
A B S T R A C T . This study, as part of a larger ethnographic project, focuses on the
language-in-use, in research interviews, of two Generation 1.5 Japanese, who
immigrated to the US in their early life stages. To address the issue of
construction of national identities, I examine linguistic resources that the
participants use to (co-)construct their identities and stances toward Japanese
and Americans. By drawing on discourse analysis from a multidisciplinary
perspective, I found that: the interview data contain a large number of
‘complaint sequences,’ in which the Japanese participants complain about
Japan/Japanese to a Japanese researcher; both participants represent and enact
the past self in Japan negatively and the present self in the US positively; the
participants take highly negative stances toward Japanese, although
paradoxically identifying themselves with Japanese. I discuss the implications of
the study for larger social processes that reconsider the complex relationships
among language, ethnicities and national identity in late modernity.

K E Y W O R D S : American, Generation 1.5, globalization, Japanese, representation
and enactment of national identity, research interviewing

Introduction

In this article, I am concerned with how two ‘Generation 1.5’ (Harklau et al., 1999)
Japanese college students1 represent and enact their identities in research inter-
views, which were conducted within a larger ethnographic project. By the term
‘Generation 1.5,’ I mean people who immigrated to the US during their early life
stages and have lost their native-like competence of Japanese or never attained it
as a result of almost exclusive use of English. By analyzing the voices of two Gen-
eration 1.5 Japanese, I also discuss implications for the phenomenon of ‘diasporic
globalization’ (Clifford, 1994), or the late-modern trend of increasing disjuncture
among individuals’ places of birth, residence and cultural (dis)identifications in
educational institutions (Appadurai, 1990; Wortham, 2003).
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More specifically, I investigate the discursive (co-)construction of national
identities by the participants in research interviews with the researcher/author,
who also has Japanese nationality, but significantly differs from them in that his 
primary language is Japanese. To explore these issues, I set up the following
research questions: 

What are the major linguistic resources and discursive strategies that these 
participants use to construct their identities and stances toward Japanese and
Americans in the research interviews conducted in English?
How are their identities collaboratively constructed with the researcher? 
What significance can the analysis have for larger social processes?

To attempt to answer these questions, I closely examine personal pronoun uses
such as ‘I-statements’ (Gee, 1999; Gee et al., 2001) vis-à-vis ‘They-statements,’
use of we, you and they to construct national identities in the situated context (cf.
Wortham, 2001) and affective and epistemological stance markers (Ochs, 1996),
for example, Extreme Case Formulations (ECFs; Pomerantz, 1986). ECFs can be
defined as ‘descriptions or assessments that deploy extreme expressions such as
every, all, none, best, least, . . ., perfectly, . . . and absolutely,’ which are ‘identifiable
. . . as semantically extreme’ (Edwards, 2000: 347–8, 349), although an ‘emic’ or
participants’ perspective is to be taken into account to decide what counts as ECFs
in context (Pomerantz, 1986). In this case study, ECFs form part of a larger 
discursive strategy known as ‘complaint sequences’ (Roulston, 2000) and other
indexical, i.e. situationally contingent, aspects of language use (e.g. tense and
progressive aspect), all of which converge on one point and indicate their highly
negative stances toward Japan/Japanese, while simultaneously, and rather para-
doxically, the participants identify themselves with Japanese, though in an
ambivalent and mitigated way.

In the analysis, I demonstrate that the participants’ identity is highly contin-
gent and multiple, as well as ambivalent, which should be conceptualized as the
construction of identities. Specific to national identities, I argue against our
assumption of ‘the essentialist symmetries between language, culture and nation’
(Luke, 2002: 108) by analyzing stereotypical and essentialized national identities
associated with Japanese and Americans, which ironically the supposedly ‘post-
modern’ participants articulate. To explain the apparently paradoxical national
identification of the participants, I argue that, in addition to language ideology
(Woolard, 1998), the notion of habitus (Bourdieu, 1977; cf. Scheuer, 2003) is
useful in providing some illustrative practices found in and outside the interviews
as evidence. Finally, I discuss the implications of the findings and attempt to relate
the study to larger social processes, particularly to what Appadurai (1990)
termed ‘ethnoscapes’ and ‘ideoscapes’ in the contemporary world.

Theoretical frameworks and assumptions

By using the methodology of discourse analysis from a multidisciplinary 
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perspective I analyze the interview data that I collected as part of a larger project.
For the purposes of analysis and discussion that follow, major theoretical frame-
works are explained at this point. First, a theory of indexicality from linguistic
anthropology (e.g. Ochs, 1990; Rymes, 1996, 2003; Silverstein, 1976) forms the
basis of the framework. In general, a semiotic sign has the nature of being ‘index-
ical,’ rather than purely ‘symbolic’ or totally decontextualizable (Rymes, 2003).
More specific to language, any linguistic sign gets its situated meaning or ‘utter-
ance-token,’ rather than ‘utterance-type,’ meaning from the context (Gee, 2004;
S. Levinson, 2000). Some linguistic resources such as deictics, are inherently
indexical in that, for example, the pronoun we needs to be assigned specific refer-
ents in a particular context of use and further, in principle, there are infinite pos-
sibilities of utterance-token meanings that we can have in a situated context (cf.
de Cillia et al., 1999). By conceptualizing ‘indexicality’ in this way, I highlight
deictic pronouns to make explicit the context-dependent nature of discursive
practices, which at the same time invoke large sociohistorical patterns. In general
terms, I make the assumptions that linguistic resources only indirectly index
social identities (e.g. gender, nationality, etc.) and directly index stances and acts
(e.g. affective and epistemological dispositions), and that the meanings of any lin-
guistic resources, at least partially but crucially, depend on the contexts (Ochs,
1990), and thus the notion of indexicality ‘[relates] word to world’ (Rymes, 2003).

In this connection, an anthropological approach called Natural Histories of
Discourse (NHD) (Silverstein and Urban, 1996) becomes relevant and, in particu-
lar, its focus on ‘entextualization’ practices places indexicality in the center of
analytic attention. Silverstein and Urban (1996: 2–3) characterize NHD as an
approach that ‘focus[es] attention on contextually contingent semiotic processes
involved in achieving text – and culture. These are recoverable in some measure
only by analytically engaging with textual sedimentations. . . . [NHD] thus focuses
on certain analytic moments in the entextualizing/co(n)textualizing process’
(emphasis added). In other words, NHD is concerned with contingencies of an
event in order to explicate the dynamic discursive process of ‘social reality’ becom-
ing prima facie fixed text, rather than only concerned with the product of text,
thus the designation of ‘entextualization.’ More simply, the analytic focus is on
‘the continuous interplay of text, context, and evaluation from which emerge
what we think of as texts’ (Collins, 2003: 35).

Theoretically, NHD posits three levels of analysis: denotational, indexical–
interactional, and metadiscursive or society-wide (cf. Collins, 2003). I illustrate
these levels from a portion of the corpus I collected, in which Marco, a Generation
1.5 Japanese, constructs ‘we Japanese’ and ‘they Americans.’ I analyze the data
more fully in the section that follows, and to make the present exemplification
simpler, I do not discuss ‘we’ in reported speech in ll. 1 and 3 in Extract 1.

Extract 1: Marco’s use of the pronouns we and they in non-reported speech

Participants: Marco, a former Japanese language learner with Japanese nationality at
college, and the author/researcher
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Based on NHD, we can identify the three levels by focusing on deictics in 
discourse. At the denotational level or in terms of the referential function, the 
represented content of the pronouns we and they is: Marco denotes ‘Americans’
by ‘they’ (l. 2), whereas ‘we’ and ‘the Japanese’ are co-referential (l. 4). To 
interpret these referents as utterance-tokens, we need to consider the indexical–
interactional plane, which requires the contextual information, including not only
the co-text or sequential context, but also (potentially all) ‘the material setting,
the people present, . . . the social relationships of the people involved, and their
ethnic, gendered, and sexual identities, as well as cultural, historical, and insti-
tutional factors’ (Gee, 2004: 28–9).

On the indexical–interactional plane, we find the discursive practice of
dichotomizing they–Americans versus we–Japanese, which is an instance of
emergent or entextualization practice. It is also an example of the discursive 
practice of ‘othering’ in that Marco uses the third-person plural pronoun they vis-
à-vis the first-person plural pronoun we. By doing so, he presupposes aspects of
context, i.e. a social history that he takes for granted (‘Marco and the researcher
are Japanese’), and simultaneously entails or creates new contexts by projecting
the researcher and Marco himself into the Japanese category, while placing
Americans into the category of ‘non-person’ or ‘others.’ In general, the indexical
nature of an utterance presupposes some aspects of context, and simultaneously
creates new contexts because language itself becomes part of the context; inher-
ently indexical deictics make visible both the presupposing and entailing nature
of an utterance (Rymes, 1996, 2003; Silverstein, 1976).

It should be noted that in Extract 1, deictics project the referents into the
society-wide beliefs or ideologies about nationalities and social histories, above the
level of discursive practice or at the metadiscursive level: ‘[P]ersonal deictics . . .,
which seemed to have fixed, understandable meanings as elementary shifters, in
fact do so only through an intertextual projection at the metadiscursive plane’
(Silverstein and Urban, 1996: 15–16; emphasis added). In other words, deictics
not only indicate or point to the existing participant roles prior to entextualization
processes in an event, but also ‘serve as metadiscursive labels . . . that denote the
achievement of such role-category inhabitance as a result of entextualization
processes themselves’ (p. 6), so that new contexts were created. I attempt to
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1 Marco: Americans are very quick to say, ‘Let’s let’s get this formality over with’ and when
it’s okay, ‘Let’s let’s just put the issue on the table. We’ll both talk about it. We’ll
both disagree and then we can compromise.’

2 I think, you know, Americans want to do that so fast. I mean, it’s that’s the way
→they interact, you know, they say,

3 ‘Well, gee, let’s let’s stop hiding behind formalities and let’s let’s just say what we
want to say’

4 →But the Japanese, we cannot, you know, do that.

Setting: December, 2002; in a small conference room with a tape-recorder on the table; Marco
is discussing differences between Americans and Japanese



schematize these processes based on Wortham’s (2001) modeling and demon-
strate in the analysis of Extract 6 that Marco’s construction of multiple identities
by randomly projecting himself into both non-Japanese and Japanese categories
indicates that he does not have a rigid and stable sense of his own national 
identity.

The tripartite NHD approach makes it relevant to refer not only to broadly
sociolinguistic paradigms (linguistic anthropology, conversation analysis, and
critical discourse analysis), which are mainly concerned with aspects of language
use in social context, but also to cultural studies, cultural anthropology, sociology
or critical pedagogy in order to relate situated discourse to the metadiscursive
level or ‘language ideology’ (Woolard, 1998; Woolard and Schieffelin, 1994),
with particular reference to national identity construction.

To spell out some of the crucial assumptions for social analysis, I first take
social constructionist assumptions (Wortham, 2001) as valid in the research
interview settings. Specifically, I assume the participants’ articulation of national
identities in a situated context as necessarily a form of social construction mainly
through language with other semiotic means, in which language is not seen as a
transparent means to representing reality but as a symbolic ‘cultural tool’; 
narrating self and others in an interview is a form of ‘mediated action’ (Wertsch,
1998). In other words, narrating national identities is a ‘positioning’ and 
‘representation’ of self and others, and a matter of ‘becoming’, i.e. enactment,
rather than ‘being’ or permanently fixed (Hall, 1990). However, we should not
underestimate the non-discursive and material conditions that make possible our
being in the world. For example, I take into account, among other things, the 
participants’ legal status such as nationality, i.e. Japanese, embodied practices
such as habitus (Bourdieu, 1977), and their social and family backgrounds (e.g.
having (a) parent(s) with Japanese nationality; from middle-class families; cf.
Clifford, 1994), to interpret the discursive practices in the present context.2 I
assume that these non-discursive conditions powerfully constrain perceptions of
national identity and give a sense of absolute permanence to it.

Second, I take larger social contexts into consideration, so that I draw on
social scientific sources such as Anderson (1991), Appadurai (1990), Billig
(1995), Bourdieu (1977), Foucault (1972), Giddens (1990, 1991, 2000), or 
Hall (1988/1992, 1990), to name several important social theorists, who are
consonant with the social constructionist assumptions. Rather cautious about
uncritically accepting the findings and concepts of these social scientific sources 
(cf. Blommaert, 2001), I find it quite useful to use them as heuristics to detecting
and identifying research problems in broader social issues. At the same time, in
attempting to connect microanalysis with relevant larger sociopolitical issues, I
demonstrate that the analysis necessarily goes beyond contingent encounters
restricted to the here-and-now interaction with the theory of indexicality from a
linguistic anthropological perspective.

In concluding the discussion of theoretical assumptions, I argue for the 
primacy of situated discourse and posit it as a theoretically sound and viable
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departure point that is complementary to ‘top-down’ Critical Discourse Analysis
(CDA) approaches (van Dijk, 1993; cf. Blommaert et al., 2001). For example,
Rymes (2003: 122), in her discussion of literacy events at school, convincingly
argues that, ‘Every day, in school, teachers and students interpret each other’s
words, read into them, and act according to their own presuppositions and expec-
tations. The everydayness of this activity is why it is so powerful, and why close
micro-analysis is so important.’ Furthermore, Billig, a discursive and rhetorical
psychologist, observes that, ‘Few actually get round to talking to ordinary people
to see how so-called subjects of postmodernity actually think and feel’ (Billig,
1995: 134). Taking the epistemological stance of prioritizing situated discourse
over ‘macro’ discourses, I assume that face-to-face interaction is an important
locus for (re)producing, perpetuating, transforming or even destroying ‘social
reality,’ and I am concerned with a kind of situated interaction, i.e. research
interviews.

The study: background, participants and methodology

During the initial phase of a larger project, entitled ‘A Critical Study of Discursive
Practices of “Othering” in Construction of National Identities: The Case of Learners
of Japanese as a Foreign Language,’ I conducted interviews with five Japanese-
language learners, both past and present, in a college community located in the
southeast US. Participants were recruited on a voluntary basis, using my personal
networks in the community. The focus of the project is on the language-in-use of
the participants in communicative practices. One important purpose of this study
is, broadly speaking, to conduct a social analysis of a global concern, for example,
the impact of massive immigration on the local, from a locally situated perspec-
tive at an educational institution (cf. B. Levinson, 1999; Wortham, 2003).

In this larger project, I organized informal and open-ended interview sessions
in the pilot study phase, during which I attempted to gain some local representa-
tions of Japan or Japanese. Among the participants were two Generation 1.5
Japanese or heritage language learners, who studied Japanese as a foreign 
language (JFL) and are the focus of this case study. I briefly present the profiles of
the participants under consideration, as well as their relationship with the
researcher/author.

Shoko, was registered for three semesters at the JFL program, where I worked
previously as an instructor, and was also one of my students for two semesters. I
tutored her, one-on-one, on a weekly basis for two semesters, mainly because I
considered that, given her competence, the course designed for beginners was too
easy for her. She was born in the UK, spent about nine years in Japan and then
immigrated to the US, with her parents, at the age of 11. We used to, and still do,
talk to each other in Japanese when we meet. I recruited her about a year after she
had finished her formal studies in the program and she was willing to take part in
my interviews. She was around 20 at the time of interviewing.

By contrast, Marco, with whom I got acquainted through my personal 
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networks in the local community, was a graduate student in his late twenties; he
also volunteered for an interview session when I contacted him. His father is
Japanese and his mother is German in terms of nationality. Aware of the prob-
lematic nature of any labeling, I assigned him the ethnic label of ‘Euro-Asian’ in
Table 1.3 He went back and forth between Japan and the US during his earlier
school years before settling in the US for his college education. His studies of
Japanese at formal institutions were conducted before his college studies and he
never registered for any JFL courses at college in the US, although he studied
Japanese at a private language school when he went to Japan as an English
teacher after college. It is obvious that Marco knew Japanese to quite an extent,
but he once explicitly stated that he preferred me not to speak to him in Japanese,
so we always used English as the basis code for communication. Although the
names are pseudonyms, I represent the participants in accordance with the
associated origins, i.e. Shoko retains a Japanese name, whereas Marco has an
Italian name.

I also conducted follow-up interviews with Shoko and Marco, which meta-
linguistically refer to and recontextualize part of the content, themes or concepts
of the previous interviews (Bauman and Briggs, 1990; Yamaguchi, 2004). Each
interview lasted 40–80 minutes; the initial interviews were transcribed com-
pletely, and the metalinguistic interviews were partially transcribed.

Data presentation and analysis

In this section, I examine four sets of data I audio-recorded when I interviewed
each participant twice. Based on NHD that directs analytic attention on ‘contex-
tually contingent semiotic processes’ (Silverstein and Urban, 1996: 2), I selected
those portions of the data from the transcripts and my field notes that make the
participants’ construction of national identities explicit. More specifically, I
extracted the portions in which I can examine how the pronouns I, you, we, and
they as metadiscursive labels are used to represent and enact self and others 
vis-à-vis the interviewer/author, who is (presumably) Japanese, along with other
grammatical resources and discursive strategies.

To fulfill the analytical goals, I first analyze uses of the personal pronouns ‘I’
and ‘They’ in combination with different kinds of verbs (Gee et al., 2001; Urban,
1989) to demonstrate multiple selves vis-à-vis others in situated discourse. I 
then focus on other indexical aspects of grammatical resources, such as tense,
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TA B L E 1. Profiles of the participants

Names of participants Shoko Marco

Gender Female Male
Ethnicity Asian Euro-Asian
Nationality (legal status) Japanese Japanese



progressive aspect, indefinite pronouns (no one or everything) as ECFs (Pomerantz,
1986), and linguistic resources to position him- or herself in a particular way
(Rymes, 2001), all of which, in combination, contribute to forming the overall
structural characteristics (e.g. dichotomous construction) and discursive strat-
egies, e.g. ‘complaint sequences’ (Roulston, 2000). Furthermore, I direct my
attention to the co-construction of meaning that relates to interactional posi-
tioning from Bakhtinian dialogic perspectives (Duranti, 1986; Wortham, 2001).
I briefly discuss the issue of ‘intertextuality’ (Bakhtin, 1981) with reference to
‘discourse genres’ (Hanks, 1987): how stretches of discourse as units, or ‘rela-
tively stable’ types (Bakhtin, 1986: 78) and ‘historically specific conventions and
ideals’ (Hanks, 1987: 670) found in Marco’s speech are related to other circulat-
ing discourses in society produced for different purposes at different times and
places. Finally, I examine part of the metalinguistic interview data to make deeper
sense of the previous interviews. Portions were selected for the analytic goal of
revealing participants’ own sense of national identity, which demonstrates
‘random’ and context-specific Generation 1.5 Japanese identities.

THE USE OF PERSONAL PRONOUNS ‘I’ AND ‘THEY’ IN COMBINATION WITH
VERBS

First, I carry out ‘I-statements analysis’ (Gee, 1999; Gee et al., 2001) to help 
initiate further inquiry, which simultaneously provides an initial bearing of the
‘self ’ part in the larger picture of discursive construction of national identities.
Furthermore, I make a finer distinction between different ‘types of “I” ’ (Urban,
1989), so that I can make the issue of multiple self-identities explicit by concep-
tualizing five types of ‘I’ in discourse, which form a continuum from (a) to (e) in
terms of ‘removal from every day situations’: (a) indexical–referential, (b)
anaphoric, (c) de-quotative, (d) theatrical, and (e) projective (Urban, 1989: 43), of
these, I am most concerned with (a) and (c) in the analysis.

To briefly define the types: (a) indexical–referential ‘I’ is identified if there is an
actual contiguity between the type I and the producer of the token ‘I’ (Urban,
1989: 28), which culturally indicates everyday self; (b) anaphoric ‘I’ is marked by
the grammatical direct quotation, so that, for example, in ‘Hei said, “Ii am
going,” ’ ‘I’ anaphorically refers to ‘he’, and ‘I’ in the embedded clause is not an
indexical–referential ‘I’ (p. 31), though they are metaphorically related; (c) 
de-quotative ‘I’ is ‘the “I” of a quotation wherein the matrix clause has disap-
peared’ (p. 36) and thus there are no formal grammatical features to distinguish
it from the indexical–referential use. The contexts of use, such as story-telling
along with other grammatical features, cue the de-quotative ‘I’; the main func-
tion of de-quotative ‘I’ in narrative is ‘reality enhancement for the audience’ 
(p. 44); (d) the theatrical ‘I’ is named after the theatrical tradition in the West, in
which ‘the individual [speaks] through the character that he or she represents’ 
(p. 36); (e) finally, the projective ‘I’ is the ‘I’ of ‘trance, possession, and similar
states’ (p. 37).

In the first part of the interview, Shoko tells her autobiographical narrative.
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Slightly modifying Gee’s (1999) categorization schema, I examine ‘cognitive
statements’ (e.g. ‘I didn’t know English’), ‘affective statements’ (e.g. ‘I didn’t like
the neighbors’), ‘state and action statements’ (e.g. ‘I was scared’), ‘ability and
constraint statements’ (e.g. ‘I had to go to middle school’), and finally, ‘achieve-
ment statements’ or ‘activities, desires, or efforts that relate to “mainstream”
achievement, accomplishment, or distinction’, such as ‘I made lots of friends.’

While narrating her school experiences in Japan, Shoko represents and enacts
her self in a negative form of affective I-statements, I didn’t like . . ., whereas in the
part of American school experiences, I-statements realize as a negative form of
cognitive statements, I didn’t know . . . and an affirmative form of achievement
statements such as I made lots of friends. As Gee et al. (2001) note, achievement
statements are not a lexical category and my classification is not meant to be
absolute. However, I counted most of the I-statements at the end of her bio-
graphical narrative as achievement statements because they are important part
of Shoko’s construction of successful ‘I’ in the United States, as opposed to unsuc-
cessful ‘I’ in Japan. To exemplify the point, I present her I-statements, with
anaphoric references when relevant (Tables 2 and 3).

The most frequently occurring I-statement in the US school experience is the
stative ‘I was scared,’ which derives from Shoko’s lack of knowledge of English (‘I
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TA B L E 2. Shoko’s school experience in Japan

I-statements (number of tokens) Types of I-statement/ form

I didn’t like school (1) Affective/ Negative
I just didn’t like it [= school] (1) Affective/ Negative
I just didn’t like that [= going to school together 

with groups of people] (2) Affective/ Negative
I didn’t like the neighbors (1) Affective/ Negative
I didn’t really like them [= the neighbors] too much (1) Affective/ Negative

TA B L E 3. Shoko’s school experience in the US

I-statements (number of tokens) Types of I-statement/ form

I didn’t know English or anything (1) Cognitive/ Negative
I didn’t know English (3) Cognitive/ Negative 
I didn’t know anything (1) Cognitive/ Negative
I made lots of friends (1) Achievement/ Positive
I did lots of extracurricular activities (1) Achievement/ Positive
I played softball and track (1) Achievement/ Positive
I played soccer and like all that stuff (1) Achievement/ Positive
I succeeded (1) Achievement/ Positive
I probably wouldn’t have grown this much (1) Achievement/ Subjunctive-Negative
I was scared (4) Stative/ Positive



didn’t know English’) or unfamiliarity with the new environment (‘I didn’t know
anything’). There is one occurrence of affective statement (‘I didn’t want to go to
school’) in the same part, but both these stative and affective I-statements are
connected with the cognitive statement in a cause-and-effect relationship: ‘. . . so
brand new school brand new people, I didn’t know anything then, so I was scared
and ah most of the time I didn’t want to go to school.’

The important differences between Shoko’s discursive construction of two
contrasting school experiences are: the cognitive I-statements (e.g. ‘I didn’t know
English’) in the US schools pose a logically resolvable problem once she acquires
the needed knowledge, whereas the affective I-statements in Japan (‘I didn’t like
school’ or ‘I didn’t like the neighbors’) are not susceptible to simple solutions; 
furthermore, there are no achievement I-statements in Japan. In fact, the stative
and affective I-statements (‘I was scared’ and ‘I didn’t want to go to school’) in the
US were indeed resolved after she learned English (‘and then my English 
progressed’) in her story. Thus, in the concluding part of her school experiences
in the US, Shoko successively makes achievement I-statements, and ends with
subjunctive mood: ‘If I was (sic) in Japan, then I probably wouldn’t have grown
this much,’ which enacts reflexivity of our living in late modernity: ‘Living in 
circumstances of [late] modernity is best understood as a matter of the routine
contemplation of counterfactuals’ (Giddens, 1991: 29).

From a semiotic–pragmatic perspective (Silverstein, 1976; Urban, 1989),
there are three different ‘I’s’ that Shoko enacts: two different ‘I’s’ in the past by the
de-quotative type of ‘I’ to indicate reported self, and the indexical–referential ‘I’,
who enacts the story-telling at the moment. Although there is no grammatical
marker to show any quoting framing, the past tense functions as a main linguis-
tic cue in the context of story-telling in an interview and indicates that the 
characters told as ‘I’ in her narrative are not the ‘same’ Shoko as the indexical–
referential ‘I’ and thus are de-quotative ‘I’s’: both unsuccessful ‘I’ in Japan and
successful ‘I’ in the US, in which the former becomes functionally closer to the
theatrical ‘I’ and the latter closer to the story-telling indexical–referential ‘I’, both
functionally and chronologically.

In the interview with Marco, semiotic–pragmatically, two ‘I’s’ are identified:
miserable ‘I’ in Japan in his early schooldays as an instance of de-quotative ‘I’
(Table 4), which contrasts with the present positive image of ‘I’ as the indexical–
referential ‘I’ (Table 5). Furthermore, Marco’s I-statements recurrently co-occur
and contrast with ‘They-statements,’ which refer to either Japanese or Americans.
For example, Marco narrates his ‘othered’ experiences in his elementary school-
days in Japan, using combination of state and ability/constraint I-statements,
which co-occur with They-statements.

In Table 4, Marco constructs himself as a rather passive person using the past
tense, who was not able to exert much control over his situation. The passive self
is grammatically realized in stative and ability/constraint I-statements, which
can be regarded as ‘the discourse of dispositions’ or the discourse about the situa-
tion or state determined by factors outside of his own control (Kang and Lo,
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2003). The situation becomes more constraining by ‘their’ action and inability,
i.e. Japanese who did not treat him as ‘one of them’ and Americans who did not
understand him, both of whom are constructed in ‘They-statements.’

By contrast, at the end of the interview, Marco presents himself very 
positively, in spite of his being ‘misplaced.’

By the I-statements in Table 5, Marco performs his present ‘I’ as ‘cosmopoli-
tan.’ This part is preceded by his description of unspecified ‘they,’ who do not have
the same choice as he has, and he states, ‘it is they that are unfortunate, they are
unfortunate . . . there is an expression “ignorance is bliss”.’ Thus, the set of
I-statements in Table 5 sharply contrasts with that of the I-statements in Table 4
during his elementary schooldays in Japan, which can be seen from contrastive
grammatical resources: past versus non-past tense, and unavoidable state caused
by others versus favorable state deriving from his personal attributes and ability.
Thus, the present ‘I’ that Marco enacts functionally indicates his ‘ordinary’ self as the
indexical–referential ‘I’, whereas the past ‘I’ mainly cued by the past tense is
enacted as the de-quotative ‘I’, who was victimized by unspecified ‘they’ as ‘others.’
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TA B L E 4. Macro’s past experience in Japan

I-statements (number of tokens) Types of I-statement

I had a couple of Japanese friends in elementary school, 
actually Japanese people I knew (1) Stative 

I didn’t look Japanese (2) Stative
I was like this foreigner kind of thing (1) Stative
I didn’t speak English too well (1) Ability/constraint
I didn’t understand them [=Americans], either (1) Ability/constraint 
I was very quiet, acquiescent (1) Stative
I was very, not submissive but less flamboyant than I 

am now (1) Stative

They-statements (number of tokens) Types of they-statement

They [=Japanese] really didn’t treat me like one of them (1) Action
They [=Americans] didn’t understand me (1) Ability/constraint

TA B L E 5. Marco’s articulation of the present self

I-statements (number of tokens) Types of I-statement

I feel like I am a very enriched person (1) Cognitive
I come across as very cosmopolitan (1) Stative
I also come across as a very international, well-traveled (1) Stative
I am interested in a lot of things (1) Stative
I can see connections with everything else (1) Ability
I bring in Eastern principles (1) Action



As for Shoko, she also uses ‘they’ to refer to either Americans or Japanese
when she narrates general images of Americans and Japanese. For the purposes
of this article, I exemplify her use of ‘they’ to denote both Japanese and
Americans. Obviously, the first ‘they’ refers to Americans and the second and the
third ‘they,’ respectively, are Japanese.

Extract 2: Shoko’s use of they

Shoko: I think Japanese are all about getting education and doing, like, doing everything in a
certain way, but here American people, they just do what like go with the flow kind of thing
((several turns later)) whereas in Japan they just, if you don’t . . . someone doesn’t understand
something, then they just leave them . . .

To conclude the section, I discuss some issues derived from the analysis for further
inquiry. Specifically, what can we say about the participants’ construction of the
self, or multiple selves, with reference to national identity? What is an emergent
and critical issue the analysis poses? I observe that the I-statements are means by
which the participants positively represent and enact the present self in the US
and negatively represent the passive or even victimized past self in Japan for
unavoidable reasons by constructing multiple self-identities who are enacted by
functionally different ‘I’s’ (Urban, 1989). However, the two participants differ 
significantly in terms of ‘social languages’ or the situated language use in the
interview setting to construct their identities or ‘who they are and what they are
doing’ (Gee, 1999: 25–9): Shoko’s teenager-like social languages versus Marco’s
more academic-style social languages, including lexical items such as ‘cosmopol-
itan’ or ‘Eastern principles,’ which is discussed as the issue of ‘recontextualiza-
tion’ (Bauman and Briggs, 1990) from widely circulating discourses in the
sections that follow by examining Marco’s speech.

If we focus on the similarities, the initial hypothesis is that both of them take
extremely negative stances toward Japan/Japanese despite their Japanese nation-
ality, whereas they quite positively represent and enact the present self in the 
US, which is mediated by the different kinds of ‘I’s’. In the following section, I
examine other linguistic resources, which may give further evidence to the
hypothesis (cf. Gee, 1999). At the same time, an emergent issue is: what is their
own sense of national identity if both Japanese and Americans are ‘others’ rep-
resented by ‘they’? Do the participants believe they are Japanese or American or
what else? To answer the question, I analyze the parts in which other linguistic
resources and grammatical categories get situated meanings in the discursive
practices of Generation 1.5 Japanese.

OTHER GRAMMATICAL RESOURCES IN COMBINATION TO FORM DISCURSIVE
STRATEGIES

I now turn to an analysis of linguistic and grammatical resources, in particular,
tense, progressive aspect, and how these grammatical categories are used in 
combination or collocationally with other linguistic resources such as indefinite
pronouns to voice the narrator and the narrated people/events in a particular
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way (cf. Ochs, 1990; Rymes, 2001). Furthermore, I consider how these resources
form larger discursive strategies and overall structural characteristics to perform
the function of national identity construction. First, in Shoko’s data, she narrates
her images of Japanese and Americans to my question, ‘what are your images of
Japan or Japanese?’.

Extract 3: Shoko’s images of Japanese and Americans

1 Shoko: Well uh I think Japanese people are all about getting education and like doing like
doing everything in a certain way

2 But here American people they just do what like go with the flow kind of thing
3 and like if you someone’s behind the school then they like ah wait for them until
4 they understand everything before they go on
5 Whereas in Japan uh they just if you don’t someone doesn’t understand something

then they just leave them and like
6 Masa: Nobody cares?
7 Shoko: No one cares. That’s why I didn’t do well in school because I didn’t understand

something then my the teacher really didn’t help me because you know whatever
just a kid.

8 so who cares but here it is like ((talking to her roommate?)) extra help after school
9 and yeah they are more caring I guess
10 and uh I think here I think and then American people in general I guess like living
11 in in a southern state I think they have they are all really nice
12 Masa: Nice?
13 Shoko: Yeah supportive and like they all smile like if I go down the street then they say

hey you know wave whatever but in Japan if you
14 Masa: Right, nobody greets you?
15 Shoko: No one no one looks at you no one they just look on the ground and walk so I

think that’s a big difference

As demonstrated in Extract 2, Shoko uses ‘they’ to refer to either Japanese or
Americans (ll. 2–5 in Extract 3), which indexes her ambiguous positioning
toward her national identity at this point, although her extremely negative stance
toward Japan/Japanese emerges. As an overall structural characteristic, dichoto-
mous structure is identified, which contrasts Japanese with Americans by means
of adversative conjunctions ‘but’ (l. 2) and ‘whereas’ (l. 5), together with unquali-
fied noun phrases: ‘Japanese people’ (l. 1) and ‘American people’ (l. 2). In this
overall framework, indefinite pronouns (‘all,’ ‘everything,’ and ‘no one’) are
embedded (ll. 1, 4, 7, 11, 13 and 15), which function as Extreme Case Formu-
lations (ECFs) to legitimize her claim (Pomerantz, 1986). Here, we see the pattern
of negative representation of Japanese and positive representation of Americans
(cf. de Cillia et al., 1999), which indicates Shoko’s negative stance toward
Japanese and emotional attachment to southern Americans.

I detail how ECFs (bold) are used in combination with other linguistic
resources and grammatical categories (underlined), i.e. progressive aspect and
tense, as well as an adverbial. First, ECFs ‘all’ and ‘everything’ are embedded to
highlight the contrast in ll. 1–4: ‘Japanese people are all about getting education
and like doing like doing everything in a certain way’ (l. 1) is contrasted with the
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next utterance ‘But here American people they . .  wait for them until they under-
stand everything’ (ll. 2–4). The ECFs ‘all’ and ‘everything’ referring to Japanese
acquire a universalizingly negative and unfavorable emergent meaning, in com-
bination with ‘durative’ and ‘habitual’ progressive aspect (‘getting’ and ‘doing’)
and an adverbial phrase (‘in a certain way’), which contrasts with a universaliz-
ing and favorable ECF ‘everything’ to refer to the acts of American people (‘they 
. . . wait for them until they understand everything’ in ll. 3–4), in which the first
‘they’ refers to American teachers and the second ‘they’ to the students. Also, the
ECF ‘no one’ in ‘no one cares’ (l. 7) and ‘no one, no one looks at you, no one
they just look on the ground and walk’ (l. 15) is used to describe Japanese people’s
apathetic public behavior in an essentializing and intense way by repeating ‘no
one’ three times (l. 15). In contrast, the ECF all in ‘they are . . . all really nice’ 
(l. 11) or ‘they all smile’ (l. 13) is used to characterize southern Americans in a
universalizingly positive way. In these examples, the grammatical category of
present tense is used in combination with the ECF ‘all’ (ll. 11 and 13), realized as
‘are’ and ‘smile,’ which contrasts with ‘looks’ (l. 15) as if her description were
immutable truth. As an utterance-type, the present tense indicates ‘general time-
less truth’ (Rymes, 2001: 47), which gets its situated meaning, either positive 
or negative, in combination with other linguistic resources in her dichotomous
construction of national identities.

Furthermore, these grammatical categories and linguistic resources are com-
bined to produce a larger discourse strategy called ‘complaint sequences’ (CSs;
Roulston, 2000), which is a discursive unit that depicts a third party’s behavior
or conduct as morally reprehensible. It has been assumed that CSs are produced
about a third party, who is not present at the time of interaction and does not
share the same category as the interactants (e.g. two men complaining about
women). However, it is characteristic of the CSs in the present case study that the
Japanese participants complain about Japan/Japanese to a Japanese researcher in
English (see Yamaguchi, 2004, for more detail), which may indicate the emerg-
ence of ‘new ethnicities’ (cf. Hall, 1988/1992) or at least, an attempt to produce
solidarities between ‘diasporic’ Japanese, assuming that complaining is a strategy
for producing positive feelings between interlocutors (Boxer, 1993).

As for Marco, he also produced abundant CSs, some of which include ECFs. 
I illustrate indefinite pronouns everyone and everything functioning as ECFs
embedded in CSs, in which the grammatical category of tense and other linguis-
tic resources are used in collocation (Ochs, 1990) to cue the ECFs as negative
indexicals in his construction of Japanese identity.

Extract 4: Marco’s complaint sequences with ECFs

1 Marco: Yeah so it’s just um um and you know I just realized I felt much more comfortable
2 interacting with Japanese people in America
3 because there I didn’t have this overwhelming societal sort of pressure to interact

in a certain way but I did in Japan
4 Masa: Oh I see
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5 Marco: You know in Japan you it’s almost like everyone speaks in formulas, you know,
6 and what you say is not important. What you do is important. How you act is

important.
7 How you . . . everything is expressed nonverbally and it’s exhausting. I mean it

really is exhausting

As in Shoko’s data, ECFs, such as ‘everyone’ (l. 5) and ‘everything’ (l. 7), come to
have an emergent negative meaning in the sequential context or co-text; first, the
preceding context cues a universalizingly negative interpretation: ‘this over-
whelming societal sort of pressure to interact in a certain way’ (l. 3) functions as
negative ‘evaluative indexicals’ (Wortham, 2001) by constructing strongly
socially sanctioned interactional norms. Then, Marco repeats ‘exhausting’ twice
with ‘really’ (l. 7) to intensify his claim, which also functions as negative evalua-
tive indexicals. Furthermore, the verbs in ll. 5–7 have the present tense (e.g.
‘speaks’ or ‘is’), by which Marco depicts his claim as an immutable truth, as
opposed to the past tense in ll. 1–3 (‘realized,’ ‘felt,’ ‘didn’t have,’ and ‘did’). Thus,
these grammatical categories and linguistic resources are used in combination to
form Marco’s CSs, which are claimed to be legitimate (Pomerantz, 1986).

Also, Marco analytically separates ‘Japanese people in America’ (l. 2) from
Japanese ‘in Japan’ (l. 5) as if Japanese in Japan interact in a fundamentally 
different way from Japanese in the US, and by implication we as individuals have
no agency or cannot escape the norms in the territorialized area of Japan 
(ll. 5–7). His analytical separation is consistent; at the beginning of the interview,
he asked me to clarify: ‘Japanese people here? or Japanese people in Japan,
American people in Japan? or American people here’ to my request to talk about
his experiences of interacting with Japanese and Americans. On the ‘safety’ of the
complaint sequences, Marco intends to have produced ‘safe’ CSs if the author/
interviewer identifies himself with his territorialized categorization of ‘Japanese
people in America’ (l. 2).

Throughout the two interviews, Marco follows this line of neatly territorial-
ized vision of the world ‘as being composed of separate peoples, each with their
own distinct, bounded, and coherent ways of understanding the world and living
within it’ (Kang and Lo, 2003). I further demonstrate, in the analysis of Extracts
5 and 6, that Marco produces these reified discourses by mapping the metadis-
cursive labels of Japanese and Americans into individual actors engaging in
actual communication.

In sum, there is no evidence found that contradicts the initial hypothesis based
on the analysis of CSs. Both participants take extremely negative stances toward
Japan/Japanese, although Shoko holds more emotional attachment to southern
Americans than Marco, mediated by the discursive strategies of CSs, which
involve combinations of the grammatical categories of tense and aspect and other
linguistic resources (particularly, indefinite pronouns as ECFs) in order to 
construct dichotomies between Americans and Japanese.
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CO-CONSTRUCTION: INTERACTIONAL POSITIONING AND GENERIC
INTERTEXTUALITY

It is almost a truism to argue that an interviewee, consciously or unconsciously,
‘designs’ or accommodates his or her discourse to the interviewer’s perceived
social identities or attributes in interaction (cf. Duranti, 1986). In this sense, I
assume that all of the data in a situated context are ‘co-constructed’ (Gee, 1999)
and ‘dialogic’ (Bakhtin, 1981). However, there are relatively few studies that 
systematically investigate both the represented content and the interactional
positioning, as well as their interrelation, locally and globally in a research inter-
view. To investigate the issue of co-construction in a systematic way, I draw on a
Bakhtinian dialogic approach to discourse (Wortham, 2001) and examine two
segments of Marco’s data with analytic tools derived from the approach. In par-
ticular, I analyze two segments containing the pronouns of ‘you,’ ‘they’ and ‘we,’
which index or explicitly cue Marco’s multiple and ‘random’ or context-specific
positioning toward national identities.

One of the crucial assumptions of the approach is that narrating the self not
only represents or describes the narrated event (denotational meaning) but at the
same time, enacts and positions him- or herself vis-à-vis the interlocutor(s) in the
narrating event (indexical meaning); further, that there is (partial) interrelation
or co-relation between the representational and interactional functions because
these processes occur simultaneously (Wortham, 2001). Following the assump-
tions, I analyze how Marco positions himself to the interviewer both in the 
situated context (locally) and with reference to the larger social milieu (globally)
or the two nations as ‘imagined communities’ (Anderson, 1991), in his telling of
‘grand narrative’, using his relatively educated social languages, which index
recontextualization of other genres that are intertextually related to widely 
circulating discourses (Briggs and Bauman, 1995).

In launching his ‘comparative theory’ of American versus Japanese societies,
Marco uses the pronoun you while representing a hypothetical agent who follows
radically different interactional norms in each country. In other words, at the
denotational level, ‘you’ in Extract 5 denotes ‘people in general’ or the generic
‘one’ (Quirk et al., 1985), by which he expresses his view of the two societies 
by not committing himself to a particular nationality. The following is Marco’s
explication of the interactional norms in Japan, after the preface of ‘American
looseness’ being not necessarily ‘the best way’ (l. 1):

Extract 5: Marco’s use of you and y’ know

1 Marco: Not that I’m saying that the American looseness is the best way because you can
2 get a lot of misunderstandings that way
3 But the Japanese are sort of codifying sort of you know Confucius influenced the
4 formality between your superiors and everything like that you know what you do
5 is it’s almost like you have a couple of Legos that you try to stick together. That is
6 is great for diplomacy but not great for friends. It really isn’t. You know you want
7 to be able to say what you want and simply say ‘oh this is how I feel.’ You know,
8 anytime feelings are involved in Japanese interactions, it’s almost like it’s a taboo
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9 subject, you know I mean you there’s an expression in Japanese it says tatemae
10 Masa: Right
11 Marco: Which is which means façade, you know
12 Masa: Façade
13 Marco: Yeah when you look at when you look at a bunch of buildings, right, see if you
14 especially in cities if you look at the front versus you look at the side you look at
15 the side it may be brick, look at the front it’s got nice stonework, okay, if you’re
16 the kind of person that’s more sturdy like the brick, okay but you’re bringing this
17 façade of being this very structured nicely formed thing and it just seems all pretty.
18 It seems kind of empty to me. It seems as if you’re not being true to whoever
19 you’re interacting with you’re not being true to yourself. You’re simply saying
20 ‘I’m going to pursue my own personal identity with this cultural mores or mores’ I
21 don’t know how to pronounce that one but the cultural dic.. the the society dictates
22 how you want to interact. And, so if you’re the kind of person that feels more than
23 you want to talk and to or to say what you feel, it’s very frustrating, it’s very
24 frustrating, I mean that’s where a lot of interactions break down at, you know. . .

The narrating and the narrated events are apparently not directly correlated in
this segment, though interactionally it may be interpreted that Marco indirectly
addresses the interviewer as ‘you,’ which is not explicitly cued. Thus, ‘you’ in l. 1
is a hypothetical generic agent in American society (‘you can get a lot of mis-
understandings’ in ll. 1–2) and the rest of ‘you’ is also a hypothetical one, follow-
ing the rigid Japanese societal norms (e.g. ‘Confucius influenced the formality’ in
ll. 3–4), which suppress emotions (‘feelings’ as ‘a taboo subject’ in ll. 8–9).
Japanese society is represented by the metaphors of buildings (l. 13), such as
‘façade’ (ll. 11 and 17), ‘brick’ or ‘stonework’ (ll. 15–16), which are ‘empty’ to
him (l. 18) and the related metaphor of ‘Legos’ (i.e. a type of block toy) in l. 5,
which forces people to fit in prearranged structure. However, it is seen, as part of
the indexical meanings of ‘you,’ that although stating his own experience or view
by ‘you’ instead of ‘I,’ Marco distances himself from the depicted event and makes
a universalizing claim by constructing two ‘generalized you’s.’ In other words, he
implicitly argues that the interactional norms he describes apply to any ‘you’ in
these countries (cf. Rymes, 1996).

Furthermore, at the interactional level, Marco uses the discourse marker ‘y’
know’ seven times (ll. 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 11, 24; also see ll. 27, 28, 30, 36 in Extract 6),
which is disproportionately frequent for this length of segment, and thus cues his
use of ‘positive politeness strategy’ (Brown and Levinson, 1987); as a discourse
marker, y’ know ‘marks the speaker as an information provider, but one whose
successful fulfillment of that role is contingent upon hearer attention’ (Schiffrin,
1987: 290). Thus, Marco’s unusual use of y’ know can be seen as an attempt to
establish shared grounds for understanding with the interviewer so as to lead to
solidarity between them as the same ‘diasporic’ or expatriate Japanese (also see
‘right’ and ‘o.k.’ in ll. 13, 15, and 16). By adopting Wortham’s (2001) model, I
schematize his framing of the moment (Figure 1).

However, the subsequent part follows as in Extract 6, in which Marco’s use of
pronouns fluctuates between ‘you,’ ‘they’ and ‘we’.
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Extract 6: Marco’s use of pronouns: you, they and we

22 Marco: . . . And, so if you’re the kind of person that feels more than
23 you want to talk and to or to say what you feel, it’s very frustrating, it’s very
24 frustrating, I mean that’s where a lot of interactions break down at, you know
25 Americans are very quick to say, ‘Let’s let’s get this formality over with’
26 and it’s okay, ‘Let’s let’s just put what the issue is on the table. We’ll both

talk about it.
27 We’ll both disagree and we can compromise.’ . . . I think, you know
28 Americans want to do that so fast. I mean it’s that’s the way they interact,

you know,
29 they say, ‘Well, gee let’s let’s stop hiding behind the formalities and let’s just

simply say what we want to say’
30 → but the Japanese we can’t, you know, do that. It’s more like,
31 → well, we both have to sort of present issues that we’re not gonna start
32 → debating about it. We’re just simply it’s gonna go back and forth and

whoever initiated the first idea
33 if there’s indication from the other people in the room that not

not vocally.
34 Just a mmm
35 Masa: ((Laughs))
36 Marco: You know all these other things that they retract, reformulate, put out

something else, you know

In Extract 6, I pay particular attention to his ‘random’ national identity 
construction by using three pronouns you, they and we; also I highlight the lines
containing emergent ‘we’ Japanese, indicated by arrows (ll. 30–32), in which
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F I G U R E 1. Marco narrating hypothetical agents in American and Japanese societies by generic
‘you’ while repeating ‘you know’ seven times

Narrating Event Narrated Event

“You” as an agent in the US
society: E.g. “you can get a lot of

misunderstandings that way”

“You” as an agent in the Japanese
society: E.g. “the society dictates

how you want to interact”

Interviewer

Marco:
“you know”



Marco enacts his own Japanese identity because it is the moment of ‘contextually
contingent semiotic processes’ (Silverstein and Urban, 1996: 2) getting entextu-
alized in discursive practice. Relevant to the interpretation of the segment are, in
addition to the co-text, the contingent interactional context (i.e. the interviewer
as Japanese) and the discourses of nationality that metadiscursively frame the
event (e.g. the ideologies of nation-states).

After talking about the Japanese society in a general way using ‘you’ (‘if
you’re the kind of person . . . to say what you feel, it’s very frustrating . . ’ in 
ll. 22–24), Marco represents Americans while ‘ventriloquating’ them (Bakhtin,
1981; Wortham, 2001), i.e. appropriating and ‘speaking through’ the voice of
Americans, who are characterized to be very quick to say, ‘let’s get this formality
over with’ (l. 25) or ‘We’ll both disagree and we can compromise’ (l. 27) in direct
quoted speech to make the voice ‘authentic’ (cf. Scheuer, 2003).

Marco then represents Americans as ‘they’ (‘that’s the way they interact’ in 
l. 28). The subsequent part in which Marco represents Japanese has the pronoun
we (‘But the Japanese, we can’t, you know, do that’ in l. 30), which provides clear
evidence for the influence of the narrating context (i.e. the Japanese interviewer)
as well as the previous sequential context (Americans as ‘they’ in non-quoted
part and as ‘we’ in quoted speech). Thus Marco enacts his identity as Japanese at
the moment. In other words, his interactional positioning is explicitly made 
visible because of the inclusive and ‘national we’ as Japanese. Marco continues:
‘we both have to sort of present issues that we’re not gonna start debating about
it’ (ll. 31–2). However, after the laugh (l. 35), which interrupts the flow of his talk,
Marco goes back to his recurrent representation of Japanese as ‘they’ (‘all these
other things that they retract, reformulate, put out something else’ in l. 36). Thus
there are three additional ways in which Marco represents and enacts Japanese
and American identities. The first is ‘they Americans,’ who are ventriloquated in
the quoted speech by ‘let’s’ and ‘we’ (Figure 2a); the second is ‘we Japanese,’
including the interviewer and Marco himself (Figure 2b); finally, ‘they Japanese,’
with whom Marco distances himself and from whom the interviewer is presum-
ably excluded at the interactional level (Figure 2c).

In Figure 2(a), the solid line connecting Marco and the interviewer is meant
to depict Marco’s sharing information with or displaying his ‘expert’ knowledge
to the interviewer about Americans, who are represented by ‘they,’ so that there
is no connection between narrated and narrating events, though Marco ventrilo-
quates Americans in direct quoted speech to position them as a particular type of
people, i.e. casual and frank.

By using the pronoun ‘we,’ Marco enacts his Japanese identity in the narrating
context. The double solid lines indicate this fact by intimately connecting him
with the Japanese interviewer. Simultaneously, Marco relates the narrated 
content to the narrating context as if both interlocutors assume the same inter-
actional norms such as ‘presenting issues not to start debating about it.’ To 
represent Marco’s assumption, two straight lines from each interlocutor are 
connected to the narrated content in (Figure 2b).
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Narrating Event Narrated Event

“They” Americans: e.g.
“Americans are very quick to
say, ‘Let’s get this formality over
with . . . We’ll both disagree
and we can compromise’”;
“that’s the way they interact”

Interviewer

Marco:
“They Americans”

Narrating Event Narrated Event

“We” Japanese: e.g. “the
Japanese we can’t, you know,
do that”; “we both have to . . .
present issues that we’re not
gonna start debating about it”

Interviewer

Marco:
“We Japanese”

Narrating Event Narrated Event

“They” Japanese: e.g. “all 
these other things that they
retract, reformulate”

Interviewer

Marco:
“They Japanese”

F I G U R E 2. Marco narrating (a) ‘They Americans’, (b) ‘We’ Japanese, and (c) ‘They’ Japanese



In Figure 2(c), however, by representing Japanese as ‘they,’ Marco positions
himself and the interviewer as not directly relevant to the narrated content, so
there is no line connecting the narrating and narrated events.

To conclude the section, I briefly discuss the issue of ‘generic intertextuality’
(Briggs and Bauman, 1995) in Marco’s data. It can be seen that Marco’s 
discourse is an instance of ‘recontextualization’ or ‘the process of rendering dis-
course extractable, of making a stretch of linguistic production into a unit’
(Bauman and Briggs, 1990: 73) from other discourses to fit the purposes of
research interviewing. Here we see the tension between agency or affordances,
and generic conventions or constraints of the cultural tool of narrative (Wertsch,
1998). A number of discourse genres (Hanks, 1987) can be identified: the dis-
course genre of architecture, in the form of metaphors of buildings, as analyzed
in Extract 5, is used to depict Japanese communicative norms as mannerism and
‘empty,’ which is rather creatively recontextualized. However, Marco draws on
the widespread stereotypes of Japanese (or Asians in general) as ‘polite’ but
‘incompetent’ communicators (cf. Rampton, 2001b), which can also be seen 
in Extract 4, as in ‘everyone speaks in formulas’ (l. 5) or ‘what you say is not
important . . . how you act is important’ (l. 6).

In Extract 6, we see the discourse genre of business, which contrasts decision
processes in Japan with those in the US. It is not evident in Extract 6 that Marco 
utilizes business discourse but it becomes clear in the segment that follows. Marco
continues: ‘. . . if you want to decide on doing something, you want to decide on
a plan like here in the US you present ideas and a couple of people work at it, hack
it a little bit and what the very few people decide then all that’s disseminated
throughout the business or whatever. In Japan a person presents it and it goes
up the hierarchy down the hierarchy up the hierarchy down modify no modify no
you know they modify it and it’s accepted . . .’ As I found out later, Marco’s under-
graduate major was international business, and it is evident that the genre is
derived from discourses of business, while using the pronouns and interactional
resources such as ‘you know’ to fit the purposes of the situation. Thus, it can be
assumed that his discourse genres are appropriated and recontextualized from
other discourses found in some academic genres such as business textbooks,
although it is impossible to pinpoint the direct source of the generic intertextuality.

To recapitulate, Marco positions himself vis-à-vis the interviewer at the inter-
actional plane, with reference to society-wide beliefs and ideologies at the
metadiscursive level, which is demonstrated through the analysis of his use of
deictic pronouns in discourse, whose meanings necessarily derive from
co(n)texts, as well as whose consequences are context-creating in the sense that
he discursively creates ‘social reality’ by the entailing or performative nature of
indexicals. Furthermore, it should be pointed out that there is no consistent 
pattern of emergent meaning or relationship between Marco and the interviewer.
In other words, we find a ‘pattern’ of randomness in his use of personal pro-
nouns. However, the analysis indicates his highly negative stances toward Japan/
Japanese, although paradoxically he enacts himself as Japanese by ‘we’ at a
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moment in Extract 6. To discursively construct Japanese and American identities,
Marco interdiscursively recontextualizes the discourse genres of architecture and
international business, and other discourses that are circulating in societies to fit
the purposes of representing and enacting national identities to the interviewer.

METALINGUISTIC DATA

In analyzing the metalinguistic interviews, I focus on Shoko and Marco’s own
sense of national identity in light of the analysis of the previous interviews. 
For the purposes of this article, I illustrate and discuss only those portions that
relate to their articulation of national identity, which reveals context-specific and
unstable identity construction.

Extract 7: Shoko’s articulation of national identity in the metalinguistic interview

1 Masa: You said you see yourself as (0.5) American?
2 Shoko: Uh huh
3 Masa: In the last interview when I (0.2) you know
4 Shoko: Well I see myself as (0.2) Japanese but uh (0.2) I guess I see myself as uh=
5 Masa: =Japanese American? Or=
6 Shoko: =Yeah Japanese American yeah Japanese American uh
7 Masa: But you still have your Japanese nationality
8 Shoko: Uh-huh
9 Masa: Is that just a legal matter? Or you
10 Shoko: Uh-huh (2.0)
11 Masa: Or how do you interpret (0.2 ) your nationality? (xxx)speaking your Japanese

right?
12 Shoko: I always say that I am Japanese never American
13 Masa: To your friends?
14 Shoko: Yes to anyone
15 Masa: Oh really? But the last interview you said you see yourself as American
16 Shoko: I may see myself as American but I never say that I am. I don’t think I am. I think

myself as Japanese maybe I am (.) Americanized but I never say that I am American
because I am not

Extract 7 can be characterized by ‘diasporic ambivalence’ (Clifford, 1994; Hall,
1990). First, Shoko uncertainly states her Japanese identity (‘I see myself as
Japanese’) after a brief pause (l. 4), but the interviewer’s next ‘completer,’
‘Japanese American?’ (l. 5) influences her articulation of national identity by
repeating ‘Japanese American’ twice (l. 6), which implicates that she is
‘American.’ However, the question reformulated by the interviewer ‘How do you
interpret your nationality?’ (l. 11) after confirming her nationality (l. 7) made
Shoko articulate her national identity as strongly ‘Japanese’ in ECFs, both positive
and negative, such as ‘always,’ ‘never,’ or ‘anyone’ (‘I always say that I am
Japanese never American’ in l. 12; also see ll. 14 and 16). Along with the ECFs,
however, the diasporic ambivalence emerges again by hedging her national ident-
ity (‘I may see myself as American’ or ‘maybe I am Americanized’ in l. 16), which
indicates an epistemologically uncertain stance. Thus, it is observed that Shoko
does not have a consistent and rigid sense of her own national identity, which
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varies or even contradicts herself according to the context and thus is reminis-
cent of Marco’s ‘random’ identity construction in the previous section.

By contrast, Marco is apparently more consistent in his articulation of
national identity as not ‘American’ both in the initial interview and the meta-
linguistic one (‘I am not Japanese American’ in l. 1).

Extract 8: Marco’s articulation of national identity in the metalinguistic interview

1 Marco: I am not Japanese American
((several turns later))

2 Masa: Right now who who are you?
3 Marco: I probably would say that (0.3) I never really sort of labeled myself
4 It is kind of interesting (xxx) I think I am not really if I would categorize (xxx)

→ (0.3) I probably would say that I am a displaced Japanese

However, to the question of ‘who are you?’ in l. 2, Marco hesitates and makes 
several false starts (ll. 3–4), and ends up articulating his identity as ‘a displaced
Japanese’ (l. 4) with an epistemologically uncertain stance (‘I probably would say
that I am a displaced Japanese’), which again shows diasporic ambivalence.

From the analysis, a related question can be posed: Who are the self and
‘others’ for the participants in terms of national identity? When they positively
present the self, it is ‘I,’ but not collective national ‘we,’ whereas negative ‘other’
representation is more complex because both Japanese and Americans are
‘others,’ represented by ‘they,’ in some contexts; in this study, ‘Japanese’ is the
target of negative ‘other’ representation, whereas the participants themselves
identify themselves with Japanese in an ambivalent and mitigated way. Thus, it is
observed that national identity is enacted in a highly context-sensitive manner, or
is ‘random’ for the diasporic participants, which presents evidence that a simple
correlational view between language, ethnicities, and nationality is questionable
in the conditions of the contemporary world and should be challenged theoreti-
cally (Luke, 2002) by analyzing situated discourse with reference to language
ideology.

Discussion

One of the effects of ‘postmodern’ discourse in social science is to draw into the . . .
experiences that hitherto may have been rather sidelined. In particular, it is quite
often suggested that being marginal is actually a crucial experience in late modernity.
Being neither on the inside nor on the outside, . . . is said to be a normal condition. . . .
and in line with this, it is often suggested that the key imperative of our modern times
is for people ‘to learn to live with difference,’ for people to learn to live happily with
their own exclusion from groups that they actually like and interact with daily. 

(Rampton, 1997: 330)

To start thinking about relationships among language, ethnicities and national
identity in the contemporary world, I pose a Foucauldian question: what are the
conditions in which two Generation 1.5 Japanese college students construct
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national identities in particular ways as analyzed earlier (cf. Foucault, 1972)?
Rather wary of taking a reductionist ‘discourse-as-society’ view, which under-
estimates the non-discursive and material conditions of the world (Luke, 2002;
Mey, 2003), I consider social practices in which they engage in and out of school,
as an important factor (cf. Chouliaraki and Fairclough, 1999) in order to 
make sense of their ambivalent articulation of Japanese identity in spite of their
highly negative stances toward Japan/Japanese. I discuss the issue both from 
discursive–social-constructionist and non-discursive–social-practice perspectives
because discourse as a form of social practice and non-discursive facets stand in
a dialectic relationship (de Cillia et al., 1999; Harvey, 1996).

On the one hand, if we look at the social-construction-by-discourse aspects in
the situated context, it is notable that by creatively using the existing linguistic
resources, the participants represent and enact national identities to fit the pur-
poses of interaction with the interviewer. For example, in their uses of pronouns
as metadiscursive labels, both participants use ‘they’ to refer to both Japanese and
Americans, which indicates their ambiguous national identity at the moment.
Furthermore, Marco employs ‘you’ to talk about hypothetical agents who follow
the two different interactional norms, by which he does not commit himself to a
particular national identity, and then he moves to the collective ‘we’ as Japanese.
The situated discourse that Marco and Shoko produced exemplifies some of the
‘infinite discursive possibilities for talking about “us” and “them” ’ (Billig, 1995:
87) in the discourses of nationality. However, rather paradoxically, they articulate
their own national identity as Japanese in spite of their highly negative stances
toward Japanese. Why? How can we explain the paradox?

In order to explain the paradoxical national identification, as I indicated, it is
necessary to extend the scope of data from text-internal analysis to social practice
(cf. Scheuer, 2003). To bridge the gap between text-internal, discursive data 
and text-external phenomena, the notion of habitus as ‘a system of lasting, 
transposable dispositions’ (Bourdieu, 1977: 82) should be introduced. For the
purposes of discussion, I use habitus to refer to both practices ‘embodied in indi-
viduals’ and ‘a collective . . . phenomenon, mutually adjusted for and by a social
group’ (Jenkins, 2002: 79), which are dialectically related. The former type of
habitus as embodied practices that I observed in and outside the interviews is 
provided as illustrative examples, which evidence their routines in their life 
trajectory.

Furthermore, we need to consider language ideology or metadiscourses that
frame situated discourse. Mindful of many ways to ‘consuming nationalism,’
including resistance to it (Wertsch, 1997) in situated contexts, I argue that the
discursive space available to the participants is constrained by and located within
the ideologies of nation-states in the discourses of nationality, which derive from
the Enlightenment (cf. Scollon and Scollon, 1995) and dictate that ‘a man [sic]
must have a nationality as he must have a nose and two ears’ (Gellner, 1983: 6).
Thus, the participants have to construct themselves as either Japanese or
American because each of us is ‘Homo nationalis’ or ‘a member of a national 
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community who enjoys or endures state support and regulation in daily routines
from cradle to grave’ (Kroskrity, 2000: 30), who is (re)produced by the practices
of ‘banal nationalism’ (Billig, 1995), referring to the mundane, pervasive and
taken-for-granted aspects of nationalism. If the participants cannot perceive
themselves as Americans, the only choice available in the discursive field is
‘Japanese,’ even if their Japanese-ness is hedged by ‘Americanized’ (Shoko) or 
‘displaced’ (Marco), their emotional affiliation is not with Japan/Japanese, and
they do not speak Japanese as an ideological symbol of nationality with fluency to
their satisfaction. The metonymic image of ‘banal nationalism,’ is that of the US
flag hanging ‘unnoticed’ on the public building, rather than fervently waved
(Billig, 1995). However, the practice of displaying the flag, among other banal
nationalistic practices, may work as a daily reminder, mostly unconsciously, of
their being ‘non-American’ for the diasporic Japanese participants living in the
US for most of their lifetime.4

What are other ‘daily routines’ or habitus to make them homo nationalis? At
the beginning of the metalinguistic interview, Marco voluntarily wrote down his
and his sister’s names on my field notes in the Japanese orthography called kanji,
by which he seemed to have displayed his ‘real’ Japanese-ness to the inter-
viewer/author, who had been rather unresponsive or perhaps unsympathetic to
his stories by not strongly agreeing with him (cf. Extracts 5 and 6). I only present
the first letter of his first name and the last letter of his sister’s first name that
Marco wrote down to secure their anonymities (Figure 3).

It can be argued that by writing down his and his sister’s names in the
Japanese orthography, Marco strategically displays the habitus he acquired
through early socialization as Japanese to compensate for his relatively ‘non-pure’
Japanese features, among which his not being able to communicate in Japanese is
prominent. He seemed to be aware of the point by mentioning his lack of
Japanese ability in his early schooldays in the interview, and thus he embodied
something that is strongly associated with Japanese, i.e. ‘fluently’ writing down
his and his sister’s official names as represented in their passports.

As for Shoko, I observed her several times in the community, outside the 
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interviews and tutoring settings. She was always with her Anglo-American
friends, with whom she also lived as a roommate. Furthermore, despite my advice
as a tutor to have a Japanese conversation partner, to my knowledge, she never
attempted to make friends with Japanese college students. Her Anglo-American-
oriented human relationship is realized as her ‘linguistic habitus’ (Scheuer,
2003) in the form of strongly monolingual bias. When she speaks in English in
the interviews, she never mixes Japanese words despite talking to me, which 
indicates her socialization in the US, in which being ‘bilingual’ is stigmatized
because the term is associated with a non-proficient English speaker (Valdés et al.,
2003). In this respect, her English is indistinguishable from that of monolingual
English speakers, even with a southern accent (cf. Lippi-Green, 1997). However,
in the metalinguistic interview at a local Japanese restaurant, while speaking in
English, she suddenly uttered a Japanese word ‘itadaki-masu’ (literally, ‘I am going
to eat’) with the gesture of Buddhist praying before eating to express her gratitude
to my treatment and the food, which indicates her early socialization or the 
habitus that she acquired in her middle-class Japanese family.

Generally, what can we know by listening to and analyzing the voices from
those who had ‘experiences that hitherto may have been rather sidelined’
(Rampton, 1997: 330)? What are the implications of the analysis for larger social
processes? In particular, I consider implications for ‘globalization’ (cf. Appadurai,
1990; Block and Cameron, 2002; Giddens, 1990, 2000) in a diasporic context
(cf. Clifford, 1994; Hall, 1990), specifically at the US educational institution. If
‘globalization’ is conceptualized as ‘the intensification of worldwide social
relations which link distant localities in such a way that local happenings are
shaped by events occurring many miles away and vice versa’ (Giddens, 1990:
64), several dimensions of the phenomenon can be identified. Drawing on
Appadurai’s (1990: 296) formulations, I argue that what we have been dis-
cussing is mainly on the dimensions of ‘ethnoscapes,’ defined as ‘the landscape 
of persons who constitute the shifting world in which we live’ (e.g. tourists, 
immigrants, refugees or exiles) (1990: 297) and of ‘ideoscapes,’ referring to 
‘concatenations of images, but . . . [ones which] frequently have to do with the
ideologies of states and the counter-ideologies of movements explicitly oriented to
capturing state power . . . composed of elements of the Enlightenment world-
view’ (1990: 299) realized in situated contexts.

From the analysis, we see that what is crucially at stake is the conflict between
ethnoscapes and ideoscapes. In other words, we live in the world in which we see
and live with people from thousands of miles away on a daily basis, although we
(including diasporic people) are strongly dominated by the early modern ideol-
ogies derived from the Enlightenment, such as the autonomous nation-states as
‘agents’ (Giddens, 1990) and as ‘imagined communities’ (Anderson, 1991).
Some social scientists indicate the ‘demise’ of the nation-states in the globaliza-
tion era, while others oppose it (cf. Block and Cameron, 2002; Giddens, 1990,
2000). It is my hope that this study provided some implications for the issue of the
‘scapes’ of globalization from a micro-analytic perspective and informed the
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debate about the tension between globalization and nationalism. Rather than
dichotomously asking whether the nation-states have declined in the ‘globalized’
world, it is useful to study situated interaction in which how the influences of the
nation-states on the local are ‘felt’ as human effects in relation to the global 
context.

In theoretical terms, the microanalysis of situated discourse connects with
larger sociological issues by taking into account the indexical nature of utter-
ances and the practices that we engage in. Furthermore, as Luke (2002) points
out, we need a new epistemology for a new ontology that has not been well 
documented in CDA. In other words, going beyond the present preoccupation
with mass media and dominant discourses, we should engage with new ‘objects’
or a new ontology, including ‘diasporic voices’ and ‘hybrid identity,’ which I have
been discussing by analyzing situated discourse co-constructed with the 
‘diasporic’ and ‘hybrid’ participants. By so doing, I attempted to address one of
the crucial concerns in CDA from a multidisciplinary perspective: construction of
self and others with reference to national identities (cf. de Cillia et al., 1999).

Furthermore, in order to produce new theories on the social as a new 
epistemology, I argue that the first possible step is for micro-discourse analysts to
engage in multidisciplinary research (cf. Ochs, 1990) to gain insights into,
heuristics to or ‘sensitizing’ concepts for large social phenomena on the global
scale. They can, in turn, contribute to the multidisciplinary discussion from a
new perspective by providing concrete, clear but subtle empirical evidence in a
case study (cf. Rampton, 2001a). In this study, I hope to have demonstrated that
the assumption of ‘the essentialist symmetries between language, culture, and
nation that we continue to take for granted’ (Luke, 2002: 108) is morally objec-
tionable and intellectually questionable (cf. Rampton, 1995). For example, we
need to complicate or problematize our understanding of the issue of positive
‘self ’-(re)presentation versus negative ‘other’-(re)presentation (cf. de Cillia et al.,
1999) in a new ontological world in which who is the ‘self ’ and who is the ‘other’
is not to be assumed a priori because of the highly context-dependent nature of
(national) identity construction, especially for the diasporic participants.

Finally, it is hoped that the line of thought I followed is one of the possible
directions we can take to investigate new configurations of language, ethnicities
and national identity in late modernity (cf. Leung et al., 1997).
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N O T E S

1. On the term ‘Generation 1.5,’ Harklau et al. (1999: 1) define it as ‘bilingual U.S. resi-
dent students who entered U.S. colleges and universities by way of K-12 schools’ or
‘U.S. educated English language learners’ (p. 4). However, throughout the article, I use
the term to refer to the US-educated Japanese participants who cannot be called ‘active
learners of English’ anymore (or conversely, they are, by definition, Japanese language
learners), which significantly differs from Harklau et al.’s conceptualization; even my
formulation does not do justice to Marco’s case, who went back and forth between the
US and Japan and partly learned English at an international school in Japan in his
earlier schooldays.

2. In this respect, I strongly agree with Clifford (1994: 312–13) in pointing out that
‘degrees of diasporic alienation, the mix of coercion and freedom in cultural (dis)iden-
tifications, and the pain of loss and displacement are highly relative,’ depending on
whether we are talking about ‘affluent Asian business families living in North
America,’ or ‘boat people’ or ‘Khmers fleeing genocide.’ The identity construction in
this study focuses on members of the former type of privileged families, which of
course, does not mitigate the value of the data.

3. Directly contrary to my intention, the labeling of ethnicity such as ‘Euro-Asian’ can
easily lead to ‘ethnic absolutist’ interpretations by which it is assumed that there is
essence of ethnicity and culture among the racially and ethnically defined groups; we
should be highly aware that ‘race’ and ‘culture’ are social constructs to prevent the
interpretations (Rampton, 1995). I present the profiles of the participants to give an
initial frame of reference, which is ‘deconstructed’ in the ongoing discussion.

4. The necessity of a critique of the state of affairs is, for example, proposed by Henry
Giroux from a pedagogical perspective. In his critique of the reactionary discourse of a
‘new nationalism,’ which assumes that a national unity is achievable only by eradicat-
ing cultural differences and which dismisses all the left-leaning internal critics as
‘unpatriotic,’ Giroux argues for a pedagogy that fosters multiculturalism within the
framework of the existing nation-states in the US context. It would be folly to deny the
forces of nation-states in shaping collective identities if we wish to propose any viable
critical perspective, and further we do not have to negate all forms of nationalism
(Giroux, 1995). However, I commit myself to a sort of ‘cosmopolitan morality’
(Giddens, 2000: 68) from a sociolinguistic perspective, which consciously critiques the
current tendencies of reactionary, essentialist or absolutist nationalism such as the
English Only Movement, in which language plays a primary role (cf. Lippi-Green,
1997).
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