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ABSTRACT 

 

This study explores dispute sequences in talk between bilingual couples 

communicating in Japanese. Specifically I examine naturally occurring face-to-face 

talk between Japanese wives and their American husbands who communicate 

primarily in Japanese at home. Conversation analysis (CA) is employed to 

document occasions where the talk between these couples evolves into problematic 

talk such as disputes. The analytical focus is on sequences where problematic talk 

is related to the participants’ orientation to such contrasting identities as native/non-

native speaker and expert/novice categories.  

A total of 16 hours of conversations were audio-recorded in the couples’ 

homes while they were engaged in everyday activities such as eating meals. The 

analysis of the data revealed several separate but related issues. First, the couples 

made their language expert and novice identities relevant in their talk when they 

conducted metalingual talk, i.e., talk about the Japanese language. Specifically, 

these identities emerged through repair sequences on occasions when one person 

had difficulty understanding or producing a lexical item and his or her spouse 

provided assistance with the problematic item. Second, problematic episodes, such 

as dispute sequences, were often occasioned by metalingual talk. Third, Japanese 

native and non-native speaker identities were sometimes separated from differential 

language expertise. When this happens, the native speaker disputes it and 

problematic talk occurs.  
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The findings indicated that language expertise should be thought of as 

something that is independent to being a “native speaker” of a language. Being a 

language expert is locally situated in and negotiated through the ongoing talk and 

non-native speakers can be language experts as well. However, the data in this 

study show that the native speakers of Japanese, Japanese wives, sometimes 

perceived their non-native American husbands as disputing their expertise when 

they were engaged in metalingual talk. The American husbands occasionally 

displayed their expertise and argued against their Japanese wives on linguistic 

issues or did not acknowledge the expert information provided by the wives. When 

that happened, their talk became problematic, as the native speaker wives claimed 

that they were the experts and not the non-native husbands. 

In sum, this study revealed that dispute in intercultural marriage is in some 

cases due to language expertise displayed in the interactions. Dispute emerges 

through the on-going talk and is not determined based on the second language 

speaker’s disfluency or differences between the speakers’ cultural backgrounds, a 

claim that is frequently made in other fields such as intercultural communication, 

second language studies, and sociolinguistics. This newly identified phenomena 

based on language expertise is at the root of dispute in bilingual couple talk. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The Background of the Study 

Communication problems such as misunderstandings and disputes seem to occur 

more frequently in intercultural marriages where the partners have different linguistic and 

cultural backgrounds than in those where a couple shares the same culture and language. In 

intercultural communication (ICC)1 environments where conversation participants do not 

share the same linguistic or cultural backgrounds, speakers might not be able to interact 

with each other as successfully due to differences such as communication styles and beliefs 

(e.g., Blum-Kulka, 1997; Cameron, 2001; Gudykunst & Kim, 2003). Thus, some couples 

in intercultural relationships need to undertake significantly more discursive work than 

those in intracultural relationships in order to maintain marital happiness (Pillar, 2002). 

They need to work to co-establish similar beliefs in their marriage while recognizing and 

incorporating each partner’s cultural and linguistic differences. 

Verbal communication is one of the keys to sustaining marital stability: An absence 

of successful communication can be an important cause of unhappiness in marriage, which 

sometimes leads to marital failure (e.g., Fitzpatrick, 1990; Gottman & Levenson, 2000). 

Communication problems can occur between anyone, however, what is ‘problematic’ in 

interaction can differ according to individual conversation participants, and not every 
                                                
1 See Carbaugh (1990) and Stewart and Bennett (1991) for a detailed explanation of 
intercultural communication. 
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communication problem is considered a “problem” in a given instance of interaction 

(Coupland, Wiemann, & Giles, 1991). Learning how couples communicate by identifying 

various sources of miscommunication in actual episodes of interaction through detailed 

analyses of their conversations can offer new perspectives on how talk is accomplished in 

intercultural marriages and helps foster marital happiness between such couples. 

 

Research Framework 

Employing Conversation Analysis (CA) as an analytical tool for examining 

conversation data, this study investigates everyday2 interaction between first and second 

language speakers of Japanese. The participants are bilingual (English and Japanese) 

married couples consisting of an American husband and a Japanese wife living in Japan. 

By examining 16 hours of naturally occurring conversation, I consider one kind of 

communication problem, dispute. In this study, dispute refers to “an argument over 

different stands on a case” (Antaki, 1994, p. 214); dispute is not limited to only obvious 

instances such as quarrels. In this study, I take the position that nothing in communication 

is a problem until at least one conversation participant views it and treats it as such in the 

on-going talk. In other words, intercultural communication problems cannot be assumed 

or expected a priori based on conversation participants’ different linguistic or cultural 

                                                
2  “Daily” or “everyday” conversation means that the interactions are not institutional and 
that the conversations consist of ordinary or mundane talk happening in casual contexts 
(Cameron, 2001). 
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backgrounds. Problems emerge through on-going talk when some conversation 

participant(s) makes them relevant by orienting to them in the interaction. 

This view, however, challenges the assumption made in previous studies on 

intercultural communication where cultural and linguistic differences between the 

conversation participants do contribute to their communication difficulties and therefore, 

it is predictable that communication problems will occur in interaction. This study is 

designed to address a gap in previous studies by analyzing authentic intercultural 

communication discourse and by applying CA to conversation data collected from 

Japanese wives and American husbands. More specifically, I challenge the essentialist 

view that is based on the oversimplified explanation of communication problems in 

intercultural contact, demonstrating through the microanalysis of interaction that dispute 

in intercultural, bilingual communication is not always due to conversation participants’ 

cultural or linguistic backgrounds. 

          The CA approach is “radically emic” (Markee & Kasper, 2004), meaning that the 

most central basis for its claims is procedural consequentiality, the process by which the 

participants make public their turn-by-turn understandings in their next-turn responses 

(Schegloff, 1992). CA practitioners do not impose a premature theoretical framework. 

Instead, they closely examine practices of conversation participants and provide 

descriptions of analysis on what the participants themselves undertake in on-going talk.  

This rigorously empirical approach is the strength of CA.  
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          The way that I aim to understand the conversation collected from couples in 

intercultural marriage is well suited to the CA research framework and for this reason, the 

data collected in this study will provide substantial insights into the organization of 

intercultural communication. Sources of dispute in intercultural communication cannot be 

revealed only through preexisting conditions such as the conversation participants’ cultural 

and linguistic backgrounds without first understanding the sequential construction of turns 

in the interactions through a microanalysis of the conversation data. 

 

Language Identity 

In this study, ‘bilingual’ refers to speakers who use different languages for different 

purposes but who might possess different proficiency levels in each language (Li Wei, 

2000). Although the American husbands who participated in this study are native speakers 

of English and the Japanese wives are native speakers of Japanese and their proficiency 

level in their non-native languages is lower than in their native languages (in fact, 

extremely so for some participants), it does not mean that they are not bilingual. All of the 

participants are considered bilingual in that they can accomplish the tasks they need to in 

both English and Japanese.  

Also, I do not assume that non-native speakers are interactionally incompetent, a 

tacit assumption that is frequently implied when analysts use categories such as “native” 

and “non-native,” as is the case in many mainstream studies of interaction. Instead, 

following CA studies in interaction between speakers of different languages (e.g., Firth & 
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Wagner, 1997; Kurhila, 2004, Wagner & Gardner, 2004), I refer to these speakers as first 

language (FL) and second language (SL) speakers and consider their language identities as 

discursively visible language expert and novice identities, built upon differential language 

expertise (Kasper, 2004). Language identities are locally situated in and negotiated through 

the ongoing talk. Assumptions that native speakers have unquestionable language expertise 

and that non-native speakers are incapable of being language experts are avoided in this 

study. Non-native speakers can claim language expertise and display an associated identity 

in the emergent talk just as native speakers do. 

 

Intercultural Marriage in Japan 

This study deals with intercultural married couples from Japan and the United States 

and therefore concerns two cultures that are significantly different (e.g., Gudykunst & 

Nishida, 1994; Marcus & Kitayama, 1991) as well as linguistically diverse. In particular I 

have focused on couples consisting solely of American men and Japanese women. This 

choice was made based on the prevalence of this type of intercultural marriage in Japan 

(See Table 2 for detailed information).  

According to the most recent data available from the Statistics and Information 

Department of the Japanese Ministry of Health, Labor and Welfare (March, 2008, hereafter, 

MHLW), roughly 1 in 16 new couples in Japan in 2006 were intercultural couples. Table 1 

below summarizes the number of marriages in Japan in 1975, 1985, 1995, and 2006 

(MHLW, 2008). 
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Table 1. Number of Intracutural and Intercultural Marriages in Japan (1975-2006) 
Year Total Number of  Total Number of Marriages Between: 

 
 

Marriages in Japan Japanese Male/ 
Japanese Female 

Japanese Male/ 
Non-Japanese Female 

Japanese Female/ 
Non-Japanese Male 

1975 941,628 935,583 (99.4%) 3,222 (0.3%) 2,823 (0.3%) 
1985 735,850 723,669 (98.3%) 7,738 (1.1%) 4,443 (0.6%) 
1995 791,888 764,161 (96.5%) 20,787 (2.6%) 6,940 (0.9%) 
2006 730,971 686,270 (93.9%) 35,993 (4.9%) 8,708 (1.2%) 

 

The second column indicates the total number of annual marriages in Japan. The final 

three columns show the total number (percentages) of intracultural (Japanese/Japanese) 

and intercultural marriages (Japanese/Non-Japanese) for each year.  

Based on statistics displayed in Table 1, Figure 1 illustrates the increase in 

intercultural marriages in Japan over the last 20 years. As can be seen, most intercultural 

marriages have been between Japanese males and non-Japanese females. For example, in 

1985, 1.1% of the marriages were between Japanese men and non-Japanese women, as 

opposed to 0.6% between Japanese women and non-Japanese men. In 2006, this tendency 

became even further pronounced; at present the number of Japanese male/non-Japanese 

female marriages is about four times that of marriages between Japanese females and non-

Japanese males (4.9% as opposed to 1.2%). 
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Figure 1. The number of intercultural marriages in Japan (1975-2006). 
 

While most intercultural marriages in Japan are between Japanese males and 

females from other Asian countries, such as North and South Korea, China, Thailand, and 

the Philippines, the data from the Statistics and Information Department of the Japanese 

Ministry of Health, Labor and Welfare also demonstrate a specific and significant tendency 

towards marriages between American males and Japanese females. This demographic 

tendency justifies this study's focus on this particular combination of couples. 

Table 2 below compares the number of marriages between Japanese and Chinese to 

Japanese and Americans. Although most intercultural marriages in Japan are between 

Japanese and Korean nationals, no data distinguish between Koreans who were born in 

Japan and abroad. As this study defines intercultural marriage as marriage between two 

people from different cultural backgrounds, marriages between Koreans and Japanese are 

not included; although Koreans who were born in Japan are legally identified as non-

Japanese, they are culturally indistinguishable from Japanese in most respects. Instead, the 
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next largest demographic group, Chinese and Japanese, was used in Table 2 in order to 

compare the frequency of marriages between Japanese and Americans. 

 

Table 2. Comparison of Japanese/Chinese and Japanese/American Intercultural 
Marriages (1975-2006) 

 Total Number of Marriages Between: 
 
Year 

Japanese 
Male/ Chinese 
Female 

Japanese 
Female/ Chinese 
Male 

Japanese Male/ 
American 

Female 

Japanese 
Female/American 
Male 

1975 574 (17.8%) 243 (8.6%) 152 (4.7%) 631 (22.4%) 
1985 1,766(24.9%) 380 (8.6%) 254 (3.3%) 876 (19.7%) 
1995 5,174 (24.9%) 769 (11.1%) 198 (1.0%) 1,303 (18.8%) 
2006 12,131(33.7%) 1,084 (12.4%) 215 (0.6%) 1,474 (16.9%) 

 

Table 2 shows the predominance of American men marrying Japanese women and 

the growing tendency for more Japanese men to marry Chinese women over the last 30 

years. In 2006, 33.7% of intercultural marriages were between Japanese men and Chinese 

women as opposed to only 12.4% between Japanese women and Chinese men. MHLW 

(March, 2008) also provides data on intercultural marriages between Japanese and non-

Japanese from countries such as Brazil, the Philippines, Thailand, North Korea, and 

South Korea. The tendency observed in these marriages is the same as that in marriages 

between Japanese men and Chinese women: Greater numbers of marriages are taking 

place between Japanese men and women from these countries.  
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Figure 2. American/Japanese intercultural marriages in Japan (1975-2006). 
 

Against this trend, there is at least one group in which the number of non-Japanese 

husbands is greater than that of wives. As shown in Figure 2, the number of Japanese 

women marrying American men has been increasing steadily over the last twenty years, 

while the number of American women marrying Japanese men has remained relatively 

constant. In 2006, 16.9% of intercultural marriages were between Japanese women and 

American men, and only 0.6% of marriages were between American women and 

Japanese men. This is the only demographic where the number of marriages between 

Japanese females and non-Japanese males outnumbers the marriages between Japanese 

men and non-Japanese females. The increasing number of marriages between American 

men and Japanese women differs from most other Japanese intercultural marriages; these 

marriages represent a significant subgroup of intercultural marriage in Japan. 
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Significance of the Study 

           In this study, I aim to provide a new way of understanding one type of 

communication problem, dispute, in intercultural marriage. I anticipate that this study will 

expand the CA research data corpus and our understanding of communication problems in 

intercultural communication through this attempt to establish the need for systematic 

analysis of conversation data in the field of intercultural communication. I believe that CA 

procedures are a powerful tool that can provide considerable insights into the organization 

of talk.  

In the intercultural communication studies on American and Japanese 

communication, it has been long believed that a major source of miscommunication is 

due to the conversation participants’ different cultural and linguistic backgrounds. In 

second language studies, it is often assumed that non-native speakers are interactionally 

incompetent and that miscommunication tends to occur due to some deficiency in their 

language ability and not due to native speakers’ errors or mistakes. I challenge this 

traditional essentialist view by accounting in detail for dispute in terms of the action 

accomplished during natural conversation, a process that has been missing from these 

studies.   

 

Audience for the Study 

This study, first of all, should contribute to CA researchers by providing a new set of data 

and demonstrating to them, as well as researchers in other fields, such as ICC and SLA, 
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that CA is an alternative research method for analyzing intercultural (mis)communication. 

Markee (2000) argues that CA is a powerful tool for SLA and that SLA researchers can 

gain many new viewpoints into language learning and therefore language teaching by 

applying CA. He describes CA as an excellent research tool in second language studies 

because it outlines empirically motivated and emic accounts of socially constructed 

conversation and it contributes to the speakers' understanding and use of new language. 

This methodology provides a new way of conducting research in both ICC and SLA, fields 

that are often associated with theory-driven, experimental, and quantitative approaches. 

Second, this study provides researchers in ICC and SLA an alternative understanding 

of communication between first and second language speakers, especially, between 

Americans and Japanese. The findings show that dispute, one type of intercultural 

miscommunication in intercultural marriages, is in some cases due to language expertise 

displayed in the interactions. Dispute emerges through the on-going talk and is not 

determined based on the second language speaker’s disfluency or differences between the 

speakers’ cultural backgrounds, a claim that is frequently made in other fields such as 

intercultural communication, second language studies, and sociolinguistics. More 

specifically, I demonstrate that the source of communication problems in intercultural 

marriage is often no different from that in intracultural relationships in the sense that the 

couples’ cultural and linguistic backgrounds as well as their language fluency issues are 

not always the source of the problems.  
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Finally, the new understanding of the nature of intercultural communication 

provided by this study is likely to be of interest to intercultural couples and others 

working in intercultural environments, especially those involving second language 

speakers. 

 

Organization of the Dissertation 

The dissertation is made up of seven chapters. In Chapter 2, I review the literature 

pertinent to the current study, discuss the socio-cultural view of ICC, and summarize 

related research in CA. I especially focus on Japanese and American communication and 

summarize previous studies on cultural and language identity issues such as native and 

non-native speaker distinctions as well as the influence of cultural background on 

communication. I also provide a detailed explanation of dispute sequences in this chapter. 

The last section of this chapter illustrates methodology commonly used in conversation 

analysis research. In Chapter 3, I describe the research methodology adopted for this 

study. I first explain in detail how the current study was conducted by providing a 

description of the participants, data, and data collection procedure. As Conversation 

Analysis is categorized as a form of qualitative research, I also discuss such important 

concepts as confirmability, credibility, dependability, and transferability.  

 Chapters 4, 5, and 6 are analyses of the collected conversation data. First, in Chapter 

4, I introduce and discuss how differential language expertise is displayed, made relevant, 

and oriented to in metalingual talk by the conversation participants. I focus particularly 
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on repair sequences in order to explain how differential language expertise is displayed in 

interaction as a common practice among bilingual couples in intercultural marriages. In 

Chapter 5, I discuss how CA studies view dispute, demonstrating some examples 

collected in the data. I demonstrate through fine-grained data analysis that in a CA sense, 

dispute is not an emotional event; rather, it is structurally constructed. In Chapter 6, I 

examine sequences that include dispute in relation to displays of language expertise and 

consider how a normal affiliative conversation develops into a dispute and returns to an 

ordinary friendly interaction again as the talk unfolds. I also illustrate that display of 

language expertise sometimes becomes a source of dispute. Finally, I conclude the study 

in Chapter 7. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

Introduction 

In this chapter I review the relevant research that underlies the current study. The 

purpose of this study is to investigate sources of dispute among bilingual couples made up 

of American husbands and Japanese wives speaking Japanese. I specifically focus on 

sequences that include dispute in relation to language expertise. A CA research framework 

was employed as the tool for data analysis as it requires the microanalysis of talk-in-

interaction without any a priori theorization of social phenomena; for this reason, it is the 

most powerful methodology currently available for analyzing the data collected in this 

study.  

There are a number of related issues that need to be considered in such discourse 

analytic research. First, I discuss previous socio-cultural studies on interaction between 

first language (FL) and second language (SL) speakers. I especially target interactions 

between Japanese and Americans and consider some of the communication problems 

discussed in previous studies. Second, I explore some gaps from the above studies that can 

be addressed through CA-based investigations. In this section, I illustrate some common 

practices and issues found in CA studies on intercultural communication, especially in the 

interaction between Japanese and Americans. I also provide a background discussion of 

language identity. The discussion on bilingual couples, first and second language speakers, 
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and native and non-native speakers are included in this section. In the following section, I 

discuss how dispute sequences are viewed, treated, and analyzed in CA studies. To 

conclude the chapter I review the importance of the current study with regard to earlier 

studies on intercultural communication and couples talk. 

 

The Socio-cultural View of Communication Problems 

While a number of researchers have examined problems in communication from 

socio-psychological or socio-cultural points of view, in the main they have oversimplified 

the intricacies of any given spate of talk. For example, Coupland, Wiemann, and Giles 

(1991) classified communication problems into six levels depending on how they are 

viewed by conversation participants. This study illustrates that not every potential 

communication difficulty is considered a “problem” in the on-going interaction; rather, the 

participants can consider problems as natural phenomena (level 1) and the goal of 

interaction is not to create a perfect performance, but to achieve an exchange of the 

intended message even if it involves some problems (level 2). In those cases, the 

participants might not orient to the problem, but instead keep the conversation moving 

forward.  

 However, conversation participants sometimes pay close attention to problems, 

blame the person responsible for the trouble source, negotiate the goal of the interaction, or 

reassure themselves that they are normal compared to others. According to Coupland et al. 

(1991), these problems arise due to participants’ personal problems such as a lack of 
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communicative skill or a bad temper (level 3), the different interactional goals that each 

participant pursues (level 4), or differences in culture (level 5), or social or ideological 

views (level 6) among the participants.  

As indicated in level 5, conversation participants’ cultural differences have been 

considered a cause of communication problems. A number of studies on communication 

problems have been conducted in the field of ICC. The field has a long history of 

researching interaction between participants from different backgrounds, such as 

Americans and Japanese, their ultimate goal being to minimize communication problems 

by raising awareness and understanding of the conversation participants’ (presumed) 

cultural and linguistic identities (Gudykunst & Nishida, 1994). In these studies, 

conversation participants are classified based on their cultural and linguistic backgrounds 

from an essentialist perspective of how they behave socially and discursively.  

Studies in ICC typically assume that cultural differences among conversation 

participants are a major source of communication problems, based on the premise that 

culture affects how people communicate: Communication styles are influenced by culture 

and thus communication problems are unavoidable in intercultural relationships due to 

conversation participants’ cultural differences. In other research fields such as SLA, 

researchers have also traditionally claimed that when conversation participants do not 

share the same language or the same socio-cultural rules of discourse, it is more likely that 

miscommunication will occur (e.g., Gass & Varonis, 1991). Researchers investigating 

intercultural marriage also frequently treat a couple’s linguistic differences as a factor in 
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communication problems: When a language in which one party is fluent and the other not 

is used as the main communicative tool in the household, not only do communication 

problems occur due to these linguistic differences but also those who are non-native or less 

fluent in the language can feel isolated, ignored, or unable to understand their partner (e.g., 

Romano, 2002).  

 

Communication Problems Between Japanese and Americans 

 In the fields of ICC, sociolinguistics, and intercultural pragmatics, researchers also 

tend to label the conversation participants according to their cultural and linguistic 

backgrounds. For example, in ICC, Japanese and Americans have been traditionally 

identified respectively as ‘collectivistic’ and ‘individualistic’ (e.g., Hofstead, 1980; Lebra, 

1976; Waterman, 1984), and this view is still supported by some researchers (e.g., Fujii & 

Kim, 2007; Kunkoro, 2007). These oversimplified categories imply that in collectivistic 

cultures (e.g., Japan), where people view themselves as existing in a mutually dependent 

relationship with others (Hamaguchi, 1983), the goal of communication is to maintain 

harmony (Gudykunst & Nishida, 1994; Mizutani, 1981). Speakers from these cultures 

prefer indirect and implicit production, rely on contextual information, and expect listeners 

to understand ambiguous communication (Gudykunst & Ting-Toomey, 1998; Okabe, 

1983). According to this paradigm, individualistic cultures (e.g., the United States), in 

contrast, consider self-realization as a primary goal and each person is viewed as unique 

and autonomous. Their communication is characterized by being direct and verbally 
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explicit (Gudykunst & Ting-Toomey, 1988; Okabe, 1983). Thus, such researchers believe 

that when people from collectivistic and individualistic cultures interact, 

miscommunication is unavoidable due to these differences.  

 ICC researchers have produced a variety of evidence to support such theories through 

laboratory experiments, questionnaires, interviews, and text and discourse analyses. For 

example, Kashima and Kashima (1998) claimed that pronouns are a reflection of different 

cultural conceptualizations of self and other, arguing that cultures whose languages allow 

pronouns to be dropped from sentences (e.g., Japanese) tend to be less individualistic 

compared to cultures whose languages (e.g., English) do not allow that phenomenon. 

Okazaki (1993) in her research on story-telling methods noted that Japanese do not state 

the main point directly, but first provide background information to build up shared 

information between a speaker and a hearer, which Okazaki asserted is evidence of “being 

collectivistic.” Other researchers (Ishii, 1984; Hinds, 1987) reported similar findings. Fujii 

and Kim (2007) found in their examinations of negotiation styles that Americans 

incorporate straightforward negotiation methods, whereas Japanese and Koreans use 

indirect, high-contextual communication to establish mutual understanding, employing 

such linguistic devices as repetitions and sentence final particles such as ne and its 

equivalent in Korean.  

Szatraowski’s (2004) edited volume on conflicts in Japanese communication also 

described the potential communication difficulties between Japanese and Americans. In 

this volume, researchers showed how and why conflicts emerge in Japanese interactions 
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and discussed some methods that participants use to avoid conflicts. For example, 

Watanabe (2004) discussed how Japanese view conflict as a factor that disrupts harmony 

among conversation participants. Noda (2004) showed speakers’ unwillingness to confront 

other conversation participants by examining relationship maintenance strategies taken by 

Japanese speakers. Although the studies in this volume were focused on Japanese-Japanese 

interactions and did not deal with intercultural data, such as interactions between Japanese 

and Americans, one of the main purposes of this volume is, as Szatrowski (2004) stated, to 

suggest that communication between Japanese and Americans is difficult, as Japanese 

incorporate their culturally and linguistically specific communication styles and structures 

into conversation in order to avoid conflicts, and they do this in ways with which 

Americans might not be familiar.  

In sum, the studies mentioned above tend to conclude that differences in culture and 

language influence communication and this can cause miscommunication in intercultural 

communication; thus, it is unsurprising that people from two divergent cultural 

backgrounds have communication problems. Fujii and Kim (2007) claimed that these 

unique communication behaviors are best accounted for by traditional and cultural theories. 

For example, as rice farming requires the collaborative work of many people, rice farming 

cultures such as those of Japan and Korea encourage tight-knit communities, which leads 

to an emphasis on the importance of group harmony in these cultures (Lorriman & Kenjo, 

1994), and this influences the communication style (Kuncoro, 2007).  
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Although such scholarship is valuable in informing some aspects of Japanese-

American communication, these studies presuppose that cultural or linguistic differences 

are always relevant in intercultural communication, as evidenced by the assigning of 

specific identity categories to each conversation participant prior to investigating the 

interaction. Kasper (2008) criticized the fact that in these studies, conversation 

participants’ linguistic or cultural membership is employed to “determine participants’ 

understanding and behavior by default and to constitute a common source of intercultural 

miscommunication” (Kasper, 2008, p. 1).  

CA researchers, in contrast, suggest that participants’ cultural and language identities 

should not be assumed a priori and that it is the task of the analyst to demonstrate how 

participants locally construct aspects of their identities in and through the interaction. For 

example, members can co-construct ‘interculturality’ (Mori, 2003; Nishizaka, 1995, 1999) 

by orienting to each other’s cultural backgrounds or by displaying their language identities 

through multiple activities (e.g., Hosoda, 2006; Kasper, 2004; E. Zimmerman, 2007). 

Being Japanese or American, or being a language expert or novice in intercultural 

communication is a participant’s concern and is interactively established through the 

course of interaction; as a result, it should be visible and analyzable when researchers 

conduct a microanalysis of the conversation. I have adopted such a view in the present 

study. 

This study addresses the question of how participants having a friendly, everyday 

conversation can begin to dispute. Specifically, assuming that communication problems in 
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intercultural communication do not occur frequently, regardless of the participants’ linguo-

cultural differences, I attempt to identify other sources of dispute through a detailed 

analysis of conversation in intercultural contacts. The conversation data is analyzed from 

an emic perspective in order to show how the participants’ actions, orientations, and 

identities are visible in their interactional business (Markee & Kasper, 2004). CA is the 

most powerful tool to conduct a microanalysis of conversation and is one that enables me 

to look in detail at how mundane, affiliative conversation develops into a disaffiliative 

dispute. 

 

Conversation Analysis Research Framework 

Emerging from Harold Garfinkel's ethnomethodology (1967) and Erving Goffman's 

studies of interaction (Goffman, 1983), CA was developed by Harvey Sacks, Emanuel 

Schegloff, and Gail Jefferson to originally examine talk-in-interaction3 in the field of 

sociology; CA has now established itself as its own discipline (Schegloff, 1992). Initially 

limited to data in English, the goal of CA researchers was to systematically analyze and 

generalize such apparent phenomena of interaction as turn-taking, sequential organization 

of talk, repair, and turn-construction. From its earliest stage, CA researchers examined 

                                                
3 Talk-in-interaction indicates not only everyday conversation but also includes the wider 
range of “talk produced in everyday situations of human interaction” (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 
1998, p. 13) such as institutional talk (e.g., oral proficiency tests and doctor-patient talk). 
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talk-in-interaction based on recordings and transcripts of actual interactions; their purpose 

was to explore what is happening in and through naturally occurring talk, and not to test a 

hypothesis of certain interactional behavior (Sacks, 1984). The research has now 

expanded to examine interaction in institutional settings such as oral proficiency 

interviews (e.g., Kasper & Ross, 2003), in languages other than English (e.g., Japanese), 

in intercultural communication (e.g., Hosoda, 2006), and bilingual talk (e.g., Greer, 2007).  

The basic CA methodology has been summarized in many CA research books (e.g., 

Atkinson & Heritage, 1984; Markee, 2000; ten Have, 2007) as follows (taken from 

Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998, p. 23): 

- Talk-in-interaction is systematically organized and deeply ordered,  

- The production of talk-in-interaction is methodic, 

- The analysis of talk-in-interaction should be based on naturally occurring data, and 

- Analysis should not be initially constrained by prior theoretical assumptions.  

CA researchers assume that there is “order at all points" (Sacks, 1984), which can be 

publicly visible and identifiable, described, and generalized. The generalization, then, can 

be the formal account of the order. 

 

Data and Transcription 

CA researchers usually start by collecting data without any specific hypotheses or 

research questions. A primary purpose of CA research is not to test a hypothesis 

concerning certain interactional behavior but to explore what is going on through 
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naturally occurring talk. Thus, the data should be obtained not in laboratory settings but 

through naturally occurring interactions that deal with people’s everyday business that 

has not been orchestrated by a researcher and that would have taken place anyway with or 

without a researcher (Mondada, 2006).  

The data should be recorded with audio or video recording equipment. Although 

adequate recordings can be made through audio-recording (Sacks, 1984; 1992), video-

taped data is preferred for face-to-face interactions. Non-vocal but visible embodied 

features in the interactions such as hand gestures (Schegloff, 1984) and gaze direction 

(Goodwin, 1981) constitute important aspect of the interactions, as conversation 

participants orient to these detailed movements, which contribute to understanding their 

interactions. Video data can help researchers to reconstruct the details of what the 

participants are orienting to when they produce their own and interpret co-participants’ 

performances in the on-going talk (Goodwin, 2000; Mondada, 2006). 

The collected data then needs to be transcribed. Transcripts should be made paying 

specific attention to the dynamics of turn-taking and such characteristics of speech 

delivery as stress, intonation, and pitch and include non-verbal features whenever 

applicable (Atkinson & Heritage, 1984; Jefferson, 1996; Psathas & Anderson, 1990). It is 

important to remember here that it is not the transcripts themselves that are of primary 

value and that transcripts are not treated as the primary data. Rather, it is the action of 

fine-grained transcription that promotes analytic insights. Regardless however, the 

transcript is an indispensable tool that allows CA researchers to “get beneath the surface 
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of the data to understand the ways in which people come to say and do the things they do" 

(Wagner & Gardener, 2004, p. 5).  

Transcription conventions developed by Gail Jefferson, which have been described 

numerous times in the CA literature (e.g., Atkinson & Heritage, 1984; Jefferson, 2004; 

Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974), are the most commonly used conventions in CA 

research. Jaworski and Coupland (2000) stated that Jefferson’s transcription conventions 

were the first attempt to construct prosodic (e.g., pitch and stress) and paralinguistic (e.g., 

voice quality) features and have been widely accepted in conversation analytic research. 

However, as CA has been a tool central for observing and analyzing talk collected from 

native English speakers, transcribing non-native like English or languages other than 

English can be a challenge within the existing CA transcription conventions. Analysts 

who deal with those types of data sets need to make decisions concerning additional 

transcription conventions or use the existing conventions creatively (c.f., Carroll, 2005).  

 

Data Analysis Methods 

The data analysis should not start with preformulated theoretical or analytic goals in 

mind (Sacks, 1984). Rather, the data should be first examined by “unmotivated looking” 

(Psathas, 1995; Schegloff, 1996), a process through which researchers notice “potentially 

interesting and possibly orderly phenomenon” (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998, p.94). CA 

researchers do not take into consideration what is not visible in the data, such as 

participants’ inner feelings or motivations. Anything that is not observable through the 
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data is not relevant to the analysis. Instead, CA analysts focus on observable issues in the 

data such as participants’ turn-taking methods and how the sequence is constructed 

through the multiple turns taken by the participants (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998).  

Analyzing the sequential organization of the conversation in detail allows 

researchers to understand the participants’ actions in the on-going talk; what they are 

doing in interaction (Sacks, 1992). For example, when there is a candidate item that 

could be a potential problem in the conversation (e.g., the mispronunciation of a word), 

researchers can determine if it is made relevant as a problem in the on-going talk by 

some conversation participant(s) through the examination of how the sequence is 

organized. If the candidate is treated as a problem in one turn and the problem is 

resolved in the following turn(s) by participant(s), i.e., a repair sequence (Schegloff, 

Jefferson, & Sacks, 1977), then the speakers viewed the candidate as a problem. 

However, it is not possible to understand what occurred without looking at each turn 

and the organization of multiple turns. 

There are at least three ways of examining data in CA: through a collection of 

cases of the same phenomenon, a deviant-case analysis, and a single case analysis. 

The data collected can be analyzed through a collection of cases of the same 

phenomenon or through a single case analysis. Collections aim to describe some 

single interactional phenomenon by gathering together a set of exemplary fragments 

from a variety of conversations, while a single-case analysis attempts to make sense of 
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one extended segment of talk by explaining how a range of interactional phenomena 

are brought to bear on it (Schegloff, 1987). 

Working on a collection, which is the robust foundation of CA research (Wagner & 

Gardner, 2004), requires a number of instances of the same phenomenon to be collected 

from the data and an account that describes the collection of one particular occurrence to 

be developed. If there are any deviant cases that challenge the description, the account 

should be reviewed so that all instances of the same phenomenon can be described in 

terms of one account because “the real power of a CA argument is based on regularity of 

behavior as documented in the collection of cases” (Wagner & Gardner, 2004, p. 7).  

Although compiling a collection is at the center of CA research, researchers also 

see value in “looking at a single conversation or a section of one” (Hutchby & 

Wooffitt, 1998, p. 121). Single case analysis, which is an analysis of an extended 

episode of talk, has the potential to inform our understanding of general patterns and 

features that might be common in a particular type of talk (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998) 

and “show the development of a piece of a social action as it accumulates over the 

length of episode” (Antaki & Horwitz, 2000, p. 157). A variety of CA researchers 

have used single case analyses to apply CA findings on interaction to an analytically 

interesting stretch of talk (e.g., Antaki & Horwitz, 2000; Greer, 2007; Schegloff, 

1987; Takagi, 1999). This approach is especially beneficial for describing talk such as 

argument (Takagi, 1999) and the construction of the bilingual identity (Greer, 2007), 

which develops gradually and builds over an extended sequence of turns. In the 
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current study, I incorporate both the analysis of collections to discuss a specific 

phenomenon (dispute), as well as the analysis of an extended single case in order to 

discuss certain aspects of the relationship between identity and dispute. 

 

Cultural and Language Identities in Conversation Analysis 

 People can be assigned membership with an open-ended set of possible identity 

categories (Benwell & Stoke, 2006, p.3) such as ‘woman’, ‘Japanese’, ‘young’, ‘a native 

speaker of English’, and ‘expert’. Identity categories used in conversation are tools for 

conversation participants to organize activities as well as ways in which they constitute 

themselves as members of certain social groups (Sacks, 1972; Schegloff, 1992). As we 

have seen, participants’ identities can become an issue in examining problems in 

intercultural communication. ICC researchers, as mentioned above, focus on conversation 

participants’ cultural identities and discuss their communication problems by comparing 

their cultural differences, assuming that those who belong to a particular cultural group 

share the same cultural identity. Recent CA and related studies, however, challenge this 

etic, researcher-concerned view by demonstrating a more emic or participant-centered 

perspective; how conversation participants make their cultural identities relevant in their 

talk becomes an empirical concern that can be made demonstrable through an analysis of 

the interactions between FL and SL speakers (e.g., Fukuda, 2006; Ikeda, 2008; Mori, 2003; 

Nishizaka, 1999; E. Zimmerman, 2007).  
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For example, Nishizaka (1999) analyzed a radio show interview between a Japanese 

host and a non-Japanese caller and found that Japanese and non-Japanese categories were 

foregrounded only when the speakers themselves provided an orientation to those 

categories within the interaction. Mori (2003) identified a similar phenomenon in the 

interactions between American and Japanese college students as did E. Zimmerman (2007) 

in her study of Koreans and Japanese. These researchers have all described how the 

participants utilized their cultural differences and culturally specific items (e.g., kimchi in 

E. Zimmerman’s (2007) data) as resources for engaging in conversations and they claimed 

that it is up to the conversation participants to demonstrate the relevance or irrelevance of 

their cultural behaviors and diversities. Thus, interculturality (Mori, 2003; Nishizaka, 

1999) in CA research is viewed as a locally managed and situationally bound entity, which 

is accomplished by participants when they engage in talk. 

The etic/emic perspectives on research have also been an issue in SLA research. SLA 

researchers have traditionally divided people into two dichotomous language groups, i.e., 

native and non-native speakers, and make the membership in these categories consistently 

relevant to research by associating each group with linguistic knowledge and behavior. 

More specifically, such researchers often assume that non-native speakers are 

interactionally incompetent and that miscommunication tends to occur due to some 

deficiency in their language ability. However, recent studies have increasingly shed doubt 

on the notion of nativeness, arguing that it is difficult to theoretically or empirically set a 
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clear standard of a native speaker when applying it to second language speakers (e.g., Firth 

& Wagner, 1997; Kachru & Nelson, 1996; Kasper, 2004, 2008; Rampton, 1990).  

In this vein, Hosoda (2006) found that participants’ linguistic backgrounds, i.e., being 

a native speaker or a non-native speaker, is not always relevant in American and Japanese 

interactions. She stated that only when non-native speakers display trouble in conversation 

is the category ‘non-native speaker’ made relevant to the interaction. Hosoda (2006) also 

found that using the categories of native and non-native speaker is inappropriate when 

conversation participants display language ability in the relevant moment of the 

conversation. Rampton (1990) has suggested replacing the categories native/non-native 

with language expertise, or more precisely, differential language expertise (Kasper, 2004), 

a position that is supported by Hosoda (2006). She proposed that predetermined categories 

(native/non-native speaker) should be thought of in terms of expert/novice, as these 

categories clearly indicate language ability and capability (e.g., differential language 

expertise) relevant to the moment when such identities are expressed. Differential language 

expertise is visible through participants’ orientation to their (lack of) language knowledge 

at specific interactional moments, such as in conducting metalingual talk. Within the 

research framework of CA, language identities such as native or non-native speaker of the 

language are treated as a participant’s concern like other social categories such as ethnicity 

and gender.  

In sum, people present themselves differently in different social contexts and they 

perform, construct, create, negotiate, and interpret identities through their moment-by-
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moment social practices; identities are not given a priori (e.g., Antaki & Widdicombe, 

1998; Benwell & Stokoe, 2006; He, 1995; Ochs, 1993; Raymond & Heritage, 2006; D. 

Zimmerman, 1998). Thus, through investigating “the management of rights to knowledge 

and relatedly, rights to describe or evaluate states of affairs” (Raymond & Heritage, 2006, 

p. 680) in interactions, we can observe how identities are displayed, invoked, and made 

relevant in conversation. The following section briefly summarizes how identities are 

viewed and analyzed in CA research. 

 

Identity in CA 

The CA view of identity is outlined by Antaki and Widdicombe (1998): 

- for a person to ‘have an identity’, whether he or she is the person speaking, being 

spoken to, or being spoken about is to be cast into a category with associated 

characteristics or features: 

- such casting is indexical and occasioned; 

- it makes relevant the identity to the interactional business going on; 

- the force of ‘having an identity’ is in its consequentiality in the interaction; and 

- all this is visible in people’s exploitation of the structures of conversation. 

(p. 3, emphasis in original) 

D. Zimmerman (1998) proposed that three types of identities can be simultaneously 

or in isolation indexed in interaction: transportable, situated, and discourse identities. All 

interaction participants carry transportable identities. Those identities, such as race and 
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gender, are usually recognizable by the conversation participants without being mentioned. 

However, those identities might not be displayed by the participants in the moment-by-

moment interaction and thus might not be relevant to the interaction.  

Situated identities differ from transportable identities in that participants make the 

identities relevant in situations by foregrounding them at the moment of the interaction. 

For example, just because a person is an American does not mean that he or she is always 

engaging in the on-going interaction with the overt identity of an American. An American 

might foreground his or her identity as an American by talking about their cultural events 

or food in the U.S.A. 

Discourse identities are displayed moment-by-moment in the interaction and they 

shift as the interaction moves on. They relate to conversational roles and include current 

speaker, listener, story-teller, and story-recipient and are vital to sequential organization. 

This study incorporates these classifications of identities and considers in particular how 

the participants orient to their transportable and situated identities in their everyday 

interactions. 

 

Dispute 

Although ICC and SLA researchers have claimed that dispute or other 

communication problems in intercultural contact are often due to conversation 

participants’ diverse cultural and linguistic identities as well as their different levels of 

language fluency, they fail to present sufficient detailed conversation data to support 



 32 

these contentions. CA researchers, on the other hand, can point out the exact resource 

where the problem begins, develops, and ends by demonstrating moment-by-moment 

interaction. Because one purpose of this study is to illustrate dispute by presenting data 

analyzed using CA methods, in this section I examine some of the previous CA 

investigations into disagreement, argument, and preference organization that are 

brought to bear on the analysis of the couple talk in this study.  

As mentioned in Chapter 1, dispute in this study refers to “an argument over 

different stands on a case” (Antaki, 1994, p. 214). We can understand whether or not 

people are having a dispute by analyzing the sequential construction in conversation, 

not through the content of the talk alone (e.g., having an obvious verbal fight). To 

dispute is to engage in an argument initiated by one of the conversation participants by 

repeatedly questioning the truth or validity of what another participant says. A dispute, 

in the CA sense of the word, should be visible through an examination of an 

interactional sequence: it should consist of at least three turns (Antaki, 1994; Muntigl & 

Turnbull, 1998). In the first turn, the speaker makes a claim of some sort. In the next 

turn the second speaker disagrees with the claim. Then in the third turn, the first 

speaker makes the sequence argumentative by making an opposing claim, such as a 

challenge, counterclaim, or contradiction to the immediately prior speaker’s utterance 

in the second turn (Muntigl & Turnbull, 1998).  

In CA, opposition claims (or disagreement responses) are discussed within the 

framework of “preference organization” (Pomerantz, 1984). Preference organization 
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does not involve the speaker’s likes or desires, but instead refers to the way that 

conversation participants construct their turns-at-talk in order to successfully optimize 

the outcome of various social actions. Both sequence initiating actions and responses 

can be considered as either preferred or dispreferred types based on their actions and 

turn shapes. A preferred response action is, for example, an acceptance in an invitation 

sequence, rather than a rejection. For a request, granting is preferred and denying is 

dispreferred. A dispreferred turn shape can include delays, hedging, and repetitions as 

opposed to a preferred response shape, which is prompt and sometimes even latched on 

to the previous turn (Pomerantz, 1984).   

Disagreeing is generally considered a dispreferred action while agreeing is 

preferred. Thus, a turn involving disagreement can be identified by its dispreferred turn 

shape when it includes one or more of the above hesitation markers (e.g., delays, 

hedging, and repetitions). However, there are some occasions when disagreement is in 

fact the preferred response, such as in sequential positions when it appears as a retort to 

a negative action such as a challenge, a criticism, or an accusation. Once an argument 

sequence is underway, for example, disagreement becomes a preferred response as the 

conversation participants adopt opposing stances. In sum, as shown in Table 3 below, 

an argument sequence includes disagreement actions in the second and third turns and 

those disagreement actions are delivered as preferred responses. 
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Table 3. Preference Organization in a Dispute Sequence 

Turn Speaker Preferred Turn Action Turn Shape 
1 first claim — 
2 second disagreement preferred 
3 first disagreement preferred 

 

There is usually some sort of interactional indication when an argument opens and 

closes. It might start as a friendly conversation and gradually develop into disaffiliative 

talk. For example, when coparticipants face a confrontation with each other in 

interaction, they might keep disagreeing with each other by displaying some kind of 

hesitation. However, at one point, they might “begin to formulate their positions and 

stances in unmitigated forms by being prompt in their response, even overlapping” 

(Schegloff, 2007, p. 73), instead of producing their utterances in a dispreferred way. An 

argument might be terminated by such means as at least one party voluntarily 

conceding the point, withdrawing from the conversation, or changing the topic of 

conversation (Vuchinich, 1990). Weak agreement such as “well, maybe” (Mori, 1999a) 

is often observed in the closing stage of an argument sequence. It is not unusual in a 

family setting for conversation participants to retain contrary views even upon 

termination of the argument (Vuchinich, 1990). 

 

Summary 

A number of researchers have identified difficulties that Americans and Japanese 

commonly encounter when communicating with each other. Although their research 
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findings have suggested one way to understand the interactional problems between 

Japanese and Americans, their research framework tends to assume conversation 

participants’ identities as given and then consider how those identities might affect the 

conversation instead of beginning with an investigation of actual interactions and 

constructing an account of the interaction based on what actually happens. 

On the other hand, CA researchers have identified some crucial points of divergence 

through existing intercultural communication frameworks; conversation participants do not 

assume their identities a priori but establish them through the development of their talk. 

CA has shown through the micro-analysis of interactions that many factors discussed in 

previous research conducted under the socio-cultural perspective should not be taken as 

given or presupposed. Such issues as the possible existence of differences in 

communication styles between Americans and Japanese or native speakers having 

advantages in the interaction are not relevant in the interaction unless they are evoked 

through the course of interaction by the participants themselves, who make them relevant 

in their moment-to-moment talk. Identities are invoked categories that are locally situated, 

created, and negotiated in and through the on-going talk.  

A number of CA studies have demonstrated how participants construct 

interculturality as the interaction unfolds and thus have partially filled the void left by the 

intercultural communication research framework; however, no CA researchers have 

closely investigated dispute sequences in communication between Japanese and Americans. 

Thus in this study, I attempt to fill in the missing aspects from the previous studies by 
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analyzing naturally occurring conversation in intercultural communication, applying CA 

research methods to conversation data collected from Japanese wives and American 

husbands. I expand the CA research data corpus by conducting an analysis of dispute 

between a particular set of married couples. I also provide an alternative way of 

understanding intercultural communication problems. 

The intercultural couples in this study do not share the same cultural or linguistic 

backgrounds; however, their communication is usually not problematic and when it is, they 

work hard to minimize their problems by “doing” intercultural and bilingual couplehood 

(Pillar, 2002), indicating that the couples routinely learn to understand, accommodate, and 

accept their partners (Romano, 2000) and incorporate multiple languages into their 

everyday interactions (Pillar, 2002). In the following chapters, I present some of the 

conversation data collected from three couples that consist of American husbands and 

Japanese wives and illustrate how they do couplehood through working together and co-

constructing their interactions, make relevant their language identities, and orient to 

communication problems in their everyday talk. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Introduction 

 In this chapter, I introduce the methodology used in the current study. Detailed 

descriptions of the data and data collection procedure, participants, and the analytical 

methods used in this study are also provided. In the last section of the chapter I address 

four important concepts in a qualitative study: confirmability, credibility, dependability, 

and transferability (e.g., Brown, 2001; Silverman, 2006; ten Have, 2007). CA is a 

qualitative research methodology (Markee, 2000) that requires intensive analysis of talk-

in-interaction, and thus must meet the standards set for qualitative research. The 

authenticity and naturalness of the collected data is also discussed. Considerations 

associated with obtaining natural conversation data are addressed here and a 

demonstration of the participants’ attitudes toward recording their conversation to support 

my arguments about the natural data is included. 

 

Participants 

In this section, I introduce the participants and provide basic background 

information about each of them. Although CA research methodology demands that any 

claims or arguments made by researchers should be extracted strictly from the data, 

ethnographic information about conversation participants that the participants have shared 
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among themselves should be accessible to and utilized by researchers to fully understand 

each participant’s orientation to the interaction at any particular moment (e.g., Moerman, 

1988; ten Have, 1999).  

To examine daily interaction in Japanese between married couples made up of an 

American husband and Japanese wife, I collected natural conversation data in Japanese  

from three couples4 living in Japan. These couples were in the habit of speaking Japanese 

when they were home. This was not a stipulation of the researcher, but a conversation 

convention that the couples themselves had established of their own free will for a variety 

of reasons such as; (a) the husband’s Japanese was better than his wife’s English, (b) the 

husband felt that he needed to practice speaking in Japanese, or (c) both partners felt it 

was more natural to speak in Japanese while living in Japan. All of the participants could 

speak both Japanese and English to a certain degree.5  The Japanese participants could 

speak some English although some of them would not have been able to sustain an 

                                                
4  Originally eight intercultural couples agreed to participate in this study, however, five 
couples found it either too difficult or were not comfortable tape recording their 
conversations at home once they started (or tried to start) recording. Some of them 
described how they realized that they hardly ever talk to each other at home, or at least feel 
like they did not, because they both worked and rarely had meals together. Others gave 
similar reasons for not being able to participate. They felt that the little time together at 
home as a couple should be used only for them, not for recording conversations, an act that 
might put pressure on the dinner table conversation and ruin their pleasant time together.  
 
5  I did not formally examine the participants’ second language oral proficiency level. 
However, by showing some of their actual conversation data or describing their 
experiences in the second languages as much as possible throughout the manuscript, I 
believe that the readers can more or less comprehend the participants’ second language 
proficiency level.  
 



 39 

English conversation for a long time, or could not talk about complicated issues (e.g., 

politics, abstract concepts) in English. The Americans' proficiency in Japanese varied, but 

they all had sufficient language skills to comfortably communicate with their partners in 

Japanese. They were also capable of communicating in Japanese in a variety of situations 

such as at meetings at work or seeing a doctor at a hospital.  

The participants’ names as well as some other proper nouns (e.g., their friends’ 

names and names of places) were replaced with pseudonyms. To protect the participants' 

privacy, only information crucial to the current study is provided clearly and accurately, 

otherwise, it is discussed in some non-specific way. Each participant selected his or her 

own pseudonym. Information such as the age of the participants, the length of the 

marriage, and their language proficiency levels provided in the participants’ descriptions 

was accurate at the time the data were collected.  

 

Sam and Yoko 

Sam, a 47 year-old American man and his 39-year-old Japanese wife, Yoko, have 

been married for five years. They do not have any children. They live in downtown Osaka 

and they both work in Osaka. Yoko is from the Kansai (Western Japan) area and 

normally speaks in the dialect of that region. When she speaks Japanese with Sam, her 

Japanese is heavily assimilated to Sam’s English-like accent in Japanese, which is mixed 

with her Kansai dialect. Sam has a doctoral degree in TESOL (Teaching English to 

Speakers of Other Languages) and has been teaching at a Japanese college for a number 
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of years. Yoko holds an A.A. degree from a Japanese junior college and has been an 

accountant for many years. They speak Japanese at home, because in their own words, 

“Sam’s Japanese is better than Yoko’s English.” 

 

Roy and Aya 

Roy, a 50-year-old American, has a doctoral degree in Education and has taught in 

the United States at the college level. When the data were collected, he was in his first 

year teaching at a college in the Kansai area in Japan. His Japanese wife, Aya (45 years 

old), is from the Tokyo area and has an A.A. degree from an American community 

college. She has been a therapist using flowers and plants both in the United States and 

Japan. They came back to Japan from the United States a few months before the data 

were collected. They have been married for 20 years and have a daughter, Mia, who is 13 

years old and in the 2nd year of junior high school (equivalent to the 8th grade in the 

American school system). Mia went to elementary school in the United States, then came 

back to Japan with her parents, and enrolled in an English-medium international school. 

She also participated in some of the conversations in the recordings.  

At the time of the recording, Roy, Aya, and Mia were all speaking Japanese with a 

standard accent. Roy and Mia could speak Japanese when the data were collected but 

their English skills were better than their Japanese skills. Although their oral and aural 

skills in Japanese seemed high, they were still studying reading and writing in Japanese 

when the data were collected. Aya, who has lived and worked in the United States for 



 41 

more than 10 years, has near-native fluency in English and does not usually have any 

problems communicating in English. This family has also lived in Zimbabwe and China 

and they know at least some lexical items and phrases in the languages spoken in those 

countries: Shona (spoken in Zimbabwe) and Mandarin Chinese are sometimes used in the 

data collected from this couple.  

 

George and Ritsuko 

George, a 39-year-old American, and his 34-year-old Japanese wife, Ritsuko, have 

been married for two years and do not have any children. George has a doctoral degree in 

TESOL and has been teaching at college in Japan. Ritsuko received her master’s degree 

from an American college and is a school counselor as well as a researcher in psychology. 

They live in Tokyo, Ritsuko’s hometown. Ritsuko spoke in standard Japanese but George 

occasionally had a slight Kansai accent as he had previously lived in the Kansai area. 

Ritsuko and George both seem to have near-native proficiency in both English and 

Japanese.  

 

The Data 

Data Collection Procedure 

Describing the data collection procedure is essential in order to confirm the validity 

of the data. In this section I introduce the processes that the participants went through to 

record the conversations and submit the recorded data to the researcher. I explain the 
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equipment with which the participants were provided and the procedures before and after 

the actual data collection, such as the instructions they received prior to recording their 

conversations. 

The participants were first asked verbally if they were willing to participate in a 

study by recording their daily conversations for at least for five hours. I explained that I 

was interested in how intercultural married couples interact and was analyzing how such 

interactions are conducted. I also said that I would not be interested in the content of their 

talk and would focus on how they talk. Therefore, the conversation could be about 

anything. 

Prior to agreeing to participate in the study, the participants were informed that their 

identities would not be revealed and that they could stop participating in the study at any 

time for any reason. They were also informed that they had the right to obtain any 

feedback, information, and the transcript of their own conversations after the data were 

collected and submitted to me (see Brown, 2004, for ethical responsibilities with regard to 

participants). Once they had verbally agreed to participate in this study by tape-recording 

their interactions, they were asked to complete a consent form written both in English and 

Japanese (Appendix A) as well as a background questionnaire (Appendix B).  

After filling out the consent form and the questionnaire, the couples were asked to 

start recording their daily interactions. They were provided with a small cassette tape 

recorder, five 90-minute cassette tapes, two microphones, and extra batteries. Although 

other equipment with more advanced technology such as MD recorders was available, a 
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cassette tape recorder was not only preferred by the participants because they thought it 

might be the easiest to operate, but was also a better choice for the participants to erase 

their recorded conversation easily (see below). I provided 90-minute tapes so that they 

could record more than five hours if they desired. Each couple received an honorarium of 

5,000 yen (about US$50) upon fulfilling the requirements of participation in this study.  

The participants were given instructions prior to recording that were intended to 

create as natural an environment as possible to reduce the pressure on them when 

recording the conversations. First, the participants were told that they were expected to 

record at least 5 hours of conversation. They were also informed that they could record 

the conversations at their convenience. The recordings could be conducted at any location 

as long as it was in a relatively quiet environment. The participants could record long 

conversations or short segments at each recording session. They could finish recording in 

a short period of time such as within a day or two, or take as many days as they wished.  

Second, it was important to let them know that they had autonomy in determining 

which recordings they would submit. They were told that if they recorded a conversation 

that they did not want me to listen to, they could erase it by simply dubbing over it or 

erasing the section. The participants were also allowed to count any “non-talking 

moments” as a part of conversation (for example, by stepping out from the room while 

the recording was in session or quietly eating a meal for a while) and these were included 

as part of the 5-hour recordings. Finally, it was made clear that the participants could stop 
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participating in the research at any time for any reason and they were encouraged to 

contact me when they had any questions or concerns.  

The participants were requested to send me all the materials and equipment when the 

recordings were finished, and were provided with a return envelope and postage to do so. 

When I received the materials from them, I checked the quality of the recordings to see if 

they were audible. The data collection was completed by sending them the honorarium, 

making multiple copies of the recordings, and storing the data safely. 

 

Limitation to the Data Collection  

I collected conversation data from three couples. I recognize that having more 

couples participate in the study would have provided me with more data and more support 

for my findings. However, 16 hours recordings was sufficient and I believe that my claims 

are well supported by a number of cases found in the collected data.    

Data elicitation was limited to audio recordings and did not include video recordings. 

Such non-verbal aspects in interaction such as hand gestures (Schegloff, 1984) and gaze 

direction (Goodwin, 1981) are important analytical factors in face-to-face interaction and I 

recognize that it is becoming almost mandatory in CA studies to use video data (exceptions 

being when the target is audio only, as in telephone conversations). However, video taping 

the participants’ daily lives would have imposed a tremendous invasion of privacy and 

would have created immense ethical and methodological burdens on both the researcher 

and participants. Some of the participants in this study specifically mentioned that they 



 45 

would only participate if the recordings of their private conversation were audio-recorded 

only, not videoed. Although field notes could be used to compensate for the lack of video-

recording (e.g., Goodwin, 1990), it was impossible in the current study to visit each 

participating couple’s house and take ethnographic field notes. Thus, while perhaps not 

ideal in terms of the extent to which the eventual analysis can illuminate non-verbal 

elements of the talk, I feel that it is appropriate to use audio-only data in this study for 

ethical reasons. In this case, it would not have been possible to collect data in any other 

way.  

Some information that would have been available with video collection was obtained 

via personal communication with the participants after the audio data collection. Analysis 

is limited to the audio data that were collected, but simple information (e.g., the presence 

of a basket of chocolate on the table or what newspaper the family subscribe to) gathered 

from personal communication with the participants has been included as part of the 

ethnographic information pertinent to understanding the conversation context and content. 

 I acknowledge that non-verbal communication such as gaze and gestures is important 

for analyzing interactions (e.g., Goodwin, 1981; Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998; Schegloff, 

1984) and the analysis would have been more valid with the video data or at least field-

notes, which could have been an alternative for video-recording (e.g., Goodwin, 1990).  
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Collected Data 

The three couples tape-recorded their conversation for at least five hours at their 

convenience. All the couples recorded their conversations at home, mostly during meals. 

Some of them started their recordings when they were preparing food and others extended 

the recordings at the table after they finished their meal, while watching television, or 

doing other activities together. Table 4 provides a summary of the data collected. 

As shown in Table 4, the participants had complete autonomy in selecting the most 

convenient occasions and methods for their own recordings, an approach that resulted in 

more natural data being collected.  
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Table 4. Data Collection Summary for the Three Couples 

Couple Data Collection Date Occasion Length of Recording 
 

Sam and Yoko October 30 During & after dinner 01:01:13 
 November 5 During & after dinner 01:07:40 
 November 9 During & after dinner 00:59:36 
 December 3 During & after dinner 01:00:03 
 December 25 During & after dinner 01:02:06 
  Total Recording Time:         05:10:38 

Roy and Aya July 28 During night snack 00:33:44 
 August 01 During & after breakfast 00:26:24 
 August 08 During & after breakfast 00:38:09 
 August 08 In the afternoon 00:47:02 
 August 10 During & after breakfast 00:46:26 
 August13 During & after breakfast 00:30:21 
 August13 Sometime in the morning 00:40:26 
 August 13 During & after lunch 00:39:34 
 August 15 During & after breakfast 00:38:34 
  Total Recording Time:          05:02:40 

George and April 26 During lunch 00:32:37 
Ritsuko April 26 During dinner 00:31:48 
 April 28 While making dinner 00:28:24 
 April 29 During breakfast 00:06:29 
 April 30 Making/during breakfast 00:28:38 
 May 1 In the morning 00:17:56 
 May 1 During & after dinner 00:46:14 
 May 5 During breakfast 00:29:47 
 May 5 During lunch 00:34:03 
 May 5 While making dinner 00:28:29 
 May 6 During dinner 00:24:07 
 May 7 During breakfast 00:22:02 
 May 7 During dinner 00:46:00 
  Total Recording Time:          06:16:36 

 

Sam and Yoko started recording all of their conversations at the beginning of or 

during dinner and continued recording after dinner. They both had full-time jobs and 

dinnertime was the only time that they were together at home. They took about two 

months to complete 5 hours 10 minutes and 38 seconds of recordings (from November 

5th through December 25th in 2003).  
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Roy and Aya recorded 5 hours 2 minutes and 40 seconds of conversation in about 3 

weeks in July and August, 2004, during the summer break when both of them were home 

for most of the day. They often recorded their conversations during meals, but also 

sometimes did so in the afternoon or at night while they were having drinks and snacks. 

Their daughter, Mia, sometimes participated in the recordings as well because she was 

also home for the summer break.  

George and Ritsuko recorded their interactions for 6 hours 16 minutes and 36 

seconds within 2 weeks from the end of April to the beginning of May, 2003, when they 

were both home during Golden Week (consecutive national holidays) in Japan. Around 

this time of the year, schools, companies, and other work places are often closed for the 

holidays so that people can have a short vacation. George and Ritsuko often started 

recording while they were preparing food and continued recording while eating. 

 

Data Analysis Steps 

The collected data were transcribed based on the conventions used widely in CA 

studies (Atkinson & Heritage, 1984; Jefferson, 2004; Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 

1974). In this study, however, it was necessary to add more conventions to transcribe the 

Japanese data accurately. Although all the participants were speaking in Japanese, the 

way they spoke often involved non-standard Japanese accents such as the Osaka dialect 

and non-native English accents. To illustrate these features whenever necessary, I used a 
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slash ( / ) , a back slash (  ╲ ) , and an apostrophe ( ’ ) to indicate non-standard patterns of 

pitch and stress accents on the talk.  

Japanese is a pitch accent language where each mora takes either a high or low pitch 

(Shibatani, 1990). Unlike English, which is a stress accent language where a particular 

syllable is pronounced more strongly than the other syllables with a stress, Japanese does 

not take stress on any moras. Thus, in this study, I indicated non-standard pitch accents 

with a slash where the high pitch starts and a backslash for the end of the high pitch. I 

used an apostrophe to show when the stress was on a mora as in English. I also indicated 

Japanese words that were pronounced with English-like phonology and English words 

pronounced in English by rendering them in italics (see Kubozono & Ohta, 1998 for a 

detailed discussion of the differences in pronunciation in English and Japanese). The full 

list of the conventions used in this study is available in Appendix C. Table 5 shows some 

examples of the intonation patterns described above. 

 

Table 5. Intonational Representation of arigatoo (‘thank you’) 

Language Type Pronunciation Pattern Pitch and Stress Description 
Standard Japanese a/ri＼gatoo high pitch on the 2nd  mora 
Osaka dialect ariga/to＼o high pitch on the 4th mora 
English-like accent ari’gatoo stress on the 3rd mora 

 

As these examples illustrate, the standard pitch accent of the word arigatoo (‘thank 

you’) is with high pitch assigned on the second mora and the other moras are pronounced 

with a low pitch. In the Osaka dialect, however, the word is pronounced with the high 
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pitch accent on the second to the last mora. Also, it is sometimes pronounced with a stress 

accent as in English, for example, on the third mora. In those cases, the pitch and stress 

accents were indicated in the transcript to show that the item was pronounced in a non-

standard way.  

It was indispensable for the current study to document these detailed pronunciation 

patterns because the participants sometimes talked in standard Japanese with English 

stress patterns and/or non-standard intonation, which often indicated that they were 

unfamiliar with the words. The American husbands sometimes had English-like 

intonation in their Japanese and the wives assimilated these supersegmental features.  

Throughout the manuscript, the Japanese conversation data is phonetically shown in 

the first line with Romanization, the linguistic gloss is in the second line, and the English 

translation is in the third line. A full description of the linguistic notations used in the 

second line can be found in Appendix D.  

Japanese has its own orthography and does not use the English alphabet, however, 

Romanization is used to represent the Japanese language in some cases, such as when 

people write their names in English on their passports. There are three systems of 

Romanization: Kun-ren, Hepburn, and Nihon (see Tomita & Sanada, 1988, pp. 131-142 

for a detailed explanation of Romanization). The Hepburn system represents Japanese 

phonetic features most accurately, so it is primarily used in this study. However, in the 

Hepburn system, the hu sound with the bilabial fricative is represented as fu with the 

labio-dental fricative, so I incorporated the hu representation from the Kun-ren system for 
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this study. Note that when such Japanese sounds as [h] as in huruutsu (‘fruit’) and [b] as 

in baiorin (‘violin’) were pronounced with an English-like sound, [f] and [v] were used to 

represent the sounds accurately. The charts of the Hepburn and Kun-ren Romanization 

systems used in this study are shown in Appendix C. 

While transcribing the recordings, I repeatedly listened to the audio data, made 

corrections to the transcript, and considered what the participants were trying to 

accomplish in their interactions. Through multiple “unmotivated looking" (Sacks, 1984) 

along with the repeated listening to the conversations and correcting the transcript, I found 

several notable segments involving disputes and also noticed relationships between 

disputes and display of language expertise. In this way, I collected the segments that 

involve dispute and that became the data for the analyses in this study. 

 

Important Concepts in the Study 

As a qualitative methodology, Conversation Analysis requires intensive data analysis 

of talk-in-interaction. Qualitative researchers should show whether the study has been 

conducted with the intention of maximizing accuracy (credibility), whether the results can 

be applied in other contexts (transferability), whether the methods and procedures should 

be fully explained for clear understanding of the context (dependability), and if the data 

used in the research should be available for others to confirm the results or interpretations 

(confirmability) (Brown, 2001; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). These are the equivalent of 

validity, replicability, reliability, and objectivity in quantitative research (e.g., Huberman 
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& Miles, 1994). Below, I describe how these four concepts were applied to the current 

study. 

 

Credibility 

 Credibility in this study can be established through research methods incorporated in 

this study as well as by the readers themselves. Consultations about methods in data 

collection, analysis, transcription conventions, and other issues pertinent to the current 

research methodology were sought from experienced CA researchers on such occasions as 

monthly data sessions, workshops, and seminars, and individual consultations.  Monthly 

data sessions and workshops were held among researchers in Osaka, Japan6 (see Appendix 

F for the list of the sessions and workshops). Comments and feedbacks received at the 

sessions and the workshops enhanced this study. 

Researchers thoroughly analyze the data through repeated listenings and detailed 

examinations of the transcripts. The report of the findings should include the detailed data 

transcripts so that the readers can look at the conversation extracts directly in order to 

better understand the claims made in the study. In this study, the excerpts are illustrated 

                                                
6 A data session is an informal gathering of researchers who meet in order to discuss data. 
The basic procedure is that one member brings conversation data and the session 
participants watch/listen to the data, check the transcript, and discuss possible 
understandings/interpretations of the data (ten Have, 2007). In the process of conducting 
this study, the data were presented in monthly data sessions held among CA researchers in 
western Japan as well as occasional guest participants from other areas. At the beginning 
of the data sessions, the session participants checked my transcripts and made corrections 
as needed. During the sessions, I presented my interpretation of the interaction and then 
possible alternative accounts for the segment were suggested and discussed. 
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throughout the manuscript whenever the analyses were conducted and the claims were 

made for the readers. 

 Another way to enhance the study's credibility was to obtain naturally occurring 

conversation data from the participants; this is one of the requirements of CA research. To 

do so, two issues were carefully considered. The first issue concerned the expectations of 

the participants when they made the recordings. To create recording situations where the 

participants felt free to talk about what they wanted when they wanted, I made it clear that 

they were not expected to do anything special in their interactions. I gave them as much 

control as possible over the recording. I told them that they could record their conversation 

any time, any place, and in any situation that they wished so that they could choose the 

recording environment. I also controlled the information about the current study prior to 

the recordings by not discussing any specific issues that I might examine in their 

interactions.  

 The second issue concerned the influence of the tape-recorder on the participants. It 

is unnatural to tape-record conversations while at home. Cameron (2001) stated that “the 

act of recording talk … has the potential to affect participants’ behaviour and make the talk 

something different from what it would have been otherwise” (p. 20). Maxwell (1996) 

called the influence of the researcher “reactivity” and explained that it is often a problem in 

qualitative research because researchers cannot completely avoid or eliminate their 

influence on the setting or participants.  
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 Labov (1972 cited in Blum-Kulka, 1997) also discussed the "observer’s paradox" 

where a researcher might not be able to obtain “genuine” data if he or she is present during 

the data collection. In the current study, I was not on site to record the data. However, the 

tape recorder might have played the role of an observer and thus influenced the 

participants’ conversations, perhaps contributing to the creation of conversations that were 

not as natural as usual.  

Of course, it is not possible to entirely eliminate influences on the participants and 

the data (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1995). However, as Maxwell (1996) stated, researchers 

can show how they understand these influences and deal with them. Holmes, Vine, and 

Johnson (1998) stated that when collecting data, they usually ask people to collect at least 

thirty minutes of conversation, but the participants often record longer than that. This 

allows them to use the data from where the speakers seem to have forgotten the tape 

recorder. In this study, to minimize the possible influence of the tape recorder on the 

participants' interactions, I asked the participants to record five hours or more of talk so 

that they would become less aware of the recording equipment as time went by. My data 

indicate that the tape recorder was not a major obstacle to collecting natural discourse data 

due to the length of the recordings that they made, as shown in the next section. 

 

Naturalness of the Data 

CA researchers recommend that recordings “should catch natural interaction as fully 

and faithfully as is practically possible” (ten Have, 2007, p. 68). In CA, the talk is 
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considered ‘naturally occurring’ if it is “non-experimental, not co-produced with or 

provoked by the researcher” (ten Have, 2007, p. 68), even if the conversation participants 

were audio- or video-recorded provided that the talk would have occurred anyway. In this 

study, the data were recorded in the participants’ homes, often during meals, or other 

occasions (e.g., after dinner) when they were having conversations together, face-to-face in 

the same room; thus, the data can be considered naturally occurring conversation, as the 

interactions were not collected in an organized manner such as in a laboratory setting. One 

can argue that interactions recorded at the dinner table or in the classroom might not be 

natural as a family at the dinner table or students in the classroom would not be acting the 

same way with the video camera or audio recorder visible to them. However, with or 

without the recording equipment, the family would have some conversation at the table 

and students would talk in the classroom. The interaction would occur regardless of the 

existence of any recording equipment and thus the conversation is fundamentally naturally 

occurring. 

Most important, further evidence to support the assertion that the data used in this 

study is natural can be found within the data itself. Below, I show two segments from an 

instance of interaction between George and Ritsuko that illustrate how they became less 

aware of the recordings after a while. In the first segment of the conversation (excerpt 1), 

Ritsuko is talking about the difficulty of talking in front of the tape recorder at the lunch 

table. This excerpt is from their first recording session and happened 1 minute and 39 

seconds after they started recording. 
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 (1) [George (G) & Ritsuko (R) Day 1 during lunch: 1’ 39’’] 

01 R: miru to ishiki    shichau     kara 
  look if conscious cannot help because  

 
02    [kakushito]ita 

   hid in advance 
      “I cannot help being conscious, so I went ahead and hid it.” 
 

03 G: [a: so:   ] 
   Oh yes 
       “Oh, OK.” 
 

04 R: yoku nai? 
  good NEG 
     “Is it not good?” 
 

05 G: bi:  toka hairu kamo 
  beep etc. enter maybe 
     “We may have beeping sounds or something.” 
 

06 R: a, so kka  
      oh so Q 
              “Oh, yeah.” 

 

In lines 1 and 2, Ritsuko mentions that she becomes conscious about the recorder 

when she sees it, so she had to hide it somewhere not visible from her position. This 

utterance suggests the possibility that the conversation might be unnatural due to the 

influence of the recording equipment. However, about 15 minutes later in the same 

recording session (at the same lunch table on the same day), they had the following 

conversation. 
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 (2) [George (G) & Ritsuko (R), Day 1 during lunch: 17’12’’] 

01 R: °>watashi tokidoki  wasurechau  no ne< 
    1SG     sometimes have forgot PL PL 
 

02     kore kiotsukenai to°. 
   this be careful  
        “I sometimes forget about this, so I should be careful.” 

 
03 G:  sono ho: ga i: (.)  

   that way SUBJ good  
 

04     ma:  sono  nare       tara sono 
   well that get used to CON  that 
       “That’s better. Well, once you get used to it, well,” 

 
 
05 R:  un 

   yes 
      “Yeah.” 
 

This segment of conversation shows that Ritsuko, who was initially conscious about 

the recording, has now forgotten about it. In lines 1 and 2 of Excerpt 2, she overtly 

mentions that she sometimes forgets that the recording equipment is in front of her. George 

in line 3 agrees with her by advising her to forget about the recording. 

From these two excerpts, we can reasonably assume that they were becoming more 

comfortable having the tape recorder in front of them, which created as a natural 

environment as one can have for a research setting. Each of the other couples displayed a 

similar tendency. They expressed in different ways that they had forgotten that they were 

recording their interactions.  
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Transferability, Dependability, and Confirmability 

A qualitative study should provide enough information for other researchers to apply 

the same type of research protocol to other settings or other participants (transferability). I 

have already described the participants and data in detail and thoroughly illustrated the 

data collection and analysis procedures. I believe that transferability in the current study is 

enhanced by my detailed description of the data transcripts as well as other precise 

descriptions of the research framework and methods.  

This research was made dependable by multiple listening of the audiotapes and 

checking the transcripts; listening to the original recordings repeatedly is central to the CA 

technique. Inquiry audits (Brown, 2001) were another method used to enhance 

dependability in this study. Through monthly data sessions and conference presentations, I 

discussed my analysis and findings and received feedback and comments from various 

experienced researchers in the field of CA and related fields. The findings were then re-

examined and refined based on these discussions.   

 Finally, in the context of CA, confirmability satisfied by providing extracts of the 

talk in the published research, and if possible, by access to the original talk data as 

Shegloff has done with some of his research articles via online sound files (see his 

University of California Los Angeles homepage at www. ucla.edu). The data analyzed in 

this study are illustrated in the text whenever necessary so that readers can check the data. 

Complete transcribed data and audiotapes are stored safely and the transcripts are available 

to parties interested in the current research. The original audiotapes were backed up to 
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tapes as well as digitized to a computer, providing multiple backups. Transcripts are also 

available in print form and they are stored as data in the computer. The available data in 

any form never reveal participants’ personal information in any way. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DISPLAY OF DIFFERENTIAL LANGUAGE EXPERTISE 

 

Introduction 

In this study, I examine dispute in bilingual couple talk in relation to language 

expertise. Before turning to the discussion on dispute sequences, I focus on practices of 

indexing differential language expertise (Hosoda, 2006; Kasper, 2004), i.e., language 

experts and novices, in non-problematic, non-confrontational interactions.  

I found in the data collected from the bilingual couples that they often took part in 

metalingual talk, i.e., talk about language itself. They discussed lexical items, 

pronunciation, and grammatical issues, among other language objects. In their metalingual 

talk, there were two significant ways that they displayed their metalingual knowledge, or 

lack thereof: forward-oriented repair in word search sequences and backwards-oriented 

repair in which one speaker assists the other when there is some difficulty in the interaction. 

In those cases, differential language expertise was foregrounded through metalingual talk. 

Based on the fine-grained analysis of collections of repair segments, this chapter illustrates 

my findings through several excerpts of backwards-oriented and forward-oriented repair 

cases and discusses how differential language expertise is made relevant and oriented to in 

the bilingual couple's talk.  
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Repair in Interaction Between First and Second Language Speakers 

When some part of a turn at talk creates trouble for the current or any other speakers 

in the on-going interaction, the trouble needs to be repaired, as it can threaten the 

conversation participants’ joint construction of meaning in and through the talk, i.e., 

intersubjectivity (Schegloff, 1992). Repair refers to ways of dealing with these troubles 

that occur in speaking, hearing, and understanding in conversation (Schegloff et. al, 1977), 

and virtually any part of a turn at talk can be "repairable," provided that one of the 

interactants deems it to be so through his or her actions. Repair is carried out in order to 

foster intersubjectivity and such sequences can include, for example, the correction of an 

error in situations where one participant orients to it as necessary in order to ensure the 

continuing comprehensibility of the on-going talk. In other-initiated repair, participants 

typically do this by asking for assistance through a request or clarification of an unclear 

utterance. In a repair sequence, participants initiate and solve a problem in the talk and 

meanwhile, the repair activity surpasses other actions in progress (Schegloff, 1997, 2000). 

There are different ways to repair a trouble source (TS), (Schegloff et. al, 1977). 

Repair can be initiated by the speaker of TS (self-initiated repair) or any other party except 

the speaker of TS (other-initiated repair). It can then be carried out by the speaker of TS 

(self-repair) or any other party except the speaker of TS (other-repair). These repair 

mechanisms can be further categorized as backwards-oriented repair, i.e., repair of some 

element of prior talk, and forward-oriented repair such as word search sequences 

(Schegloff, 1979). Among the different ways of enacting repair, self-initiated repair is the 
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most frequent form of repair in interactions both between first language (FL) speakers and 

FL and second language (SL) speakers. Corrections of other speakers in SL-FL interaction 

are rare outside of educational settings such as classrooms (Rasmussen & Wagner, 2000).  

Although phenomena in repair sequences in FL-FL and FL-SL interactions are 

generally not different, as has been suggested in previous CA studies (e.g., Carroll, 2005; 

Kasper, 2004; Kurhila, 2004; Wagner & Gardner, 2004), some aspects might be unique to 

FL-SL interaction. For example, Kurhila (2004) investigated FL-SL Finish conversation in 

institutional settings and found that SL speakers almost always displayed linguistic trouble. 

FL speakers hardly ever commented on SL speakers’ linguistic activities and kept 

orienting instead to their institutional role, such as secretary and customer. However, when 

SL speakers oriented to their linguistic activities, FL speakers made relevant their identities 

as language experts (but not as linguistic superiors) by sometimes correcting the SL 

speakers’ language use.  

In conversations between FL and SL speakers, the FL speaker might not repair or 

assist the SL speaker’s errors, struggle, or any other troubles in conversation without some 

sort of clear invitation from the SL speakers (Brouwer, 2004; Hosoda, 2002; Kasper, 2004; 

Kurhila, 2004). SL speakers display their language novice identity by first showing 

struggles to produce some element(s) in interaction, then inviting FL speakers to assist 

them with the problematic element(s). FL speakers then orient to SL speakers’ language 

novice identity through repair activity, making their language expertise relevant in the 

interaction.  
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 Kasper (2004) analyzed a sequence of interaction between a beginning SL speaker 

and a FL speaker in German and found that when the participants oriented to differential 

language expertise, it was primarily invoked by the SL speaker in the form of code-

switching. Code-switching in FL and SL interactions is a common practice. When speakers 

are bilingual, in the sense that they have access to multiple languages, they can choose to 

mark an instance of talk by alternating to the other medium (Auer, 1984), or mix those 

multiple languages (Pillar, 2002). Furthermore, those who are in intimate relationships, 

such as intercultural married couples, assist each other through repair sequences to create 

collaborative and shared environments in which to interact with each other (Pillar, 2002). 

In intimate relationships, mixing multiple languages is commonly found in daily 

conversation, because it seems to be the most natural and thus comfortable way of 

communicating for many such couples (Ikeda & Kelly, 1992).  

 By using multiple languages, those couples take advantage of being bilingual and 

create collaborative and shared environments in interacting with each other and assisting 

each other in their everyday communication (Pillar, 2002). Their support for each other is 

often observed through the form of repair in the interaction. Wong (2000) analyzed repair 

sequences in casual conversation between friends who were FL and SL speakers and 

suggested that repair might be the key to identifying unique features of the interactions 

between FL-SL speakers.       

 Finally, Hosoda (2006) demonstrated how bilingual speakers of Japanese and 

English in Japanese conversation orient to their differential language expertise in repair 
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sequences. Although I discuss issues similar to those Hosoda has described in her study in 

this chapter, the data in this study are different from hers: her research participants were 

friends and not in more intimate relationships, i.e., married couples. 

 

Forward-Oriented Repair Sequences 

Forward-oriented repair indicates that TS lies in a not-yet-produced part of the turn 

and not in the already produced part of the turn (Schegloff, 1979). In principle, once a turn 

starts in conversation, it must be carried forward to completion (Sacks, et. al, 1974). 

However, as found in research on word search sequences, talk can have difficulty 

progressing, as evidenced by such interactional phenomena as same turn repetition, sound 

stretches, cut-offs, pauses, pre-pausal tokens (e.g., um, uh, mm), self-query, and deictic 

pronouns (e.g., Carroll, 2005; Fox, Hayashi, & Jasperson, 1996; Hayashi, 2003; Hosoda, 

2002; Schegloff, 1997). For example, consider the following excerpt: 
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(3) [George (G) & Ritsuko (R): Mushroom] 

01    G: oishi: kore ano sono (.) 
   tasty this that that   
 

02       ano: nani shime- shi- mushroom. 
   that what   
      “This is tasty. that, that, (.) that, what, shime, shi, mushroom.” 
 

03    R: shimeji 
     shimeji mushroom 
            “Shimeji.” 
 

 
04    G: shimeji 

     shimeji mushroom 
             “Shimeji.” 
 

 In this excerpt, George and Ritsuko are having lunch. One of the vegetables that they 

are having is shimeji (a particular kind of mushroom) and George attempts to make a 

comment that the mushroom is tasty (line 1). However, he has difficulty producing the 

word shimeji. In lines 1 and 2, he fills the position where the item (shimeji) is due with the 

deictic pronouns, ano (‘that’) and sono (‘that’), a micro pause, self-query (nani ‘what’), 

and cut-offs (shime-, shi-), all of which are typical phenomena in forward-oriented repair 

(word search), as discussed in the previous research. 

This excerpt clearly demonstrates the display of differential language expertise 

through forward-oriented repair initiation. In line 2, George produces the TS in English 

(‘mushroom’) after multiple attempts to produce it in Japanese. Through his struggle to 

produce the lexical item, he displays his novice identity in Japanese using the available 

medium, i.e., English, which Ritsuko orients to in line 3. Upon George’s clear display of 
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abandoning the word search through the code-switching to English with the falling 

intonation to mark the end of his utterance after struggling, she makes her expertise in 

Japanese relevant in the on-going talk by providing him the name of the mushroom 

(shimeji). As previous studies suggest (e.g., Auer, 1984), code-switching is a common 

practice in bilingual interaction and especially when the SL speaker struggles to produce 

the item in the target language, making his or her novice identity relevant in the on-going 

talk (Kasper, 2004). In line 4, George repeats Ritusuko's candidate repair item with falling 

intonation. Repetition functions as a display of hearing and accepting an uttered item by an 

interlocutor (Jonstone, 1994; Svennevig, 2004): Consequently, it is one way to ratify the 

repair (e.g., Brouwer, 2004; Lerner, 1991). George shows his acceptance of the item in line 

4 by repeating the word. 

Through the above forward-oriented repair sequence, we have seen how differential 

language expertise is displayed, oriented to, and made relevant by the conversation 

participants. First, one speaker (George) displays his language novice identity through the 

struggle to produce an item (shimeji). Second, the co-participant (Ritsuko) orients to his 

novice identity by assisting the first speaker (George) to produce the problematic item, 

making her expertise relevant in the conversation. The candidate item is accepted by the 

first speaker by repeating the item.  

 Similar phenomena were found in the conversation from the other couples in the data 

I collected. First, consider the excerpt between Roy, Aya, and their daughter, Mia. In this 

excerpt, they are talking about the English curriculum at Mia’s school. Roy is telling Aya 
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and Mia that he is going to visit her school on Monday to see the principal of the school. 

Roy attempts to mention the principal’s name. 

 

(4) [Roy, Aya, & Mia: Oosako-Sensei] 

01  R: getsuyo:bi: (.) ano:: ko:cho:  sense:   
   monday          that  pricipal teacher     
 

02     to aimasu osa- osa: (.) osaki’:  [osa:    ] 
      meet 
   “Monday, mm, I will meet with the principal. Osa, Osa:, Osaki, Osa” 
 

03  M:                                  [((sigh))] 
 

04  A:                                  [(......)] 
 

 
05  R: o:sa-(.)osaki’: sense:  jyanai, =osa:(.) ko’:? 

                   teacher not 
   “Oosa, Mr. Osaki, no, Osaakoo?” 
 

06  M: do:mo    hatsuon        ga   hen 
   somehow  pronunciation SUBJ strange 
      “Somehow, the pronunciation is strange.” 
 

07  R: osa’ko 
 

08  M: <o,o,sa,ko> 
 
09  R: oosako sense:  oosako sense:  aimasu 

          teacher        teacher meet 
   “Mr. Oosako, I will meet with Mr. Oosako.” 

 

As can be seen from the transcript, Roy is having difficulty producing the name of 

the principal at Mia’s school. In line 1, Roy tells Aya and Mia that he has a meeting with 
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the principal on Monday. In the course of telling the news, he shows that he is struggling to 

produce the principal’s name. In line 1, first of all, the name of the principal is placed 

instead of koochoo (‘principal’). Second, getsuyoobi (‘Monday’) is followed by a micro-

pause and the deictic pronoun ano (‘that’) with a sound stretch, all of which are typical 

phenomena found in a forward-oriented repair sequence, as we have seen above. Instead of 

producing the name when the item is due (i.e., after the item, getsuyoobi), Roy uses the 

more general address term to fill in the position to describe whom he is meeting on 

Monday, i.e., the principal. 

Both Aya and Mia self-select to produce some turn segment in overlap with Roy’s 

attempt: Mia sighs in line 3 and Aya makes some sort of comment in line 4 that was not 

comprehensible in the recorded data. Roy continues producing the name in line 5 and 

shows that he finally recognizes that the principal’s name is not Oosaki and displays an 

alternative candidate, i.e., Oosako, by producing the name with a rising intonation. Notice 

that he has an English stress accent on ki in Osaki (one candidate for the principal’s name) 

and ko in Osako (the other candidate for the name).  

Actions such as including the stress accent and using rising intonation when 

producing the names indicate that Roy is not familiar with the item. Through these actions, 

Roy might be requesting confirmation from Mia and/or Aya by actively working to display 

his unfamiliarity with the name. However, Mia nor Aya orient to Roy’s pronunciation 

rather than to the confirmation. In line 6, Mia produces a negative assessment of his 

pronunciation.  
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 In line 7, Roy moves the English stress accent from ko to sa in Oosako after Mia 

mentions the pronunciation. Mia then finally assists him with his struggle in line 8: She 

orients to Roy’s production of the name and provides him with the correct pronunciation of 

the principal’s name, enunciating the item when she produces it. Roy repeats the correct 

pronunciation and produces a second version of the original turn he was attempting in line 

1, this time with the correct pronunciation of the principal’s name. 

In this excerpt, Roy displays his language novice identity through his struggle with 

producing the name of the principal. His multiple attempts to produce the name, as well as 

the English stress accents demonstrate his unfamiliarity with the name. Mia shows not only 

her language expertise by providing him the correct pronunciation of the name, but also 

her expert knowledge of the school. By repeating the expert-provided item, Roy accepts 

Mia’s repair. 

The next excerpt is between Sam and Yoko. They are talking about a restaurant that 

they are planning to go to for dinner on the weekend. They have never been to this 

restaurant before, so Sam suggests that they should go there and if the food does not look 

good, they can go to a different restaurant.  
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(5) [Sam (S) & Yoko (Y): Tasty] 

01 S: moshi oishi k-(.) ku na-(.) ku so:?  
  if    tasty       NEG       seem 
 

02    oish- do: i: masu ka (.) oishi ku na ku so:? 
  tasty how say     Q      tasty NEG   seem 
 

03    oishi: [janai] 
  tasty    NEG 
  “If it’s not tasty, (.) kuna (.) kuso? Tasty, how do you say it?   
      Oishiku nakkuso? Oishii janai?” 
 

04 Y:        [oishi] so:  ja nai 
          tasty  seem NEG 
  “Oishisoo janai. (It doesn’t look tasty.)”  
 

05 S: [oishi so:  ja nai] 
   seem tasty NEG 
  “Oishisoo janai.”  
 

06 Y: [oishi so:  ja nai] °un°  
   seem tasty NEG      yeah 
  “Oishisoo janai. Yeah.”  
 

As shown in the above excerpt, Sam is experiencing difficulty producing the phrase 

“if it doesn’t seem to be tasty.” Producing the adjective that indicates ‘seems not tasty’ 

(oishikunasasoo) requires some morphological steps to conjugate the adjective tasty 

(oishii) as shown in Sam’s struggle in the above excerpt. 

In line 1, Sam attempts to produce oishi-ku-na-sa-soo (‘seem not tasty’). Using 

pauses, cut-offs, and repetitions, Sam gradually conjugates the adjective to achieve the 

formulation of his utterance. These phenomena in line 1 are what we have observed above 

in the word search process. In this case, Sam is not looking for any particular lexical item; 
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he is showing problems with the not yet produced element in his turn-in-progress, which is 

the phenomenon of forward-oriented repair. He continues to attempt the conjugation in line 

2, but quickly abandons this second try, instead constructing the turn as an overt question 

to Yoko, requesting her to explain how to say the target conjugation. However, Yoko does 

not respond directly, as the micro-pause in line 2 indicates. Here, it is possible that Yoko is 

eating and cannot talk at the moment when Sam has produced a question-like utterance, 

although it is not possible to confirm this without a visual resource. In lines 2 and 3, Sam 

continues his turn by repeating his best hypothesis (*oishi-ku-na-ku-soo) then attempts to 

simply negate the adjective, oishii (‘tasty’), which is an incorrect grammatical form. 

 By overlapping her turn segment with Sam’s attempt at negation in line 3, Yoko 

provides him with a correct candidate item in line 4. Notice, however, that Yoko provides 

Sam with the phrase oishi soo ja nai (‘It does not seem tasty.’), which is not the same as 

that which Sam has been trying to produce (oishiku nasasoo ‘It seems not tasty’). Both of 

them carry more or less the same nuance and Sam in line 5 accepts the alternative 

candidate repair by repeating the phrase, which is confirmed by Yoko in line 6. 

 In this excerpt, we have again observed common phenomena that can be found in the 

production of a word search sequence. Sam does his best to produce the item, using 

repetitions, cut-offs, requests, and intra-turn silences. Although his novice identity was 

made public through his effort to complete the conjugation, the expert did not participate 

until the moment the speaker with the novice identity made a clear mistake in conjugating 

the adjective and asked the expert overtly how to form the conjugation.  
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In the forward-oriented repair segments shown above, we have seen how bilingual 

couples display differential language expertise in this type of interactional business. First, 

expert knowledge is not displayed in the interaction until one party (i.e., American 

husbands) makes the novice identity relevant, then calls upon the other for support by 

making public his struggle in producing the item. Second, the SL speakers accept the FL 

speakers’ repair by repetition. These findings that experts do not provide novices candidate 

completions until they receive a clear solicitation and that novices accept repaired items 

without any oppositions support not only the findings that FL speakers do not make their 

expertise relevant until being invited to do so by the SL speakers through displays of 

novice identity (Brower, 2004; Kurhila, 2004; Kasper, 2004) and how SL speaker 

identities are displayed through repetition on repaired items (Hosoda, 2000; 2006), but also 

previous studies on the preference for self-repair in forward-oriented repair sequences (e.g., 

Hosoda, 2000; Kurhila, 2001; Schegloff, Jefferson, & Sacks, 1977). 
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Backwards-Oriented Repair Sequences 

Backwards-oriented repair starts with a trouble source in an utterance produced by a 

speaker. Then, either the current speaker or a co-participant repairs the trouble. The 

successful repair completion/receipt can be indicated by such tokens as ‘oh’ in English 

(Heritage, 1984) as shown below. 

 

J: Derek’s ho:me? 
 
 (0.5) 
 
I: Yo:ur De[rek. 

 
J:         [Ye:s m[m 

 
I:                [Oh:. 

(Heritage, 1984; p. 324 (38)) 
 

Although self-initiated repair is preferred (Schegloff, 1977), a co-participant taking 

the next turn can sometimes initiate repair as well. This is typically accomplished with one 

of a set of lexical or vocal devices, sometimes labeled next turn repair initiators (NTRI) 

(Schegloff et. al., 1977), and it is either done by specifying the trouble source or not 

specifying it using a short phrase like ‘huh?’ or ‘what?’, i.e., an open class repair initiator 

(Drew, 1997). NTRI is the most common way of initiating other-repair (ten Have, 1999). 

In my data, I found a number of instances where repair was initiated in the next turn. 

First, consider the conversation between Aya and Roy below. In this sequence, they are 

talking about the dentist that they went to earlier in the day: 
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 (6) [Roy & Aya: Son-in-law] 

01  A: omuko san  ka na: 
   son-in-law Q  PTCL 
        “I wonder if he is the son-in-law.” 
 

02  R: o: what？ 
        “O what?” 

03  A: omuko san    
   son-in-law  
 

04     musume san no  otto     ne 
   daughter    GEN husband PTCL 
        “Son-in-law. (His) daughter’s husband, right?” 
 

05  R: a, hai 
   oh  yes   
        “Oh, yeah.”     

 

In line 1, Aya is wondering if their dentist is the son-in-law (omukosan) of the other 

dentist they saw in the office. In the next turn, Roy identifies the token, omukosan, as a 

trouble source by initiating repair (‘o-what?’). In line 3, Aya repairs it by repeating the 

problematic item and continues to explain its meaning in line 4. In line 5, Roy indicates 

with the turn initial change-of-state token a, the Japanese equivalent form of ‘oh’ in 

English, that the repair is successful (Heritage, 1984; Ikeda, 2007), and then acknowledges 

it (hai ‘yeah’). In the above conversation, Roy has displayed his language novice status by 

initiating repair on a Japanese vocabulary item. Aya oriented to Roy’s novice identity and 

made her expertise knowledge relevant in the on-going talk. This type of repair sequence 

was common in the data I collected: American husbands sometimes encounter unfamiliar 

item(s) produced by their Japanese wives. When that happens, the husbands request 
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clarification of the items from their wives, making their relative novice status relevant to 

the interaction and calling upon their wives’ relative expertise with regard to their 

knowledge of the Japanese language.  

A further example of this kind of phenomenon can be seen in the following excerpt, 

taken from talk recorded between Sam and Yoko. In this segment, they are talking about a 

professional Japanese baseball player, Hideki Matsui, who is moving to the United States 

to play for the New York Yankees.  

 

(7) [Sam & Yoko: Free-sort-of-feeling] 

01    Y: dakara chotto  jiyu: no  kanji 
         so     little  free  GEN feeling  
         “So, it’s sort of like a freedom.” 
 
02    S: hai 
         yes 
         “yeah.” 
 
03    Y: dakara shinbun    ka nanika     no kiji     o     
         so      newspaper or something GEN article OBJ  
 
04       kaita toki:, taitoru  wa  gojira    wa: 
         wrote when   title    TOP Godzilla TOP 
         “So, when the newspaper article or something was written, the  
                       title was ‘Godzilla is…” 
 
05    S: kuru? 
         come 
         “coming?”  
 
06    Y: gojira wa: nani? n: hanatareta? jiyu: no kanji  
         godzilla TOP what mm released  free GEN feeling 
         “Godzilla is, what, mm, released? Free sort of feeling.” 
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07    S: jiyu: wa free?  
         free TOP  

            “Is jiyuu free?” 
 
08 Y: un doko ni demo ikemasu no [kan]ji  
              yeah anywhere can go  GEN feeling  
              “Yeah. Feels like you can go anywhere.” 
 
09 S:                            [a: ]                                                  
                                                                                  oh 
               “Oh.”  
 

In this excerpt, Yoko tells Sam what the Japanese media reports about how the American 

media describes Matsui: “Godzilla7 has been released.” In line 1, Yoko produces a turn 

increment (Schegloff, 1987, 1992) that elaborates on prior talk, using the Japanese lexical 

item jiyuu (‘free’) to describe that the player is now able to move to any team via the free 

agent system. This “third position repair” (Schegloff 1987, 1992) demonstrates that the 

speaker (Yoko) analyzes the recipient’s (Sam’s) understanding of his or her first turn as 

problematic. 

In line 2, Sam gives a quick recipient token that serves to prompt Yoko to continue 

telling him about the news. In line 4, Yoko elongates the particle wa, which is taken by 

Sam as her searching for the item to follow it. In line 5, Sam provides a possible candidate 

(kuru ‘come’) to fill the position, which enacts a collaborative completion, i.e., an on-

                                                
7   “Godzilla” is the player’s nickname, as he is big and has been an extraordinary player 
who “destroys” other teams with his powerful home runs. He had always played in Japan 
but had finally become a free agent and was eligible to move to any team in the world. The 
American media thus described his coming to the U.S. as “Godzilla has been released from 
Japanese baseball to the world.”   
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going turn completed by another speaker (Lerner, 1993) often found in word searches 

(Wagner & Gardner, 2004). In line 6 Yoko, however, does not provide any ratification of 

his candidate completion, a relevant next action. Instead line 6 indicates through such 

phenomena as repetition, elongation, self-query, and the use of a filler that Yoko is 

searching for a different item (forward-oriented repair) and that the item provided by Sam 

through the collaborative completion was in fact not what she is looking for.  

 Forward-oriented repair is completed by Yoko in line 6 producing the verb 

hanatareta (‘released’), which she immediately restates (self-initiated self-repair) as jiyuu 

no kanji (‘free sort of feeling’), which is a more commonly used phrase in casual 

conversation as opposed to hanatareta, a comparatively formal verb usually used in 

writing and not colloquially. The fact that Yoko produces the formal verb with a rising 

intonation immediately followed by a restated version suggests that Yoko assumes that 

Sam might not understand such a formal verb. In line 7, Sam treats line 6 as trouble; he 

initiates repair, showing uncertainty about the meaning of jiyuu with a rising intonation by 

providing its translation (‘free’). Another common way of enacting NTRI is by using such 

a phrase like ‘you mean X?’ (ten Have, 1999). Here, Sam is offering a candidate English 

equivalent (‘free’) to test his hypothesis of the target item (jiyuu), which displays his 

novice (but bilingual) knowledge of Japanese. Yoko in line 8 first acknowledges Sam’s 

candidate understanding of the item and clarifies it with further explanation. Sam indicates 

his uptake of this with the minimal recognition using the change-of-state token a in line 9, 

making public his recognition that he has gone from a "state of not-knowing" to a "state of 
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now-knowing." In this excerpt, the differential language expertise was made relevant and 

oriented to through the confirmation of the trouble item, jiyuu (‘free’). 

A similar example can be seen in the next excerpt between George and Ritsuko. They 

are having noodles for lunch and are talking about the airfare for a trip that they are taking 

in the summer break.  

 

(8) [George & Ritsuko: nobichatta?] 

01    G: nedan [to]  
          price            
         “Price,” 
 
02    R:       [un] 
                yeah 
         “Yeah.” 
 
03    G: yu: koto kangaete kara= 
          thing think    after 
          “After considering (the price),” 
 
04    R:  =chotto nobichatta? 
           little have become soggy 
         “Did it become a bit soggy?” 
 
05    G: nobichatta         tte? 
           have become soggy 
           “What’s nobichatta?” 
 
06    R: n, a, ko:  yu:  men    wa   nanka                    
          mm oh this kind noodle TOP  something  
 
07       chotto jikan oku   to nobichau     kara 
         little time leave     become soggy because 
         “Mm, oh, this kind of noodle, if you leave it for sometime, gets  
                      soggy.” 
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08    G: asso 
                     I see 
                    “I see.” 
 
09    R: mm ippai mizu  ga    haichatte sa:  
         mm many  water SUBJ  come in    
                     “Mm. It absorbs a lot of water.” 
 
10    G: un 
         yeah 
                     “Yeah.” 
 
11   ((5.2 seconds for the sound of noodle eating)) 
 
12    R: daijo:bu?  
         OK 
                     “OK?” 
 
13    G: daijo:bu 
         OK 
                     “OK.” 
 
14    R: ↑hun 
         huh 
                    “Huh.” 
 
15    ((3.4 seconds for the sound of noodle eating)) 

 

In the above excerpt, George is talking about the airplane tickets (lines 1 and 3) while 

having noodles for lunch. Ritsuko, orienting to herself being ‘the chef’ for this meal, asks 

George if the noodles are soggy (line 4). In line 5 George, by repeating Ritsuko's question 

from the previous turn, displays that he has linguistic trouble with the repeated item, 

nobichatta. Here, he displays his language novice identity through initiating repair on the 

trouble item, marking it with an abbreviated verb ending (-tte), which is commonly used 

for initiating other repair in Japanese. However, Ritsuko does not orient to his linguistic 
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difficulty in the next turn: she maintains her orientation as a “chef” and explains in lines 6, 

7, and 9 what happens if this kind of noodles is left in the soup for a while; they become 

soggy by absorbing the water (soup). In non-educational settings, SL speakers show their 

concern more with repair of linguistic issues, orienting to their language novice identity, 

while FL speakers often orient more to their social roles (Kurhila, 2004). In the above 

excerpt, George has displayed that he is having difficulty understanding the linguistic item, 

orienting to his language novice identity. Ritsuko, on the other hand, is concerned about 

the condition of the noodles, orienting to her social role at this particular moment in the on-

going talk as the cook. The repair on the lexical item initiated by George was not carried 

out by Ritsuko and she maintains her orientation as the chef by showing her concern about 

the noodles by asking George if they taste OK (line 11). 

Although the repair was not successfully completed, through this sequence, we can 

see that differential language expertise was made relevant in the talk by George: the novice 

identity was first foregrounded by George identifying the trouble source. By doing so, he 

invited Ritsuko to display her expertise knowledge, treating her as the language expert. 

 

Summary 

 In this chapter, I have illustrated interactional practices common to all three couples 

regarding how they foreground their differential language expertise in conversation 

through repair sequences. I discussed when and how bilingual couples display differential 

language expertise through two repair sequence types, forward-oriented and backwards-



 81 

oriented repairs. I have also shown that the display of differential language expertise 

identities is occasioned through repair phenomena and not randomly displayed in the 

couples’ talk.  

In forward-oriented repair sequences, we saw that when one party (American 

husbands) displays difficulty producing some lexical or syntactic item(s) that they are 

attempting to use, they make their novice identity relevant in the on-going talk, an action 

that invites the other party (Japanese wives) to orient to that novice identity by making 

their language expertise relevant in the process of assisting the novice with his or her 

search for the problematic item. Through the backwards-repair sequences, we have seen 

that when one party (American husbands in my data) encounters some trouble source 

item(s) produced by the other party (Japanese wives) that they do not understand, they 

initiate repair, making their novice identity relevant in the interaction and inviting their 

conversation partners’ expertise to assist with the trouble.  

These repair sequences suggest several key points in the interactions between FL and 

SL speakers. First, the expert identity appears in response to the emergence of the novice 

identity, which supports the findings of previous studies (e.g., Kasper, 2004; Kurhila, 

2006). Second, the data show that differential language expertise is a locally situated 

identity invoked in and through ongoing talk such as metalingual talk and not through 

preassigned categories such as native and non-native speakers. Third, repair activities such 

as those shown above that make the display of differential language expertise mandatory 

are usually non-problematic: The couples mutually recognize their displayed language 
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expert and novice identities as appropriate and conflicts were not observed in their talk on 

these occasions. 

In the next chapter, I illustrate some segments that include dispute and discuss how a 

friendly mundane interaction develops into problematic talk. After that, I demonstrate 

when, how, and why the display of differential language expertise sometimes becomes a 

problem in the sense that the interaction gradually develops into a dispute. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISPUTE IN BILINGUAL COUPLE TALK 

 

Introduction 

In the previous chapter, I discussed how differential language expertise is made 

relevant and oriented to during the on-going talk recorded among these intercultural 

couples. Before discussing dispute in relation to language expertise in the next chapter, I 

look at a number of dispute sequences in this chapter. Focusing on the structures of the 

dispute sequences that occurred between the couples and the analysis of the action 

involved in each turn, I discuss how these sequences are co-accomplished. I demonstrate 

that dispute in a CA sense is not about emotional events (i.e., quarrels) but about a 

structural format by conducting a detailed analysis of turn construction and actions 

involved in the turns. 

 

Data Analysis 

Some excerpts that include dispute sequences found in the collected data are 

illustrated in this section. First, consider the following excerpt that took place between 

George and Ritsuko as they were talking about their summer vacation plans.  
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(10) [George (G) & Ritsuko (R): Wakan nai] 

01  G: sho:ganai   ne ja:  watashi wa: (.) ↑WAKATTA 
       cannot help PL well 1SG     TOP     understood 
       “Oh, well. Then, I got it!” 
 
02  R: WAKANNAI.       WAKANNAI.  
       not understand not understand 
 
03     ZE:NZEN WAKANNAI.      ((laugh))  
       at all  not understand 
       “I don’t get it. I don’t get it. I do not at all get it!” 
 
04  G: WAKATTA 
       understood 
       “I got it!” 
 
05  R: WAKAN NAI          
       not understand         
 
06     watashi wakannai       kara    kikanai.    
       1SG     not understand because not listen to 
       “I don’t get it. I’m not going to listen because I don’t understand  
                 (you).” 
 
07     wow wow wow 
    ((making noise showing that she is not listening to  
      him any more.)) 
 

In the above excerpt, George and Ritsuko are in the process of deciding what to 

do for their summer vacation. They are having difficulty deciding when Ritsuko should 

come and visit George in the United States while he is working on a project there. 

During their decision making, they start teasing each other by asking if they would 

have too much fun while they are apart and wondering when to get together in the 

United States. It is within that sequential context where, in line 1, George makes a 
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claim that he has figured the plan out by overtly expressing it in a louder volume 

(wakatta ‘I got it!’). Of course, such a claim would make relevant further explanation in 

ongoing turns, but before this can happen, Ritsuko gives counter-claims that appear to 

be setting her own epistemological state at this point in opposition to that of George. 

While, in some sense, this can be seen as a dispute, it might in fact be one that extends 

the “teasing” nature of the conversation up until this point, serving to delay George’s 

elaboration of the plan he has come up with, and therefore acts as a “playful dispute.” 

Dispute can be fairly explicit (Kotthoff, 1993; Muntigl & Turnbull, 1998) using such 

prototypical dispute sequences as “Yes, you did.” “No, I didn’t.” In this excerpt, we can 

see that Ritsuko and George are having this type of dispute (“I GOT it.” “I DON’T!”). 

In lines 2 and 3, Ritsuko, also using a louder than usual volume, produces a 

grammatically opposite version of Roy’s immediately prior turn segment by saying that 

she has not yet figured it out (wakan nai), in order to display her oppositional status. 

She then emphasizes it by repeating it and upgrades her claim with the adverb zenzen 

(‘not at all’) produced with extra stress on the first syllable. The volume and the form 

of these turns help to accomplish the tease through mirroring George’s initial claim at a 

point where the plan has yet to be proposed in full. In line 4 George repeats his initial 

claim that he has figured out the plan, perhaps as a means of re-initiating the further 

elaboration that is still due at this point. However, in lines 5 and 6 Ritsuko again refuses 

to accept the projected proposal, instead showing her opposition this time not only by 

repeating George’s just prior turn in negated form, but also by telling him that she is no 
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longer going to listen to him. In other words, she is refusing to align as a recipient to 

whatever proposal George has come up with, and is using direct and opposite turns to 

delay its production. It is unlikely, however, that she is serious about such claims; the 

“dispute” here is one that is done as part of a longer context of teasing. 

     This excerpt is organized as a dispute sequence as summarized in Table 6 

below. It has a claim by George (wakatta ‘I got it!’) in the first turn followed by the 

disagreement turn action in the second turn by Ritsuko (wakan nai ‘I don’t get it!’), in 

the third turn by George (wakatta ‘I got it!’), and in the fourth turn again by Ritsuko. 

These disagreement actions are delivered with a preferred response turn shape.  

 

Table 6. Organization of Dispute between George and Ritsuko 

Turn Lines Speaker Turn Action Turn Shape 
1 1 George claim — 
2 2 & 3 Ritsuko disagreement preferred 
3 4 George disagreement preferred 
4 5 & 6 Ritsuko disagreement preferred 

 

Although the above sequence is a friendly conversation in which George and 

Ritsuko are teasing each other, they are also doing dispute, as the sequential 

organization of the interaction indicates. Dispute is not necessarily an unfriendly 

quarrel: It can also be a friendly argument or discussion that arises when the 

conversation participants take different positions on a claim (Antaki, 1994) as shown in 

the above excerpt as well as the following one between Roy and Aya: 
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 (9) [Roy (R), Aya (A), & Mia (M): bilingual] 

01 A: i:   na: bairingaru tte hibiki ga i:      yo 
      good PL  bilingual  QT  sound SUBJ good PTCL 
      “You are so lucky to be bilingual. It sounds good.” 
 
02 M: oka:san mo  bairingaru jan 
       mother also bilingual COP 
       “You are also bilingual, aren’t you?” 
 
03 A: watashi bairingaru jya nai yo 
      1SG     bilingual  not     PL 
      “I’m NOT a bilingual!” 
 
04 R: nichijyo:teki bilingual 
      daily-like         
      “(You are) everyday-type bilingual.” 
 
05 A: chigau     no:ringaru nano 
      incorrect nolingual   
      “No. I’m no-lingual.” 

 

The above excerpt was recorded while Roy, Aya, and Mia were having a snack 

one evening. Prior to this excerpt, Aya was telling Roy what happened on that day: At 

the super market that Aya and Mia went to, they found a food sample of canned liver 

paste. Mia was asked by the lady who was giving out the sample if she would like to 

taste it. She accepted the sample and ate it. While Aya was telling Roy the story, she 

teased Mia telling her that she really does not like liver and that she did not have to take 

it when offered. Although this telling-the-news-of-the-day activity was conducted in 

Japanese, Mia responded in English telling Aya that she can, in fact, eat liver paste. 

Then, Aya commented that she is proud to have a bilingual daughter in response to her 
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English comment. After this talk, their conversation moved on to talking about the 

grapes that they were having and then, they started talking about bilingualism.  

In line 1, Aya provides what seems like a compliment. She gives a positive 

assessment of the notion of being bilingual, which in the broader sequential context of 

this conversation is hearably attributing her daughter, Mia, as the candidate co-

participant to which this referent is being applied. The phrase “ii na” (line 1) is 

routinely used as a positive assessment of something to which the speaker does not 

have ready access, and is therefore a form of praise, but it can also imply an element of 

jealousy, albeit mostly good-willed. Mia in line 2 responds to Aya by offering a return 

compliment that Aya is also bilingual. In line 3, Aya then denies Mia’s return 

compliment describing herself as not bilingual. The second speaker responding to a 

compliment with a return compliment and the first speaker in the third turn rejecting the 

return compliment are common in dealing with compliments (Pomerantz, 1978). Roy 

then attempts to produce a compliment again in line 4 by calling her “everyday 

bilingual,” indicating, as he explains after this excerpt, that she uses both English and 

Japanese in her daily conversation. In line 5 Aya then rejects Roy’s compliment and 

labels herself instead as “no-lingual,” which she later explains as meaning someone 

who does not have any one specific language as the main communication medium in 

daily life. 

In this excerpt, Aya is rejecting both Roy and Mia’s attempts to label her as 

bilingual. Although here, we see multiple compliments for Aya and cannot observe any 
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obvious “quarrel” here among Roy, Aya, and Mia on the surface, the detailed analysis 

of each turn indicates that this excerpt is organized as a dispute sequence. In line 1, Aya 

makes a claim within the action of compliment that bilingual has a positive connotation 

by praising Mia for being bilingual, and implying that Aya herself is not. In the next 

turn, Mia produces another claim as a return compliment that Aya is also bilingual. In 

line 3, Aya then disputes Mia’s return compliment telling her that she is not bilingual. 

Although Aya’s action, i.e., rejecting Mia, in this turn makes the turn a disprefered one, 

this turn shape is designed as preferred in the sense that there is no indication of any 

hesitation marking. In line 5, we can see that Aya is this time rejecting Roy’s 

compliment in line 4 by prefacing the turn with chigau (‘incorrect’), one of the most 

overt opposition claims that can be made in Japanese. This turn is again shaped as 

preferred, without any indication of hesitation. Table 7 below summarizes the 

organization of the above excerpt. 

 

Table 7. Organization of Dispute Between Roy and Aya 

Turn Lines Speaker Turn Action Turn Shape 
1 1 Aya claim — 
2 2 Mia counter-claim Preferred 
3 3 Aya disagreement Preferred 
4 4 Roy disagreement preferred 
5 5 Aya disagreement preferred 

 

In sum, a dispute sequence includes some sort of disagreement actions, i.e., 

rejecting the previous turn and offering a counter-claim in the second and subsequent 
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turns, and those disagreement actions are delivered as preferred responses (Pomerantz, 

1984; Schegloff, 2007). The sequence in the excerpt shown above is recognizable as a 

series of dispute moves (e.g., Antaki, 1994; Muntigl & Turnbull, 1998) as summarized 

in Table 7. 

The next transcript is taken from the data recorded between Sam and Yoko. In 

this excerpt, they are talking about Yoko’s English conversation teacher.  

 

(11) [Sam (S) & Yoko (Y): Itta Iwanai] 

01  S: kimi mo:     yutta [kare wa amerikajin]= 
       2SG  already said   he   is  American 
       “You already said that he is an American.” 
 
02  Y:                    [      ((laugh))   ]          
 
03  Y: $=iya, to to omou  tte itta dake yo:$ 
         no   QT QT think QT  said only PTCL 
       “No, I only said I just think so.” 
 
04  S: $kawarimashita$ to omo: 
        changed        QT think 
       “I think you are changing what you have said.” 
 
05 Y: chau, to omou. tte itta no:.  
       no     QT think QT  said PTCL 
 
06     amerikajin to omou tte itta no. 
       American   QT think QT  said PL 
       “No, I think. I said I think he is an American.” 
 

In the above excerpt, Sam and Yoko are discussing whether or not Yoko’s 

English conversation teacher is an American. In line 1, Sam makes a claim that Yoko 
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has already told him her teacher is an American. In line 3, she denies this in a friendly 

tone of a voice, disagreeing with Sam by telling him that she only said that she thought 

the teacher was American. Yoko’s turn here is made up of a turn-initial direct 

disagreement (iya “no”) followed by a partial disagreement in the form of the 

qualification of Sam’s claim. Sam teases her in line 4, claiming that her story is now 

different. Note that this also accomplishes opposition to the prior turn, because 

claiming that Yoko’s story has changed implies that Sam sees Yoko’s qualification as a 

downgraded version of the statement he is claiming that she originally made. In other 

words, at this point he is still maintaining his version of what Yoko apparently said 

about her teacher. In lines 5 and 6, Yoko insists that Sam is incorrect, giving a second 

version of her turn in line 3 by claiming that she told him that she only guesses that her 

teacher is an American. Notice that at the end of her utterances in lines 5 and 6, she 

uses the sentence-final particle no, which indicates an explanation and emphasizes a 

fact (Maynard, 2005). By adding emphasis when producing the particle, she shows that 

she is stressing the fact that she did tell him that it is only her speculation that the 

teacher might be an American. 

This excerpt does not, again, constitute an unfriendly quarrel. Indeed, the co-

participants are being friendly to each other, which is evident through their use of their 

intonation, laughter, and playful teasing. However, the detailed analysis on the turn 

shape and action involved in this sequence reveals that it is again a dispute sequence as 

shown in Table 8 below. 
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Table 8. Organization of Dispute between Sam and Yoko 

Turn Lines Speaker Turn Action Turn Shape 
1 1 Sam claim — 
2 3  Yoko disagreement preferred 
3 4 Sam disagreement preferred 
4 5 & 6 Yoko disagreement preferred 

 

In the first turn, Sam made a claim that Yoko had described her teacher as an 

American. In the second turn, Yoko in line 3 disagrees with him, telling him that it was 

only her speculation. Sam in the third turn rejects her claim, telling her that she is now 

changing her story. Yoko again shows her opposition to Sam’s claim using the overt 

disagreement item, chau, the Osaka dialect equivalent of chigau (‘incorrect’). 

This section has illustrated how dispute sequences are organized. We have seen 

that dispute consists of at least three turns (Antaki, 1994; Muntigl & Turnbull, 1998) 

and that it can be a friendly argument that takes place when the conversation 

participants take different stances on a claim (Antaki, 1994). In the next section, I 

expand my discussion on the organization of dispute found specifically in the sequence 

that contains metalingual talk. 
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Dispute in Metalingual Talk 

As shown in Chapter 4, the bilingual couples often displayed their differential 

language expertise through metalingual talk, i.e., talk about language objects. This 

section illustrates one excerpt that contains metalingual talk that is sequentially 

organized as dispute. The following excerpt took place between George and Ritsuko. 

 

(12) [George (G) & Ritsuko (R): bad mood] 

01  G: Kigen ga  waru- kigen warui toki wa  
        Mood  SUBJ bad   mood   bad   time TOP 
 
02     taihen    desho? George wa 
       difficult COP            TOP 
       “It’s tough on you when I’m in a bad mood, huh?,” 
  
03  R: e:? 
       mm 
       “Mm?” 
 
04  G: kigen warui toki wa   taihen   desho? 
       mood  bad    time TOP difficult COP 
       “When in bad mood, (he) is difficult, isn’t he?” 
 
04  R: Kigen warui toki wa:?  
       mood  bad   time  TOP 
       “Only when in bad mood?” 
 
05  G: mo? 
       also 
       “Also?” 
 
06  R: un,  kigen warui toki  mo. 
       yeah mood  bad   time also 
       “Yeah, also when you are in bad mood,” 
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07  G: kigen warui toki mo:? 
       mood  bad   time also 
       “Also when in bad mood?” 
 
08  R: (t-) kige[n warui toki wa-] 
            mood   bad   time TOP 
       “When in bad mood,” 
 
09  G:          [nihongo  muzuka ]shi: ne: 
                 Japanese difficult    PL 
       “Japanese is difficult, isn’t it?” 
 
10  R: kigen warui toki [wa SA:RA: NI taihen ] 
        mood  bad  time  TOP more     difficult 
       “When in a bad mood, (you are) MORE difficult.” 
 
11  G:                  [>nihonngo< wakaranai]    ne: 
                         Japanese  not understand PL 
       “Japanese is not understandable, isn’t it?" 
 
12  R: n 
       mm 
               “Mm.” 
 
13  G: $kawaiso: ni$ 
 pitiable 
                 “Oh, poor me." 
 

In this excerpt, Ritsuko and George are having dinner. Prior to this, they were talking 

about how George had been in a bad mood earlier that day. He tells Ritsuko that he is tired 

and grouchy. Toward the end of dinner, George offers to finish what is left on the plates 

and Ritsuko tells him that he does not have to do so if he is full. He insists that he can 

finish everything, making jokes about himself being a “vacuum cleaner for leftovers.” 

Ritsuko takes the fact that George is insisting on eating everything as evidence that he is 

being difficult. George in line 1 then comments that he is difficult when he is not in a good 
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mood, indicating through the use of the contrastive particle wa (Kuno, 1973) that he is 

usually not difficult otherwise. Ritsuko’s minimal response with a rising intonation in line 

3 initiates repair, and is taken by George as a request for repetition: He produces a second 

version of his turn from lines 1 and 2.  

In line 4, Ritsuko orients to George’s use of the particle wa in the phrase kigen warui 

toki wa (‘when in a bad mood’) and disaligns with his claim by emphasizing and 

elongating the contrastive particle, marking it as the segment of the phrase that she is 

proposing as repairable. More specifically, by disagreeing with George’s claim through 

orienting to this particle use, Ritsuko is indicating that it is not only difficult for her when 

George is in a bad mood. George shows that he understand her repair initiator by offering 

the particle mo as a candidate self-repair, marked with rising intonation, which allows 

Ritsuko to ratify it. If the contrastive particle, wa, is indeed to be replaced by what he is 

suggesting, i.e., mo, his claim has been modified, and now suggests that dealing with 

George is difficult for Ritsuko not only when he is in a bad mood but at other times as well. 

In line 6, Ritsuko shows her strong agreement with his candidate repair (‘He is 

difficult not only when he is in a bad mood but also at other times.’), emphasizing the 

particle mo. Through the timely use of the organization of repair, Ritsuko has effectively 

made a playful jab at George by getting him to propose an upgrade of what was originally 

a self-deprecation. As Pomerantz (1984) points out, such self-deprecations are routinely 

met with disagreement, but here Ritsuko is not only agreeing with George’s self-

assessment, but also extending it to make his claim broader. Again, this should be 
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understood not in a literal sense, but as a kind of intimate teasing that in fact seeks to 

reaffirm the affiliation between the couple. In line 7, George, demonstrates his doubt about 

Ritsuko’s claim by repeating it with rising intonation. Ritsuko orients to George’s doubt 

and attempts to clarify in more detail in what way George is a difficult person. She 

attempts to revert to George’s use of the particle wa but then contrasts it in a way that 

suggests that he is difficult most of the time, but extra difficult when he is in a bad mood. 

However her turn-in-progress at this point is cut off by George in overlap as he 

makes another assessment that could be taken as self-deprecating, commenting that the 

Japanese language is difficult. This overlap is clearly seen as a disturbance by Ritsuko in 

line 10: she makes a second attempt to produce the upgrade that she started in line 8. 

George overlaps with her turn again with a second version of his claim of non-proficiency. 

However, this time, Ritsuko successfully completes her turn, telling him that he is more 

difficult when he is in a bad mood, by which she is effectively suggesting that he is always 

difficult. In line 12 Ritsuko gives George a minimal acknowledgement in response to his 

claim about the Japanese language. George in line 13, on the other hand, aligns to the talk 

as teasing through his friendly response to Ritsuko’s claim that he is always difficult and 

more so when he is in a bad mood. 

Here then, the disputes are simultaneously accomplishing a number of different 

objectives. First, at a surface level we can see that Ritsuko has initiated repair on a point of 

Japanese grammar that leads to a minor dispute of a metalinguistic nature. Although this 

repair initiation and her following turns display her expertise in Japanese language, she is 
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in fact doing this not in order to demonstrate some aspect of her expert or “native” identity, 

but to accomplish a friendly tease, as a bid for affiliation. By aligning to the particle wa as 

a trouble source, Ritsuko is implying that the rest of George’s self-deprecation is accurate 

and that it could even be extended to other situations. In other words, what looks like a 

disagreement in form is actually an embedded agreement, albeit one that is to be taken as 

tongue-in-cheek. In doing agreement here Ritsuko eventually forces George to back down 

on his negative self-assessment, perhaps in a way that demonstrates something of the 

intimacy of their relationship. 

 

Summary 

In this chapter, I have discussed how talk is recognized as dispute, focusing on the 

sequential organization and turn construction in the analyses of the bilingual couple talk. 

First of all, I have illustrated that dispute in bilingual couple talk is nothing unique: the 

structure of their dispute sequences are commonly found in interactions of other types of 

participant pairs. Second and more important, it demonstrated that dispute in a CA sense is 

not about the content of the talk, i.e., quarrels, but about the turn construction and actions 

involved in the turns. It should consist of at least three turns that are visible through an 

examination of a sequence.  

I have also provided a preliminary look at one dispute sequence found specifically in 

the metalingual talk between George and Ritsuko and its relation to the display of language 

expertise. In the illustrated excerpt, we have seen Ritsuko’s display of language expertise 
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in Japanese through her friendly teasing of George and George demonstrating his 

novice/non-native identity to the language through his negative self-assessment. Although 

these displays of expert/novice identities are not the direct source of dispute in this 

particular talk, in the next chapter, I show cases where metalingual talk through display of 

language expertise develops into a serious dispute. In the next chapter, I focus on two 

segments, one collected from Roy and Aya and the other from Sam and Yoko. 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISPUTE AND LANGUAGE EXPERTISE 

 

Introduction 

In this chapter, I examine dispute in relation to language expertise displayed by the 

Japanese native speakers. More specifically, I demonstrate that mundane conversation 

develops into dispute when native speakers’ displayed language expertise in the interaction 

is not recognized by non-native speakers. Previous chapters have shown examples of how 

differential language expertise is displayed in bilingual couple talk through repair 

sequences (Chapter 4) and how dispute sequence in a CA sense is constructed both on 

daily conversation topics and specifically in metalingual talk (Chapter 5). In this chapter, 

the analyses are focused on sequences when dispute is related to the participants’ 

orientation to such contrasting identities as native/non-native speaker and differential 

language expertise categories. 

In this chapter, I analyze two stretches of talk from two couples and illustrate the 

process of how a normal dinner table conversation develops into dispute and then returns 

to non-confrontational interaction. The first excerpt is taken from Sam and Yoko. In this 

chapter, I demonstrate how this dispute sequence is built from the CA point of view and I 

discuss the dispute in relation to the display of language identities. The second excerpt also 

shows that communication between Roy and Aya is problematic. The sequential 

organization of this excerpt does not clearly show the dispute move in a CA sense 
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discussed in the previous chapter, however, the excerpt is interesting in the sense that it 

contains problematic talk and its source is related to the display of language identities. 

Thus, I have analyzed the excerpt treating it as a dispute talk. 

These analyses consist of a detailed description of the sequences as the dispute 

gradually develops over multiple turns. They focus on the action involved in each turn and 

illustrate the development of the conversation as it goes from being ordinary friendly talk 

into dispute and then returns to mundane conversation. Throughout the analyses, the 

discussion is focused on the participants’ display of differential language expertise, the 

disconnection of the transportable identity (Zimmerman, 1998) of a native speaker of 

Japanese from language expertise, and the interaction developing into dispute through this 

disconnection. 

 

Analysis of the Dispute Sequence: Sam and Yoko 

In this chapter, I first examine an extended sequence of talk between Sam and 

Yoko and offer a brief summary of the conversation in order to provide an overview of 

the conversation content. Some of the background information in this section was 

obtained through personal communication with Sam after the recording was made. This 

member check was undertaken not as part of an ethnographic study, but rather simply 

to contextualize the focal segment in terms of prior talk that is shared and relevant 

knowledge for the participants themselves. Prior to the segment of conversation used in 

this study, Sam called Yoko while he was still at work and they discussed the night’s 
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dinner plan on the phone. Sam told Yoko that he would bring home obento8, which he 

received in a meeting at work, to share with Yoko for dinner. Sam did not specify how 

many obento boxes he was bringing home; Yoko assumed that Sam was bringing at 

least two, but he only brought home one.  

Yoko later explains to Sam at the dinner table that she understood the earlier 

phone conversation to mean that he would bring more than one obento box for dinner. 

She also attempts to correct his use of the Japanese verb, wakeru. Sam shows the he 

understands wakeru to mean ‘sharing one item between two or more people’, which is 

an incorrect use of the verb according to Yoko. She claimed that it means ‘to divide 

multiple items into two or more groups’ and that is why when Sam had told Yoko 

earlier on the phone that they could wakeru the obento, she had assumed that there were 

at least two of them. Essentially the dispute stems from a misunderstanding of the 

nuance of ‘to divide’ and ‘to share’. Note that the verb wakeru can be used to convey 

both of these definitions in Japanese (c.f., Kondo & Takano, 2001). Thus, Sam and 

Yoko are both correct in terms of their understanding of its meaning. 

In the following sections I discuss three stages in Sam and Yoko’s dispute 

sequence: the opening, dispute, and closing stages. The opening stage includes the topic 
                                                
8  An obento is a boxed meal prepared for one person to eat and normally contains one 
serving of cooked rice along with a main dish, e.g., meat or fish, and side dishes such as 
stir-fried vegetables and egg dishes. An obento can be bought at the delicatesen section of 
supermarkets and other stores as well as food courts and kiosks at train stations. An obento 
is sometimes provided to employees when, for example, a meeting at a school or a 
company runs through mealtimes. 
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change to talk about the dinner food situation and initial confrontation. The dispute 

stage shows how the dispute is conducted in their on-going talk, and in the closing 

stage, I show how their dispute is resolved.  

 

The Opening Stage 

While Sam and Yoko are having dinner, they have been engaging in typical 

“news-of-the-day” talk, including how their day was, schedules for the next day, their 

colleagues and other people. Then, in segment 1, they begin talking about the situation 

with the dinner that night: 

 

 (13) [Sam (S) & Yoko (Y): Obento] 

Segment 1 

01  Y:  Sam tariru?  
            enough 
                   “Sam, enough (food)?” 
 
02  S:  ((laugh)) 
  
03  Y:  no? 
        “No?” 
 
04  S:  no. demo daijoobu honto ni(.) 
            but  alright  really  
        
05      kimi yoku kika/nai \to ikemasen.  
        2SG  well must listen 
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06      ((laugh)) demo- 
                    but 
        “No, but OK really. You must listen carefully. ((Laugh.)) But,” 
 
07  Y:  =ki:ta    yo. 
         listened PTCL 
        “I did listen to it.” 
 
08  S:  =demo chigau    chigau  
      but  incorrect incorrect 
 
09      jugyo: no mae ni  toka ni chotto 
        class  GEN before etc.    a little bit 
        “But no, no. Before the class or so, a little bit…” 
 
10  Y:  yoku ki:ta.  
        well listened 
        “I listened well.” 
 

Immediately prior to this segment, the couple had been talking about one of 

Sam’s students. After a 4 second lapse in the conversation, Yoko asks Sam if he has 

enough food in line 2. Here, she initiates a new topic of conversation by asking Sam a 

yes/no question. The preferred answer to such an interrogative would be “Yes” 

(Pomerantz, 1984). Sam, however, responds to it in a dispreferred way, delaying his 

response by laughing (line 3). Yoko takes this instance of laughing as a negative 

response to her question and checks her assumption with Sam in line 4. In line 5, Sam 

confirms Yoko’s assumption directly by agreeing with her turn by repeating it with 

falling intonation (Schegloff, 1996). However, he then attempts to mitigate this 

agreement by adding a further turn increment (“but I’m OK really”) that works to 

counter his own claim and so shapes the turn as dispreferred. Normally agreement 
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would be a preferred act, and so it would happen smoothly, but here we can see that 

Sam is being careful about the way he chooses his words. By treating Yoko’s question 

as a “delicate” (Haakana, 2001), Sam makes public his understanding that his negative 

response could be potentially taken as criticism (of the lack of food, and by extension 

possibly his wife, who didn’t prepare anything). By mitigating his agreement, Sam 

initiates an attempt to keep the interaction as an ordinary friendly conversation, but 

already we can see that the potential for disagreement has been occasioned.  

In line 7, Sam then takes this opportunity to raise a different but related topic, 

namely, the couple’s earlier phone conversation. This has a bearing on the lack of food, 

because Sam had assumed that Yoko would prepare something else to go with the 

obento. After a short gap, Sam addresses Yoko with the pro-term kimi (‘you’) to mark 

the topic change, and then tells her that she needs to pay more attention in conversation. 

It is possible to hear this turn in a number of ways, all of them negative. It could be a 

noticing that acts as a negative assessment (a criticism), a warning, or an accusation. 

One preferred response to an accusation is denial, which is what Yoko does in line 8; 

she produces her self-defense quickly, latching it on to Sam’s turn before it has come to 

completion. In line 9, Sam prefaces his turn with the disagreement-projecting connector 

“but,” and then follows this immediately with perhaps the most direct way of doing 

disagreement in Japanese, chigau. So at this point we have witnessed the first three 

turns of Antaki’s prototypical dispute sequence (Antaki, 1994); the claim, counter-

claim, and disagreement.  
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And so the dispute begins. In line 10 Yoko upgrades her disagreement from line 8, 

using the emphatic adverb yoku (‘well’) and dropping the sentence-final yo, a particle 

which often denotes friendliness (Cho, 2000). By doing so, she holds her position 

against Sam’s accusation, but is yet to provide an account for that position, the sort of 

action that might become relevant in ongoing talk of this kind. Sam moves on to initiate 

such an account by checking what Yoko actually heard in the earlier phone 

conversation. 

 

(13) [Sam (S) & Yoko (Y): Obento] 

Segment 2 

11  S:  nani kikimashita ka  (0.5)   
        what asked/heard Q            
 
12      [obento: ] 
         bento box 
         "What did you hear? Bento box?" 
 
13  Y:  [dakara::] dakara:(0.6) sore o    
       therefore therefore    that OBJ  

 
14      wa/ke＼te to itta= 
        S/D*         said         *S/D= share/divide 
 
15      =daka:     hu/ta＼tsu   aru   to omotta 

therefore  two items   exist  think 
                  "Because, because you said to wakeru them, I thought there were  
                   two." 
 
16  S:  N↑:= 
        oh 
                  “Oh!” 
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17  Y:  =hitotsu /zu＼tsu  
    one     each 

                 "One for each.“ 
 

Line 11 is grammatically recognizable as an interrogative, however, Sam 

evidently does not intend to simply ask what Yoko heard in the earlier conversation; 

instead, this is an expansion of his earlier accusation. For her part Yoko likewise 

displays she does not take Sam’s turn as a question but as a challenge. Takagi (1999) 

proposed that interrogative utterances in Japanese dispute contexts are not 

“designed/interpreted as doing questioning" (p. 418), but are routinely employed to 

accuse or challenge the recipient. By using the interrogative form, Sam is blaming 

Yoko, attributing her with responsibility for some negative action by implying that she 

did not pay adequate attention to what he mentioned in the phone conversation. This 

occasions Yoko’s account (line 14), in which she explains why she thought there would 

be two obento boxes. Note that this response is not just a direct answer to Sam’s 

question, but also an elaboration on how she interpreted it, further providing evidence 

that Yoko has heard the interrogative in line 11 as part of the accusation. 

Yoko reminds Sam of what he had said earlier (“You said we’ll divide obento.”) 

and explains what she understood from that (“I thought there were two obento boxes”). 

Here, Yoko is implicitly displaying that her definition of the verb wakeru might differ 

from Sam’s definition. She indicates that it needs to involve two items to perform the 

action of wakeru and that is why she thought Sam would bring home two obento boxes. 

In line 16 Sam responds to Yoko’s explanation by acknowledging receipt of the 
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information and marking it as newsworthy (Heritage, 1984; Local, 1996) by using 

emphatic stress and a louder volume in his response. Sam recognizes that Yoko 

misunderstood what he told her due to differences in their definitions of the verb.  

From lines 1 to 17, then, we have seen that a new topic of conversation introduced 

by Yoko gradually developed into a discussion of the phone conversation that they had 

earlier on the day, which further developed into an accusation against Yoko for not 

listening to Sam, and its implied blame for the couple’s present predicament. Then, 

Yoko showed her opposition to this action through her explanation of what she had 

heard and understood based on what Sam said on the phone. In the process, they have 

discovered that their definitions of the verb wakeru differ. These topics are all different 

but related under the general rubric of “the current food situation.” A new topic in 

conversation is often introduced cohesively by linking it to what has just been talked 

about (Jefferson, 1984). As the topic proceeds in this section, we have seen that Sam 

and Yoko are gradually reaching their main concern, the reason for not having enough 

food on the dinner table. 

 

The Dispute Stage 

In the opening stage, we have seen that Sam and Yoko had a misunderstanding 

due to the difference in their definitions of the verb wakeru. In the next segment, we 

will see that this difference becomes the source of their dispute. 
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(13) [Sam (S) & Yoko (Y): Obento] 

Segment 3 

13  Y:  [dakara::] dakara:(0.6) sore o    
       therefore therefore    that OBJ  
 
14      wa/ke＼te to itta= 
        S/D*         said         *S/D= share/divide 
 
15      =daka:     hu/ta＼tsu   aru   to omotta 
        therefore  two items   exist  think 
                  "Because, because you said to wakeru them, I thought there were  two." 

 
16  S:  N↑:= 
        oh 
                  “Oh!” 
 
17  Y:  =hitotsu /zu＼tsu  
    one     each 
                  "One for each.“ 
 
18  S: ((Swallowing sound))(.) 
 
19     >kanga’ete, wa’ketta, moshi hu’tatsu aru,<  
         think      S/D.PAST  if    two     exist 
 
20      na’nimo  wakema’sen         
        nothing S/D.NEG   
                   "Think about it. We wakeru(PAST). If there are two, we don't   
                     wakeru anything." 
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21  Y:  hu/ta＼tsu aru   kara 
        two        exist therefore 
 
22      hitotsu /zu＼tsu wa [ke-] 
        one      each    S/D 
                  "Because there are two, we wakeru them one each." 
 
23  S:                      [A: ] 
                             oh 
 
24      CHI'GA:U (0.4) /SORE wa 
        incorrect       that TOP 
 
25      wa'keru:: koto: tsukaimasen. 
        S/D         thing don't use 
                  "Oh, that's not right.  You don't use wakeru for that." 
 

Yoko has implicitly displayed her definition of the verb in lines 14, 15 and 17, 

receiving a highly marked news receipt from Sam in line 16. In line 18, Sam then 

begins his turn with explicit disagreement, indicating that, according to his definition, 

only one item is needed to do the action of wakeru, as opposed to Yoko’s definition 

that requires two or more items. Yoko in line 21 does a counter-disagreement, telling 

Sam that wakeru can also be used in the way she means it, to which Sam overtly 

disagrees by interrupting her (lines 23 to 25). Table 9 below summarizes the dispute 

moves (e.g., Antaki, 1994; Muntigl & Turnbull, 1998) recognizable in this sequence.  
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Table 9. Dispute Structure in Lines 14 to 23  

Line Speaker Turn Action Turn Shape 
13 -15 Yoko   Provides an account that includes 

her definition of the verb 
 

18-20 Sam Disagrees with Yoko Preferred 
21-22 Yoko 

 
Disagrees with Sam by reiterating 
her definition 

Preferred 

23-25 Sam Strongly disagrees with Yoko 
by interrupting her  

Preferred 
(overlapped) 

     

While Yoko presents her definition of the verb wakeru in lines 13 to 17, Sam 

implicitly displays his definition as being different from hers by disagreeing with her 

(lines 18-20). As Yoko continues to attempt to convince him about her definition, Sam 

upgrades his disagreement by self-selecting in overlap at a point at which Yoko’s turn 

is grammatically incomplete, meaning that speaker transition should not normally take 

place. In other words, he interrupts her and the sequential context has become clearly 

established as an argument. From here on, Sam and Yoko continue to argue about the 

definition, orienting to each other’s claims and counter-claims: Sam insists that wakeru 

means ‘to share one item between two or more people’ while Yoko claims that it means 

‘to divide multiple items into two or more groups’. 

 

The Closing Stage 

In the dispute stage, we have seen that Sam and Yoko have been producing a 

series of disagreements regarding their definitions of a Japanese verb. They counter 

each other’s claims by responding promptly sometimes even interrupting and using 
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louder volume. In the closing stage, the dispute gradually becomes more contained both 

in terms of the turn actions and their delivery. 

 

(13) [Sam (S) & Yoko (Y): Obento] 

Segment 4 

51  S:  >so:  so:  so:<  
         so   so   so 
 
52      demo nanika    no naka ni: kara wakemasu 
        but  something    in         from S/D 
 
53     (0.6) hutatsu   aru: (0.5) 
             two items exist 
 
54      wakeru: wa: hen     ja [nai?] 
        S/D     TOP strange isn't it 
                  “Yeah, yeah, yeah, but you wakeru from inside of something. If there  
                    are two, isn’t it strange to wakeru?”    
 
55  Y:                         [oben]to:,      
                                bento box 

 
56      obento:   wa  hukuro ni:,  
        bento box TOP bag    
57      hitotsu  no  hukuro ni: hutatsu  
        one item GEN bag        two items 
 
58      haitteitara, obento:   wakeru desho? 
        if inside    bento box S/D    right 
                  “Obento, if there are two obento in a bag, in one bag, you wakeru  
                    them, right?” 
 
59   (1.1) 
 



 112 

60  S:  tabun   so: kedo: yoku  ie [masu ka? yoku ] 
        perhaps so  but   often can say  Q   often 
                  “Maybe so, but can you often say that? Often,”    
 
61  Y:                             [tabun so:     ]       
                                    maybe so 
        "Maybe so," 
 
62  S:  ie [masu ka?] 
        can say  Q 
                  "Can you say that?" 
 
63  Y:     [ha:i,   ] iemasu  
            yes       can say 
                 “Yes, we can say that.”  

 

In this segment, Sam and Yoko continue to argue about the definition. In lines 55 

to 57, Yoko reiterates her understanding of the verb, using a hypothetical example to 

further explain its usage. Her turn in line 57 finishes with a tag question (desho?), 

which makes acknowledgement, and by implication agreement, a preferred recipient 

response in the next turn. However, Sam, who has been opposing this idea, does not 

respond to her claim immediately, allowing a 1.1-second gap of silence to transpire 

(line 58) before finally producing a weak agreement in line 60. Weak agreement can be 

an indication of a compromise and thus is often seen as the beginning of an argument 

closing (Kotthoff, 1993; Mori, 1999a). This is the first overtly affiliative move in this 

interaction since the dispute started, indicating that the dispute might be heading 

towards some sort of settlement, i.e., the opening sequence of the dispute closure (c.f. 

Schegloff & Sacks, 1973). However, it is important to note that Sam is far from 

equivocal in his agreement at this point, following it with a turn increment that again 



 113 

attempts to place some limitations on the value of Yoko’s position, and using a 

question to imply that while what she says might be true, it might not be a frequent 

usage. In this way his agreement is partial and immediately negated by a downgraded 

retry of his point—one that accepts the possibility of Yoko’s view, but characterizes it 

as trivial. 

Further indications that the discussion is moving toward the dispute closure can 

be observed in the following sequence. 

  

(13) [Sam (S) & Yoko (Y): Obento] 

Segment 5 

62  S: ie [masu ka?] 
       can say  Q 
                "Can you say that?" 
 
63  Y:    [ha:i,   ] iemasu  
           yes       can say 
                 “Yes, we can say that.”  
 
64   (1.9) 
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65  S: so: watashi wa  hutatsu,  
       so  1SG     TOP two items 
 
66     be- obento:   ga   hutatsu   aru (.)  
           bento box SUBJ two items exist 
 
67     tabemasho: (.) wakeru koto  
       let's eat      S/D    thing 
 
68     iu:(.) wanai to omou (0.7)  
       say.NEG         think 
 
69     honto ni? 
       really 
                 “So, I have two bento. Let’s eat them. I don’t think I would use wakeru. Do you  
                  really?” 
 
70   (0.6)  
 
71  Y: hai (0.3) dakara    gokai shimashita  
       yes       therefore misunderstood 
 
72     (0.6) h.[h. ]             
                 “Yes, that’s why I misunderstood you.”     
 
73  S:         [ki-] watashi 
                     1SG 
 
74     wa  gokai            sasemashi [ta? ] 
       TOP misunderstanding made 
                 “Did I make you misunderstand?” 
 
75  Y:                                [hai.] (0.4) 
                                      yes 

    

In line 62, Yoko insists that her way of using the verb is indeed common. Sam has 

been displaying strong opposition to all of Yoko’s claims via prompt responses 

throughout the dispute stage. However, here he does not immediately contest Yoko’s 
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opinion, as evidenced by the 1.9-second gap in line 63. Although he delivers one more 

attempt at disagreement in lines 64 and 65, prosodic features of his delivery (voice 

quality, tone, volume) here are weaker compared with earlier turns in which he was 

opposing Yoko. This turn is followed with a gap of silence before Sam initiates to 

conduct confirmation, indicating that he is no longer as adamant about his position.  

Because this dispute revolves around an interpretation of a Japanese lexical item, 

the identity category of “native speaker” has become subtly mobilized and is being 

made relevant in the details of the conversation and therefore making their relative 

levels of Japanese expertise procedurally consequential for the ongoing talk (Antaki & 

Widdicombe, 1998). Despite the fact that Sam’s interpretation of wakeru is correct (in 

one sense), he appears to have been unaware of the other usage, which is equally valid. 

Although he at first holds his ground, he is unable to maintain it in the face of repeated 

reassertions from Yoko, a fluent speaker of Japanese. 

In line 69 Yoko produces another account, this time locating Sam’s use of wakeru 

as the reason why she misunderstood him during the earlier telephone conversation. 

Given the sequential context of this turn, it is hearable also as a complaint, perhaps 

reattributing blame for their current predicament back at the husband. Having 

established the additional meaning of wakeru, Yoko is in a position to be able to 

connect the topic back to her original counter claim in lines 14 and 15. Note that, both 

this TCU and the one in line 69 begin with the turn-initial connective dakara, which 

Mori (1999b) identifies as a canonical way of doing “agreement-plus-elaboration” in 
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Japanese. Here Yoko’s turn is not so much agreement as confirmation, but the effect is 

the same: “As recipients extend their response with the use of dakara, they offer their 

own experience as an example or consequence of the circumstance described by the 

prior speaker” (Mori, 1999b, p. 71). 

In line 72, Sam finally seems to recognize his part in the misunderstanding, 

returning to his normal tone of voice. This acts as an admission, albeit one that is 

designed as an interrogative, which still makes an implicit claim of different knowledge 

bases. All of these displays indicate that Sam might be attempting to gradually back out 

of this dispute. The following sequence illustrates how Sam and Yoko eventually end 

the dispute.  

 

(13) [Sam (S) & Yoko (Y): Obento] 

Segment 6 

86  S: =goka(h)i      suru kado:ka 
        misunderstand do   whether or not 
 
87     onaka   ga   mada  suita.  
       stomach SUBJ still empty 
       Whether or not misunderstand, I'm still hungry." 
 
88  Y: nani shiyo:  
       what let's do 
       "What shall we do?" 
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89  S: daijo:bu nanimo  irimasen  
       alright  nothing no need 
 
90     =jo:dan =chotto joodan 
        joke    little joke 
 
91     /na＼tto             ga   aru   desho?  
        furmented suybeans SUBJ exist right 
       "It's OK. I don’t need anything. Joke. Little joke. We have natto,  
                  right?" 
 
92  Y: $=n(h)ai$ ((laugh)) 
         not exist 
       "We don't have it." 
 
93  S: (.) A, chocolate (.) sausage mada  aru  (.)  
           oh                       still exist   
 
94     ja:        sore wa  dame 
     well then that TOP not good  
            "Oh, chocolate. We still have sausage. Well then, that's not good." 
 

One method of terminating a dispute is by changing the topic of conversation 

(Vuchinich, 1990). In line 84, Sam does a telling, claiming that he is still hungry. This 

links topically back to the beginning of the extract where Yoko asked Sam if he had 

had enough food (line 2). By going back to the original conversation topic, he is 

making a bid to terminate the dispute sequence. This is also noticeable through the way 

he prefaces his turn in line 84 with a ‘be-that-as-it-may’-like conditional that dismisses 

the relevance of the intervening dispute sequence and proposes to return the 

conversation to the topic of the dinner, and therefore projects a different thread of talk, 

one that is focused on possible solutions to the problem rather than addressing the 

reason why there is insufficient food. 
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However, this does not necessarily mean that Sam fully agrees with Yoko. Notice, 

that he has never overtly displayed his acceptance of Yoko’s definition or admitted that 

he was not right about his version of the definition. Family members often retain 

contrary views even when closing a dispute (Vuchinich, 1990). Careful examination of 

the talk that follows Segment 5 reveals that an apology or some other display of 

recognition is not forthcoming from Sam. He instead repeats his claim that he is not 

convinced, in effect negating the partial agreement from line 59. Yoko makes public 

that she is aware of the missing admission via her appeal for sympathy in lines 81 and 

83.  

The talk in this segment consists of jokes and suggestions. Drew (2005) notes that 

with every move a speaker makes she is making publicly available her understanding of 

whatever has just occurred, and the result of such real-time analysis “can be found in 

the construction of their fitted, responsive turn” (p. 75). CA analysts use these 

immediate displays of intersubjectivity in what is called the next turn proof procedure 

(Benwell & Stokoe, 2006; Schegloff, 1992) to understand speaker intentions according 

to the participant there-and-then claims. In line 85, Yoko treats Sam’s bid to change the 

topic (line 84) as an indirect request for more food, by initiating a new sequence that 

addresses the problem of what to eat. In line 86, Sam dismisses his prior turn as simply 

a joke (“chotto jodan”), providing Yoko with a retrospective characterization of how to 

interpret his intentions. Although they continue to address the issue of what to eat next 

by tabling a number of suggestions, Yoko’s next turn (line 88) is interspersed with 
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laughter, indicating that she has aligned to Sam’s depiction of line 84 as humorous. In 

this way the wakeru misunderstanding is solved and the dispute is successfully diffused 

as the talk moves on to other topics. 

 

 

Analysis of Dispute: Roy, Aya, and Mia 

This sequence is taken from the interaction among Roy, Aya, and their 13-year-

old-daughter, Mia. First, it is important to understand that this sequence does not 

clearly show the dispute move in a CA sense that I have shown in the previous dispute 

sequences. Rather, this segment contains a problematic talk that one party (Aya) is 

complaining against the other party (Roy), but he is not responding to her complaint. 

Aya shows her annoyance with Roy and thus it seems that they are disputing. Although 

one might argue that this excerpt is not qualified as a dispute sequence in a CA sense, I 

treat it as one kind of dispute because the sequence involves both a dispute-like content 

and move. I conduct a CA analysis on this excerpt and discuss how the excerpt shows a 

relationship to the participants’ display of differential language expertise. 

In this segment, Roy and Mia were working on some Japanese reading 

comprehension problems taken from a college entrance examination. As noted earlier, 

this family lived in the United States for 10 years and had moved to Japan three months 

before this conversation was recorded. Thus, Roy and Mia were still studying Japanese 

as a second language, sometimes instructed by Aya, when this conversation was 
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recorded. Based on information gathered from Roy after the conversation, Roy and Mia 

often worked on these kinds of exercises to develop their reading and writing skills in 

Japanese. While Roy and Mia were working on the reading exercises, Aya was nearby 

reading a newspaper.  

 

The Opening Stage 

 In this section I first illustrate and analyze the sequence in the opening stage that 

precedes the dispute segment. In this stage, we see how the problematic lexical item, 

hyootan, appears in the conversation and what the family did with the item. I then look into 

the dispute stage of the interaction, followed by the closing stage. 

 

(14) [Roy (R), Aya (A), & Mia (M): Hyootan] 

Segment 1 

01 R: ((with sad and surprised voice)) E↑:, chi’gau. 
           Oh incorrect 
               “Oh, this isn’t right.” 
 
02 M: A da.  
         COP 
              “It’s A.” 
 
03 R: A:? 
             “A.” 
 
04 M: huh↑:. ↑sur:pri:se! 
      “Huh! Surprise!”  
 
05 (0.3)  
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06 R: [that’s rippa na (0.3) /hyo\:tan ga: (0.7) hm:]            
              gorgeous gourd  SUBJ 
             “That’s ‘gorgeous (0.3) gourd is…’. (0.7) Hmm. ” 
 
07 M: [((humming))                                        ]     
 
08     so da yo =you have to read it (humming)) 
       so COP PTCL 
      “((Humming.)) That’s right. You have to read it. ((Back to humming.))” 

 

At the beginning of this excerpt, Roy and Mia start to check their answers on the 

Japanese reading comprehension exercise and Roy finds that his answer is incorrect (line 

1). Roy starts his turn with the Japanese interjection eh. This token, when it is pronounced 

with rising intonation, displays the speaker’s surprise at receiving unexpected information 

(Takubo & Kinsui, 1996).9 By starting the turn with this token, Roy shows that he has 

reluctantly discovered that his answer is not correct as he continues in his turn overtly 

describing his answer as being incorrect. In line 4, by producing ‘huh’ with emphasis in a 

high-pitched voice, Mia does a friendly tease, focusing attention on how Roy seemed 

surprised at the answer. Roy in line 6 then reads the correct answer out loud and verbalizes 

the word hyootan, which is the part of the answer. Meanwhile, Aya joins in the 

conversation by asking some questions about the passage that Mia was reading prior to this 

excerpt: 

 

  

                                                
 9 For some recent CA work on “eh”, see Hayashi (2009) and Shimotani (2007) although 
both of these papers are focused more on the short eh, and eh-prefaced responses. 
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(14) [Roy (R), Aya (A), & Mia (M): Hyootan] 

Segment 2 

09 A: E? nani ga hatto shita tte koto 
     what what SUBJ surprised  thing 
              “What? What was surprising?” 
 
10 M : ºhatto shiteº oji:san  no atama ga  

      surprised grandfather GEN head SUBJ  
 
11     hyo:tan mitai ºdatta kara dakaraº  
       gourd seem was because because 

        “Surprising. Grandfather’s head was like a gourd. That’s why, that’s   
          why, ” 

 
12 A: [hatto shita no?] 
       surprised Q 
                “Was that the reason for the surprise?” 
 
13 M: [ºwakan nakatta  ] noº 
           didn’t understand PL  
 
14    [docchi na  no ka   ] 
       which COP PL Q 
               “He couldn’t tell which one was the gourd.” 
 
15 R :[hyo:tan wa ºnaniº? ]  
      gourd TOP what 
                “What is hyootan?” 
 
16 A : gou:rd 
    “Gourd.” 
 
17 R : hyo:tan =gourd=  
    gourd  
       “Hyootan, gourd.” 
 
18 M : =un 
     yeah 
                “Yeah.” 
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19 (0.4)((Mia starts reading some passage out loud)) 
 

In line 9, Aya asks Mia about the content of the reading material, which in lines 10 to 

14, Mia explains to Aya. Then in line 15, Roy initiates repair on the item (hyootan) and in 

line 16, Aya provides its translation in English (‘gourd’). In line 17, Roy shows his 

acceptance of Aya’s assistance to him by repeating the problematic item, hyootan, and the 

provided translation (‘gourd’). Mia in line 18 confirms that Roy’s understanding of the 

item is appropriate. 

 One problem concerning the lack of video data needs to be addressed here. Without 

observing Roy’s non-vocal movements such as eye gaze, it is not possible to understand to 

whom Roy’s question was addressed. Although I can only consider to the best of my 

ability from the verbal interaction that is available to whom Roy was asking about the 

lexical item, it is reasonable to speculate that he was addressing it to Mia, not to Aya based 

on the following observations: First, although Aya includes herself in the interaction by 

asking Mia a question in line 9 and then by providing the translation for Roy in line 16, it 

is primarily Roy and Mia who are working together on these comprehension questions 

while Aya is reading the newspaper. Second, Roy started addressing his question in 

overlap with Mia’s turn-in-progress in line 15, which suggests that he is interacting with 

Mia, not with Aya. Third, in line 16 he is not responding to Aya's FPP from line 12, but 

instead initiating his own sequence by asking a question about the lexical item, hyootan. 

Finally, because Roy and Mia both understand that they are the ones who were interacting 

with each other, in lines 17, when Roy receipts the trouble source, hyootan, by repeating it 
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in Japanese and English,10 in line 18 Mia gives him the confirmation by producing the 

minimum response un (‘yeah’). These phenomena in turn organization support the 

interpretation that although Aya joins the interaction and she is the one who provides Roy 

the translation, Roy and Mia still consider themselves as the key interactional partners and 

that is the reason why Mia responds to Roy’s repetition of the word. 

The above sequence is a non-problematic repair sequence, one of the types shown in 

Chapter 4, namely, backwards-oriented repair. However, in the following segment, Aya 

shows her irritation towards Roy. 

 

The Dispute Stage 

 In the opening stage, we have seen how the problematic lexical item, hyootan, 

appears in the conversation and what the family did with the item. In this stage, we will see 

that Roy’s response to Aya when she offers the English translation of the word hyootan is 

problematized by Aya.  

 

                                                
10 For more on receipt through repetition within bilingual and second language interaction, 
see Kurhila (2006), Svennevig (2004), and Greer, Bussinguer, Butterfield, and Mischinger 
(2009). 
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(14) [Roy (R), Aya (A), & Mia (M): Hyootan] 

Segment 3 

15 R :  [hyo:tan wa ºnaniº? ]  
         gourd TOP what 
                 “What is hyootan?” 
 
16 A : gou:rd 
       “Gourd.” 
 
17 R : hyo:tan =gourd=  
       gourd  
                “Hyootan, gourd.” 
 
18 M : =un 
   yeah 
      “Yeah.” 
 
19 (0.4)((Mia starts reading some passage out loud.)) 
 
20    A: E:: >hito   ga   itta koto< shinji nai.  
         what person SUBJ said thing believe NEG   
 
21       <↓hyo:tan wa ↓gourd> 
            gourd TOP 
                      “What!? You don’t believe what one tells you. Hyootan is a  
                       gourd.” 
 

22    R: =↑n: n::= 
            mm mm 
                    “Mmm.” 
 
23    A: =>shitsure: da to omowa nai<=anata so:yu: no 
            rude     COP   think NEG  2SG such  thing 
                     “Don’t you think it’s rude to have that kind of attitude?” 
 

In line 20, Aya prefaces her turn with the ee token with increased volume and 

emphasis. As mentioned above, this token displays the speaker’s surprise with receiving 
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unexpected information (Takubo & Kinsui, 1996). Here, Aya shows that she is both 

surprised and upset with Roy. She produces an accusation, claiming that Roy does not 

believe what she is telling him. While Aya directs a complaint towards Roy in lines 20 and 

21, Roy in line 22 limits himself by giving her only a minimal response and not responding 

to Aya’s accusation. Roy’s first utterance with high-rise intonation latching on to Aya’s 

turn suggests that Roy was not paying attention to her comments and has just noticed that 

she was in fact talking to him. Aya takes his second response as a request for repetition. In 

line 23, Aya repeats her accusation, but this time upgrades it from not believing her 

(distrust) to him being rude. Thus, the question here is, why is Aya suddenly upset with 

Roy?  

Responding to Roy in line 18 (‘yeah’), Mia shows that she took Roy’s repetition in 

line 17 as checking with Mia his understanding of what Aya has provided. Aya, who 

foregrounded her language expertise in line 16 by providing the translation, takes this 

interaction between Roy and Mia as distrust as well as Roy not accepting the item that she 

provided, which Aya interpreted as disagreeing with her. Roy, who made relevant his 

novice identity through the repair sequence, confirms the translation provided by the expert 

with Mia, who is also a “novice” in the language in the sense that she is still studying 

Japanese with her father. This is the reason that Mia’s response in line 18 initiates Aya's 

aggressive accusation toward Roy in line 20 as well as Aya holding her claim by repeating 

the problematic item both in Japanese and English in line 21. The interpretation of this 

course of exchanges from Aya’s point of view is illustrated in Table 10. 
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 As Table 10 shows, this sequence contains dispute-like move: Aya first offers the 

translation to Roy (just as making a claim) in line 16. Then, Aya takes Roy’s repetition of 

the item in line 17 as not accepting (disagreeing with) her offer of the item. Thus, in her 

next turn in lines 20 and 21, she accuses Roy’s lack of acknowledgement and defending 

her. 

 

Table 10. Aya’s Understanding of the Structure in Lines 15 to 21 

Line Speaker Turn Action Turn Shape Move 
15 Roy  Requests the explanation 

of the Japanese item, 
hyootan 

  

16 Aya Offers the item in English  Claim 
17 Roy Does not acknowledge 

Aya’s offer 
Preferred A kind of 

Disagreement  
18 Mia Agrees with Roy Preferred  
20 Aya Accuses Roy  Preferred  
21 Aya Repeats the item  Preferred 

 
Disagreement 
by defending 
her original 
claim 

 

original claim by repeating the item. Of course, this is only what Aya is doing in the course 

of talk and there is no indication that Roy is disputing her expert knowledge. However, 

what is interesting here and hereafter is that this (mis)perception of Aya’s toward Roy’s 

response in line 17 becomes the source of the further development of problematic talk.  

In the dispute stage, Aya uses different second person pronouns when addressing Roy. 

A speaker’s selection of an address term gives a clue to the relationship with the 

conversation partner and determines the subsequent outcome of a conversation (Takahara, 
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1992). By looking into Aya’s use of the second person pronouns used to address Roy, we 

can understand her current attitude toward him. Thus, consider: 

 

(14) [Roy (R), Aya (A), & Mia (M): Hyootan] 

Segment 4 

23 A : = >shitsure: da to omowa nai< =anata so: yu: no 
          rude  COP  think NEG 2SG such thing 
                 “Don’t you think such a thing is rude?” 
 
24 R : = >boku< 
          1SGM 
                “I/Me.”  
 
25 A : you. i[:wei. ] 
       2SG((in Shona, a language spoken in Zimbabwe)) 
                “You! I’m talking to you!” 
 
26 R :       [do:shi]te, 
              why 
                “Why...” 
 
27 A : i:wei  
       2SG((in Shona, a language spoken in Zimbabwe)) 
                 “It’s you!!” 
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28 M : <MI[ZU ya:             ]  
       water and     
       “Water and...” 
 
29 R :    [>boku wa do:shite,<] 
            1SGM TOP why 
        “As for me, why ...” 
 
30 M : sake [nado  no:                          ]  
       sake  etc.  GEN     
                “For sake among others..” 
 
31 A :      [>hito    ga   itta koto  shinjinai<] 
                person SUBJ said thing not believe 
                “You don’t believe what I tell you.” 
 
32 M : iremono ni suru> 
       container become 
       “Gourd is used as a container.” 
 
33 R : do:shite, 
       why 
                 “Why...” 
 
34 A : I:WEI 
       2SG((in Shona, a language spoken in Zimbabwe)) 
                 “You!” 
 

In line 23, Aya calls Roy anata, a second person singular pronoun in Japanese. The 

pronoun anata11 can index the fact that the addressee is at a lower status than the addresser 

(Mogi, 2002). Also, the use of the pronoun sometimes implies that the addresser is being 

offensive to the addressee (Sakurai, 2006). In line 23, Aya is not only explicitly 

mentioning Roy being rude for not accepting her provision of the word translation, but also 

by using the pronoun anata, she is accusing Roy of not trusting her translation and that she 
                                                
11 The word anata can be also used as a term of endearment that a wife uses when calling 
her husband. 



 130 

considers herself as being in a higher position in terms of the Japanese language than Roy, 

who is an American and a non-native speaker of Japanese.  

Roy in line 24 responds to Aya’s anata (you) by referring to himself as boku (me) 

with rising intonation. This is taken by Aya as a clarification by Roy of the referent of the 

statement: She continues calling him using two second person pronouns in line 25 but not 

in Japanese this time. She refers to him first in English (you) with emphasis, then, in Shona 

(i:wei ‘you’), one of the languages spoken in Zimbabwe. In lines 27 and 34, she uses the 

pronoun i:wei again but with emphasis (line 27) and in a louder volume (line 34). These 

upgraded uses of the pronoun indicate her increased irritation. 

In a later personal communication with Aya, she reported that she feels that the 

pronoun you in English has a more critical connotation than the second person pronoun 

anata in Japanese. Also, she reported that she understands the use of i:wei as the second 

person pronoun that indicates emphatic, hierarchical, and negative connotations, as in, “it 

is you that I’m talking to, so listen to me!” This family has lived in Zimbabwe and Aya 

learned this word when she was with Mia at school there. Aya mentioned that she learned 

this pronoun through the teachers at school who used it when they were showing 

frustration at or scolding misbehaving students in class. She reported that she feels i:wei is 

more effective for saying you in a stronger, more critical way than can be achieved using 

Japanese or English pronouns. Aya and Roy both mentioned that she sometimes uses 

different languages in daily conversation, especially when she is attempting to get Roy’s 

attention.  
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Thus, through the use of Aya’s second person pronouns, we can see her becoming 

upset at Roy as well as foregrounding her language expertise by overtly telling Roy that he 

needs to trust what she has provided him with, i.e., the translation of the word hyootan 

(‘gourd’). Aya first shows her offense at Roy and implies a higher status than Roy in terms 

of the language by using the Japanese pronoun (anata) in line 23. Then in line 25, she 

attempts to get Roy’s attention and upgrades her accusation against him by using an 

emphatic version of the English pronoun (you), and then using of i:wei in Shona, which, 

according to her understanding, involves a harsher connotation than you in English or 

anata in Japanese.  

While Aya continues to accuse Roy, Mia is reading the reading comprehension 

passage out loud, which could be disturbing her parents, as we can see in lines 28, 30, and 

32. In the next section, we see how and why Aya calms down. 

 

The Closing Stage 

In the dispute stage, we have seen that Aya has been producing a series of 

accusations against Roy and regarding Roy as not accepting her translation of the 

problematic item, hyootan. While Aya was accusing Roy, he was figuring out the 

orthography issue. In the closing stage, Aya’s accusation toward Roy is calming down as 

she realizes what Roy has been trying to accomplish in the course of interaction. 
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(14) [Roy (R), Aya (A), & Mia (M): Hyootan] 

Segment 5 

25 A : you. i[:wei. ] 
       2SG((in Shona, a language spoken in Zimbabwe)) 
                “You! I’m talking to you!” 
 
26 R :       [do:shi]te, 
            why 
                “Why...” 
 
27 A : i:wei  
       2SG((in Shona, a language spoken in Zimbabwe)) 
                “It’s you!!” 
 
28 M : <MI[ZU ya:             ]  
        water and     
       “Water and...” 
 
29 R :    [>boku wa do:shite,<] 
            1SGM TOP why 
       “As for me, why ...” 
 
30 M : sake [nado  no:                    ]  
       sake  etc.  GEN     
                “For sake among others..” 
 
31 A :      [>hito ga itta koto shinjinai<] 
            person SUBJ said thing not believe 
                 “You don’t believe what I tell you.” 
 
32 M : iremono ni suru> 
       container become 
       “Gourd is used as a container.” 
 
33 R : do:shite, 
       why 
                 “Why...” 
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34 A : I:WEI 
       2SG((in Shona, a language spoken in Zimbabwe)) 
                  “You!” 
 
35 R : [do- do:shite katakana]  
        why  katakana 
                  “Why Katakana?” 
 
36 M : [<Anta tachi mawatte  ]ru no yo> 
         2SG PL  go round        PL PL 
                  “You guys, the recording is on.” 
 
37 A : i:wei wa °wakan  nai yo° 
       2SG TOP understand NEG PTCL 
                 “You wouldn’t understand it.” 
 

Throughout the data, I have noticed that Mia hardly ever interrupts her parents when 

they are engaging in conversation, and even if she needs to disrupt them, she usually joins 

the conversation very quietly. However in lines 28, 30, and 32, she is reading the passage 

loudly in the background while her parents talk to each other, emphasizing the end of the 

phrases (ya: in line 28 and no: in line 30), and reading at a slower speed than normal. Mia 

is orienting to her parents’ “fighting” by disturbing their conversation by reading the 

explanation in a slow and loud voice.  

After Mia’s unusual actions, in line 36, she starts her turn after the completion of 

Aya’s TRP from line 34, which results in overlapping with Roy in line 35. She cuts into 

her parents talk, suggesting that they stop fighting by doing a noticing (telling them that 

the tape recorder is on). Notice here that she calls her parents anta-tachi (‘you guys’). 

Tachi  is a plural marker and anta is the reduced form of anata, the second person 

pronoun in Japanese, but it carries more informal and potentially insulting implications to 
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the addressee (Mogi, 2002). By addressing her parents with the pronoun, Mia displays her 

frustration and perhaps embarrassment with them fighting when the conversation is being 

recorded and therefore available for a third party to listen to (i.e., the author).  

After Mia displays her discomfort with her parents’ behavior, Aya in line 37 

mitigates the impact that they have been having by softening her voice with the sentence-

final particle yo at the end of her utterance to mark friendliness (Cho, 2000) to Roy. 

 

(14) [Roy (R), Aya (A), & Mia (M): Hyootan] 

Segment 6 

23 A : = >shitsure: da to omowa nai< =anata so: yu: no 
          rude  COP  think NEG 2SG such thing 
                 “Don’t you think such a thing is rude?” 
 
24 R : = >boku< 
          1SGM 
                “I/Me.”  
 
25 A : you. i[:wei. ] 
       2SG((in Shona, a language spoken in Zimbabwe)) 

      “You! I’m talking to you!” 
 

26 R :  [do:shi]te, 
          why 
               “Why...” 
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27 A : i:wei  
       2SG((in Shona, a language spoken in Zimbabwe)) 
               “It’s you!!” 
 
28 M : <MI[ZU ya:             ]  
        water and     
       “Water and...” 
 
29 R :    [>boku wa do:shite,<] 
          1SGM TOP why 
       “As for me, why ...” 
 
30 M : sake [nado  no:                    ]  
       sake etc.  GEN     
                 “For sake among others..” 
 
31 A :      [>hito ga itta koto shinjinai<] 
          person SUBJ said thing not believe 
                 “You don’t believe what I tell you.” 
 
32 M : iremono ni suru> 
       container become 
       “Gourd is used as a container.” 
 
33 R : do:shite,= 
       why 
                  “Why...” 
 
34 A : =I:WEI 
        2SG((in Shona, a language spoken in  
              Zimbabwe)) 
                 “You!” 
 
35 R : [do- do:shite katakana]  
        why  katakana 
                   “Why Katakana?” 
 
36 M : [<Anta tachi mawatte]ru no yo> 
         2SG PL  go round PTCL PTCL 
                   “You guys, the recording is on.” 
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37 A : i:wei wa °wakan  nai yo° 
       2SG TOP understand NEG PTCL 
                  “You wouldn’t understand it.” 
 
38 R : o: hen na- muzukashi: kanji ne: 
       oh strange difficult kanji PTCL 
                 “Oh, it is a strange and difficult kanji, isn’t it?” 
 
39 A : un so: yu: kanji wa    
         yeah that kanji TOP   
 
40      hudan tsukawa nai to omoimasu.  
        daily use  NEG think 
 
41      hiragana de hyo:tan to kaku to omoimasu. 
        hiragana with gourd  write think 
                   “I don’t think we usually use that kanji. We would write hyootan in  
                    hiragana.” 
 
42 M : ijiwaru kono hito (.7) kanji kaita kara  
        mean this person  kanji write because  
 
43     wakan na katta  
       didn’t understand  
                 “This person is mean. I/We didn’t understand it because he wrote it  
                   in Kanji.” 
 
44 A : =demo sono ato ni hiragana de kaitearu  
         but that after LOC hiragana with write     
 
45       jya [nai]hyo:tan tte 
                  gourd  
                  “But after the kanji, we see hyootan written in hiragana, right?” 
 
46 R :       [un.] 
              yeah 
                  “Yeah.” 
 

As mentioned above, in line 37 Aya tones down her accusation to Roy by softening 

her voice. Also here, instead of accusing him with the use of the second person pronouns, 
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she responds to Roy for the first time since line 16 when she provided him the translation 

of the word hyootan. However, notice here that she still uses the “upset” preposition (‘you 

wouldn’t understand it’) and calls him i:wei. This mismatched tone and message suggests 

that although Aya finally recognizes that Roy is not responding to her accusation but is 

trying to ask a question about the writing in the passage, she is trying to cover her 

misunderstanding of Roy’s intention.  

 More specifically, what Aya recognizes is that Roy has been asking a question about 

the Japanese orthography used in the reading comprehension exercise: Roy’s comment in 

line 38 (‘It is a strange and difficult Chinese character’), Mia’s complaint in lines 42 and 

43 (‘We didn’t understand it because it is written in kanji.’), Aya’s response in lines 44 and 

45 (‘But after the kanji, we see hyootan written in hiragana.’), and Roy’s confirmation of it 

in line 46 all provide evidence that the word hyootan has been written in Chinese (kanji) 

characters. Because it is an unusual character, it is also written in hiragana, the phonetic 

alphabet of Japanese that even children can read. The readings of Chinese characters are 

often written in one of the Japanese phonetic alphabets, katakana, even though in this 

particular reading comprehension exercise, it was not in katakana, but in hiragana. That is 

why Roy is asking in line 35 why the word is not written in katakana. In response to Roy’s 

question, Aya mentions in line 37 that he would not understand the reason, still with a 

somewhat aggressive tone of voice. 

If we trace back from line 35 to line 24, we can recognize that what Roy has been 

doing in this excerpt was to begin to formulate the question in line 35. In line 24 when he 
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produces his turn after Aya’s accusation, recall that Roy’s utterance with the first person 

pronoun, boku, is in response to Aya’s use of the second pronoun anata. However, looking 

at lines 24 to 35 provides us with an alternative account for his turn in line 24. In line 26, 

Roy produces the question-type utterance, “why.” However, in line 25 Aya overlaps her 

turn with Roy’s question and thus, his question is not heard. Roy attempts to deliver a 

second version of the question again in line 29. Notice that in line 29 (‘As for me, why’), 

Roy recycles his turns from 24 (‘me’) and 26 (‘why’). When he produces his turn in line 

29 it is in fact a reinitiated version of a turn that was not successfully acknowledged by the 

recipients in earlier talk (lines 24 and 26), so Roy’s use of the pronoun in line 24 is not 

only in response to Aya’s use of the second person pronoun, but also is used to initiate the 

gradual rebuilding of his question. Roy’s question (concerning why the reading of the 

word hyootan is not written in katakana) does not receive a response due to its overlap 

with Aya or Mia. Roy keeps recycling his turn, and in line 33, finally produces his question, 

why, without being overlapped. He uses continuing intonation to indicate that he is not 

finished with his turn; however, Aya in line 34 latches on to his TRP and shows that she is 

still upset with Roy by calling him i:wei in a loud voice. He again attempts his question in 

line 35, which finally receives a response from Aya in line 37, as discussed above.  

Notice in lines 40 to 41, Aya uses the masu form of the verbs. There are two verb-

ending forms in Japanese, the masu and plain forms. Cook (1996) stated that the choice of 

these two forms is occasioned, and by using the masu form, speakers are orienting to 

certain social roles and make the roles relevant in the interaction. The form presents the 
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speaker’s “formal” announcement of their social identity at the moment in the interaction 

and therefore expresses authority, responsibility, and being in charge of something at the 

moment, except when used in fixed phrases and playful utterances (Cook, 1996). In lines 

40 and 41, by using the masu form, Aya foregrounds her language expert identity and 

formally claims her expertise through the explanation of the use of orthography in the 

reading passage. 

 

(14) [Roy (R), Aya (A), & Mia (M): Hyootan] 

Segment 7 

43 M : ijiwaru kono hito (.7) kanji kaita kara  
       mean    this person    kanji write because  
 
44     wakan na katta= 
       didn’t understand  
                “This person is mean. I/We didn’t understand it because he wrote it in    
                 Kanji.” 
 
45 A : =demo sono ato   ni  hiragana de   kaitearu  
         but that after LOC hiragana with write     
 
46       jya [nai]hyo:tan tte 

                  gourd  
               “But after the kanji, we see hyootan written in hiragana, right?” 
 

47 R :       [un.] 
              yeah 
                “Yeah.” 
 
48 M : de:mo:: 
        but 
                “But…” 
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49 (2.0)  
 
50 R : hai tsugi 
       yes next 
                “OK. Next.” 
 
51 A : dondon itte kudasai. 
      go   please 
                 “Keep going, please.” 
 

In lines 43 and 44, Mia complains about the fact that the word is written in kanji by 

calling the author of the reading passage a mean person. Aya in line 45 quickly points out 

that writing hyootan in kanji should not be an issue here as it is also written in hiragana, to 

which Roy in line 47 immediately agrees. As we can see here, after the point where Roy 

and Aya settle their issues, they act as parents toward Mia. Roy is orienting to Aya’s turn 

(line 47) and Aya and Roy work as a team to encourage Mia not to worry about the writing 

any more. Although Mia is still showing her dissatisfaction by continuing to argue with her 

parents by initiating her turn with demo (‘but’) in line 48, Roy takes over the conversation 

(line 50) and suggests that they move on to the next question, to which Aya agrees in line 

51. As the dynamics of their relationships returns to “normal”, i.e., parents and child, the 

problematic talk has ended, which marks the end of the excerpt. 

 

Summary and Discussion 

In this chapter two extended excerpts of talk were examined. In the first excerpt, Sam 

and Yoko were arguing over the definition of the verb wakeru (‘divide’ and ‘share’), 

contesting their language expertise in regards to the item. The second excerpt showed Aya 

insisting on her expertise under circumstances that lead Aya to perceive Roy’s 
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acknowledgment as a challenge to her repair. These two metalingual talk segments clearly 

illustrate the importance of language identity with regard to the onset of dispute. When an 

expert identity is viewed as "under challenge," the expert vigorously defends her linguistic 

(or cultural) authority and an ordinary conversation becomes disaffiliative, leading to 

dispute. 

One possible account for the Japanese wives’ defensive behavior is that their 

transportable identities as native speakers of Japanese were threatened by their non-native 

American husbands. In the first excerpt, the situated identity of “language expert” was 

displayed by Sam in the on-going talk by presenting the verb definition in competition 

with Yoko’s definition. Although Sam and Yoko were both correct in terms of the 

definitions, Yoko accused Sam of making her misunderstood due to his incorrect definition 

of the verb. In the second excerpt, Aya made public her understanding that the situated 

identity of language expertise that became relevant through a repair sequence was not 

correctly acknowledged by Roy. Aya, the only native speaker of Japanese in the household, 

took that as confirmation of the lexical item, hyootan (‘gourd’), between Roy and Mia who 

are the non-native speakers of Japanese and are still studying Japanese as a second 

language, as a challenge against her language expertise. When the transportable identities 

of native and non-native speaker of Japanese are unlinked to situated identities of 

differential language expertise as shown in the two segments, the native speaker disputes it 

and problematic talk occurs.  
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One interesting issue is that I did not find any segments like the above from George 

and Ritsuko. I found the highest number of communication problems in interactions 

between Sam and Yoko and the least in those of George and Ritsuko. While this might be 

related to personality differences, as some people become more emotional or pay greater 

attention to errors and mistakes than others and such people might view trouble sources as 

greater problems than those who do not notice or care about their linguistic inaccuracies, 

another possible reason might be due to differences in their language proficiency levels.  

From what the couples told me about themselves through the data collection process, 

questionnaires, and through personal communication, I discovered that George has the 

highest Japanese language proficiency among the three American participants, followed by 

Roy and then Sam. George hardly ever made errors in his Japanese pronunciation and his 

‘foreign’ accent was hardly noticeable. Roy occasionally had a perceptible accent and Sam 

had obvious non-Japanese stress patterns in most of his utterances. George did not make 

many grammatical errors and even when he did, the errors were not critical enough to 

influence the interactions or impact comprehension of what he meant to say. Roy made 

very few grammatical errors and in those cases where his errors led to misunderstanding, 

his wife was usually able to clarify what he wanted to say without any serious problems. 

Sam's speech, on the other hand, was riddled with grammatical errors and at times these 

errors were so serious that they led the conversation to a completely different topic. 

Among the Japanese participants, Ritsuko and Aya seem to have higher English 

proficiency than Yoko. Although the conversations collected were mainly in Japanese, Aya 
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had quite a few segments of English conversation with Roy, especially when they were 

talking about international affairs that they had read about in the newspaper or watched on 

TV. Ritsuko sometimes used English as well, especially when she teased George or asked 

certain typical dinner table questions such as “How was your day?” or “Are you tired?” 

 Aya and Ritsuko also both often showed their understanding of English vocabulary 

and provided appropriate assistance when their American spouses needed to know the 

Japanese translation of certain English words. They could also give English translations 

when their husbands needed to know the meanings of Japanese words. Yoko sometimes 

showed her English ability in the same way as Aya and Ritsuko; however, this happened 

much more rarely in her case.  

More language related errors and questions were observed in Sam and Yoko’s 

interactions because they had the lowest proficiency level among the three couples as 

evidenced by the greater number of repairs and communication problems that they 

experienced. On the other hand, Geroge and Ritsuko are more fluent bilingual speakers 

whose native/non-native categories are not particularly ‘visible’ transportable identities for 

them; therefore, they might not be omnirelevant in their talk. On the other hand, Roy and 

Sam are not yet fluent in Japanese in the sense that their non-nativeness is obvious in on-

going talk and so their Japanese wives perhaps bear in mind the native/non-native category 

as part of their transportable identities. The more proficient they are in their non-native 

language, the less likely they will have difficulties in communication, thus allowing them 

to avoid more problems. The results in this chapter and throughout the collected data 
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indicate that a high level second language proficiency provides more opportunities for 

displaying expertise in the second language. Likewise, lower second language proficiency 

seems to result in more opportunities for expert/novice identities to be relevant in on-going 

talk. Highly proficient second language speakers have established a language expert 

identity more frequently through interactions than persons with lower proficiency: Lower 

proficiency second language speakers display wide variation in the quality of their 

utterances, thus leading to more frequent divergent claims on expertise. These divergent 

claims are responsible for the metalingual talk that drive miscommunication. 

Other ethnographic issues might also have influenced their interactions. For example, 

Sam and Yoko often seemed more emotional than other couples when they corrected each 

other or when they discovered something new in the language. This could be linked to 

their second language proficiency in that they are excited by any noticeable language 

issues whereas other couples take them for granted. They also talked about cultural 

differences between Japan and the United States more than the other couples. This might 

be partly because Yoko has never lived in the United States and is not as familiar with 

certain events or issues there compared to Ritsuko and Aya, who have both lived there.  

Aya sometimes made critical comments about Roy’s Japanese and mentioned that his 

Japanese is not improving as much as expected over the years of their marriage. This type 

of comment cannot be made unless the length of the marriage is as long as theirs, 20 years. 

Sam and Yoko and George and Ritsuko who had been married only for a few years did not 

make these types of remarks. Finally, Ritsuko never corrected George’s utterances in those 
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few instances when he made linguistic errors. This might be due to a combination of 

factors; they had the least instances of language errors, they had been married the shortest 

period of time, and they both possess relatively calm personalities. Such ethnographic 

background concerns should be further examined in relation to their interactions in order to 

fully investigate disputes or other types of problematic talk among intercultural married 

couples in the future studies.  

This chapter has provided a new understanding of one type of problematic talk, 

dispute, in bilingual talk in intercultural marriage. When the transportable identities of 

native and non-native speaker of Japanese are unlinked to situated identities of differential 

language expertise as shown in the two segments, the native speaker disputes it and 

problematic talk occurs. This finding is perhaps not unique to intercultural couples. 

Whether it is a teenage driver or a non-native speaker, when someone foregrounds expert 

knowledge, making it relevant to a particular moment of interaction, it needs to be 

recognized as such. However, this kind of discursive research was lacking in previous 

studies of intercultural (mis)communication, so one of the strengths of the current study is 

the use of the CA analytical approach in the investigation of dispute in bilingual talk in 

intercultural marriage. 
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CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSION 

 

Summary of the Study 

This study has been an exploration of dispute in talk between bilingual couples 

communicating in Japanese. Specifically I have examined naturally occurring face-to-face 

talk collected from three couples made up of Japanese wives and American husbands 

communicating in Japanese. A total of 16 hours of conversations were audio-recorded in 

the couples’ homes while they were engaged in everyday activities such as eating meals. 

CA was employed to document occasions where the talk between these couples evolved 

into disputes.  It is a powerful tool for researching intercultural encounters, as it is a 

rigorously empirical approach that does not assume a premature theoretical framework but 

rather examines at a micro-level on-going talk that conversation participants carry out in 

social interactions. The methodological framework as well as the background information 

necessary to understand the current study were provided in detail through Chapters 1 to 3.  

In Chapter 1, the framework of the current study was described as was the situation 

concerning intercultural marriage in Japan. In Chapter 2, the review of the literature 

pertinent to this study was provided. I discussed the socio-cultural view of ICC and 

summarized related research in CA. I especially focused on Japanese and American 

communication and summarized previous studies on cultural and language identity issues 

such as native and non-native speaker distinctions as well as the influence of cultural 
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background on communication. The explanation of dispute sequences as well as CA 

research methodology was also given in this chapter. In Chapter 3, I described the research 

methodology incorporated in this study. I first explained in detail how the current study 

was conducted by providing a description of the participants, data, and data collection 

procedure. As CA is categorized as a form of qualitative research, I also discussed such 

important concepts as confirmability, credibility, and transferability. 

The analytical focus in this study was on sequences where dispute was related to the 

participants’ orientation to such contrasting identities as native/non-native speakers and 

expert/novice categories. One of the most noticeable phenomena in this study was the 

couples’ display of orientation towards their differential language expertise and how the 

interactional occasioning of the couple's relative identities can initiate disputes. The 

findings suggest that interaction might develop into dispute when issues of language 

expertise are disputed in conversation. 

The analysis of the data revealed several separate but related issues. First, the couples 

made their language expert and novice identities relevant in their talk when they conducted 

metalingual talk, i.e., talk about the Japanese language. Specifically, these identities 

emerged through repair sequences on occasions when one person had difficulty 

understanding or producing a lexical item and his or her spouse provided assistance with 

the problematic item. Second, problematic episodes, such as dispute sequences, were often 

occasioned by metalingual talk. Third, Japanese native and non-native speaker identities 
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were sometimes separated from differential language expertise. When this happened, the 

native speaker disputed it and problematic talk occurred.  

The findings described above can be found in the analysis chapters from Chapter 4 to 

6. In Chapter 4, we saw how differential language expertise is foregrounded and oriented 

to by the conversation participants through two repair sequences: backwards and forward-

oriented repairs. In both cases, language expertise is not made relevant to the interaction 

until the non-Japanese partner's novice identity is displayed; this acts as a bid to call upon 

the Japanese partner's expertise knowledge. Only then does the other party orient to the 

speaker's novice identity, an act that highlights the couple's relative linguistic expertise in 

the course of conversation. Through the analysis, it became clear that these language 

identities are accomplished locally and situated in the talk; they are not given a priori as 

predetermined or omni-relevant categories, but are rather manipulated, negotiated, and 

used strategically as they become consequential to the talk. 

In Chapter 5, I discussed that CA researchers view dispute as not about the content of 

the talk such as quarrels, but about the turn construction and actions involved in the turns. 

Dispute consists of minimum of three turns: a claim in turn 1 by the first speaker, some 

sort of disagreement in turn 2 by the second speaker, and disagreement to the second 

speaker in turn 3 by the first speaker. They should be visible through an analysis of a 

sequence. I illustrated a number of dispute sequences to show how talk is recognized as 

dispute, focusing on the sequential organization and turn construction in a collection of 

cases taken from the bilingual couple talk. I also demonstrated that dispute in bilingual 
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couple interaction is nothing unique in that the structure of their dispute sequences were 

generally found in interactions of any participants, including intracultural couples.  

In Chapter 6, I discussed how Japanese native and non-native speaker identities are 

sometimes separated from differential language expertise. I showed that the American 

husbands occasionally display their language expertise in Japanese or sometimes do not 

clearly acknowledge to their Japanese wives that they are the experts on certain language 

issues or the expert information provided by the wives. When that happens, the talk is 

oriented to by the native speaker wives as problematic, and this occurs through a variety of 

claims in which the wives attempted to re-establish their expert identities.  

This study has shown that language expertise should be seen as something that is 

independent of the notion of being a native speaker of a language. Being a language expert 

is locally situated in and negotiated through instances of naturally occurring talk, meaning 

that depending on the context non-native speakers can be language experts as well. 

However, the study has also shown that so-called native speakers, i.e., the Japanese wives, 

sometimes consider that their expertise has been called into dispute by their non-native 

speaking American husbands, especially during episodes of metalingual talk when the 

husbands attempt to defend their own interpretations of particular Japanese grammar or 

lexical items.  

In sum, this study revealed that dispute in intercultural marriage is in some cases due 

to language expertise displayed in the interactions. Dispute emerges through the on-going 

talk and is not determined based on the second language speaker’s disfluency or 
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differences between the speakers’ cultural backgrounds, a claim that is frequently made in 

other fields such as intercultural communication, second language studies, and 

sociolinguistics. This newly identified phenomena based on language expertise is at the 

root of dispute in bilingual couple talk. 

 

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research  

This study has limitations concerning the participants and data collection method. 

After listing each limitation, I will provide suggestions for researchers who pursue similar 

studies in the future. First, I looked at a particular subset of intercultural marriage, in this 

case, American husbands and Japanese wives. However, to fully explore problems in 

intercultural communication between Americans and Japanese, all possible combinations, 

such as American females married to Japanese males, the relationship between friends or 

acquaintances, and couples in intracultural marriages should be examined and compared 

with the conversations that occurred between the married couples in this study. 

Second, I collected conversation data from three couples and only through audio-

recordings. Originally eight intercultural couples agreed to participate in this study, 

however, five couples found it either too difficult or were not comfortable tape recording 

their conversations at home once they started (or tried to start) recording their 

conversations. Some of them described how they realized that they hardly ever talk to each 

other at home, or at least felt like they did not, because they both worked and rarely had 

meals together. Others gave similar reasons for not being able to participate in the current 



 151 

study. They felt that the little time together at home as a couple should be used only for 

them, not for recording conversations that might put pressure on the dinner table 

conversation and potentially ruin their pleasant time together.   

Although more couples would have provided more data and thus I could have had 

more support for my main findings, I believe that the loss of these participants did not 

affect my results in any major way. In the current study, I had three couples whose ages, 

backgrounds, length of marriage and experiences in intercultural encounters differed, yet I 

identified common phenomenon among all the three couples. However, future researchers 

should attempt to conduct studies with more couples. In this study, I followed the 

traditional qualitative research method steps in which I first obtained the participants’ 

agreement to participate in the study. An option to this approach is to first ask the potential 

participants to video-record themselves and then later ask them if they agree to allow the 

recordings to be used for research purposes. 

          Finally, I did not formally measure the participants’ second language oral 

proficiency level. As the focus of this study was not on the participants’ language 

proficiency, the fact that the examination on the participants’ language proficiency was not 

conducted did not affect the current study. However, future researchers might consider 

doing so in order to more clearly understand the influence of second language proficiency 

on conversational behavior. In this study, it was revealed that high second language 

proficiency provides more opportunities for displaying expertise in the second language. 

Likewise, lower second language proficiency seems to provide more opportunities for 
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expert/novice identities to be relevant in on-going talk. Highly proficient second language 

speakers have established language expert identity more frequently through interactions 

than those in lower proficiency level: Lower proficiency second language speakers display 

wide variation in the quality of their utterances, thus leading to more frequent divergent 

claims on expertise. These divergent claims are responsible for the metalingual talk that 

drive miscommunication. 

To further investigate disputes in intercultural communication, the continued analysis 

of problematic talk segments is necessary. As an initial step, I have focused on differential 

language expertise in this study, however, additional relationally paired membership 

categories such as husband and wife, American and Japanese, and male and female, may 

also be relevant and thus need to be examined in future work. Researchers also need to 

explore how intimate relationships influence interactions and investigate whether there are 

any differences compared with non-intimate conversations between Japanese-speaking 

Americans and native speakers of Japanese. 

 

Implications and Summary  

This study, first of all, contributes to CA research by providing a new set of data and 

demonstrating that CA is a powerful tool for analyzing intercultural miscommunication. 

The results support the findings of previous CA studies that the interactional orientations to 

being expert or novice are not random and that being a native speaker of a language does 

not automatically confer expert status upon the speaker. In the same vein, non-native 
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speakers can be considered expert in some circumstances. In addition, the findings support 

previous studies with regard to how participants orient to differential language expertise in 

interactions. Such expertise is oriented to only when the novice invites the expert to take 

part in metalingual talk. This study also provides an alternative research framework to 

intercultural communication studies in that communication problems need to be examined 

by conducting a micro-analysis of the conversation, as those problems are emergent and 

thus observable only through the interaction. 

I have shown that dispute in intercultural marriage is sometimes due to language 

expertise displayed in the interactions. Dispute emerges through the on-going talk and is 

not determined based on the second language speaker’s disfluency or differences between 

the speakers’ cultural backgrounds. I have also demonstrated that the source of 

communication problems in intercultural marriage is often no different from that in 

intracultural relationships in the sense that the couples’ cultural and linguistic backgrounds 

as well as their language fluency issues are not always the source of the problems. These 

findings provide researchers in the fields of intercultural communication and second 

language studies an alternative understanding of communication problems observable in 

intercultural encounters or between first and second language speakers.  

Finally, I never intended to provide advice to intercultural couples: however, there 

are some simple lessons here. The most obvious is that when there are language 

differences between married couples, both people need to be patient and understanding. In 

the interaction between Sam and Yoko in Chapter 6, if they had recognized that they were 
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both correct in terms of their definitions of the verb wakeru, they might have realized that 

the misunderstanding was nobody’s fault. In the interaction between Aya and Roy in 

Chapter 6, had Aya given Roy more support in forming his sentence, the 

miscommunication could have been avoided. 

It is worth noticing also that intercultural couples do not always have problems in 

their daily interactions. As a matter of fact, as shown in Chapter 4, their talk is usually non-

problematic even when their language identities are being foregrounded. However, when 

one party does not ‘feel’ that his or her expertise is not treated ‘correctly’ at a particular 

moment in the conversation, the communication can become problematic. What we have 

seen in this study is perhaps nothing unique to intercultural couples. Whether it is a 

teenage driver or a non-native speaker, when someone foregrounds expert knowledge, 

making it relevant to a particular moment of interaction, it needs to be recognized as such. 

In spite of its limitations, the findings of this study are important in and of themselves 

and they contribute to our understanding of first and second language conversations, 

especially with regard to language identities. My analysis forges new understandings into 

problems of intercultural communication, especially in intimate intercultural Japanese-

American relationships. All too frequently intercultural research lacks empirical support 

for its claims about interaction, so the discursive approach to the analysis of talk-in-

interaction employed in the current study is one of its strengths. The language expert and 

novice categories are occasioned through interaction and they become observable and 

consequential when the participants themselves make them relevant in the interaction. It is 
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my contention that this struggle to maintain one’s identity as an expert underlies much of 

the problematic talk between intercultural married couples and not, as is often assumed, the 

fact that they are from different cultural or linguistic backgrounds. 
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APPENDIX A 

CONSENT FORM 

 

Consent form（研究協力同意書） 
 
＜御協力していただく内容  Participants’ responsibilities＞ 
 

 会話を食事の時など都合のつく時に５時間分録音して下さい。（録音回数は何

回でも可） 

Tape-record a total of 5 hours of regular daily conversation between you and 
your partner.    

 
 お時間のご都合がつく方のみ、お会いしてお話をお伺いさせていただくことが 

    あるかもしれません。 

     I may request an interview with you after I have received your recordings. 
 
 
＜日本人参加者の方＞  

研究内容を理解し、この研究に参加します。  

 

 

署名 ＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿  日付：２００4年＿＿月＿＿日 

 

 

<American Participant>  
I understand the purpose of this study and agree to participate in this study.  
 
 
Participant’s name ＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ 
 
Participant’s signature ＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿   
 
Date ＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿  
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APPENDIX B 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

下記について日本語か英語でお答え下さい。 
Please provide the following information in English or Japanese.  
 
結婚年数（結婚していない場合は一緒に暮らしている期間）（    ）年（    ）か月 
How long have you been married (if not married, living together)?              year(s)            month(s) 
 

—————————————————————————————————————— 
夫について / Male Information    妻について / Female Information 

—————————————————————————————————————— 
名前 Name 
—————————————————————————————————————— 
年齢 Age       
—————————————————————————————————————— 
国籍 Nationality 
—————————————————————————————————————— 
出身地  
Hometown 
—————————————————————————————————————— 
最終学歴 
（学校名／学部学科） 
Degree/School/Major 
—————————————————————————————————————— 
職業 
Occupation 
—————————————————————————————————————— 
主な海外経験  
Overseas Experiences 
 
—————————————————————————————————————— 
この研究で使用する仮名（日本語名）をご自由に作って下さい。 
名字は必要ありません。 
Please create your research pseudonym. 
Only the first name is fine. 
 
御協力ありがとうございました。Thank you very much! 
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APPENDIX C 

TRANSCRIPT CONVENTIONS 

 

(.)  noticeable gap of silence 

(0.5) (2.3)  timed silence in seconds 

↑  higher tone in following syllable(s) 

↓  lower tone in following syllable(s) 

?   rising intonation 

.   falling intonation 

,   continuing intonation 

underline  emphasis 

CAPITAL  much louder volume  

°quiet°  lower volume 

<slow>  decreased speed 

>fast<  increased speed 

[    beginning of conversational overlap 

]  ending of conversational overlap 

=word, word= latching of utterance segments 

.hh  in-breath 

hh  out-breath 

English  English talk, or Japanese pronounce in an English-like manner 

wo(h)rd  laughter within talk 

wor-  cut-off 

wo:rd  elongated sound 

(word)  unclear talk 

(   )  unintelligible talk 

((  ))  transcriber comment 
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  key line in excerpt  

$word$  talk produced with smiling voice 

 

If Japanese was pronounced with a non-standard accent, the following conventions were 

used: 

w/ord  high pitch accent in following syllable(s) 

w＼ord  low pitch accent in following syllable(s) 

wo¯rd  flat pitch accent in flowing syllable(s) 

w´ord  stressed accent in following syllable(s) 
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APPENDIX D 

LINGUISTIC NOTATIONS 

 

SUBJ  subject marker 

OBJ  object marker 

TOP  topic marker 

Q  question marker 

PTCL  particles 

GEN  genitive 

LOC  locative 

ADV  adverb 

POL  polite marker 

NEG  negative marker 

PAST  past tense 

COP  copula 

M  masculine 

SG  singular 

PL  plural 

QT  quotation marker (-to, -tte) 
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APPENDIX E 

ROMANIZATION CHARTS 

 

Kun-ren System    Hepburn System 
a  i  u  e  o    a   i   u   e   o 

ka ki ku ke ko   ka  ki  ku  ke  ko 

sa si su se so   sa shi  su  se  so 

ta ti tu te to   ta chi tsu  te  to 

na ni nu ne no   na  ni  nu  ne  no 

ha hi hu he ho   ha  hi  fu  he  ho 

ma mi mu me mo   ma  mi  mu  me  mo 

ya    yu    yo        ya      yu      yo 

ra ri ru re ro   ra  ri  ru  re  ro 

wa     wa 

n     n 

 

Differences between the two systems are indicated in bold. 
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APPENDIX F 
 

LIST OF DATA SESSIONS 

 

Date (Notes)  Presenter(s) Data Type  (language) 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Year of 2005 
 
February, 18 Yuzuru Takigawa  American and Japanese married couples 
    (L1-L2 Japanese) 
 
March, 10  Shyuya Kushida Japanese children and child-care workers 

(L1 Japanese) 
 

April, 16  Tim Greer   bilingual teens at international high  
school in Japan 
(L1/L2 Japanese & English) 

 
May, 17  Yuzuru Takigawa American and Japanese married couples 
    (L1-L2 Japanese) 
 
May, 22  Jack Barrow  Japanese college students (L2 English) 
(Discussant:     
Dr. Gabriele Kasper)  Yuzuru Takikawa American and Japanese married couples 
    (L1-L2 Japanese) 
 
June 21  Tim Greer  Transana software  
(Workshop) 
 
July 21  Jack Barrow  Japanese college students (L2 English) 
 
Sept. 12  Yukiko Sakikawa Japanese and American college  

colleagues (L1-L2 English) 
 
Oct. 24  Yukiko Sakikawa Japanese and American college  

colleagues (L1-L2 English) 
 
Jack Barrow  Japanese college students (L2 English) 

 
 
Nov. 21  Jack Barrow  Japanese college students (L2 English) 

 
Yuzuru Takigawa American and Japanese married couples 

    (L1-L2 Japanese) 
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Dec. 10  Yuzuru Takikawa American and Japanese married couples 
(Discussant:    (L1-L2 Japanese)   
Dr. Donald Carroll) 

 Jack Barrow  Japanese college students (L2 English) 
 
Dec. 10  Don Carroll  Frame grab tutorial 
(Workshop) 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Year of 2006 
 
January, 30 Tim Greer   Bilingual teens at international high  

school in Japan (L1/L2 Japanese & English) 
 
February, 23 Jack Barrow Japanese college students (L2 English) 
 
March, 20  Yuzuru Takigawa  American and Japanese married couples 
    (L1-L2 Japanese) 
 
April, 26  Andrea Maeda American professor & Japanese college  

students (L1-L2 English) 
 
May, 26  Donald Carroll CA tutorial: Working with collections 
(Workshop) 
 
June, 26  Donald Carroll Writing CA  
(Workshop) 
 
July, 27  Jack Barrow  Japanese college students (L2 English) 
 
September, 12 Donna Fujimoto Japanese college students (L2 English) 

 
Jack Barrow  Japanese college students (L2 English) 

 
October, 12  Donna Fujimoto Japanese college students (L2 English) 
 
November, 9  Yuzuru Takigawa American and Japanese married couples  
Discussant:    (L1-L2 Japanese) 
(Dr. Gabriele Kasper) 

 Jack Barrow  Japanese college students (L2 English) 
      
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Year of 2007 
 
Jan., 25 Yuriko Kite  Novice and expert Japanese engineers 

at a conference Q & A session  
(L2 English) 

 
March, 11   Jack Barrow  Japanese college students (L2 English) 
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 Tim Greer   Bilingual teens at international high  

school in Japan (L1/L2 Japanese & English) 
 

Donna Fujimoto Japanese college students (L2 English) 
 

   Yuzuru Takigawa American and Japanese married couples 
    (L1-L2 Japanese) 
 
April, 25 Jack Barrow  Japanese college students (L2 English)  

 
Tim Greer   Bilingual teens at international high  

school in Japan (L1/L2 Japanese & English) 
 

Donna Fujimoto Japanese college students (L2 English) 
 

   Yuzuru Takigawa American and Japanese married couples 
    (L1-L2 Japanese) 
 
May, 23  Jack Barrow  Japanese college students (L2 English) 
 

Tim Greer   Bilingual teens at international high  
school in Japan (L1/L2 Japanese & English) 
 

Donna Fujimoto Japanese college students (L2 English) 
 
   Yuzuru Takigawa American and Japanese married couples 
    (L1-L2 Japanese) 
        
June, 30  Jack Barrow  Japanese college students (L2 English) 
 

Tim Greer   Bilingual teens at international high  
school in Japan (L1/L2 Japanese & English) 
 

Donna Fujimoto Japanese college students (L2 English) 
 

   Yuzuru Takigawa American and Japanese married couples 
    (L1-L2 Japanese) 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Note: The data sessions are still held in Osaka, however, the data used in this manuscript were last 
presented in June, 2007, so the list stops at that time. 


