teaching / 

learning processes. This strategy helps them save face in fi-ont of their colleagues. 

However, since they are asking for advice, this level of control is probably diflScult for 

them to maintain on an everyday basis. 

The advice usually suggested for resolving problematic classroom behavior is 

talking to the student in question. 

1 Mi [ have you thought 
!Ka[ much as he could say, that was not much 

262 _ 

lint that's what I was jus 
iMi[ about talking to him after class, just 

263 
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IIn[ t gonna say 
!Mit just say whatever, you know, (.) 
1Ka[ mhm 

264 _ 

In general, this kind of advice is accepted by the TAs. It is interesting to note that there is 

a sense of limited scope of action or possibilities present when the groups are discussing 

how to react to problematic student behavior. They seem to acknowledge that students 

exert a certain amount of power over a lesson, and that teachers have limited ways and 

means of dealing with this power. 

In[ I would do, talk to him. (.) which is, which is d 
Ka [ ok (.) 
>_ someone laughing 

|In[ ifficult, but (.) what else are you gonna do, I mean, yo 

!In[ u, otherwise you're gonna have that person (.) run your 

!In[ class (.) and you have Elvis in your class, too 
I Ka [ yeah (.) 

In[ (right?) 
Ka[ oh yeah, I have many different things in my class 
>_ laughs 

Student behavior in the classroom is not only depicted as problematic when 

students talk in English and disrupt the class. Other narratives also describe problematic 

events during which students actually engage in the assigned activity, i.e., they prartice the 

foreign language. Interestingly, in their effort to use the target language, they are depicted 

as presenting problems to the smooth progression of a lesson. 

276 

277 

278 

279 

280 
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Sabine describes an incident representative of the general atmosphere in her class. 

Most of her students feel intimidated to talk, because a group of four people tend to 

monopolize the floor with their relatively good command of the language. The following 

is the first in a series of seven narratives which Sabine tells about the situation (202-02). It 

is interesting to note that at first, these talkative students are problematized, but still 

evaluated positively. 

ISa[ yeah, well, actually, if, if this fits into i 
38 _ 

!Sa[ t, I need to, I need to know what to do about this girl 
39 _ 

In[ sure 
Sa[ , I'm gonna freak out, do we have a second? it 
>_ laughs 

40 

ISa[ 's not, not just that girl, apparently that's like, die 
: > [the 

41 _ 

lSa[ Stiimnung in der Klasse, I have like four students (.) Di 
1 >_ atmosphere in the class] 

42 _ 

ISa[ rk and {.) Stefan, Dietmar and Petra who are excellent, 
I >_ she had her students select German pseudonyms 

43 _ 

;Sa[ excellent, right, they are like perfect students, and th 
44 _ 

ISa[ ey are not shy at all, right, so when we talk, they talk 
45 _ 

1Sa[ and talk and talk and talk and talk and talk, ok, with 
46 _ 

!Sa[ with (.) not necessarily like good German, but, you know 
47 _ 

!Sa[ , they dare and they are very outgoing, and then (.) 
1 >_ breathes 

48 
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[ Sa [ all the other students feel like ehm, that takes awa 
1 >_ out 

49 _ 

!Sa[ y from their ability and their performance to participat 
50 _ 

|Sa[ e in class lalalalala. So, the other day (.) ehm, I don' 
51 _ 

In the orientation preceding her narrative, Sabine positively evaluates those four students 

in her class who tend to monopolize the floor. Repeating that they are "excellent, 

excellent" (43-44) and that they are "perfert students" (44), she suggests that they are not 

really the problem. Sabine illustrates their active participation in class by repeating, and 

thus emphasizing, that "they talk, and talk, and talk, and talk, and talk, and talk" (45-46). 

Her tone of voice positively evaluates the students' active participations.' The fact that 

they are daring and outgoing (47-48) is suggested to outweigh the fact that their 

contributions are not always "good German" (47). The rest of Sabine's class, in contrast, 

is presented in a more negative light. While Sabine first grants them a voice and relates 

their opinion to her colleagues ("all the other students feel like, ehm, that takes away from 

their ability and their performance to participate." 49-51), she does not finish her sentence. 

Replacing "lalalalala" for the rest of what the students said, she implies that their 

complaint is nothing new and is not worth repeating. The other TAs are assumed to be 

able to fill in what the students said based on their own classroom experience. 

 ̂ Since there were no discernible patterns in the data, this dissertation did not investigate in detail the 
correlation between direct / indirea reported speech and narrative 
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Sabine then proceeds to tell of the actual incident. She relates how one of her 

shyer students ended up with all four of the outgoing students during group work. The 

shyer student refused to participate in the group project. Sabine's reaction to this 

situation is told as follows. 

ISa[ (so I was like) ok, so that, that e 
62 _ 

! Sa [ vening, I corrected her homework, I wrote, you know Ursu 
63 _ 

lSa[ la, I'd just like you to know that, what you, how you pa 
64 _ 

ISa[ rticipate in class is up to you, but ehm, if it's group 
65 _ 

!Sa[ work, then I really think it's unfair to the rest of your 
65 _ 

lSa[ group if you, you know, if you don't participate (.) so 
67 _ 

ISa[ today she comes after class, she starts BAWLING sh 
I >_ laughs 

68 _ 

1 So [ you always have these faawlers 
1 >_ laughter 
Sa[ e's li-, she like I 

69 _ 

ISa[ , I always have these people who start bawling, and I wa 
70 _ 

lSa[ s so shocked, right, I had no clue, I was thinking, o ray 
71 _ 

lSa[ God, and she starts bawling, so we walked like in the c 
72 _ 

!Sa[ orner over there, cause we had no place to go, right, an 
73 _ 

!Sat d she goes (.) she say- she says, I have the feeling you 
I >_ whining intonation 

74 
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So[ 
>_ laughs 

Sa[ 're picking on me I was like, I was Like, what do 
>_ laughs regular intonation 

75 _ 

!Sa[ you mean, pick, I'm not trying to pick on you, and then 
76 

lSa[ she's like, well, you know, you told me this, and then 
1 > whining intonation 

77 _ 

!Sa[ on my homework, I got a check minus, so I figured it's j 
78 _ 

I Sat ust because you can't stand me any more, and now, and no 
I > whining intonation 

79 _ 

So[ o God 
>_ whispers 

Sa[ w I'm, I'm thinking about dropping the class. I said, 
> increases 

80 

;Sa[ well, first of all, you know, I was like, whatever you horn 
I > regular intonation, assertive 

81 _ 

! Sa [ ework and your group participation has NOTHING to do wit 
82 _ 

lSa[ h each other, you know, it's just like your homework just 
83 _ 

lSa[ wasn't up to a check or a check, you know, a check plus, 
84 _ 

ISa[ plus, you know, I said, this is the impression I get. a 
85 _ 

'iSa[ nd I guess she's just extremely intimidated like several 
86 _ 

lSa[ other people (.) to, like, be part of the class because 
87 _ 

lSa[ of those four people (.) so what do I do about those fo 
88 _ 

'iln[ split 'em up split them up 
lSa[ ur people? I'm s- what? NO {.) yes, 

89 
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Sabine reports in detail how she reacted to the student's passive attitude, stating what she 

wrote on the homework assignment in direct reported speech. She thus provides her 

audience with a more immediate impression of the situation. Sabine presents herself as a 

reasonable teacher, granting the student the right to decide for herself about her 

participation in class (64-67). The only exception, Sabine states, is group work, when the 

student carries partial responsibility for what her group is producing. When telling about 

the student's reaction, Sabine emphasizes that she was "BAWLING" (68), suggesting that 

this reaction was out of proportion and completely unexpected. 

Within this frame of an advice-seeking tale, her laughter which follows cannot be 

taken as an invitation for others to join in laughing, or as a signal for an upcoming 

humorous resolution (67). Rather, it should be read as Sabine's tale-external comment on 

the narrated situation. Her laughter expresses her puzzlement and also, possibly, her 

helplessness in face of this situation. In addition, it could be read as the animator's 

evaluation of the student's reaction as absurd and unreasonable. Sonja aligns herself with 

Sabine, positioning herself as someone familiar with the problems Sabine has encountered 

as a teacher (69). Sonja accepts and supports Sabine's characterization of this particular 

student without question, supplying her own negative assessment of Sabine's problem 

students ("you always have these bawlers." 69). 

Sabine's laughter, as the animator, evaluates the student's reaction as 

unreasonable. Furthermore, she animates the student by adopting a whining intonational 

pattern. With the help of this involvement strategy, she tires to represent the situation as 
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realistically as possible for her colleagues. Animating her student's words, she creates 

drama and dynamic interaction for her audience, thus involving them in actively 

interpreting the eveirts. At the same time, however, Sabine also comments en and 

evaluates the student's complaints. The tension between the two voices, one reasonable 

and controlled and the other whining, exemplifies the tension which exists between the 

characters. Based on Sabine's version of the narrated events, there is no evidence for 

substantiating the accusation that the TA is picking on the student. Her comment on the 

homework assignment is presented as well-founded in the quality of the student's work. 

Sabine's narrative so far focused on one of her shyer students. It is interesting to 

note that she does not want to discuss her reaction towards this student any further. In 

her coda, she redirects her audience's attention to the actual problem and specifies the 

kind of advice she needs: "So what do I do about those four people?" (88-89). The focus 

thus abruptly shifts fi'om the shy student as the problem case to the four talkative students. 

Sabine thus ratifies the studem's complaint and indicates that she wants to take some 

action on her behalf 

When asking her colleagues for advice, Sabine is able to abandon the image of the 

assertive teacher which she constructed of herself in the narrative. She positions herself as 

a teacher worried about going to class the next day: 

;Sa[ but then if they (.) they're just intimidated to unter 
1 >_ inter 

124 _ 

lSa[ brechen these people, and I don't know what to do about 
I >_ rvpt 

125 
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!So[ I don't either 
lSa[ it. (.2) so tomorrow is our discussion da 

126 _ 

!Sa[ y, and I'm getting really (.) uptight, because if she's 
127 _ 

lSa[ sitting there gonna start crying, and, and it's 
I >_ laughing 

128 _ 

lln[ well, do you think it would work if you had an ope 
!Sa[ like, you know, I wanted to 

129 _ 

|In[ n forum, and if you say, you know, what can we change 
130 _ 

Sonja aligns herself with Sabine (126), stating that she would not know what to do about 

the problem either. She thus acknowledges that Sabine's problem case is complex and 

well worth the coordinator's attention. In addition to her direct statement ("I don't know 

what to do about it." 125-126), Sabine's laughter, as well as her unfinished utterance 

(128), are indicators of her puaadement and her lack of control over the situation. Ingrid 

subsequently suggests various strategies for Sabine to handle the situation, fi"om having an 

open discussion to teaching the students expressions to use for interrupting people. 

Sabine ratifies Ingrid as the giver of advice, but in the course of the discussion 

supplies several more examples of students being either too shy or too domineering. She 

thus underlines the complexity of her situation and implicitly explains why she cannot 

resolve it on her own but needs to seek advice fi-om the group or, more specifically, the 

coordinator. Her substantiating narratives all follow the pattern discussed above. They 

provide tendentially negative evaluations of the people who do not dare to speak. At the 
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same time, however, they identify the talkative students as a major part of the problem and 

acknowledge that these students negatively affect classroom dynamics. 

This conflict between expecting students to talk but at the same time preventing 

them from saying too much is common among the TAs. Sabine's story is a typical 

example of TAs trying to manage their classroom and granting students equal access to 

the floor. As Judith states in conclusion to one of her own narratives (202-02): 

!Ju[ (.) so I don't wanna say 
278 _ 

IJu[ anything that will put them down or (.) discourage them 
279 _ 

lJu[ from talking in the future, but (.2) the same times it's 
280 _ 

lln[ no 
!Ju[ really not fair to the other students 
'iSo[ that's true 

281 _ 

The above sample narratives indicate that the TAs generally acknowledge their 

responsibility to manage opportunities at talk. They are aware of the fact that careful 

strategies are needed to manage classroom talk in order not to discourage students from 

participating. 

5.2.3.2. Grading Issues 

The majority of narratives told during advice-oriented events deal with the issues 

of classroom management and speaking discussed above, followed by narratives 

addressing concerns related to grading, in combination with test taking and attendance 
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issues. In narratives about grading, the TAs mainly negotiate which student demands are 

legitimate. They frequentiy present themselves as challenged by their students' behavior 

or requests, and ask other group members for advice and support. Questions which arise 

concern relatively unusual situations such as students requesting to take exams early or 

late, students having excused absences from class, as well as students expecting credit for 

alleged efforts. 

It is important to note that during the sharing events discussed in the previous 

section (5.1.), the TAs also tell narratives related to grading issues. In those cases, 

however, they do not report any doubts about their courses of actions, since they can 

doctmient their decisions and count on institutional back-up. When Todd tells about the 

student requesting a C, for instance, he can substantiate his decision to deny the student's 

request based on the entries in his grade book (101-09). 

The "grading episodes" for which the TAs actually request advice are not as clear-

cut and cannot be as easily anchored in well-defined guidelines. Katja, for example, is 

worried that students will challenge her for not giving them credit for attending class. On 

a day reserved for individual oral exams, those students who did not have appointments to 

be tested by a colleague of Kama's showed up for their regular class. Katja, who 

happened to be in the classroom, taught the class but later refused to assign points for 

attendance (101-07). 

!Ka[ I» I brought them two, ehm, brought them small short 
271 _ 

lKa[ stories and we were talking about the stories and anal 
272 
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:in[ ( ) 
1 Ka [ yzing them, and I then I was telling them, and, it was a 

273 _ 

1 In[ and now 
!Ka[ fun class, I mean, it was nothing ehm (.4), no, and today, 

274 _ 

In[ they wanna be compensated 
Ka[ they were saying and yeah, no, no, they were 
>_ laughs 

275 _ 

!Ka[ S-, oh, we are not supposed to come here, I said, well, 
275 _ 

|Ka[ I didn't eh, (.) do anything that you would be losing 
277 

!In[ yeah that's rig 
IKa[ or winning, I mean, it was just for your own, eh 

278 _ 

lln[ ht it was a freebee without being paid, 
1Ka[ whatever 
lAn[ yeah from 

279 _ 

IIn[ I mean, without paying for it 
IKa[ yeah 
lTo[ it's your own edification 

280 

Katja relates a situation in which she made an eflfort to teach her students although she 

knew that she was not obliged to. She casts the situation in a positive light, stating that it 

was "a fiin class'' (273-274). The fact that she frames the narrative events as problematic 

("I have a question." 252) prepares her audience for a complicating action. Based on her 

own experience as a teacher, this complicating action is not hard for Ingrid to infer: "And 

now they wanna be compensated" (274-275). It is common knowledge among teachers 

that most students are preoccupied with their grades. Their expectations stand in contrast 
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with Katja's simple pleasure about "a fim class" (273-274). It seems that this aspect does 

not mean much to her students if they do not receive any credit for attendance. 

Since Katja's story addresses the commonly accepted assumption that students are 

mainly concerned with their grades, she is quickly assisted by her colleagues in evaluating 

her students negatively. They point out what Katja's studems apparently fail to see: The 

students received some free teaching from their TA (279), and they should realize that 

being in class was to their own benefit (280). These comments point to a general 

discrepancy in assumptions between students and teachers: Most students come to class 

mainly to receive a grade, while teachers do not go to class to merely pass out grades but 

to impart knowledge. Students who do not acknowledge their teacher's work and who 

are only after grades are evaluated negatively in Katja's narrative. 

Ingrid, addressed both as the giver of advice and the representative of the 

institution who knows the rules, finally resolves the situation in a straightforward manner: 

"You can't take off for them not being there [...] but you shouldn't give credit to those 

who were there" (296-298). 

In general, when students are presented as challenging their teacher, the rest of the 

group aligns with the narrators, supporting the image they create of their students. In 

contributing to the tellers' negative evaluation of their students, the group declares their 

solidarity and support. They thus also identify themselves as members of the in-group 

uniting against an opposing out-group. 
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5.2.4. Shifting Events 

5.2.4.1. Grading Issues 

BCatja's narrative discussed above (101-07) is one of the more unusual grading 

tales. It relates an incident which only carries immediate relevance for the T A herself. 

She has to decide what to tell her students, but her decision does not carry any 

implications for the rest of the group. In general, narratives told by a TA in order to elicit 

advice about grading issues are frequently interpreted as having policy-shapmg 

implications for the entire group. It is the TAs themselves who are usually responsible for 

addressing these implications and for thus transforming an initially advice-oriented into a 

policy-shaping event. Interpreting the advice-seeking narrative as concerning them 

personally, they negotiate theories of action as well as policies of grading and testing. 

In the case of Christian allowing his student to take the exam late, for instance, 

Phil pretells the students potential actions (102-02; see above). He insists: 

IPht yeah, I'm just saying I don't think 
211 _ 

!Ph[ we need to give back the test, I think it's a bad idea 
212 _ 

Phil thus takes Christian's narrative to have policy-shaping implications. From his 

perspective, it concerns the entire group, since the student could cheat if the exams are 

handed back to the classes prematurely. Phil's interpretation of Christian's narrative 

sparks a policy-shaping discussion. His strongest contestant is Anna, who seems unwilling 

to recede from her position. 
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!An[ I really want to give back the exams tomorrow 
!Ch[ ( ), o, well, why 

115 _ 

lAn[ because I planned my c 
!Ch[ don't you give it to them Friday? 

116 _ 

'rNa[ yeah, I always go over the mist 
!An[ lasses that way already. I always handed back the exams 

117 _ 

!Na[ akes the next day mhm 
!An[ to them the next day 
!Ch[ ( ) yeah 
!Ph[ but we can't we can't go ove 

118 _ 

!Ph[ r the test if someone hasn't taken it yet, that's the 
119 

The above discussion is resolved by a pragmatic move on the part of the coordinator. 

Ingrid finally points out that the student is taking his make-up exam during the first class 

period of a particular day, which means that the TAs can return their exams without 

risking for him to be able to cheat. 

It is interesting to note in this context that the TAs, especially in the 101 and 102 

groups, firequently insist on their points of view and do not always easily succumb to the 

coordinator's or the group's arguments. This observation is probably connected to issues 

of autonomy and individuality addressed in the previous section. The TAs are part of 

large groups and might sometimes feel the need of establishing themselves as individuals 

whose perspectives are of consequence and also need to be taken into account. 

Furthermore, it appears that the TAs strongly identify with and are invested in 

issues of grading. This observation is supported by the large number of grading narratives 
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to be found in the database. The TAs themselves fulfill dual roles as students and 

teachers, and are thus able to easily relate to their students' concerns as well as to their 

potential imperfections. They have immediate experience at both the distributing and the 

receiving end of the grading machinery. It is not surprising, therefore, that grading 

concerns should be frequently raised and fervently discussed in the meetings. 

5.2.4.2. Teaching Tasks 

A small number of narratives told during advice-oriented events focus on teaching 

tasks. Most of these are told in the form of pretellings or hypothetical tales. The majority 

of these tales occur during the first four meetings of the 101 group. A few hybrid cases 

can also be found in the 101 and 202 groups, where some narratives with a sharing 

function are interpreted as being advice-oriented (see 5.1.). In these cases, the tellers 

merely allude to problems and do not directly solicit help. As mentioned above, when the 

TAs have experienced similar problems and have found successful strategies for resolving 

these, they may transform sharing events into advice-oriented events, imparting their 

experience to their colleagues. 

The majority of narratives explicitly problematizing teaching tasks are told in the 

101 group and deal with teaching the video session. It is not surprising that only this 

group is preoccupied with this topic. While the 200-level syllabus does not include any 

sessions in the video lab, the 102 sections are probably already familiar enough with the 

use of video and workbook to generally accept the material and work with it. 
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Based on the narratives told in the 101 group, it appears that beginning students 

are frequently overwhehned by the input which the video presentations provide. Three of 

the TAs, Andy, Todd, and KaQa display some understanding and solidarity towards their 

students' problems and criticize the book for being too complex. One of the questions in 

the video workbook, for instance, includes a construction which the students have not 

encountered yet (101-02). 

I To[ I know, people are go 
416 _ 

In [ well 
Mi[ (why) (come on) 
> shrugs shoulders 

To[ nna go, wen, what does that mean, why is it not wer? 
> [whom] [who] 

417 

418 

419 

In[ , then say mit wem moechte sie sprechen mit 
> [with whom does she want to speaJc] [with 

To [ because that's how people are 

In[ wem, that's so English, mit wem moechte sie sprechen, jus 
> whom] [with whom does she want to speak] 

To[ that's ok. 

!In[ t rephrase it 
lTo[ we, that's true, we can say that, but then they look at 

420 _ 

!To[ this, and people still have that, but wait, why is it 1 
421 _ 

!To[ ike that? that's, that's one thing that's difficult for 
422 _ 

ITo[ me is consistency (.) for my students, that they see some 
423 

!To[ thing written, I tell them something different, and they 
424 

!To[ say, well, which one's correct now? why do you tell me 
425 
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!To[ this, (.) but it's written like this, what, what do I do 
426 _ 

IKa[ and they are not as advanced as to understand conjugat 
427 _ 

!Ka[ ion, there ( ) there is probably one half of the class 
I >_ stutteTS 

428 _ 

Todd presents himself as knowing his students, and people in general. He suggests that 

people will ask questions if they are puzzled by something (416-418). Ingrid does not 

dispute this assumption, but acknowledges it and suggests a strategy on how to handle the 

issue (418). Todd, however, aligns himself more with his students, stating that it is not 

only them who have a problem with the workbook, but so does he. It is a problem for him 

if he has to tell them something but the book phrases it differently (422-426). The 

question "What do I do?" (426) could be asked both by the students of their teacher and 

by the teacher of the coordinator. 

Todd presents his students as challenging him, asking him, for example, "Why do 

you tell me this?" (426). He is not offended at this challenge, but rather passes it on to the 

coordinator. He presents himself as understanding his students and as speaking for them. 

Katja shows that she is familiar with the situation and aligns herself with Todd and their 

students, against Ingrid and the video workbook (427). 

Student challenges of the above kind are presented as legitimate, in contrast to 

student requests for better grades or for information on who constructed the exam. The 

coordinator also acknowledges the students' problems and does not play them down. 

Rather, she positions herself as the giver of advice (418-420). Following Todd's narrative 
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(416-428), Ingrid tries to suggest strategies for handling student questions. Todd, as well 

as Andy, however, continue to criticize the workbook in ways that do not relate to the 

immediate present and are not aimed at solving the problem. What has begun with a 

narrative eliciting advice on how to introduce students to the question word wen (who), is 

now taken beyond the context of the classroom and even the current semester. 

|To[ well, that (.) that's the thing though, is that things 
437 _ 

!Do[ (exactly) 
lTo[ could have been simplified just a little bit more to make 

438 _ 

!To[ it, to make it closer to their level (.) instead of, inst 
439 _ 

1 In[ mhm 
lTo[ ead of stretching the, the edge of their level so so 

440 _ 

IIn[ mhm mhm not i+1? mhm ( 
lAn[ I think we're talking i+2 here mhm 
1 To[ high 

441 _ 

|In[ .) so, ok, well, this is the book, that's there 
lMi[ I, I thi 

442 _ 

lln[ how could you then redo this in order to make 
IMi[ nk if, if (they) 

443 _ 

lln[ it corq3rehensible for them (.) you know, if, eh, 
444 _ 

When the discussion threatens to enter more theoretical grounds, Ingrid indicates that she 

is familiar with SLA theory ("not I+l?" 441), but then pragmatically reshapes the issue: 

"So, O.K., well, this is the book, that's there" (442). Ingrid's pragmatic approach 

prevents the TAs from entering a policy-shaping discussion about which book to use for 
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the video teaching. As the coordinator, she has the right to nominate topics and to expect 

the groups to follow her lead. She thus prevents the TAs from becoming active shapers of 

the department's teaching materials, at least in the context of this meeting. The TAs' task 

is to use whatever materials they are assigned, and to adapt these to their own as well as 

their students' needs. Later in the discussion, Todd acknowledges Ingrid's point and 

shows his support for it (101-02). 

lAnt there's so itiany rou-, there's so many ways you could im 
642 _ 

|An[ prove this book, I just {.) 
1 >_ moans 
lTo[ my m-, my main concern 

643 _ 

!To[ with the video session (.2) was not whether this whole sy 
644 _ 

|To[ stem is valid or not, that's (.) I mean, we're using it 
645 _ 

IIn[ right it's a diffe 
|To.[ for this semester, so that's a totally 

646 _ 

lint rent issue mhm 
lTo[ different issue but more (.) because we're 

647 

ITot requiring them to turn this in {.) for credit (.3) 
648 

Todd here aligns himself with Ingrid, echoing her perspective that the use of the book as 

such is not up for discussion at all (646-647). He now presents himself as a concerned 

teacher rather than as a reformer of a departmental policy on materials. His students get 

credit for turning in the video workbook, and his main responsibility is to enable them to 
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do this. Todd thus re-assumes his position as a seeker of advice, trying to deal with the 

problems of the current semester. 

It appears that in the 101 group, advice-oriented narratives concerned with the 

video workbook are always on the brink of being turned into policy-shaping events by 

some of the TAs. After the fourth meeting, pretellings and unmarked tales about teaching 

tasks centered around the video sessions decrease, suggesting that both TAs and students 

have become accustomed to dealing with them. Ingrid in general does not encourage 

policy-related discussions on how suitable teaching material is, but rather pragmatically 

guides TAs towards using these materials. She is reluctant to ratify the TAs as policy-

shapers, but she does acknowledge their positionings as seekers of advice. 

5.2.5. Some Preliminary Conclusions 

Most narratives told during advice-oriented events focus on issues of grading and 

classroom management. Test taking and attendance concerns are addressed as well during 

grading tales, while issues of speaking surface in narratives about classroom management. 

In general, narratives which occur during these events are aimed at eliciting rather than at 

giving advice. Only a fraction of narratives is told to actually illustrate strategies of 

advice. If these have not been solicited by the TAs, they are generally ignored. 

If grading issues are addressed in the narratives, advice-oriented events are likely 

to be transformed into policy-shaping events, since the TAs perceive the related episodes 

to possess general relevance and impact. Narratives focusing on teaching tasks also have 
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a tendency to obtain policy-shaping importance, but mainly in the 101 group. Some 

members of this group employ seemingly advice-oriented narratives as evidence to push a 

change in teaching materials, and thus in policy. 

Across all four groups, the TAs select the head coordinator as their main recipient 

of advice-oriented narratives, and thus construct her as their major source of advice. If 

their TA colleagues contribute some strategies of advice, these are frequently ignored or 

rejected. The narrators thus avoid constructing an asymmetrical situation in which one of 

their peers might be identified as more competent or expert than they themselves. To save 

some face as competent teachers and to illustrate the complexity of the situations for 

which th^ are requesting advice, the TAs also frequently tell sequences of narratives 

describing the problem. 

The head coordinator generally accepts her positioning as the TAs' major source 

of advice. She shows interest in the TAs' concerns and is ready to assist them with 

pragmatically oriented advice. In a few rare instances, however, Ingrid ignores TAs' 

requests for advice. She does not, for example, respond to Katja's probing into the 

grading of the oral practice sessions (101-01; see above). Her behavior in these situations 

might be ascribed to the fact that she is trying to close detailed discussions in order to 

push a meeting's agenda. Issues which are only remotely connected to the preceding 

discussions might then be suppressed due to time constraints, but possibly also due to a 

reluctance to reopen a complex topic. 
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Most narratives told during advice- oriented events focus on students as 

protagonists. Main tellers never problematize co-present colleagues in these tales, and 

only in one instance thematize an absent teacher's behavior. Co-participants generally 

align themselves with the tellers and against those narrative protagonists who seem to be 

causing problems. 

Students in advice-oriented narratives are frequently presented as challenging their 

teachers, either because of their disruptive classroom behavior or their unreasonable 

requests. Most of these unreasonable requests are related to unfounded demands for 

better grades or more points. Another source of concern among TAs are those students 

who actively participate in class but tend to monopolize the floor and to thus discourage 

others fi-om talking. 

The TAs generally acknowledge their responsibility to provide ample opportunities 

for all students to participate in class. As their narratives illustrate, they realize that their 

management of the classroom may have a certain amount of influence on student grades. 

However, the TAs also express a conflict which they experience between encouraging 

students to talk and slowing them down if they talk too much. Furthermore, most TAs 

show an awareness of the fact that the ways in which they address students may either 

encourage or discourage these from participating in class. 

The following section will discuss narratives told during policy-shaping 

events and will investigate the participation frameworks established as well as the images 

of teachers and students negotiated during these tellings. 
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53. Policy-Shaping Events 

In narratives told during policy-shaping events, TAs either explain the need for 

policies or negotiate the content of existing policies. Primary recipients are TAs and head 

coordinator. In the 102 group, the assistant coordinator also actively participates in 

policy-shaping narration. As already mentioned, policy-shaping narratives are frequently 

told in the 101 and 102 meetings, while the 201 and 202 groups engage in hardly any 

activity of this kind. 

Most of the narratives in this category deal with grading and essay writing, as well 

as test taking and test construction issues. Apart from exam content, the TAs also decide 

on student rights and responsibilities in these co-narrations. They suggest and critique 

policies through their hypothetical tales, pretellings, unmarked narratives and stories. 

5.3.1. Explaining the Need for Policies 

5.3.1.1. Challenging the Coordinator? 

Of the 80 narratives which occur during events related to policy-shaping, six 

implicitly address the need for specific policies. Two of these are told by TAs, while four 

are told by the assistant coordinator for the 102 group, Judith. Five of the narratives told 

during policy-shaping events could be interpreted by the audience as implicitly questioning 

the head coordinator's position within the group. This can mainly be observed in relation 

to narratives told by Judith. In general during policy-shaping discussions, Judith presents 

herself as a democratic facilitator, frequently stating that the group has the power to 
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decide on issues ("It, it totally depends, it's your group decision." Judith, 102-07). Ingrid 

also describes Judith as a person who is trying to achieve a highly democratic atmosphere 

in the meetings. She indicates that Judith might at times overemphasize democratic 

proceedings, and that there is a need for the coordinator to step in. 

Sometimes it seemed to me that Judith was trying to be too 
democratic. And it was a too much drawn out process in discussing 
how and what and why and why not, so that I felt Like, O.K., now 
we have to, you know wrap this up, and let's make a decision. 
Period. And it seemed like, sometimes, she let it go on for 
democratic puirposes, and that's fine and everything, but I just 
felt like, if we want to get this over with, then let's get this 
over with. (interview / Ingrid) 

Judith herself sees her own role in the coordination meetings as that of a mediator between 

the TAs and the material and the program, because "I've been here, I know what is out of 

bounds for the program" (interview / Judith). She pushes the TAs towards reaching 

unified group decisions, and in her narratives constantly stresses why there is a need for 

unanimous action among the TAs (102-09). 

!Ju[ the reason for this is not that anybody wants to watch 
208 _ 

IJu[ what you are doing the reason for this is you're gonna 
IAn[ ok 

209 _ 

,'Ju[ be gone next year over the summer, or two years from now, 
210 _ 

Uut and some people, the students have five years to appeal 
211 _ 

!Ju[ their grades, and it, amazingly, it does happen whe 
1An[ mhm 

212 _ 

lJu[ re people come three years later and say, I need to make 
213 _ 

lJu[ a grade-appeal, because I just found out that this, thi 
214 



lJu[ s is where I wanna study, and blablabla and then Mar 
INa[ mhm 

215 _ 

!Ju[ y has to be here, and she has to take out your grade boo 
216 _ 

lJu[ k and be able to say, these are how the points were dist 
217 _ 

IJu[ ributed, and we assigned 150 points, look at all the oth 
218 _ 

!Ju[ er courses, too, this is what everybody did, and it just 
'i An[ mhm 

219 _ 

!Ju[ , there can not be too much variation tinfortxinately, bee 
220 _ 

IJu[ ause then students can say, well, if I had been in that 
221 _ 

lJu[ other course, I would have ended up with a different gra 
222 _ 

lJu[ de and that's not really fair, and now you have to chang 
223 _ 

!Ju[ e my grade so that's why it's really important that t 
IAn[ mhm 

224 _ 

lJu[ here is eh, (.) continuity between how you guys as 
1Na[ right 

225 _ 

lJu[ sign grades, and that's why there is such a detailed des 
226 _ 

!Ju[ cription of how to assign points, just for the protectio 
227 _ 

lJu[ n of the whole program (.) and it is limiting individual 
228 _ 

lJu[ variation, but there is just no other way (.) in such a 
229 



245 

Judith here tells a hypothetical tale and engages in very detailed reasoning why the TAs 

need to come to unanimous decisions about their grading and need to adhere to these. 

She presents herself as the representative of "the whole program" (228), familiar with 

what might happen in the future. Explaining to the TAs the general push for unanimous 

action in narrative form, she avoids the impression that she might disempower them (208-

209). 

Judith provides the group with an actual and vivid example of what might happen 

if there were no consistent grading policy. Animating the hypothetical students' voice in 

direct reported speech (221-224), she involves her audience in a particular situation. It is 

the particular, as Tannen (1997) states, which "enables listeners (or readers) to provide a 

subjectively real understanding by drawing on their own history of associations" (p. 215). 

Judith's narrative indicates that there is no distrust from the side of the program 

towards its TAs. Rather, the language students are presented as the motivating force 

behind the policy issue. It is their right to appeal their grades (212). Although Judith does 

not dispute this right, she does present the students as potentially unreasonable. She 

evaluates it as "amazing" that students will come after a period of three years to challenge 

their grade (212), implying that the grade appeal is less motivated by the TAs actions than 

by the students' decision about their future. Judith thus aligns herself with the TAs against 

the students, questioning their motivation for the appeal, but still pushing the program's 

need to protect itself from challenges of this kind, and the TAs' obligation to cooperate. 

The TAs are looking at Judith during her turn, signaling their agreement through nodding. 
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Ingrid ends Judith's elaborations, abmptly changing the topic. 

IJu[ variation, but there is just no other way (.) in such a 
229 _ 

IIn[ mhm so, we don't real 
lJu[ legalized, eh setting to deal with it 

230 _ 

IIn[ ly need a meeting next week, do we? what do you-, does e 
231 _ 

lln[ verybody say? ok, ehm 
INa[ not really 
1 >_ general agreement 

232 

Ingrid's remark (230-231) ends the meeting as well as the narration. The coordinator thus 

identifies herself as in charge of the meeting, regaining the floor after an extended turn of 

the assistant coordinator. The narrative showed Judith to be knowledgeable about 

departmental grading issues and control of the situation. In the interview, Ingrid indicated 

that she sometimes felt insecure about the coordination of the 102 meeting. 

In 102 Judith was basically in charge of the coordination meeting, 
or I should say, she took charge of the coordination meetings. I 
hadn't expected her to do that, but of course I was glad she did, 
just because she knew the ropes and I didn't. So in that respect, 
that helped a lot. [...] So in that respect, in 102, I played 
less of a role than in 101. In 102, I think, Judith was the 
coordinator, and I was sitting there and putting my five cent in. 
At the end, I think, more so maybe than at the beginning. Because 
maybe I felt more comfortable with the situation myself, I wasn't 
so insecure anymore, and because sometimes it seemed to me that 
Judith was trying to be too democratic. (interview / Ingrid) 

This quote by Ingrid indicates that at times, there may have been underlying struggles of 

power and authority between coordinator and assistant coordinator in this group. To 

mark her position after Judith's extended didactic narrative discussed above, Ingrid makes 
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an abrupt move which presents her as the person in charge; She changes the topic and 

closes the meeting. 

It is interesting to note that Ingrid usually does not change topics abruptly, at least 

not before checking with the group, e.g. by asking, "O.K. are we all set?" (Ingrid, 102-

04). It appears that frequently when narratives seemingly threaten Ingrid's status as the 

person in charge of the meeting, she abruptly changes the topic shortly after the tellings. 

In another instance of this kind, Anna recounts that Anita, another graduate student in the 

department, had come to her class to administer a survey for a professor. Anita claimed 

that all students would receive extra credit for their participation. Anna is confused about 

these instructions and takes them as an occasion to suggest establishing a policy for extra 

credit (102-08). 

IAn[ I have a question (.) Anita was in cla- in ray clas 
121 _ 

!An[ s today with a survey, cause, you know, and she said tha 
122 _ 

IAn[ t the students get ten extra points for showing up for t 
123 _ 

lAnt he eh, interview, if they want to 
124 _ 

lln[ what 
lAn[ now, I think we should talk about extra points (.) 

125 _ 

!In[ survey are we talking about? 
!An[ it's from Dr, Maier 
lPh[ who sa 

126 _ 

1 An[ ehm 
IPh[ ys they get extra points, we didn't talk about that 

127 _ 

!An[ ,( ) did that (.) ok, that's this, this thing they do 
128 



!An[ in class, from the Goethe Institut, these expressions, a 
129 _ 

IAn[ nd then they, if they want to, they can sign up for an o 
130 _ 

!An[ ral interview {.) and they get ten extra points, that's 
131 _ 

!An[ what Michael did, that's what all the others did (.) in 
!Ph[ but 

132 _ 

IIn[ it's the firstt 
I Na [ hm mh 
lAn[ their classes no, we didn't 
!Ph[ we didn't talk about that, did we? 

133 _ 

!In[ time I hear about any of this 
!Na[ mhm 
IPh[ and she told them they 

134 _ 

!An[ yeah, she said, {.) you kno 
lPh[ get ten extra point, you say 

135 _ 

1 In t do 
!An[ w, they should get ex- ten extra points or something, I 

136 _ 

I In[ es Mary know about this ? 
IAn[ mean, everybody else, everybody else did it, like Michael 

137 _ 

!An[ did it, so I said yeah, go ahead 
IPh[ but he's in 101, they have different c 

138 _ 

'iln[ I don't even know about it in 101 (.) do 
IPh[ coordination (.) 

139 _ 

lln[ es Mary know about this? 
1 An [ I don' t know (.) but I was thin 

140 _ 

INa[ and 10 points, I mean 
!An[ king, well, you know, I could tell them no (.) no, you d 

141 _ 

lAn[ on't have the ten extra points or something, if you go ( 
142 
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!An[ .) I think just people, or one person signed up for the, 
143 _ 

1In[ mhm 
IAn[ for this oral thing so I can easily say no, {.) you 

144 _ 

IAn[ know, but I 
lPh[ it's probably good we talk about it anyway, 

145 _ 

;Na[ 20 
!An[ 20 
IPh[ last semester we had what, 15 points that we 20 (.) b 

146 _ 

1An[ yeah 
!Ph[ ut we haven't talked about it this and now is the t 

147 _ 

In[ why don't we just do (whatever 
> addressing Judith 
Ph[ time they wanna do it, so 

148 

IIn[ you prepared,) 
!Ju[ ok, but I don't understand, why can't a couple stude 
lAn[ so, should I 

149 _ 

Ju[ nts just exactly ( ) 
An[ should I take it back? 
> tape recording starts 

150 

Anna takes the administration of the survey as an occasion to nominate a topic for 

discussion: "I think we should talk about extra points" (125). Ingrid is not aware of the 

survey, and throughout the ensuing narration and discussion tries to elicit some 

background information. She repeatedly asks whether Mary, the main supervisor, is 

aware of the survey (137; 140). She is thus trying to detect who is in control of this 

situation. When Anna realizes that the others are not aware of this survey, she cites 

support for her own action; Michael, the assistant coordinator in 101, administered it as 
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well, and so did "all the others" (132). She repeats this statement (137-138), thus giving 

an explanation for why she complied when no other group member did. 

Both Phil and Nadja align themselves with Anna, implying that the assigning of 

extra credit points should be discussed in the group (133; 145-147). Phil obviously 

interprets Anna's narrative in a different way than Ingrid. He supports Anna's suggestion 

that the issue needs to be discussed, while Ingrid is more concerned with who authorized 

the survey together with the extra credit. She also ignores Anna's implied request for 

advice, explicitly put in her final question, "should I take [the extra credit] back?" (150). 

Ingrid ignores the TA's complaints and questions. She simply changes the topic, 

suggesting that they listen to the mock oral exam which Judith taped for the TAs to 

discuss grading issues (148-149). She thus does not ratify Anna as a policy-shaper or an 

advice seeker either. If Anna wanted to initiate a discussion with her tale, she failed to do 

so. 

Instead of leading to a policy-shaping discussion as requested by various TAs, 

Anna's narrative seems to lead Ingrid to inquire into positions of power and authority 

within the language program. She is not able to respond to Anna's request in an informed 

and authoritative way, which as the coordinator, she should be able to do. Instead, she 

preserves her status as the person in control by taking recourse to a move to which her 

role as the head of the group entitles her: She changes the topic without having resolved 

the issue. This status-preserving move allows her to gloss over her lack of knowledge and 

the fact that she has not been informed by the powers that be. 
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5.3.1.2. Supporting the Coordinator 

In this data base, there is only one narrative addressing the need for establishing a 

specific policy which Ingrid supports. This narrative discusses the problem of students 

cheating on their culture projects. The issue in this case is first raised by Ingrid. A TA 

then follows up, providing a narrative which supports Ingrid's call for "some kind of 

mechanism that they actually [...] DO their portfolio themselves" (Ingrid; 101-09). 

IKa[ well, I had a ve 
487 

!Ka[ ry interesting case, because Corinna is my room mate, an 
488 

!Ka[ d she wa-, she had one student in o-, last year who had 
489 _ 

!Ka[ some strange port-, portfolio, I forgot what the topic w 
490 

lKa[ as, and I just came home and I said, you know, this port 
491 _ 

IKa[ folio has such a strange topic and (what's up with that 
492 

!Ka[ student) and so on, and we figured out that it's the sam 
493 _ 

!Kat e person, I mean, the same portfolio this year as last y 
494 _ 

lln[ mhm and now, what do you do, I mean, that per 
IKa[ ear so (.) 

495 _ 

lln[ son didn't do the work 
496 

Ingrid and Katja here engage in a form of conversational duetting (Falk, 1980), 

where Ingrid completes ECaqa's narrative, stating the coda (495-496). This indicates that 
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both share similar perspectives on the issues and are aware of the situation. Both work 

together to point out to the group that a protective "mechanism" (Ingrid; 484) is needed 

to prevent student cheating. In the ensuing conversation, none of the T As challenges the 

depiction of a cheating student. It seems to be a generally accepted truth that students 

cheat and that teachers need to work against this tendency. Ingrid appears as resigned as 

she did in the 202 meeting (202-02; see above) when cheating and grading issues were 

addressed (495-496). Her question, "what do you do?" (495) is of a rhetorical nature, 

since she is not interested in how Katja handled the issue. For her, the point was made 

that it is difficult to prevent students from cheating. After some clarifying questions from 

Todd, who is unsure when exactly the incident took place, Ingrid sums up the issue and 

changes the topic; 

511 

512 

513 

514 

515 

IIn[ hat) 
lDo[ 's gonna be really difficult 

it's gonna be very difficult 

lln[ , I mean, with the essays, we, we, we, we're trying to c 

|In[ hange the essay topics to avoid that, but, {.) I don't k 

!In[ now, the portfolio is (different part) 
I Do[ yeah ph:: 
!An[ collect the portfolio 

!Do[ who's gonna store that where? 
IAn[ I'll store it (in the Ian 

516 

517 

ln[ 
Dot 
An[ dfill) 
> laughs 

(it's not easy) ehm 
that's gonna be helpful 

) 

lln[ ok, are we all set? 
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Ingrid does not expect to find an easy solution to the problem she raised. Furthermore, 

she does not appear too interested in discussing the issue beyond simply mentioning it. As 

already mentioned in the previous section, problems which reach b^ond the current 

semester are not encouraged for discussion by the coordinator. She presents herself as 

powerless, wondering what they could possibly do to prevent students fi-om cheating 

(495). Since, as she states, this is "gonna be very difBcult" (511), it is unlikely that they 

will resolve the issue in their meeting. Ingrid soon terminates any fiirther discussion by 

initiating the closure of the meeting (517). 

Based on the above examples, it appears that Ingrid strongly influences how 

policy-shaping narratives are received. The coordinator blocks certain status-threatening 

policy-shaping narratives through the interactional move of a topic change. If the 

narrative addresses issues reaching beyond the current semester, she terminates the 

discussion soon after the telling. 

5.3.2. Discussing the Content of Existing Policies 

Within the language program, specific policies already exist. The TAs know, for 

instance, what assignments are part of the students' grade, and how much each assignment 

is weighted. They also know that they are responsible for test construction, and that 

exams should reflect what has been taught in class. It is also understood that exam items 

need to be graded. Within these pre-existing policies, however, some room exists for the 

TAs to decide as a group how exactly to distribute points, what items to include on tests. 
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and how to grade these items. Working towards policy-related decisions, the TAs 

frequently employ narratives to make a point and to express their own perspective, i.e., 

their subjective theories, of the issues under consideration. Narratives help them raise 

particular cases and get their audiences involved more than abstract theoretical reasonings 

would. Giving voice to different characters, it is possible to create "the imagination of 

alternative, distant, others' worlds by linking them to the sounds and scenes of one's own 

familiar world" (Tannen, 1989, p. 133). 

The majority of narratives told during policy-shaping events take the form of 

pretellings or hypothetical tales. Episodes of this kind are frequently prompted by 

questions posed by coordinator or participating TAs, e.g. "How do you handle late 

homework?" (Ingrid, 256, 101-03). The answer to these questions either contains a short 

suggestion of the general policy, or a hypothetical tale. These hypothetical tales then 

represent trial cases which often build on each other, i.e., one hypothetical tale follows the 

other, presenting variations on the same theme. 

If the answer to a policy-inquiry is given in the form of a short statement, the TAs 

frequently express their approval or disapproval of the suggested policy with the help of 

hypothetical narratives. Dorothea, for instance, answers Ingrid's above question about 

how the TAs handle late homework in one short sentence (101-03). 

IDo[ if it's there, it's there, if it's n 
258 _ 

'iln[ it's not there so, no late 
! Ka [ (yeah) 
!Do[ ot there, it's not there yeah 

259 
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! In [ homework period (.) 
lKa[ but again, if they have, ehm, I a 
!Do[ yeah 

260 

Dorothea in this case briefly outlines her policy, namely that late homework is never 

accepted. Once the policy is illustrated, Ka^'a responds to it with a hypothetical narrative 

(101-03). 

!Ka[ but again, if they have, ehm, I a 
I Do[ yeah 

260 _ 

IKat ccept, if they have doctor's, (.) eh, excuse, I mean, if 
261 _ 

1 Ka [ they give me a paper from a doctor that they could not 
262 _ 

!Ka[ come to the class and therefore didn't turn in the homew 
263 _ 

lln[ yeah, no, 
|Ka[ ork, I will assign them additional homework 

264 _ 

With her tale, Ka^a modifies Dorothea's suggested policy, distancing herself from her 

colleague and aligning herself with her students. As will be discussed below, hypothetical 

tales like the one told by Katja often show TAs speaking in favor of their students. 

Apart fi-om hypothetical tales, TAs also occasionally state their policies in form of 

past time narratives relating how they handled particular situations. Nadja, for instance, 

tells the group how she reacted to a student who did not hand in her essay, which was part 

of the exam, on time (102-07). 

INa[ in my class today, one of the students 
331 
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!Na[ that forgot her rough, I mean, her final draft, she had, 
332 _ 

lNa[ she said, well, I have a rough draft with me, and I said, 
333 _ 

!Na[ well, can you (.) at least bring your final draft any 
334 _ 

!Na[ time soon after the class? no, I won't be able to make 
335 _ 

lNa[ it even today, so what if I bring it tomorrow? I said, 
336 _ 

INa[ no I don't take anything. So I didn't take the rough dr 
337 _ 

!Na[ aft, I didn't take the ( ) and she doesn't get a 
!Ch[ o, 

338 _ 

lln[ ( ) yeah 
lNa[ ny, any points and if she wanted 25 or wh 
IAn[ yeah 
lMa[ tja, that's tough 
1 > [well] 
1Ch[ that's tough 

339 _ 

INa[ atever points, she should work for it, well, I can't do 
340 _ 

Na[ it today 
>_ low mhm's 

Ph[ it's not like she hasn't had two weeks 
341 

1Ch[ yeah, 
!Ph[ or we haven't done this for the last ( ) 

342 

In her narrative, Nadja presents herself as giving the student a fair chance; She is given 

the opportunity to still make up her points and bring in the essay late. The student is 

depicted as unable to cooperate, and does not even seem to consider Nadja's suggestion, 

but without hesitating answers "No, I won't be able to make it even today" (335-336). 
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The student does not offer any excuse for failing to hand in the essay. Nadja presents her 

own approach which is not disputed by the other TAs; "And if she wanted 25 or whatever 

points, she should work for it" (339-340). Nadja then repeats the student's answer, 

"Well, I can't do it today" (340) to again contrast her own reasonable approach with the 

student's unwillingness to even try. Phil aligns himself with Nadja as the critic of this 

student, and some other group members also indicate their approval of his evaluation. Phil 

suggests: 

I Ph [ I really don' t think we' re gonna have to wo 
344 _ 

lJa[ I think ( ) final draft 
lPh[ rry about it, but if they don't turn in a final draft, I 
1 >_ mumbling 

345 _ 

lPh[ think we do what Nadja did, I mean, that's kind of p 
346 _ 

IAn[ mhm 
!Ch[ I don * t 
|Ph[ recedent setting, (.) don't grade it 

347 _ 

The "precedent" (347) which Nadja's example set is accepted by the group as the general 

policy for handling late essay drafts. 

It appears that, in general, when the TAs exemplify policies through tales which 

support a certain degree of individual variation, i.e., which do not advocate absolute 

student perfection, these policies are more likely to be approved and sanctioned by the 

group than those which paint a student's options in black and white. A strict policy 

outlined by Nadja in narrative form, for instance, raises opposition from the group. 
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Nadja's narrative is told in response to Ingrid's question how th^ handle student requests 

to take an exam late. Nadja relates that she did not give a student this chance at all (102-

10). 

!Na[ I had one girl who like (.2) eh, who 
237 _ 

!Na[ 's gonna have a recital somewhere else, but I told her t 
238 _ 

!Na[ hat, you know, it's not exactly (.) the best ehm, the be 
lCh[ (yeah, I have) 

239 _ 

!In[ aha and did she, did s 
! Ju[ it depends what recital it is 
!Na[ St excuse it's 

240 _ 

!In[ he buy it, or, 
lNa[ some singing recital (.3) well, she (.) I don't know, she 

241 _ 

! Na [ came up to me about two weeks ago (.) and I haven' t hea 
242 _ 

IIn[ ok, what kind of student, good stud 
!Na[ rd back (.) about it, so 

243 _ 

lln[ ent, bad student, mediocre, 
lNa[ it's, she is one of the best students, 

244 _ 

!In[ mhm 
IJu[ if it's a recital, it might be a really big deal, be 
lNa[ so mhm 

245 _ 

!In[ you know, if she 
lJu[ cause they have to be in front of five music professors 

246 _ 

! In [ approaches you again you know, you might make her the 
!Ju[ or five ( ) 
!Na[ ok 

247 _ 

|In[ offer and say, well, you know, you can {.) in private 
!Na[ mh 

248 



259 

!In[ you know, because I mean, if they, what about your 
1 > turns to Christian 
INa[ m 
ICh[ mhm 

249 _ 

lln[ (student) what's the excuse? 
!Ch[ yeah, I have also one student that would like to, the 

250 _ 

The TAs usually relay to students that under no circumstances can an exam be 

taken on a day other than the one officially appointed for it. However, it is understood 

among them that they can set an alternative date for students who have appropriate 

excuses. What counts as an appropriate excuse is frequently discussed in the group. 

When Nadja relates that she immediately turned down the student's request, the 

coordinators step in and speak in favor of the student (245-248). With their intervention, 

the policy-shaping event to which Nadja's tale was supposed to contribute is turned into 

an advice-seeking event in which the coordinator suggests to her how to approach this 

particular student in the future. This is the only instance in this collection of data where a 

policy-shaping event is transformed into another event. 

Students are thus given the benefit of the doubt, and TAs are willing to make 

allowances for certain student omissions. This tendency can also be observed when we 

consider in more detail those narratives in which the TAs dispute suggested policies, 

speaking for their students. 



260 

5.3.2.1. Speaking for Students 

Hypothetical tales or pretellings which follow a suggested policy usually indicate 

the teller's disapproval of the policy, and provide group members with the opportunity for 

reconsideration and realignment. If the T As consider suggested policies inadequate, they 

frequently tell follow-up tales. Occasionally, Ingrid also prompts these with a question, 

indicating that she is not yet satisfied with a resolution even when the TAs have apparently 

closed the issue. 

Issues which are addressed most frequently in hypothetical tales both in the 101 

and the 102 group concern the grading of late assignments, as well as the grading of the 

exam item Personliche Fragen (Personal Questions), ^\^lth both topics, there is some 

room for the TAs to shape the existing policy. As the quantitative results also indicate, 

grades are a highly important issue to the TAs. They represent an area which allows them 

to exert a certain amoimt of control over their students. However, the TAs do not seem 

to abuse their power. On the contrary, when they consider a policy too harsh, they 

frequently counter it with a hypothetical tale, speaking in favor of the student. In some 

cases, they even insert themselves into the students position, making the situation more 

immediate to themselves and particularly to their audience. This strategy also indicates 

their involvement in the matter. 

In a 101 meeting, for instance, Katja asks the group how they would handle a 

student's excused absence during an oral practice session. When the group suggests not 

to give the student any points, she obviously disagrees with this suggestion. She tells a 
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hypothetical tale to illustrate the unfairness to which she fears a student will be exposed 

(101-03); 

'iKa[ yeah, but, I mean, actually, tha 
207 _ 

! Ka_ t is very unfair, I mean, if I'm walking on a street, an 
208 _ 

IKa[ d a car, eh, hits me, and I end up in the hospital, and 
209 _ 

!Ka[ then get minus 20 points on it, because I'm in the hospi 
IAn[ (that's true) 

210 _ 

;Ka[ tal, it's (unfair) 
IAn[ well, there is a difference between being in a 

211 _ 

!Ant n emergency situation and having a doctor's appointment 
212 _ 

Katja's narrative keeps a discussion going which was supposedly closed with the earlier 

answer to her question ("you don't give them the points;" Ingrid, 192, 101-03). Katja 

aligns herself with her hypothetical student, animating herself as that particular student. 

She probably assumes that if she posits a case which involves an actual person, the other 

TAs might be able to better relate to the situation and change their minds. Katja in her 

narrative challenges her colleagues and points out that she considers their assessment of 

the situation inadequate and unfair. She forces them to reconsider their judgment, and 

prevents the discussion from being closed. The discussion indeed continues to the point 

where the TAs reach a compromise: A student missing class because of an excused 

absence will still receive attendance points, although points for participation will be 

deducted. 
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It appears that the TAs, both in the 101 and the 102 group, are willing to make 

allowances for their students if valid excuses exist. They are also willing to grant students 

some leeway as far as turning in the essay part of the exam is concerned. Interestingly, 

both groups, after lengthy discussions, reach similar compromises. In the course of these 

discussions, several hypothetical tales are told in sequence, displaying different points of 

view. Especially in the 101 group, one of the TAs strongly opposes granting the students 

any kind of leeway. Summing up a hypothetical situation in which a student brings his 

essay to Andy a day late, the TA states that he would not accept this essay. Instead, he 

"would tell the student to go home" (101-01). Andy presents himself as a very strict 

teacher who does not allow negligence and who wants to be in control. He closes his tale 

by claiming; 

IAn[ I don't see, I feel like in policy, you need to be black 
312 _ 

IIn[ no, you 
IAn[ and white, I don't think it's a good idea to have 

313 _ 

'iln[ can't do that well, just because, I mean, you 
lAn[ why not? 

314 _ 

I In [ wanna encourage them to write, you don't wanna turn them 
315 _ 

lln[ off 
316 _ 

Ingrid disputes Andy's approach to teaching writing by stating the language program's 

philosophy: Students should be encouraged to write (315). Andy, who does not seem 
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convinced by this approach, answers that students '^von't get turned o£E^ they'll realize it's 

not acceptable not to bring the paper" (319-320). 

Ingrid's theoretical elaborations do not seem to affect Andy very much. KaQ'a 

therefore follows up with another hypothetical tale, contemplating the controversy from a 

diflferent angle (101-03): 

|Ka[ you know, if a person really studies for the test, and just 
325 _ 

lKa[ messes, leaves it at home and brings it to you on Tuesday, 
326 _ 

!Ka[ looses basically 25 points and gets a C or D, though, 
327 _ 

!Ka[ while studying, so if I was studying really hard and get 
328 _ 

lKa[ a D on it, so I'd say, well, you know what, I'm taking 
329 _ 

!Ka[ Spanish 
330 _ 

In hypothetical tales like the one told by Katja, members of the 101 group dispute Andy's 

harsh approach to the situation. Katja animates a studious person who wants to do well 

on the exam. She evaluates the student's omission to bring the essay to class as less 

serious than Andy, suggesting that the student "just messes, leaves it at home" (325-326). 

The modifier "just" implies that worse scenarios do exist. Katja thus evaluates the 

student's actions as less serious. 

Apart from directly evaluating the student's actions, Katja's tale also hints at the 

department's general situation. Among students, German has the reputation of being a 



264 

harder langpage to learn than the Romance languages, such as Spanish. She thus implies 

that, in order to keep their students, th^ should not be too strict in their judgments. 

While no one else disputes Kalja's narrative and implied assiraiption, Andy retorts: 

!An[ ehm, I guess I would look at what the standard, if the 
221 _ 

lAn[ standard is for them to have that paper on that day because 
222 _ 

lAn[ peer editing is important for the training of the student, 
223 _ 

!An[ then, then you have to, I don't know, I mean, I know when 
224 _ 

lAn[ I was an undergraduate and someone took of five points, 
225 _ 

!An[ who cares, 
236 _ 

In this case, like in other cases when a series of hypothetical tales is told but no 

solution is achieved, Ingrid steps in, moving away from narrative presentations to 

strategically dealing with the issue. Here she questions why Andy complied with the 

group's decision to only take oflf five points for late essays a week earlier. He was the one 

responsible for typing up the essay topic, and even typed the policy on top of the sheet. 

Andy, who does not know what to reply, finally declares, "all right, let's just stick with the 

five then, O.K." (465, 101-01). 

Apart from grading issues connected to essay assignments, hypothetical tales are 

also used to discuss the weighting between communicative and accuracy concerns for 

certain test items. It is interesting to note here as well that the 101 and 102 groups come 
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to similar decisions regarding the issue. Most discussion takes place on the test item 

Personliche Fragen (Personal Questions), where students are asked questions about their 

own situation and are encouraged to express their own personal meaning. The issue that 

is raised in both groups is how much grammatical accuracy should weigh into the 

evaluation. Again, policies are suggested, as for instance the following (101-09): 

lKa[ no, but if, if it doesn't make any s 
42 _ 

lln[ even if the sub 
IKa[ ense, eh, I don't give any points, like ( ) 

43 _ 

In[ ject verb agreement is right? 
Ka[ yeah, but I mean, if they 
An [ 
>_ laughs 

44 

IKa[ say, ich esse gerne Pizza, and die Fra-, eh, die Frage ( 
1 > [I like eating pizza] [the que- the question 

45 _ 

1Ka[ .) war, wann stehen Sie auf? then, then I don't give any 
I > was when do you get up?] 

46 _ 

lln[ so, what do you do i 
1Ka[ thing 
!An[ that's true, that does happen 
lTo[ well yeah, that's true 

47 _ 

IIn[ n that case, take off three points? 
t Ka[ yeah (.) 
IAn[ yeah 
ITo[ yeah be 

48 _ 

Ka[ they can answer the s 
To[ cause they had no concept of of what they 
>_ laughter 

49 

1 In[ mhm 
lKa[ ame (.) sentence to all the questions 

50 
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When deciding on how to grade the Personliche Fragen on the final exam, Ka^'a suggests 

a policy (42-47) which is accepted by two other members of the group, Todd and Andy 

(44). Dorothea then initiates an objection which describes an exception to Katja's rule 

(50): 

IIn[ mhm 
!Ka[ ame (.) sentence to all the questions 
lDo[ well, I wouldn't g 

50 _ 

!Do[ ive points if this was the case for all questions, but, 
51 _ 

Do[ maybe not your exair^le, but if some eh, verb is similar 
52 _ 

I Do [ and they could have misunderstood, I would still give at 
53 _ 

lDo[ least something for the correct grammar, even though it 
54 _ 

!Do[ doesn't answer, if it looks as if they had misunderstoo 

Ka[ (mhm) 
> looking at Inqrid, then at Michael when he starts talking 

Do[ d this is kind of eh, obvious where they didn't unde 
56 

IMi[ cause also on communication ( ), some coiranu 
I Do[ rstand, ( ) 

57 _ 

|Mi[ nication is better than none, so even if they misunderst 
58 _ 

lln[ ( ) 
IMi[ ood you, {.) and they answered your question, and they a 

59 _ 

Mi[ nswered it wrong, at least (you as a) 
Do[ ah, Sie essen Pizza 
> [you eat pizza 

60 

61 

Mi [ yeah, ( 
Do[ zum FrUhstiick, you could then go, or something 
> for breakfast] laughs 
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In[ 
Mit true), yeah 

or the crust, for that matter 
so then yo 

Do[ 
> 

I ( yeah 
laughs 

62 

ln[ (I eat) 

Mi[ u have a chance to 
> some others mumbling 

you know, repair 
63 

!In[ light crust for breakfast 
!Mi[ 
IAn[ 
:TO[ 

the situation 

twentyeight (.3) 
pizza bones 

64 

Dorothea first mitigates her objection, agreeing with Katja that students do not deserve 

any points if they answer the same sentence to each question (50-51). However, then she 

distances herself fi^om Katja, suggesting that there are cases when she would give the 

students points (52-56). Michael aligns himself with Dorothea, also making allowances 

for certain student answers. His reply is more theoretical, stating that some 

communication is better than none. Dorothea then finishes the hypothetical situation 

introduced by Katja, stating what a possible reply to the students Ich esse gem Pizza (I 

like to eat pizza; 45) could be. She thus gives a concrete example for a situation which 

was first described in more theoretical terms. 

The hypothetical situations which the TAs, both in the 101 and the 102 groups, set 

up with respect to the Personliche Fragen take the issue beyond the immediate context of 

the exam. In their tales, they depict authentic situations into which student utterances are 

transferred. The fimctionality of the student answer in a real-life situation is thus taken 

into account for the evaluation. When engaged in this process, the TAs' local identity as 
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test constructors and as evaluators of grammatical accuracy retreats into the background, 

giving way to their identity as speakers of the language and communicators. 

As can be seen in the example above, the coordinator does not object to this 

interpretation of the student's answer. She herself apparently has fim constructing 

potential replies (62-64). Although Todd briefly interrupts the discussion, answering a 

question which he was asked minutes before ("twenty-eight;" 64), the discussion later 

results in the following decision: 

IMi[ yeah, so two 
205 _ 

I In[ yeah 
!Mi[ for Sinn and one for grammar and then that way, th 
1 > [meaning] 

206 _ 

lMi[ is is the risk takers' section, where they can be a litt 
207 _ 

lMi[ le bolder with their (.) language and, cause everywhere 
I Do[ experiment 

208 _ 

!Mi[ else it's either right or wrong pretty much ( ) 
209 _ 

Thus, Dorothea's hypothetical tale opened a discussion which lead the TAs to negotiate 

their grading criteria and to make allowances for student answers which do not totally 

adhere to the principles of grammatical accuracy. In both the 101 and the 102 groups, 

apparent majority agreements on how to grade the Persdnliche Fragen are thus 

questioned and transforaied by one member raising doubts about the testing philosophy 

which underlies the evaluation of the particular test item. 
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Apart from hypothetical tales, the T As also tell a few stories of past events when 

speaking for their students. These events in general represent problematic student 

behavior and are told to influence the construction of exam items and to tailor the exam 

more towards student abilities, or to caution that an exam question might be too dif5cult. 

When discussing the culture questions on a test, for instance, Todd is not sure whether 

students will be able to produce the name of two cities in Austria. Andy suggests that the 

students should be able to name Salzburg, simply because they have watched the movie 

Sound of Music, which is set in this particular city. Todd opposes (101-08): 

!To[ yeah, but I mean, are we sup 
220 _ 

!To[ posed to be testing that, whether people have ever watch 
221 _ 

IKa[ yeah 
lTo[ ed Sound of Music or not, or whether (.3) how well they 

222 _ 

!Ka[ , but Salzburg, everybod-, I mean (.) Mozart 
!To[ you assum 

223 _ 

ITo[ that they do. Some, some guy came in here today to do a 
224 _ 

!To[ culture presentation, he was talking about the Ode to J 
225 _ 

lTo[ oy, he was talking about a deaf composer, never mentione 
226 _ 

!To[ d the person's name (.) so finally someone got the cou 
227 _ 

|To[ rage to say, who are you talking about, and he thought, 
228 _ 

!To[ I assumed all you knew, I was talking about Beethoven, 
229 
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!To[ remember the song? so (.) but I mean, just 
1 >_ laughter 

230 _ 

With his tale, Todd disputes Andy's and BCatja's assumptions about what students know. 

He is the students' spokesperson, aligning with those who display a lack of knowledge. 

He negatively evaluates the student how gave the culture presentation in his class and 

omitted part of the information. Todd calls this student "some guy" (224), not even 

identifying him as "one of my students," and thus distancing himself from the student. 

Two main clauses, one quickly following the other, describe what the student presented; 

"He was talking about the Ode to Joy, he was talking about a deaf composer" (225-226). 

They culminate in the third clause, "never mentioned the person's name" (226-227), which 

stands out since the subject is now omitted. Furthermore, Todd pauses after this last 

clause in order to emphasize his utterance. Listing these clauses, Todd seems to wonder 

how someone could talk about a whole variety of characteristics without ever mentioning 

the protagonist's name. He thus criticizes the presenter for his omission. Todd then 

positively evaluates the other students' reaction; "So finally someone got the courage to 

say, who are you talking about" (227-228). Todd implies that it is not easy to admit 

ignorance and ask a presenter for a fundamental aspect of the presentation. 

The TA thus shows himself aligned with his "ignorant students," and seemingly 

disapproves of the presenter with his incorrect assumption. His narrative cautions the TA 

group not to make far-reaching assumptions about what students might know. The tale 

provides the T As with the opportunity to realign themselves and to change their minds 
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about the test hem. They are asked to reconsider what they might put on the exam. As 

the following excerpt shows, Andy at first does not seem swayed by Todd's narrative 

(232-234), while Ka^'a starts to consider that students might not provide the 

straightforward answers which the TAs predicted (235-236): 

I An [ I don't think that' s 
232 _ 

!An[ too much to ask, considering after a whole semester of 
233 _ 

|An[ German, that they can't mention, they don't know (.) t 
234 _ 

!Ka[ well, name the capital, what about 
!An[ wo cities in Austria 
!To[ ok 

235 _ 

!Ka[ if they say, Zurich well, of course it's not 
IAn[ as the captial? 

236 _ 

Eventually, Todd's narrative leads the group to rephrase the test item. It is interesting to 

note that Andy, who first insisted that students could be expected to know the answer to 

the question, now suggests a compromise; 

IAn[ we don't need to surprise them with these questions, t 
245 _ 

1Ka[ yeah 
!An[ hey should (.) we can tell them ahead of time that they 

246 _ 

! Ka[ , actually, we can prepare them in a way 
!An[ should know there's not rea 

247 _ 

lKa[ not, not telling them, ok, two 
lAn[ son, I mean, it's not like 

248 
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249 

250 

251 

252 

253 

254 

255 

Ka[ (.) (name two, two, two cities) 
An[ let's shock 'em with what the captial is 
To[ (no) 
>_ laughs 

— 

1 An[ and as far as, as far as that date is concerned, we 

lAn[ could give ' em a list of dates and have that as one of 

!Do[ 
! An[ them, you know. 

mhm 
that they should know, or a list of year 

!Ka[ 
lDo[ 
lAn[ 

mhm 
s at least 

(ehm) 

that things, that things happened 

IMi[ 
!Ka[ 

ok 
(.) geography. 

so, then we're all set wit 
cities, rivers 

!Mi[ 
lTo[ 

h the final (.) is everyone (.) content? 
is everyone 

Ka[ mhm 
Do[ (yeah) 
To[ zufrieden? 
> [content] 

257 

In his narrative (101-08), Todd represents his students and speaks in their favor, 

making sure that the exam item actually reflects their state of knowledge. It is not 

necessary, however, that TAs are aligned with the students for whom they speak. During 

one episode, for instance, the 102 group is discussing whether the question, Anja, 

tatawierst du deinen Popo? (Anja, will you tattoo your behind?; 102-06) is offensive to 

students. This sentence is part of an exam draft. Students would not have to supply a 

personal response to the question, but would be asked to transform it. In the ensuing 



273 

discussion, Markus brings up the case of a couple of students in his class who might take 

offense at this particular question (102-06). 

!Ma[ time out, I have a slight problem with that, because, 
227 _ 

!Ma[ ehm, I had talked to Mary about it, ehm, I have one or t 
228 _ 

!Ma[ wo students in my class who are very, what I call goody-
229 _ 

lMa[ goody people, and (.) ehm, (.) she made it a point that 
230 _ 

[Mat she doesn't wanna talk about explicit things such as th 
231 _ 

! Ja [ bottom? 
!Ma[ is right here and eh, I had, I met to talk with Mary, 

232 _ 

Markus calls these students "goody goody people," thus evaluating them negatively and 

distancing himself from what they request (229-230). Although Markus apparently does 

not approve of the students' attitude, he represents their case in the meeting. Previously, 

none of the TAs indicated any problems with the wording of the question beyond Janet's 

"they might not remember Popo [behind], it wasn't in the book" (212). With his narrative, 

Markus asks them to reconsider their judgment and to align themselves with him. Since 

he has to speak for the student and represent her, but is not aligned with her as far as her 

values are concerned, it is diflScult for him to present her in a supportive and positive way 

in order to influence the other participants' decision. Instead, he enlists the voice of 

authority and repeats in reported speech what the language program director told him. 
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Using the pronoun "we" (233), he indicates that Maiy's response has to be considered by 

all of them; 

!Ma[ is right here and eh, I had, I met to talk with Mary, 
232 _ 

IMa[ that we can't force her into this topic, but yet she 
233 _ 

lMa[ can't ehm deny the other cla- or the rest of the class t 
234 _ 

IMa[ his discussion, so, in other words, if we discuss butts 
235 _ 

!Ma[ and things like that, she has the right to walk out of t 
236 

!Ma[ he class, and what do I do with the test, though? 
1 Ch [ hiramti 

237 

Markus's final question, "and what do I do with the test, though?" (237) has more of a 

rhetorical rather than an advice-seeking fimction, and is interpreted as such by the test 

writers. Upon hearing his narrative, Anna and Phil declare that they do not insist to have 

the word Popo on the exam. 

An[ we can leave it Arm, 
>_ [arm] 

Ph[ it's no big deal, we just thought 
>_ laughter 

240 

An[ I mean we thought it would be funny, you know 
>_ general mumbling 

Ja[ if there is gonna be someone who is gonna be 
241 _ 

IJa[ a problem, yeah 
242 



275 

Markus with his narrative thus represents his student and achieves a change of an 

exam item which might have been problematic for the student. As the above examples 

show, TAs use narratives to defend their students' interests. Even if they do not 

personally support their students' claims or share their perspectives, th^ find ways to 

express their own alignment and to still represent their students' interests and try to have 

these reflected on the exam. 

In sum, it can be said that the TAs fi'equently argue for their students' rights with 

respect to grading and testing issues. They are willing to grant exceptions if legitimate 

excuses are provided, and seem reluctant to accept policies which do not allow for 

individual variation. When constructing test items, they take into consideration the 

objective of a task and relate it to their grading policy. Furthermore, they try to protect 

their students from potentially unfair or overly problematic exam questions. 

5.3.2.2. Aligning against Students 

There are also a few hypothetical tales and pretellings in this corpus of data in 

which the TAs align themselves against their students and devise policies which prevent 

students fi"om taking certain actions. Most of these tales are concerned with test taking 

and test construction issues. The narratives told during policy-shaping events in the 202 

group all deal with aspects of this kind. In these narratives, students are presented in a 

negative light, as ignorant, as lazy or as looking for the easy way out. In general, these 

images of students are not disputed by the group. 
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During the first meeting of the 202 group, for instance, the TAs discuss how many 

topics they should give their students to choose fi-om for the essay part of the exam. 

While Judith and Ingrid agree that they should suggest two topics, Sonja and Sabine are at 

first doubtful. Then, however, Sonja provides a pretelling which indicates that she agrees 

with her colleagues' suggestion to assign two topics. 

!Ju[ great 
!So[ two's ok with me, I just thought I was so used 

338 _ 

lSo[ to, I had never done less than three 
i'Sa[ no, we did three last 

339 _ 

lSo[ the more topics you give them, the more they'll 
I Sat semester 

342 _ 

!So[ try to combine the topics, since they don't really 
343 _ 

lSo[ understand any of the topics and they are going to 
I >_ laughs 

344 _ 

! So [ take two and five 
ISa[ they're like, oh, it's somewhere here 

345 _ 

!Ju[ ok, I have to go (.) teach at two 
lSo[ so, we're gonna take 
lSa[ so get rid 

346 

lJu[ ok 
;So[ one and four? 
ISa[ get rid of two 

347 

Through her narrative, Sonja aligns herself with her colleagues, accepting their "two-

topics" policy. Sabine indicates her agreement as well, completing Sonja's utterance 

(345). She supports and contributes to the negative image of students addressed by Sonja 
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("they don't really understand any of the topics;" 343-344). In general, implications that 

students do not understand the language and therefore make mistakes are not challenged 

by group members. In these narratives, the TAs establish the image of us versus them, of 

themselves as the in-group who needs to construct the exam in ways so that the out-

group, i.e., the students, will not be too confused or will not take advantage of the TAs. 

In another example of this kind, students are depicted as la2y and as looking for an 

easy way out of assignments (101-07). Preceding the following excerpt, Andy suggested 

leaving the essay topic open for students to write about anything they would like to. 

lTo[ but if you just let them pick whatever they wanna 
102 _ 

I To[ pick, then (.) how do you know (.) I mean, because the i 
103 _ 

!To[ dea is we're, {.) whether we want to or not, we're testi 
104 

1 An [ mhm, mhm 
;TO[ ng (.) semi-specific concepts here so, if they j 

105 _ 

ITo[ ust say, well, I'm gonna {.) I'm gonna write about Einka 
1 > [shop 

106 _ 

Do[ well, or t 
To[ ufen, cause I just did that for my oral final 
> ping] 

107 

IIn[ right 
!Do[ hey might even go and copy, and then, say, that they had 

108 _ 

lDo[ already turned in one to the previous exams, (.3) you k 
109 _ 

!Do[ now, the lazy one that would not want to (do it), so, if 
1 An[ yeah 

110 
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lDo[ you leave it entirely open, this is a, I mean, we allow 
111 _ 

!Do[ , we're allowing them to do that 
IAn[ mhm (.) that's true {. 

112 _ 

Todd in this narrative supplies the first hypothetical event: "But if you just let them pick 

whatever they wanna pick, then (.)" (102-103). Both he and Dorothea then supply 

potential problematic follow-up events: Students might write about topics which they 

have already covered before (105-107), and the lazy ones might even simply copy 

previous essays (107-109). Todd and Dorothea co-construct potential student reactions. 

The negative evaluation of these reactions is implied, since students are generally expected 

to produce original work for individual grades. Dorothea's claim that "the lazy one" 

(110) would cheat is not disputed by other group members. On the contrary, even Andy, 

who suggested the fi-ee writings, agrees with Dorothea's assessment of the (hypothetical) 

situation (112). The TAs seem to agree that precautions need to be taken in order to 

make the lazy students work and to prevent students from cheating. The TAs thus locate 

themselves in the position of a controlling force or guard whose task it is to ensure 

original student contributions. 

In general, the image which is co-constructed in these tales of the lazy, cheating, or 

ignorant student who is part of every class is never disputed by the TAs. All group 

members seem to accept this premise and aim to construct assignments accordingly. The 

narratives show the TAs to be wary of student laziness or ignorance, but also in control of 
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the situation. Since they are able to pretell or hypothesize about student actions, they can 

also take adequate counteractive measures, i.e., shape their policies accordingly. 

5.3.3. Some Preliminary Conclusions 

In brieC it can be stated that the TAs in our four groups use narratives to suggest 

and to dispute policies. The coordinator plays a major role in ratifying which new policies 

can be addressed during the meetings. In general, policy-discussions in the context of 

narrative tellings are restricted to concerns of the current semester. They allow TAs to 

shape already existing policies in order to meet individual needs and account for potential 

variation. 

With the help of their tellings, the TAs assume the position of policy-makers. 

Whether they are ratified in this position, however, is dependent upon the group. When 

shaping policies, they fi-equently present themselves as student spokespersons. They argue 

on their students' behalf, even if the majority of the group seems to oppose them. The 

narratives they tell to state their points represem requests for other group members to 

realign themselves and to support the tellers' cause. Their tales present students as trying 

to comply with the program's demands, but as sometimes caught up in worldly omissions 

such as forgetting an essay draft at home. It is interesting to note that the TAs are mostly 

successful with their motions and manage to work out compromises. It appears that 

frequently, policies are worked out which allow for certain student flaws and which 

suggest that exceptions to the rule are possible. 
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In some other narratives told during policy-shaping events, however, the TAs 

present themselves as well aware of the fact that th^ need to exert a certain amount of 

control over their students. In these tales, students are presented as lazy, ignorant and 

deceitful. These images are mainly raised in connection with test taking issues. In these 

narratives, the TAs explore potential loopholes in their exams, or, in other words, the 

thoroughness of their testing policies. Based on their tales, they devise mechanisms which 

prevent students from cheating. In these tellings, the TAs present themselves as their 

students' evaluators. They establish a distance between groups, positioning themselves as 

the in-group responsible for protecting the system, and their students as the out-group 

against whose negative traits they need to guard themselves. In general, however, the 

majority of narratives told during policy-shaping events present the TAs as aligned with 

their students. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

PULLING TOGETHER THE STRINGS: 

SUMMARIZING DISCUSSION 

AND CONCLUSION 

6.1. Discussion 

6.1.L Narratives, Themes, and Speech Events 

As the preceding presentation of data demonstrated, the TAs accomplish three 

larger social projects during co-narration in their meetings. They share experiences in 

narrative form during Sharing Events; they ask for advice, relating particular cases during 

Advice-Seeking Events; and they influence decisions on policies through their tales in 

Policy-Shaping Events. The narratives they co-construct during these events fall into five 

categories; hypothetical tales, pretellings, stories, stories stepping into the future, and 

unmarked tales. 

The majority of narratives told during Sharing Events are stories. This type of 

narrative is well suited for a sharing of experiences, since it reports on events which 

happened in the past and which are completed. Advice-oriented Events show a high 

occurrence of unmarked tales and stories stepping into the future. Both types of 

narratives focus on events which happened in the past but have connections to the future. 

When asking for advice in narrative form, tellers often refer to a past occurrence which 

still causes them problems. Unmarked tales relate events which happened in the past, but 
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are very likely to happen again in the future. Stories stepping into the future relate events 

which happened in the past but have not been resolved yet and thus carry meaning even 

beyond the present. Both types of narratives are thus anchored in the past but at the same 

time are pointing towards the future. 

During Policy-shaping Events, we find a high fi-equency of hypothetical tales and 

pretellings. These narratives appear to be a suitable form for the TAs to actively suggest 

or shape policies. Hypothetical tales are fi-equently encoded with might, should, or could 

^ verb, and may never actually happen. Pretellings, on the other hand, contain more 

definite speculations about the future, and are often encoded with will - verb. Both 

narrative types refer to events which have not taken place yet. They enable the teller to 

raise particular cases which will or might happen in the future as a consequence of certain 

decisions or policies. With the help of hypothetical tales or pretellings, the TAs can set up 

trial cases and quasi test the policies which are suggested. 

An analysis of the themes which arose during co-narration shows interesting 

differences across the four TA groups. While grading and test taking certainly were 

favorite themes for the 101 and 102 groups, the 200-level groups did not appear too 

preoccupied with these particular issues. The 201 TAs mainly narrated on topics not 

directly related to their classroom experience, while the 202 TAs concentrated on issues of 

speaking and classroom management in their narratives. Grading and test taking issues 

were raised, but with less fi-equency than in the other groups. 
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This strong concern of the 100-levei groups with grading and test taking might be 

due to the fact that they are teaching within a much more regulated system than both 201 

or 202 (see Appendix D). The IOC-level syllabus includes various components, such as 

video labs, common oral finals, and oral practice sessions, which do not feature on the 

200-level syllabus. The 101 and 102 groups in their meetings have to discuss both the 

testing and grading of these components. Although guidelines do exist, there is room for 

the TAs to give their input - which they fi-equently do in narrative form. 

It is interesting to note that the 101 TAs also fi-equently talk about teaching tasks 

in their narratives, slightly more frequently even than they address test taking issues. 

Furthermore, the spread of themes in this group is much more even than in the 102 group. 

While the 102 TAs show a clear preference for talking about grading and testing issues in 

their narratives, this preference is not as strong for the 101 group. Proportionally, this 

group spent less time on these issues than their 102 colleagues. This might be due to the 

fact that the 101 group consists of more experienced TAs who are already more used to 

working within this particular system and therefore also take some time to address issues 

other than grading and testing. 

In this context, it is also interesting to note that most of the narratives which the 

both the 101 and 102 TAs tell occur during policy-shaping events. In contrast, among the 

200-leveI TAs, the least number of narratives is told in the course of policy-shaping 

events. Again, this might be due to the fact that the 101 / 102 syllabus is relatively 

complex and that the TAs perceive a need to coordinate the different components and to 
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influence grading and testing policies through their narratives. Since there are less 

standardized components on the 200-level, the TAs in these groups might feel less of a 

need to tell policy-shaping narratives, and experience more freedom to shape their own 

teaching. 

What is striking when we compare the 101 and 102 groups is the fact that almost 

three quarters of all narratives are told during policy-shaping events in the 102 group. In 

contrast, only half of all narratives are told during events of this kind in the 101 group. As 

already mentioned above, the 101 TAs are more experienced than the 102 TAs and might 

therefore be more familiar with the workings of the syllabus and see less of a need for 

engaging in as much policy-shaping through co-narration. 

However, the above observations might also be due to factors of group size. In 

general, the 102 group engages in less narrative activity than the 101 group. If they do tell 

narratives, these are mainly focused on policy issues. In contrast, the 202 group tells 

almost as many narratives as the 102 group, although much fewer meetings were taped for 

this group. Most of their narratives are told during sharing events. It is possible that the 

size of the 102 group prevents participants from sharing too much or from seeking advice. 

The 102 group consists of eight members, while the 101 group only has six and the 202 

group has four. This slight difference in number might influence how comfortable the TAs 

feel to share experiences or ask for advice. Furthermore, the larger a group is, the more 

participants might also have to fight for the floor to gain an extended turn. This might be 
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perceived as too difiScult an obstacle to be overcome for some members, and they might 

refrain from telling narratives. 

Apart from group size, another factor to be taken into consideration in the context 

of this discussion is group dynamics. The 202 group, for instance, engages in more 

sharing than both the 101 and the 102 groups, although fewer meetings were taped for this 

group. In fewer meetings, they also engage in more advice-seeking narration than the 102 

group, and even approach the 101 group in this category. The 202 group is small and all-

femaie, consisting of four members only. Furthermore, three of these members report to 

be friends outside of their professional lives as well, and to be used to talking to one 

another on a regular basis. The familiarity between participants may well have fiirthered 

the positive rapport which can be observed in this group. 

What is surprising in this context is that although the smallest of the groups, the 

201 group engages in the least narrative activity of all. This could be due to the fact that 

the two TAs in this group also meet outside of their meetings to discuss issues relating to 

their classes. Both TAs are experienced teachers, and matters for them are not too 

complicated, since they only have to coordinate two sections. This group might almost be 

too small to motivate extensive narration among participants. Their meetings are very 

business-like and devoted mainly to the construction of exams. Although the TAs do not 

mention this in their interviews, the meetings in their case might also have the purpose of 

informing the coordinator of issues akeady agreed upon by the two of them. 
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As already mentioned, the 102 group engaged in comparatively little sharing and 

advice-oriented narration. Apart from group size and lack of experience, this might also 

be due to the fact that group members did not feel completely at ease with each other. 

This assumption can be substantiated with data from the individual interviews. It is 

striking that every single one of the 102 T As perceived some antagonism in their group, 

and reported that at least some of their colleagues were not cooperative and were highly 

impatient during the meetings. When talking about the purpose of the coordination 

meetings, for instance, Anna states; 

It's happened before that people would speak up and try to share 
[their] problem with the others, and they would say, "well, deal 
with it yourself, this is none of my business, we should just talk 
about the format of the exams," or something, and I don't think, 
no, I don't think that's the purpose. (interview / Anna) 

None of the T As in the other groups report similar antagonistic attitudes among 

participants. 

This lack of positive rapport among 102 group members can also be observed 

when looking at actual data samples. While the other groups engage in teasing each other 

during co-narration or tell humorous occurrences from their own recent past, the 102 TAs 

hardly ever find cause to laugh at each other or at themselves. Sharing laughter, however, 

is an important component for building solidarity and rapport among group members. 

Since the 102 TAs do not laugh together, and since they report relatively negative feelings 

towards many of their colleagues, it is not surprising that they do not engage in as much 

sharing or advice-oriented narration as the other groups. 
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6.1.2. Speech Events, Participation Frameworks, and Local Identities 

When further considering individual group dynamics, it can be observed that in the 

101 group, most narratives are initiated by the TAs. In comparison, although the 102 

group consists of more TAs than the 101, narrative initiation is almost evenly spread 

between coordinators on the one side and TAs on the other. Again, this might be due to 

the fact that the 101 TAs are more experienced teachers and therefore take more charge of 

nominating topics during their meetings. This assumption can be confirmed when looking 

at the 201 and 202 groups, whose TAs initiated considerably more narratives than their 

coordinator. 

The fact that the coordinator holds back her input during the 200-leveI meetings 

can also be explained based on her interview. She perceives the 201 / 202 TAs to be more 

experienced than the rest of the TAs, which allows her to withdraw her control and 

interfere less. Interestingly though, the 101 TAs report the same amount of teaching 

experience as their 200-Ievel colleagues, but just happen to teach a lower-level section of 

German. From Ingrid's interview it appears that the coordinator judges the TAs based on 

the level of class they teach rather than on their respective teaching experience. The fact 

that TAs teaching a higher level might seem more experienced could be ascribed to smaller 

group sizes, as well as to the fact that their syllabus is less complex than the 100-leveI 

syllabus. Both large group sizes and complex syllabus structures inevitably raise more 

discussion as well as potentially heated disagreement, and could lead to the impression 

that the TAs teaching the lower levels are not as professional yet. 
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Another reason for the decreased TA activity in the 102 group with respect to 

narrative initiation might also be their relatively active assistant coordinator. Judith 

initiated proportionally more narratives than the head coordinator, thus probably taking 

away opportunities from the TAs. As far as the closing of narratives is concerned, she 

also was more active than the head coordinator. These patterns stand in sharp contrast to 

the verbal input of the 101 assistant coordinator. NCchael initiated only few narratives and 

did not close any. It is interesting to note that in both the 101 and 102 groups the 

coordinators closed most narrative sequences, although the TAs initiated them. This 

indicates that the coordinators retain control over the progression of the £^enda. 

However, the decreased coordinator activity on the 200-level as far as initiating and 

closing narratives is concerned indicates that the 2011202 TAs are granted more control 

over their meetings than the 101 /102 TAs. 

It is not surprising that across all groups, the TAs are the main tellers of all 

narratives. After all, the meetings are a forum for them to talk about their experiences, an 

assumption which they confirmed during their interviews. 

In the 101 meetings, both TAs and coordinator are addressed as the primary 

recipients of narratives. In the 102 meetings, TAs and assistant coordinator are selected 

as main recipients over the coordinator. Again, this might be due to the fact that the 

assistant coordinator holds a very active interpretation of her role, feeling responsible for 

the progression of the meeting. In contrast, the assistant coordinator in the 101 group is 

holding himself back much more. As he states in the interview, he initially considered 
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himself more as an outside help for the coordinator and then became involved fiirther than 

he had anticipated. His confusion about his role might have led to his relatively minor 

contributions in the meetings. In the 201 group, the coordinator is mostly selected as the 

primary recipient during sharing events. This might be due to the fact that the two TAs, 

who are working together closely on all issues related to their two classes, have the feeling 

that they need to inform the coordinator and include her by addressing her during 

narration. In the 202 group, TAs were mainly selected as primary recipient, but the 

coordinator was frequently included as well. 

It was established in the qualitative analysis that narratives told during sharing 

events have a major function of establishing group rapport. It is therefore not surprising 

that, besides the coordinator, the TAs are the main recipients of the tales. It is their 

approval which matters. The TAs want to establish themselves as competent group 

members with the help of their tales, and they need to be ratified as such by the group as 

their audience. 

During most advice-oriented events, the coordinator is addressed as the primaiy 

recipient of narratives told across all groups - except for 201 where no advice-oriented 

narratives are told. Ingrid is thus positioned by the TAs as their major source of advice. 

Her role as the coordinator implies that she is more experienced than the rest of the group. 

Her age also sets her apart from the rest of the groups. She is older than most of the TAs, 

a fact which might strengthen her position as experienced and knowledgeable. Ingrid 
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accepts her positioning as a source of advice, answering the T As query-narratives and 

hardly ever asking other group members for their input. 

For narratives told during policy-shaping events, both TAs and head coordinator 

are addressed mainly as primary recipients in the 101 and 102 groups. This positioning 

acknowledges the fact that most policy decisions rely on group consensus, or at least call 

for major group input. The TAs identify each other as co-responsible for making 

decisions relating to all sections. They also take into consideration that the head 

coordinator, as the representative of the institution and the mediator between department 

and TAs, carefully considers all policies and could conceivably veto them. They therefore 

immediately include her in the policy-shaping process, selecting her as one of the primary 

recipients during co-narration. 

In contrast, the 200-level TAs are selected more frequently as primary recipients of 

policy-shaping tales than their coordinator. Since these TAs tell very few narratives of this 

kind, it is impossible to draw up any strong implications. However, also based on the 

previous discussion, it seems that the 200-level TAs are allowed more control over their 

meetings and their decisions. Their groups are organized less hierarchically than the 100-

level groups, and this is reflected in the ways in which they organize their narrative 

tellings. 

As already mentioned, the TAs tell narratives during three main speech events and 

their hybrids. During the sharing events, they mainly narrate their personal experiences in 

order to establish themselves as group members. Especially when telling response stories 
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with a theme similar to a preceding story, they stress the similarity of their experiences as 

well as the cohesion of their group. They tell about their experiences partly also in order 

to ensure that other group members have had similar ones. Narratives help them vent 

fixistrations and ensure group support. Especially in narratives focusing on problem 

students, the TAs establish the contrast between "us," i.e., the TAs, as the positive in-

group, versus "them, " i.e., the students, as the negative out-group. This, too, helps them 

strengthen group rapport and cohesion. The majority of TA narratives within sharing 

events focus on negative student behavior (see below). Telling about this behavior and 

evaluating it negatively, the TAs distance themselves from their students and declare these 

different from themselves. 

In most of the narratives told during the sharing events, the TAs align themselves 

with each other and gainst their students. Hardly ever do TAs defend a negative 

depiction of a student, and if they attempt to do so, the group usually silences them. Thus, 

the underlying (negative) assumptions or subjective theories about students are confirmed 

in narratives told during sharing events. What these main assumptions are can also be 

illustrated with material from the TA interviews. Most of the TAs assume that students 

are looking for an easy way out of their courses, and that a number are also willing to 

cheat for this. Sabine speaks for most of the TAs when she states: 

I'm very sad that students think of their role as to just sit 
through four semesters [of German as a foreign language] and then 
leave. Maybe of 100, 80 will think that, and that's really, 
really sad. (interview / Sabine) 
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Apart from telling about negative experiences with their students, the TAs also 

narrate other occurrences in order to strengthen group rapport and to position themselves 

as competent members of their group. Telling humorous tales about themselves, for 

instance, the TAs indicate that they trust the group not to judge them negatively. They 

also manage to establish a positive self-image at the same time. As Norrick (1993) 

explains: 

Funny personal anecdotes end up presenting a positive self-image rather than a 
negative one. [...] they convey a so-called sense of humor, which counts as a 
virtue in our society. They present a self with an ability to laugh at problems or 
overcome them - ̂ ain an admirable character trait. So apparently self-effacing 
personal anecdotes rebound to conversational rapport and positive face in several 
ways all at once. (p. 47) 

By telling humorous personal narratives, the TAs thus convey a positive image of a self 

with a sense of humor. 

Laughing together and teasing each other in the context of their narratives help the 

TAs establish positive group rapport. Laughter is not only elicited in connection to 

narratives focusing on TAs. Occasionally, the TAs also tell humorous stories about their 

students. In these, they actually display an understanding towards the difficulties their 

students may experience when using the foreign language. The TAs in these cases do not 

stand judgment over student productions, but rather display a kind of sympathetic 

amusement as well as an appreciation towards student efforts to use the language. 

The puns which students unintentionally produce are cause for amusement to the 

TA groups. Laughing m response to a pun, they also identify themselves as linguistically 

competent members of a group of teachers of German. They also demonstrate that they 
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understand the di£5culties of foreign language learning and acknowledge the effort 

involved. 

An important aspect which should also be mentioned in connection with narratives 

told during sharing events is the TAs' potential intention to establish themselves as 

individuals. Telling response tales which relate events similar to those described in a 

preceding tale, they position themselves as members of the group. They are similar, since 

they share similar experiences. However, at the same time they also assert that they are 

individuals with individual experiences. Although each of them may encounter cheating 

students, each situation, each ensuing dialogue and each resolution will vary from narrated 

case to narrated case. 

When telling narratives during advice-oriented events, the TAs are forced to 

position themselves as seekers of advice who do not know exactly how to handle a 

situation. In order to save some face in this process of admitting insecurities, the TAs 

frequently tell a series of stories which attest to the complexity of their problem case. This 

can be observed particularly when fellow TAs are attempting to give advice. The 

narrating TAs thus do not quite ratify the responding TAs as competent givers of advice, 

and position themselves as involved in complex and problematic events. Furthermore, 

since they mainly address the coordinator as their primary recipient, they also prevent 

other participants from positioning themselves as sources of advice, and as potentially 

more competent than the narrator. 
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In these narratives, the tellers mostly present themselves as challenged by their 

students with respect to issues of grading and classroom behavior. The TAs frequently 

deliver highly dramatic performances when animating their students in these tales. 

Students are depicted as disruptive and as unreasonable. Usually the TA group adopts the 

perspective suggested by the narrator, i.e., they align themselves with the teller and against 

the students. 

In some of the advice-oriented narratives, however, the TAs also express a conflict 

of alignment with respect to the characters in their tales. When telling about students 

participating actively in class, for instance, this is first evaluated positively. However, this 

behavior causes problems insofar as it deters other shyer students from participating. In 

this series of narratives on classroom management, the TAs acknowledge their 

responsibility of providing opportunities for students to talk and participate. They depict 

themselves as monitors of class action and also realize the effect their management might 

have on student grades. In the course of their co-narrations, they thus confirm the 

underlying assumption, also supported by the program, that the teacher should be a 

facilitator and guide in the classroom. This same assumption or theory also echoes in 

most of the TA interviews. 

The TAs also align themselves with their students when seeking advice related to 

teaching tasks. They speak for their students, telling of specific cases of confiision in the 

classroom in order to provide other group members with an understanding of the situation 

and to create sympathetic feelings towards their students. The group in general 
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acknowledges the problem. It is maijaly the coordinator in these cases who then supplies 

strategies for dealing with teaching related issues. 

Narratives told during policy-shaping events mainly ask the audience to reconsider 

their alignment. When theories of how to grade an assignment or a test item are posited in 

form or a policy, narratives are frequently told to provide evidence that the suggested 

theory is not workable. In most narratives which are told to shape policies, the TAs 

present themselves as aligned with their students, and against their group. They position 

themselves as their students' spokesperson, ensuring fair grading and treatment. They 

also present themselves as aware of what their students are able to accomplish. Most of 

the narratives told during policy-shaping events result in an adaptation of a suggested 

policy, even if the majority initially accepted this policy. The TAs thus present themselves 

as open to rational argument. They also show themselves to be fair graders who do not 

want to cause injustices towards students. 

The majority of narratives told during policy-shaping events thus serve to redraft 

suggested policies. Some, however, are also told to confirm existing policies as well as 

prevalent assumptions. When constructing an exam, for instance, the TAs frequently tell 

hypothetical tales about how their students might cheat. With these trial cases, they work 

on making their tests "cheat-proof against students. None of them contradict the fact 

that students might cheat and that this kind of behavior needs to be prevented. The TAs 

thus assume responsibility as guardians of the grading system, ensuring that grades really 

test student abilities and not their cunning skills. Thus, while most narratives are told 



296 

during policy-shaping events to negotiate and reshape existing policies or theories, some 

are also told to con&m suggested policies. 

In sum, while during policy-shaping events, theories about grading, testing, and 

other issues are mainly challenged and redrafted, during sharing events, theories are 

mostly confirmed. During advice-oriented events, theories about potential action to be 

taken are discussed among group members. 

In the context of policy-shaping events, it is interesting to note that narratives told 

mainly focus on the current semester. They are concerned with handling issues of grading, 

testing, teaching etc. which are of importance in the TAs' current classrooms. When 

narratives are told which point beyond the immediate semester and into the nearer future, 

these are recounted by the coordinators. Furthermore, they only concern grading issues. 

Most TAs do not seem too interested in future concerns. The few of them who point to 

the future with their narratives are usually silenced by the coordinator. Her pragmatic 

approach to solving the problems posed in narrative form focuses on strategies to be 

employed in the here and now. TAs are thus not encouraged a lot to look beyond the 

immediate semester and to look at the four-semester program as a continuous whole, with 

components building on each other. 

6.1.3. The Ideal TA? 

When studying the TA narratives, it becomes apparent that the TAs generally seem 

intent to display admirable or good qualities which can be associated with an image of an 
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"ideal TA." This image is also encouraged and propagated by the culture of the language 

program. Traces of it can also be found in the T A interviews when th^ define what they 

consider to be their role as a teacher. 

Even when they are problematizing themselves, they are still presenting themselves 

as adhering to certain standards set by the prograuL Christian, for instance, assures the 

group that he is aware of their policy for administering late exams when he requests advice 

on a concession he has mistakenly made to a student. Todd acknowledges in his self-

ironic tale that he is aware of the fact that he violated a group policy by giving an exam a 

second time. It thus seems important for TAs to confirm that they understand the 

program's policies and procedures - even if they happened to ignore them. 

When sharing their fiiistrations, they present themselves as hardworking as well as 

patient. As portrayed in their narratives, they are faced with unreasonable student 

demands, or with cheating and laziness. Having to deal with these problems illustrates to 

their audience that their profession is not an easy one which can be taken lightly. 

Working hard is a positive attribute in our society, and thus may well be part of the 

admirable characteristics of the ideal TA. The series of narratives told about the non-

present TA who repeatedly asked one of his colleagues to teach for him supports this 

observation. The narrator emphasizes that this is not the first time he has had to step in on 

short notice, thus preventing the group fi'om assuming that he simply does not want the 

additional work. The TA also deflects the impression that he might be unhelpful, stressing 

that he was asked repeatedly probably because he is "just a nice guy" (Phil, 102-07). This 
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indicates that in general, he is cooperative and willing to help out a colleague, two other 

positive qualities the ideal TA should possess. 

Having a sense of humor is another positive quality, in our society, as Norrick 

(1994) states (see quote above), as well as in our group of TAs. They demonstrate that 

they possess this quality when they tease each other and tell humorous narratives about 

themselves and their students. 

Quite a few of these humorous narratives focus on misspellings of Geraian words. 

When the TAs tell narratives with a more or less linguistic focus, they not only 

demonstrate that they have a sense of humor. They also indicate that they are competent 

speakers of German and are able to recognize mistakes as well appreciate puns.. This 

attests to their linguistic competence, another prerequisite of the ideal TA. 

The TAs' understanding and sympathetic attitude towards their students when 

these misspell words also indicates that they can relate to the difficulties of learning a 

foreign language and that they appreciate the efforts their students are making. It seems 

that an understanding of the processes involved in foreign language learning is also a basic 

requirement for a good TA. 

Another aspect of the image of the ideal TA can be inferred both from the 

narratives told and the personal interviews. The majority of the TAs see their role also as 

that of a counselor, as the following quote illustrates: 

One thing I've noticed amazingly as a teacher here is how much 
they ask you to be counselors, too, in in-class kind of things, 
but also personal kind of things. So I think the responsibility 
is really, really, really high. (interview / Sabine) 
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As quasi counselors, the TAs have certain responsibilities towards their students and have 

to represent their interests adequately. It seems that it is part of the admirable qualities of 

the ideal TA to show understanding towards the students, not just in terms of their 

learning, but also in terms of seeing them as people whose abilities need to be taken into 

account when making decisions and constructing exams. 

In their fight for fair exams as well as in their efforts to make concessions for some 

students who unintentionally miss or forget to turn in assignments, the TAs demonstrate 

that it is important for teachers to be fair graders. In their efforts to make concessions for 

students who happen to forget to hand in assigimients on time, they demonstrate that they 

accept some human "weaknesses," and that they are carefiil not to abuse their power as 

graders. 

The general compromises reached during discussions about the Personliche 

Fragen (Personal Questions) on the exam also indicate that the TAs consider it important 

to be communicative teachers and to not just judge language based on its grammatical 

accuracy. The majority of the TAs is easily convinced that even grammatically wrong 

sentences can be understood. This understanding is reached when they try out the 

sentences in hypothetical, narrated situations in which they put the student answer into a 

potential context. 

Both fi-om the interviews and the narratives, it also becomes obvious that the TAs' 

consider it the teacher's responsibility to provide opportunities for learning. This can be 

seen particularly in the narratives Todd tells about teaching the video sessions. He 
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stresses that students are required to turn in their completed workbooks in exchange for 

grades, and that it is his responsibility to help them do so (101-03). Judith also addresses 

this aspect of the TAs' job. She, among others, acknowledges that it is her responsibility 

to manage classroom talk. A teacher thus has to provide fair access to learning for all 

students. 

From the above observations, the following list of positive TA qualities results. 

TAs should 

• be understanding towards students in their efforts to try to use the foreign language, 

• make sure student abilities and knowledge structures are adequately represented and 

considered on exams, 

• be fair graders, 

• be communicative teachers, as well as 

• providers of opportunities for learning, 

• be competent in the language they are teaching, 

• understand departmental procedures and policies, 

• be hardworking and helpful towards their colleagues, and 

• possess a sense of humor. 

The qualities listed above are also supported by the culture of the basic language program 

at this particular German Studies department. 
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6.1.4. Students as Presented in the Narratives 

In the majority of the narratives which feature students protagonists, these are 

portrayed as cheating, unreasonable, or lazy. These portrayals are hardly ever challenged, 

and if they are, the challenge is disputed by the majority of the group members. This 

negative student behavior and attitude nwis counter to what the TAs consider the 

students' role in the learning process. The TAs regard the students as possessing a major 

part in the learning and teaching enterprise, positing that students have to take the 

responsibility for their own learning - again a perspective also advocated by the culture of 

the language program. The following quote representatively speaks for most of the TAs. 

Its final parts also echo the general disillusion prevalent among the groups; 

What it should be, I think, that students come prepared to class, 
and they should realize that I'm not there to just teach them, 
that they have this active part in learning and that they are not 
going to learn anything if they just expect to get knowledge from 
me, you know, like this junior college advertisement on TV all the 
time, what is it, "some college will give you the knowledge." I 
don't see myself like that at all, like I'm giving them the 
knowledge. I think that they really have to want to absorb 
something, otherwise they are not going to absorb anything. And I 
think lots of students come with that kind of attitude, like they 
pay for this class, it's just a requirement, and I have to help 
them get through it somehow, and that's just not how I see their 
role. (interview / Sonja) 

Based on this general frustration about student interest in and motivation for learning, it is 

not surprising that overall, the picture painted of students in the narratives tends to be a 

negative one. 

Students making demands for grades are presented in a particularly negative light. 

The TAs implicitly criticize that they are only "drooling after these grades,"" as one TA 

describes it (interview / Andy). Students are frequently presented as not recognizing the 
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relationship between work and grades, and the fact that they have to make an eflfort in 

return for their grade. Requests for better grades or even extra credit are generally judged 

as unreasonable by ail TAs. On the other hand, however, students turning in assignments 

late are portrayed in a more generous light. The TAs try to make allowances for possible 

student omissions and do not expect absolute perfection. In the course of co-narrations, 

they agree that students will loose some points for fate assignments, but will not be 

punished so harshly that they might be discouraged. Students are thus not required to be 

perfectionists. Rather, they are expected to make a genuine eflfort at participating in the 

learning and teaching process. In this context, it also appears that students who present 

their TAs with viable excuses ahead of time are more likely to be granted exceptions than 

those who simply present their omissions in a matter-of-fact way. 

Most of the occurrences which the TAs relate about students addressing or 

challenging them focus on grading and testing issues. In contrast, in their interviews the 

majority of the TAs state that they would like to be a "guide" and a "facilitator in 

learning" (interview / Dorothea), and that they would like to "provide opportunities [for 

students] to use the language" (interview / Michael). Their attempts frequently seem to 

fail due to the students' preoccupation with their grades and their insistence on equating 

teachers with evaluators only. Rather than seeing their teachers as providers of 

opportunities, they regard them as evaluators. 

It is important to note in this context that the TAs do not turn down or negatively 

evaluate every student challenge. Student challenges which are presented as acceptable 



303 

are those which address issues related to teaching tasks as well as to classroom 

management. If material has not been presented yet, such as for example the forms of 

question words (101-02), student queries are presented as legitimate. This approach rests 

on the assumption that students cannot be expected to work with material which has not 

been presented in class. In addition, students complaining about not getting enough floor 

time in the classroom are not presented in an entirely negative light either. The TAs 

realize that there are different student personalities, some of which might have a harder 

time seizing the floor. They also acknowledge that being able to talk in class is not the 

students' sole responsibility, but that the teacher also has to provide opportunities for fair 

participation. 

Evaluations of talkative versus shyer students are rather ambivalent. Of course, if 

the talkative students only speak in English instead of in the foreign language and distract 

classmates, this is certainly judged negatively. However, many classes also seem to have 

at least one student who is very talkative in German. In these cases, the student's 

evaluation varies from negative to positive, and the TAs seem to experience a conflict of 

interest. On the one hand, they appreciate and also require active student participation. 

On the other hand, these students potentially prevent their classmates from taking the floor 

and expressing themselves in the foreign language. In their narratives, the TAs negotiate 

their images of these talkative students, and discuss whether to evaluate them positively or 

to identify them as problem cases. 
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Although there seems to be an abundance of negative narratives about students in 

this database, not all tales about them are critical. In a few narratives, students are also 

presented in a positive light, as making an effort and being involved in the process of 

learning. In the humorous narratives about puns which students inadvertently sometimes 

create when using the foreign language, for instance, they are portrayed in a sympathetic 

light, as people struggling with a difiBcult task. In the success stories, students are 

depicted as actively participating in class assignments. 

These stories are comparatively few, but they are examples of the kind of 

participatory pedagogy evaluated positively by the TAs and also advocated by the 

department. The TAs report it as success when students are taken by the material and 

drawn into the situation so that it ahnost seems to run its own course, without much 

teacher intervention. Sabine's students, for instance, in response to the " finest culture 

portfolio" adopt the interview &ame established by the presenter, and without any teacher 

guidance add a question - answer sequence to the presentation. Sabine as well as her 

audience positively evaluate this student initiative. 

In sum, although narratives prevail which negatively evaluate students as lazy, 

cheating or unreasonable, the TAs certainly also share positive experiences fi'om their 

classrooms. Most of these are connected to students making an effort at working with the 

languf^e, as well as to students actively participating in class and enjoying this. 
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6.2. Conclusion 

This study investigated co-narration among four groups of TAs during their 

weekly coordination meetings in which they discussed issues pertinent to their classroom 

practice. In contrast to most other studies which explored teachers' narratives elicited in 

an artificial context, this project focused on narratives produced in a naturalistic 

environment. 

The present analysis concentrated on narratives centered around initiating unusual 

or unexpected events set in the past, present or future. The narratives co-constructed in 

teacher discourse were grouped into the following five categories: Hypothetical 

narratives, pretellings, stories, stories stepping into the future, and unmarked tales. 

The major themes emerging fi-om the narratives told during the meetings 

concerned test taking and grading issues. While these concerns seemed highly prevalent 

among the TAs teaching 100-level courses, their unportance appeared to decrease for the 

200-level TAs. This might be due to the fact that the 100-level syllabus is much more 

complex than its higher-level counterpart. It consists of more components whose 

weighting and shape is fi^equently discussed in narrative form. Other themes which were 

found to be addressed in the narratives concern the following issues (in order of firequency 

of occurrence across all groups); Teaching tasks, essay writing, speaking, other, 

classroom management, test construction, professional conduct, attendance, culture 

presentations, and homework assignments. 
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The narratives were found to have three major social fimctions: The sharing of 

experiences, the seeking or giving of advice, as well as the shaping of policies. It was 

found that hypothetical narratives and pretellings mainly occur during policy-shaping 

events; stories were mainly told during sharing events; and stories stepping into the future 

as well as unmarked tales were related mainly during advice-oriented events. It is 

interesting to note that there are differences across the groups as far as the amount of co-

narration in general as well as during specific events is concerned. These differences were 

ascribed to group size, group dynamics, and the teaching experience of group members. 

During the three social projects or speech events mentioned above, the TAs 

managed various social processes, and established various local discourse identities for 

themselves. During sharing events, they mainly told narratives to establish themselves as 

ratified members of their group. Sharing similar experiences, as well as sharing laughter at 

times, helped them to establish positive group rapport and group cohesion. Most of their 

narratives during sharing events focused on fhistrating experiences involving students. 

When co-narrating these, the TAs aligned themselves with other group members and 

against their students, establishing a contrast between themselves as the positive in-group 

versus the students as the negative out-group. In a few tales, however, the TAs also 

positively aligned themselves with their students. They described the students as actively 

participating in class or as making efforts to use the foreign language. In these particular 

narratives, the TAs positioned themselves as well-meaning or understanding pedagogues 

who realize how di£5cult it is to leam a foreign language. 
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Apart from establishing themselves as competent members of their teaching group 

during co-narration, it was also demonstrated that the TAs use these events for identifying 

themselves as individuals with individual experiences. This became especially obvious 

when considering story sequences narrated by different tellers. No matter how similar 

narrative themes and characters are across stories, there are still differences between these. 

Telling similar stories helped the TAs situate themselves as group members, while 

providing their own very specific details in these stories allowed them at the same time to 

position themselves as an individual with singular experiences. 

During advice-oriented events, the narrating TAs located themselves as seekers of 

advice. Addressing mainly their head coordinator, they positioned her as their major 

source of advice. They thus implied that the advice their TA colleagues could give them 

would not be adequate. This strategy helped them prevent the construction of an 

asymmetrical situation in which they might appear less competent than their colleagues. 

Furthermore, the TAs frequently told sequences of narratives in order to illustrate the 

complexity of their problems and to thus stress that they were not incompetent teachers 

but that then- indivddual situations were difBcult. Another face-saving strategy was for 

tellers to portray themselves in their narratives as figures who are in control over the 

events. 

During most advice-oriented events, the TAs presented themselves as aligned with 

the narrator and against the teller. In some rarer instances, they also aligned themselves 

with theu" students. This was mainly the case when difficult teaching tasks were at issue. 
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Then students were portrayed as having legitimate demands which the individual TA was 

not always able to answer. 

During policy-shaping events, the TAs frequently presented themselves as their 

students' spokespersons. Telling narratives, they were able to raise particular cases, to 

draw implications from the particular to the general, and to thus shape policies. Their 

tales asked group members to realign themselves towards suggested policies and to 

consider student abilities, their knowledge and effort in more detail. In general, policies 

which allowed for some student omissions were more likely to be accepted than policies 

which were black and white. 

The database also includes narratives which could initially be interpreted as part of 

one speech event, but whose function changed in the course of co-narration and audience 

input. When sharing narratives related events which were apparently unfinished (in the 

form of unmarked tales or stories stepping into the future), the TAs occasionally felt the 

need to provide the teller with some advice. Also, when sharing events addressed a 

problem which other TAs had previously experienced, they positioned themselves as 

experts on the situation. In these cases, even if advice was not explicitly called for, they 

shared the strategies they had developed for overcoming the problem. Sharing events 

which addressed issues pertinent to grading and testing were likely to be turned into 

policy-shaping events, since they seemed to carry relevance for all group members. 

In a few instances, advice-oriented narratives were not received as such by their 

audience, but were interpreted as sharing events. No advice was given, and interlocutors 



309 

did not ratify the teller as a seeker of advice. These few cases concerned grading issues, 

and the group's reaction could be read as an approval of the tellers' grading procedure. 

Other advice-oriented narratives were taken to have a policy-shaping function by the 

audience. Again, this was mainly the case with narratives related to testing and grading 

issues. The shifting was mainly accomplished by the audience. In some instances, the 

tellers themselves accomplished the shifting. When TAs criticized specific teaching 

materials in their narratives, their requests for advice in the form of teaching strategies was 

fi'equently carried further to a call for a change in materials. 

Among narratives told during policy-shaping events, there is only one tale which is 

interpreted by the audience as initiating a different event. This tale concerns a grading 

policy suggested. Since the policy is considered too harsh by the coordinators, the telling 

is turned into an advice-oriented event in which the narrator is advised what to do in a 

particular situation. In general, it appeared that most shifting occurred with respect to 

narratives about grading and testing issues. These topics were perceived to have far-

reaching implications for all group members and to thus require the group's input. 

It is not surprising that issues of grading and testing should generally raise 

increased interest among the TAs. In their dual role as teachers and graduate students, 

TAs are both at the distributing and at the receiving end of the grading machinery. They 

are easily able to identify with their own students' concerns, and as their spokespersons 

argue against grading policies which sometimes appear too strict. As teachers, they have 

the power to partially influence these grading policies, and they actively provide their 
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input. At the same time, however, they are also the guardians of the system. The TAs in 

this data sample seemed to be aware of their responsibility to construct fair exams and to 

also prevent their students from cheating. 

In conclusion it can be stated that the TAs in this study used narratives to describe 

particular cases and to thus get their audiences involved in a social project to be 

accomplished. It is the particular which raises people's interest, and with this strategy, 

tellers managed to influence the participation frameworks of the moment, to confirm or 

challenge subjective assumptions or theories, and to influence decisions about policies. 

6.3. Ultimate Summary 

To wrap up this discussion, the research questions will be addressed one more time 

in brief 

1. What types of narratives arise in the TA discourse and why? 

The narrative types identified in this study include hypothetical tales, pretellings, 

stories, stories stepping into the future, and unmarked tales. Both hypothetical tales and 

pretellings are primarily narrated to influence the shaping of teaching related policies. 

Stories, on the other hand, are primarily told to share experiences. Stories stepping into 

the future and unmarked tales are mainly related when seeking advice. 
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2. What salient themes arise from the TA narratives over the course of the semester? 

What are the differences across groups? 

The following themes emerged from the TA narratives: Grading, test taking, 

teaching tasks, essay writing, speaking, other, classroom management, test construction, 

professional conduct, attendance, culture presentations, and homework assignments. The 

most striking result here indicates that the 200-level TAs are less preoccupied with the 

grade-related aspects of teaching than their 100-level colleagues. This difference was 

ascribed to differences in syllabus design at the two levels. 

i. What larger social projects are accomplished by the tellings, i.e., what are general 

interactional purposes of the narratives within the TA discourse? What are the 

differences across grottps? 

Narratives were mainly told during the meetings to accomplish the sharing of 

experiences, the requesting and giving of advice, as well as the shaping of policies. While 

the 100-level TAs were mainly engaged in the shaping of policies during co-narration, 

their 200-Ievel colleagues were more active as far as the sharing of experiences was 

concerned. This difference was ascribed to differences in group size and group dynamics, 

as well as to the demands of a complex syllabus which might have required more policy 

negotiations. 
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4. What teacher-teacher relationships of the moment are negotiated during the tellings, 

i.e., what local participation frameworks and discourse identities are established? 

During co-narrations, the TAs presented themselves as group members as well as 

autonomous individuals. While they generally displayed alignment with colleagues who 

were challenged by their students, they also at times identified themselves as student 

spokespersons and in opposition with the group, mainly as far as issues of grading and 

testing were concerned. When seeking advice, the TAs generally were reluctant to 

acknowledge their peers as givers of advice, and thus worked to prevent the construction 

of asymmetrical relationships in which one TA might appear more competent than the 

other. 

5. Haw are students and teachers, as well as the relationship between them, portrayed in 

the narratives? 

While the majority of the narratives portrayed students as lazy, cheating or 

unreasonable, a few also honored them as hard-working and trying to succeed in learning 

the foreign language. Frequently, and mainly with respect to issues of grading, students 

were depicted as challenging their teachers. The TAs themselves were generally described 

as competent speakers of the foreign language, understanding and trying pedagogues, 

communicative teachers, and providers of opportunities for learning. Overall, they also 

portrayed themselves to be fair graders who take into account student knowledge 

structures and abilities. 
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6.4. Limitations of this Study 

This work contributed to the research in the area of teacher narratives in its effort 

to study naturalistically occurring data. However, there are also certain limitations of the 

study which need to be addressed in this context. First, the presence of the tape recorder 

and video-camera, although set up as unobtrusively as possible, may have distorted the 

kind of data produced by participants. Second, since only a limited number of groups 

were taped, the results of this study are not generalizable beyond a certain point. Third, 

comparisons between groups were rendered difficult because the groups were of varying 

sizes. Furthermore, due to extemporaneous circumstances, it was not possible to tape the 

same number of meetings for every group. Fourth, in the interpretation of narratives and 

events, participants were not given a voice. Ideally, an analysis of the findings should also 

take into account their own interpretations of the interactions observed. Fifth, it went 

beyond the scope of this study to consider in any detail cultural differences which may 

have existed between participants. Future research could also include a look at potential 

culture specific ways of narrating in the context of TA meetings. 

6.5. Directions for Furtlier Research 

Besides a look at cultural differences in narration, fiirther research could also study 

the narratives teachers tell in the context of their meetings, and then compare and relate 

these to the teachers' actual classroom practice. Observing teachers in their classrooms 

might provide interesting additional insights into their narrated interpretations of 
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classroom events. It might also ofifer valuable comparisons between the images teachers 

portray of themselves in their narratives and those they actually construct in their 

classrooms. In addition, it might be fruitful to compare teacher narratives with student 

narratives on the same classroom events in order to investigate contrasts in underlying 

beliefs and assumptions between those two groups. 

Future research could also set up longitudinal studies in which groups of TAs are 

followed in their coordination meetings from their first semester of teaching to their last. 

Data gathered this way could provide important insights into how teacher understandings 

of their classroom practice, their interpretation of events, their images of themselves as 

teachers as well as their image of students change over time. Another aspect to be 

investigated is the effect of varying group sizes on the amovmt of co-narration which 

occurs during meetings. In this context, it would also be interesting to explore the 

potential role of gender on participants' contributions during the different speech events. 

Due to the limited sample size, it was not possible within the present context to draw any 

general conclusions on the relationship between gender, group size, group dynamics, and 

amount of co-narration. 

In order to formulate more general statements also about the connections between 

the level of teachers' experience and their professional concerns, as well as their image of 

themselves and of their students, it will be necessary to gather more data of meetings 

spread across different levels of teaching experience. In sum, since only few studies have 
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focused on the analysis of naturalistically occurring teacher narratives, numerous 

unexplored avenues remain for future research endeavors. 

6.6. Some Practical Implications 

Some final observations to be mentioned here concern the implications of this 

study for the organization of coordination meetings. The interviews conducted with TAs, 

assistant coordinators, coordinator and language program director in this particular 

department revealed some interesting differences. While TAs and assistant coordinators, 

(who also occupied the status of TAs), agreed that the meetings were held mainly to 

discuss exams and problem students, both the program director and the coordinator also 

considered the TAs' professional development and their initiation to team work an 

essential purpose and goal of the meetings. The program director also stresses this aspect 

elsewhere; 

[...] perhaps one of the most fertile opportunities for development are the weekly, 
course-specific coordination meetings in which ail aspects of teaching as a 
professional endeavor are "cussed and discussed." (Wildner-Bassett, 1992, p. 154) 

The TAs in this program sometimes seemed to experience their coordination 

meetings as a "waste of time"(Anna). Markus admitted that he gets "fiustrated, because 

there's just some things we talk about that have absolutely no significance." Listening to 

the different voices present within a program, and exploring expectations and subjective 

theories not only about teaching-related issues but also about professional concerns might 

be beneficial to all members of the department. It seems that an explicit discussion about 
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expectations and frustrations regarding the meetings might have been conducive to 

improving the working relationships in this particular semester. In this way, TAs, assistant 

coordinators, coordinator, and language program director would have been better able to 

co-construct expectations, means and goals for their professional development. 

Narratives told during coordination meetings could also serve as a tool to actively 

further the TAs' professional development. Wallace (1993), building on concepts 

developed by Schon (1983), suggests that teachers should expand on their "knowledge-in

action" (Schon, 1983, p.49) by reflecting on it. This reflection will help them increase 

their professional knowledge and competence. In other words, teachers as well as teacher 

trainers should reflect on the tacit knowledge or intuitions which inform many of their 

classroom decisions and behaviors. While Wallace (1993) proposes that tools such as 

videos of actual teaching, microteaching sessions, or classroom observations be used to 

enable shared reflections, it is suggested here that TA narratives might also be employed 

to this end. In the course of co-narration, the TAs' underlying assumptions and theories 

could be explicitly addressed, discussed and analyzed "with a view to professional 

development of the teacher or teachers concerned" (Wallace, 1993, p. 109). 

In sum, listening to and working with teacher narratives can help both researchers 

and teacher developers explore and shape the "professional culture of teachers" (Kainan, 

1994, p. 157) within a program. The data gathered and analyzed in this process can, of 

course, also contribute to the generation of further research questions and projects. 
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Appendix A 
Consent Form 

Teachers Talking Shop: 
A Discourse Study of TA Coordination Meetings 

I am being asked to read the following material to ensure that I am informed of the nature 
of this research study and of how I will participate in it, if I consent to do so. Signing this 
form, I will indicate that I have been so informed and that I give my consent. Federal 
regulations require written informed consent prior to participation in this research study so 
that I can know the nature and risks of my participation and can decide to participate or 
not participate in a free and informed manner. 

PURPOSE: I am being invited to participate voluntarily in the above-title research 
project. The purpose of this project is to investigate how language is used in this very 
specific context of TA coordination meetings. 

SELECTION CRITERIA; I am being invited to participate because I am a TA in the 
Department of German Studies. Approximately 17 subjects will participate in this study. 

STANDARD TREATMENTS: Should I choose not to participate, this will have no 
negative consequences. 

PROCEDURES: If I agree to participate, I wiU be asked to consent to the following: to 
fill out a questionnaire; to be audio- and videotaped during coordination meetings; to 
participate in an taped interview with the researcher, Birgit M. Meerholz-Haerle. 

RISKS: There are no physical, emotional, social, or psychological risks associated with 
this project. 

BENEFITS: I will be able to reflect on the dynamics and purposes of coordination 
meetings. 

CONFIDENTIALITY: Any information about me, my activities in this study, my answers 
to the questionnaire in this study, and my interview with the researcher will be held in 
confidence. The only person who will have access to this information will be Birgit M. 
Meerholz-Haerle, the researcher for this project. 

PARTICIPATION COSTS AND SUBJECT COMPENSATION: There are no monetary 
costs to me for this project. I realize that an interview might take up 30 minutes once 
during the semester. 
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AUTHORIZATION: Before giving my consent by signing this form, the methods, 
inconveniences, risks and benefits have been explained to me, and my questions have been 
answered. I understand that I may ask questions at any time and that I am fi'ee to 
withdraw fi-om the project at any time without causing bad feelings. My participation in 
this project may be ended by the investigator or by the sponsor for reasons that would be 
explained. New information developed during the course of this study which may affect 
my willingness to continue this research project will be given to me as it becomes 
available. I understand that this consent form will be filed in an area designated by the 
Human Subjects Committee with access restricted to the principal researcher, Birgit M. 
Meerholz-Haerle, or authorized representative of the Interdisciplinary Ph.D. Program in 
Second Language Acquisition and Teaching. I understand that I do not give up any of my 
legal rights by signing this form. A copy of this signed consent form will be given to me. 

Subject's Signature Date 

INVESTIGATOR'S AFFIDAVIT: I have carefiilly explained to the subject the nature of 
the above project. I hereby certify that to the best of my knowledge the person who is 
signing this consent form understands clearly the nature, demands, benefits, and risks 
involved in his/her participation, and his/her signature is legally valid. A medical problem 
or language or educational barrier has not precluded this understanding. 

Signature of Investigator Date 
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Seating Arrangements 
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101 Group; Ingrid* (In), Michael** (Mi), Andy (An), Dorothea (Do), Ka^a (Ka), 
Todd (To) 

* Coordinator, ** Assistant Coordinator 

101-01 54 min. 

Ingrid* 

• 
Michael* • 

Katja 

• 

Andy 

Todd 

• 
Dorothea 

Comments; 

Michael* • 

Andy 

• 

Dorothea 

Katja 

101-02 61 min. 

Ingrid* 

Comments: 
Andy late 

101-03 32 min. 

Ingrid* 

• Katja 

• • 
• Todd 

Todd • 

Michael** 

Dorothea 

Andy 

• 

Comments 
Dorothea late 

101-04 52 min. 

Ingrid* 

• 
Dorothea 

Katja 

• • 

• 
Todd 

Michael** 

• 
Comments: 

Andy missing 

101-05 68 min. 

Ingrid* 

Michael** 

• 

Katja 

Todd 

• 
Dorothea 

• 

Andv 

Comments: 

101-06 65 min. 

Ingrid* 

Michael** 

Todd 

• 

• 

• 
Andy 

Katja 

• 

Comments: 
Dorothea missing 

101-07 58 min. 

Dorothea 

• 

Todd 

• 

Ingrid* 

Andy 

Katja 

Michael** 

Comments: 
Ingrid late 

101-08 26 min. 

• 
Dorothea 

Katja 

• 
Michael** 

Todd 

Andy 

Comments: 
Ingrid missing 

Todd late 

101-09 67 min. 

Ingrid* 

• 
Katja 

Dorothea 

• 

• 
Michael** 

Todd 

Andv 

Comments: 
Andy, Dorothea late 
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102 Group: Ingrid* (In), Judith** (Ju), Anna (An), Christian (Ch), Janet (Ja), 
Markus (Ma), Nadia (Na), Phil (Ph) 

* Coordinator, ** Assistant Coordinator 

102-01 57min. 

Ingrid* 

Madja 

Christian 

Markus 

Judith*' 

Anna 

Phil 

Janet 

Comments; 
Anna, Judith, Nadja 

late 

102-02 48min. 

Ingrid* Judith** 

Janet Nadja 

Christian 

Anna 

Markus 

Phil 

Comments; 

102-03 49 min. 

Ingrid* 

• 

Anna 

Christian 

Janet 

Nadja 

• 

Phil 

Comments; 
Judith, Markus 

missing 

102-04 54 min. 

Judith** 

Ingrid* 

Anna 

Christian 

Phil 

• 
Janet 

Nadja 

Markus 

Comments; 

102-05 31 min. 

Ingrid* 

Anna 

Christian 

Nadja 

Judith** 

Janet 

Markus 

Phil 

Comments; 

102-4)6 64 min. 

Judith*' 
Ingrid* 

Christian 

Anna 

Nadja 

• 
Janet 

Phil 

Markus 

Comments; 

102-07 47 min. 

Judith" 

Ingrid' 

Anna 

Nadja 

Markus 

• 
Janet 

Phil 

Christian 

Comments; 
Phil late 

102-08 46 min. 

Judith** 

Ingrid* Nadja 

Anna 

Phil 

Markus shelf 

r^door 
Comments; 

Christian, Janet missing 
(in ML 561) 

Ingrid* 

102-09 56 min. 

Judith** 

• 
Anna 

Phil 

Christian 

• 
Janet 

Markus 

Comments: 
Nadja missing 



323 

Ingrid* 

Anna 

Nadja 

Phil 

102-10 Slmin. 

Judith** 

Janet 

Christian 

Markus 

Comments: 
Markus late 

201 Group; Ingrid* (In), Michael (Mi), Annette (An) 
* Coordinator 

201-01.02.03 

Annette 

• 

Ingrid* 

• 
Michael 

• 

01: 39 min. 
02: 48 min. 
03: 36 min. 

202 Group; Ingrid* (In), Judith, (Ju) Sabine (Sa), Sonja (So) 
* Coordinator 

202-01 48 min. 

Sonja 

Ingrid* 

• 

Comments: 

202-02 S2 min. 

Judith Sonja 

Sabine • 
• Ingrid* 

Judith 

• 
Sabine 

Comments: 
Sabine late 

S<xija 

• 

Ingrid* 

202-03 52 min. 

Judith 

• 
Sabine 

• 

Comments: 
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Appendix C 
Outline for Semi-Structured Interviews 

I. With the TAs: 

General Background Information: 
1. Age? 
2. Nationality? 
3. How many years have you been living in the US? 

(If applicable: Why did you come to the US?) 
Have you spent any time in other countries? 
If yes: where, how long, and in what capacity? 

4. What languages do you speak/read/write? Proficiency? 
5. What degrees do you hold? In what fields? 
6. In the German Studies program, did you select pedagogy as your minor? 
7. What professional experience do you have apart fi-om teaching? 
8. How long have you been teaching? Where? 
9. What levels/types of courses have you been teaching? 
10. Why are you teaching? How did you come to FL teaching? 
11. Where did you receive your teacher training? 
12. What are your thoughts on the teacher training which you received at this 

institution? 
13. Which parts of your teacher training were most beneficial to you? 
14. On a scale fi"om one to ten (ten being the best), how much do you enjoy teaching? 
15. Describe your role as a teacher. 
16. Describe the role of students. 
17. When you think back to your time as a high school or college student, did you 

like school? Did you like your teachers? 
18. How did you experience your own FL education? Does your own FL experience 

influence the way you teach? 

Questions Pertaining Specifically to the Coordination Meetings: 
19. On the day of your coordination meetings, what does your schedule generally look 

like? 
20. What do you consider the purpose(s) of the coordination meetings? (Examples?) 
21. If you were to ask one of the coordinators about the purpose(s) of the meetings, 

what do you think th^ would say? 
22. Describe your role in the meetings. 
23. Describe the coordinators' role in the meetings. 
24. Do you discuss problems you experience in the classroom with the other TAs 

outside the coordination meetings? 
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24. How do this semester's meetings compare to coordination meetings in other 
semesters? 

24. What are your professional plans after you finish your degree? 
25. Anything you would like to add? 

n. With the Head Coordinator and the Assistant Coordinators: 

General Background Information: 
1. Age? 
2. Nationality? 
3. How many years have you been living in the US? 

(If applic£d)le: Why did you come to the US?) 
Have you spent any time in other countries? 
If yes: where, how long, and in what capacity? 

4. What languages do you speak/read/write? Proficiency? 
5. What degrees to you hold? In what fields? 
6. What professional experience do you have apart fi*om teaching? 

How long have you been working as a teacher and/or coordinator? Where? 
8. What levels/types of courses have you been teaching/coordinating? 
9. Why are you teaching? How did you come to FL teaching? 
10. Where did you receive your teacher training? 
11. What are your thoughts on the teacher training which you received at this 

institution? 
12. Which parts of your teacher training were most beneficial to you? 
13. On a scale firom one to ten (ten being the best), how much do you enjoy teaching? 
14. Describe your role as a teacher. 
15. Describe the role of students. 
16. When you think back to your time as a high school or college student, did you like 

school? Did you like your teachers? 
17. How did you experience your own FL education? Does your own FL 

experience influence the way you teach? 

Questions Pertaining Specifically to the Coordination Meetings: 
18. On the day of your coordination meetings, what does your schedule generally look 

like? 
19. What do you consider the purpose(s) of the coordination meetmgs? (Examples?) 
20. If you were to ask TAs about the purpose(s) of the meetings, what do you think 

they would say? 
21. Describe your role in the meetings. 
22. Describe the TAs' role in the meetings. 
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23. How do this semester's meetings compare to coordination meetings in other 
semesters? 

24. What are your professional plans after you finish this semester? 
25. Anything you would like to add? 

in. With the Director of the Basic Language Program: 

General Background Information: 
1. Age? 
2. Nationality? 
3. How many years have you been living in the US? 

Have you spent any time in other countries? 
(If yes: where, how long, and in what capacity?) 

4. What languages do you speak/read/write? Proficiency? 
5. What degrees to you hold? In what fields? 
6. What courses do you teach here at this university? 
7. How long have you been working as the director of the basic language program? 
8. (Where) Did you receive training as a GAT supervisor? If applicable, what are 

your thoughts on the training you received? 
9. Describe your role as the GAT supervisor and director of the basic language 

program. 
10. Describe your teaching philosophy. 
11. Does your teaching philosophy differ fi-om that of the department? 
12- What approach to teaching and to dealing with students do you teach to the TAs? 
13. Describe the role of the TAs both within the classroom and within the department. 
14. What do you consider the purposes of the coordination meetings? 
15. Anything you would like to add? 
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Appendix D 
The Syllabus: Some Excerpts 

I. Excerpts from the 101 /102 Syllabus (Spring 1996): 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION: 
German 101 will include the first 7 chapters of the textbook. German 102 will include 
Chapters 8-14 of the textbook. The courses meet four (4) times a week, and you must 
plan an additional hour per week for the video session. The course organization consists 
of four different modules: 

a. REGULAR CLASS IS TAUGHT 3 TIMES A WEEK, MONDAY, TUESDAY, AND 
THURSDAY, with the emphasis on developing proficiency in the 4 skills and culture 
learning, on commimicative practice and student-student interaction, and on situational 
skill-getting and skill-using based on as much authentic use of German as possible. 

b. VIDEO VIEWING SESSIONS: There are reserved times for German students on 
Wednesdays and Fridays in the ML Bldg. at regular German 101 or 102 class times. 
Instructors will announce room numbers for your class. The video-workbook exercises in 
Zielpunkt Deutsch must be completed and tumed in to your instructor at the time of your 
chapter exams. 

c. REQUIRED SELF-STUDY OF THE LISTENING COMPREHENSION 
SEGMENTS OF THE AUDIO TAPES which accompany the textbook. Students get 
copies of the tapes and listen to them on their own time, and complete the workbook 
exercises. These workbooks are an excellent source of grammar practice, functional use 
of language, and communicative practice of reading, writing and speaking skills. 

d. REQUIRED ATTENDANCE AND ACTIVE PARTICIPATION IN THE ORAL 
PRACTICE ("SPEABCEASY") SESSIONS: Speaking topics originate in the video 
sessions and are then reinforced through oral practice in the speak-easy sessions. Students 
are required to attend speak-easy sessions, which take place on Wednesdays (101) or 
Fridays (102), in your regular classroom. The three chapter exams will usually be 
administered during scheduled speak-easy sessions rather than during other classroom 
sessions. 

TESTING: There will be fi"equent short quizzes (announced and unannounced). Your 
instructor may permit one or more quizzes to be discounted in compiling the final grade. 
There will be 3 comprehensive examinations, each covering two textbook chapters. In 
addition to the classroom quizzes and written exams, there will be one oral exam and a 
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cumulative final examination. If you have an acceptable, excused absence for a chapter 
exam, given to your instructor before the exam, you may schedule a make-up exam. No 
other quizzes or tests may be made up because of absence. 

II. Excerpts from the 201 / 202 Syllabus (Spring 1996): 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION: 
German 201 / 202 meets daily, Monday through Thursday. There is no regular lab 
meeting for the class as a whole, but all students are required to practice with the audio 
tapes that come with your textbook. The Spiralen video-tapes will be shown during 
classtime, at regular intervals. 

TESTING AND FINAL GRADING; Individual instructors will be giving aimounced and 
unannounced quizzes during the semester. You will also have some written homework 
weekly. There will be three one-hour exams. The final exam will cover a general review 
of the course material. 

Your grade in this course will be based on class participation, attendance, preparation of 
oral and written homework and project assignments, one culture portfolio and report, 
quizzes, three chapter exams and the final exam, which count as follows: 

FINAL GRADE: 
Activity 

Exams. 3 during semester and the Final 
Oral Exam 
Speakeasy 
Culture Portfolio and Report 
Homework, Participation, Quizzes and Classwork 
Video Sessions 

Percentage of Grade 
45 
5 

15 
10 
15 
10 

10% homework, attendance 
10% journal 
15% quizzes 
30% one-hour exams 
15% final exam 
10% culture report and presentation 
10% workbook and writing 

A missed quiz cannot be made up; you must have a verifiable excuse, communicated to 
your instructor before the scheduled examination, to make up a missed test. 



Appendix E: Themes by Narrative Categories 

101 Group; Themes by Narrative Categories 

Grad
ing 

Test 
Tkg. 

Test 
Const. 

Teach. 
Tasks 

Class 
Mgmt. 

Prof. 
Cond. 

Essay Speak
ing 

Cult. 
Pres. 

Atten
dance 

Home 
work 

Other Total 

Hyp.Narr. 13 5 1 0 0 0 9 0 0 3 1 0 32 
Pretelling 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 7 
Story 5 5 1 5 1 6 1 3 3 0 0 2 32 
Story 
(Stepping 
into Future) 

2 2 0 2 2 0 1 0 0 2 0 2 13 

Unmarked 1 1 0 7 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 13 

Grand Total 23 13 2 16 5 8 13 3 3 5 1 5 97 

102 Group: Themes by Narrative Categories 

Grad
ing 

Test 
Tkg. 

Test 
Const. 

Teach. 
Tasks 

Class 
Mgmt. 

Prof. 
Cond. 

Essay Speak
ing 

Cult. 
Pres. 

Atten
dance 

Home 
work 

Other Total 

Hyp.Narr, II 8 0 2 0 0 3 1 0 1 1 0 27 
Pretelling 3 8 5 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 20 
Story 2 4 0 1 1 1 1 3 0 0 0 1 14 
Story 
(Stepping 
into Future) 

4 8 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 4 0 0 19 

Unmarked 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 5 

Grand Total 22 28 6 4 1 2 5 4 4 6 1 2 85 



201 Group; Themes by Narrative Categories 

Grad
ing 

Test 
Tkg. 

Test 
Const. 

Teach. 
Tasks 

Class 
Mgmt. 

Prof. 
Cond. 

Essay Speak
ing 

Cult. 
Pres. 

Atten
dance 

Home 
work 

Other Total 

Hyp.Narr. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Pretelling 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
Story 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 
Story 
(Stepping 
into Future) 

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 

Unmarked 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Grand Total 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 

202 Group: Themes by Narrative Categories 

Grad
ing 

Test 
Tkg. 

Test 
Const. 

Teach. 
Tasks 

Class 
Mgmt. 

Prof. 
Cond. 

Essay Speak
ing 

Cult. 
Pres. 

Atten
dance 

Home 
work 

Other Total 

Hyp.Narr. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pretelling 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 
Story 4 2 4 6 2 0 2 1 1 0 1 7 30 
Story 
(Stepping 
into Future) 

2 1 0 1 3 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 12 

Unmarked 0 1 0 1 7 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 18 

Grand Total 7 5 5 8 12 0 5 13 1 0 1 7 64 



Groups Total; Themes by Narrative Categories 

Grad Test Test Teach. Class Prof. Essay Speak Cult. Atten Home Other Total 
ing Tkg. Const. Tasks Mgmt. Cond. 

Essay 
ing Pres. dance work 

Other Total 

Hyp.Narr. 25 13 1 2 0 0 12 1 0 4 2 0 60 
Pretelling 6 9 6 3 0 1 2 0 2 1 0 3 33 
Story 11 11 5 12 4 8 4 7 4 0 1 11 78 
Story 
(Stepping 8 11 2 3 5 1 3 3 1 6 0 4 47 

into Future) 
Unmarked 3 2 0 8 9 1 2 9 1 0 0 1 36 

Grand Total 53 46 14 28 18 11 23 20 8 11 3 19 254 
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Appendix F: Count of Speech Events Across Groups 

101 102 201 202 

Advice-oriented 8 6 0 12 
Policy-shaping 28 30 1 3 
Sharing 15 8 7 28 
Hybrid (A-P)^ 7 3 0 0 
Hybrid (A-S) 0 1 0 0 
Hybrid (S-A) 2 0 0 2 
Hybrid (S-P) 5 3 0 0 

Grand Total 65 51 8 45 

' Hybrid (A-P) denotes Hybrid between Advice-oriented and Policy-shaping event Hybrid (A-S) denotes 
Hybrid between Advice-oriented and Sharing event Hybrid (S-A) denotes Hybrid between Sharing and 
Policy-shaping event Hybrid (S-P) denotes Hybrid between Sharing and Policy-shaping event 



Appendix G: Narratives by Speech Events and Themes 
(including hybrids) 

Thematic Orientation of Narratives Told within Sharing Events: 

Grad
ing 

Test 
Tkg. 

Test 
Const. 

Teach. 
Tasks 

Class 
Mgmt. 

Prof. 
Cond. 

Essay Speak
ing 

Cult. 
Pres. 

Atten
dance 

Home 
work 

Other 

101 3 6 0 6 2 8 1 2 1 0 0 1 
102 3 6 2 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 0 2 
201 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 
202 6 4 4 8 1 0 4 1 1 0 1 6 

Total 13 16 7 14 4 9 5 6 3 0 1 13 

Thematic Orientation of Narratives Told within Advice-Oriented Events: 

Grad
ing 

Test 
Tkg. 

Test 
Const. 

Teach. 
Tasks 

Class 
IVIgmt. 

Prof. 
Cond. 

Essay Speak
ing 

Cult. 
Pres. 

Atten
dance 

Home 
work 

Other 

101 3 1 0 7 4 1 1 1 0 4 0 2 
102 3 7 1 0 1 2 0 1 1 5 0. 0 
201 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
202 0 1 0 2 11 0 0 12 0 0 1 0 

Total 6 9 1 9 16 3 1 14 1 9 1 2 



Thematic Orientation of Narratives Told within Policy-Shaping Events: 

Grad
ing 

Test 
Tkg. 

Test 
Const. 

Teach. 
Tasks 

Class 
Mgmt. 

Prof. 
Cond. 

Essay Speak
ing 

Cult. 
Pres. 

Atten
dance 

Home 
work 

Other 

101 20 9 2 11 1 2 13 0 2 2 1 2 
102 20 21 5 4 0 1 5 1 2 3 1 0 
201 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
202 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Total 41 31 8 15 1 3 19 1 4 5 2 4 



Appendix H: Initiation of Narratives 

Count of Speech Events by Initiator for the 101 Group 

Coord Assist TA TA Grand 
(0 (m) (0 (m) Total 

Advice-oriented 2 1 5 0 8 
Policy-shapine 6 3 4 15 28 
Sharing 4 0 4 7 15 
Hybrid (A-P) 3 0 1 3 7 
Hybrid (S-A) 0 0 0 2 2 
Hybrid (S-P) 2 0 2 1 5 

Grand Total 17 4 16 28 65 

Count of Speech Events by Initiator for the 102 Group 

Coord Assist TA TA Grand 
(0 (0 (0 (m) Total 

Advice-oriented 2 0 3 1 6 
Policy-shapins 6 10 5 9 30 
Sharing 1 3 2 2 8 
Hybrid (A-P) 1 0 0 2 3 
Hybrid (A-S) 0 1 0 0 1 
Hybrid (S-P) 0 1 1 1 3 

Grand Total 10 15 11 15 51 



Count of Speech Events by Initiator for the 201 Group 

Coord Assist TA TA Grand 
(f) (f) (m) Total 

Advice-oriented 0 - 0 0 0 
Policy-shaping 0 - 0 I 1 
Sharing I - 4 2 7 
Hybrids 0 - 0 0 0 

Grand Total 1 - 4 3 8 

Count of Speech Events by Initiator for the 202 Group 

Coord Assist TA TA Grand 
(0 (0 (m) Total 

Advice-oriented 1 - 11 - 12 
Policy-shaping 1 - 2 - 3 
Sharing 4 - 24 - 28 
Hybrid (S-A) 1 - I - 2 

Grand Total 7 - 38 - 45 



Appendix I; Main Tellers 

Count of Speech Events by Main Teller for the 101 Group 

Coord Assist TA TA Grand 
(0 (m) (0 (m) Total 

Advice-oriented 2 1 4 I 8 
Policy-shapins 4 3 11 10 28 
Sharing 1 1 4 9 15 
Hybrid (A-P) 1 0 1 5 7 
Hybrid (S-A) 0 0 1 1 2 
Hybrid (S-P) 2 0 1 2 5 

Grand Total 10 5 22 28 65 

Count of Speech Events by Main Teller for the 102 Group 

Coor Assist TA TA Grand 
(K) (0 (f) (m) Total 

Advice-oriented 1 0 3 2 6 
Policy-shaping 6 6 7 11 30 
Sharing 0 4 1 3 8 
Hybrid (A-P) 0 0 1 2 3 
Hybrid (A-S) 0 0 1 0 1 
Hybrid (S-P) 1 0 1 1 3 

Grand Total 8 10 14 19 51 



Count of Speech Events by Main Teller for the 201 Group 

Coord Assist TA TA Grand 
(0 (0 (m) Total 

Advice-oriented 0 - 0 0 0 
Policy-shapins 0 - 0 1 1 
Sharing 1 - 4 2 7 
Hybrids 0 - 0 0 0 

Grand Total 1 - 4 3 8 

Count of Speech Events by Main Teller for the 202 Group 

Coord Assist TA TA Grand 
(0 (0 (m) Total 

Advice-oriented 1 - 11 - 12 
Folicy-shapine 1 - 2 - 3 
Sharing 5 - 23 - 28 
Hybrid (S-A) 0 - 2 - 2 

Grand Total 7 - 38 - 45 



Appendix!: Narrative Closings 

Count of Closings per Participant for the 101 Group 

Coord Assist TA TA Grand 
(0 (m) (f) (m) Total 

Advice-oriented 4 0 0 1 5 
Policy-shaping 12 0 2 3 17 
Sharing 4 0 2 3 9 
Hybrid (A-P) I 0 0 2 3 
Hybrid (S-A) 1 0 I 0 2 
Hybrid (S-P) 0 0 I I 2 

Grand Total 22 0 6 10 38 

Count of Closings per Participant for the 102 Group 

Coord Assist TA TA Grand 
(f) (0 (0 (m) Total 

Advice-oriented I 1 1 0 3 
Policy-shaping 3 9 4 4 20 
Sharing 1 7 0 0 8 
Hybrid (A-P) 1 1 0 1 3 
Hybrid (A-S) 0 1 0 0 1 
Hybrid (S-P) 2 0 0 0 2 

Grand Total 8 19 5 5 37 



Count of Closings per Participant for the 201 Group 

Coord Assist TA TA Grand 
(0 (0 (m) Total 

Advice-oriented 0 - 0 0 0 
Policy-shapine 0 - 0 1 1 
Sharing 5 - 2 0 7 
Hybrids 0 - 0 0 0 

Grand Total 5 - 2 1 8 

Count of Closings per Participant for the 202 Group 

Coord Assist TA TA Grand 
(0 (f) (m) Total 

Advice-oriented 1 - 0 - 1 
Policy-shapins I - 2 - 3 
Sharing 4 - 13 - 17 
Hybrid (S-A) 1 - 1 - 2 

Grand Total 7 - 16 - 23 
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