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Interpretive Repertoires and Ideological Dilemmas of Gender:
Japanese-Caucasian Girls in Japan

Laurel Diane Kamada

The terms ‘interpretive repertoires’ and ‘ideological dilemmas’ (Billig, 1987; Potter &
Wetherell, 1987) emerged within the field of discursive psychology in the 1980’s. Discursive
psychology, as both a theoretical and a methodological approach to the explanation of phenomena
such as memory and account giving, came forth as a challenge to the existing notions within
cognitive psychology in which mental states were perceived to be fixed and static. These fixed
‘structuralist’ notions embraced in cognitive psychology and also dominant within Western
Modernism perceived the mind as a mirror-reflection of the world. This idea is contrasted with the
social constructionist view represented within discursive psychology, which theorizes the opposite
notion that it is our thinking that helps us to organize our worlds. The social constructionist,
Gergen, (1999: 9) illustrates the constructionist view, contesting the Western Modernist notion of ‘the
mind as mirror’:

The world does not produce our concepts; rather our concepts help us organize the
world in various ways. The botanist, landscaper, and real estate agent see my yard
differently because they each approach the scene with different mental categories.

The mental categories that each of us construct about the world are only temporarily fixed
and are in a constant state of change and flux depending on both our historical situatedness as
well as our day-to-day interactions with others. The following section provides background to the
emergence of discursive psychology.

Social Psychology Shift: From Cognitive Psychology to Discursive Psychology

When Billig (1991) wrote of a theoretical shift in social psychology (also referred to as the
new cognitive psychology in Harré¢ & Gillet, 1994; Harré & Stearns, 1995), he was alluding to the
inclusion of a rhetorical, discursive approach to the understanding of human nature. Billig (1991)
wrote about the shift in social psychology away from the “uncovering of mental structures within
the individual [. . .] towards social factors, especially those in relation to language” (1991:14). Billig (1991)
referred to the orthodox social psychology, in which “thinking is depicted in terms of the receiving
and organizing of incoming stimulus information. The processing of information is a task which is
individually performed. Individuals build up their schemata of the world and use these schemata to
make sense of information” (Billig, 1991: 9).
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Potter & Wetherell (1987; also Wetherell & Potter [1992]), broke away from social
psychology, particularly from Moscovici’s (1981, 1984) theory of representations, defined as “notions
of mental schemata or images which people use to make sense of the world and to communicate
with each other” (Potter & Wetherell, 1987: 138). In contrast to this notion, Potter & Wetherell’s (1987)
discursive psychology is concerned with how people construct versions of reality and express them
as repertoires. They were interested in the ways in which discourses are constructed, rather than
what actually happened (Potter & Wetherell, 1987).

Edwards & Potter (1992) and Potter & Edwards (2001) also draw a contrast between the
traditional cognitivist approaches to language “where texts, sentences and descriptions are taken as
depictions of an externally given world, or as realizations of underlying cognitive representations of
that world (1992: 8)” to that of the discursive approach in which “versions of events, things, people
and so on, are studied and theorized primarily in terms of how those versions are constructed in an
occasioned manner to accomplish social actions” (1992: 8). Edwards & Potter, in acknowledging
that “cognitive and social psychology are usually thought of as separate enterprises” (1992:12),
explain the relationship in which cognitive psychology has generally taken a mainstream place
with central topics of “perception, memory, language and mental representation, knowledge and
reasoning” (1992: 13). Taking a secondary place to this, social and developmental psychologies
have taken up cognitive issues such as “social cognition of how individuals perceive, categorize,
interpret the social world, represent it mentally, make inferences about it, explain it causally [...]”
(1992:13). Edwards & Potter (1992) refer to both this mainstream psychology as well as the
cognitive process as ‘cognitivism’ (1992: 13). Edwards & Potter (1992, 1995) move away from
both of these approaches to the notion of discourse as a social practice rather than language as
a mental abstraction in establishing a new unifying theme for the direction of both cognitive and
social psychology.

Cognitive psychology used a methodology of experimentation and questionnaires for the
most part. Harré & Gillett (1994: 16) write:

Experimental psychology grew out of the behaviorist program. That program was
based on a philosophical theory about the nature of the mind. The mind was taken
to be a private arena not available as a source of data for a science of human action.
Only the statistical relations between external stimuli and overt responses could be
the subject matter of a psychological science. These relations could be discovered,
it was thought, but the manipulation of the values of independent variables,
representing stimuli, on the lookout for correlated changes in the values of dependent
variables. The experimental methodology survived the demise of behaviorist theory.
It has come to be called the Old Paradigm [. . .] Cognitive psychology was based on
a revival of the use of mentalistic concepts in psychological theorizing.

Thus, departing from cognitive psychology which sees cognitive processes such as
attributions, memories, attitudes and so forth as being set categories in the mind, discursive
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psychology views them as discursive actions which people construct in their talk.

Discursive Interaction

Diverging from cognitive psychology, Billig (1987/1996; 1991; 2001) (also Billig, Condor,
Edwards, Gane, Middleton & Radley, 1988) was one of the forerunners in the field of discursive
and rhetorical psychology, taking the viewpoint that social phenomena are constituted through
social, discursive interaction. With the example of memory, Billig makes clear that what is
important to discursive psychologists is not what people remember, but what people do when they
say they remember something-the social activity of remembering.

Memory-claims may be accomplishing a variety of actions and this is what is of interest.
Similar things may be said about giving opinions (attitudes and arguments) in which it is the
rhetorical aspects of argumentation and persuasion such as criticism and justification which are of
interest. Billig (2001) stresses that the purpose is not to examine the ‘attitude-system’ of speakers, “Rather
the aim is to see how the themes of ideology are instantiated in ordinary talk, and how speakers are
part of, and are continuing, the ideological history of the discursive themes which they are using” (2001:
218). It is thus important to examine the ‘ideological history of the discourses’ in order to decode
how these practices are being applied to the here and now. Through this analysis it is possible to see
change occurring by paying attention to the gaps or silences of what has been left unsaid as well.

Interpretive Repertoires

By challenging the prevailing methodology of cognitive psychology, Potter & Wetherell
(1987), along with many of their colleagues [such as Billig (above) as well as Gergen (1985), Harré
(1979), and others] helped to establish the constructionist view of discourse analysis. How people
construct versions of reality was the point of interest for these constructionists — the ways in which
discourses are constructed, rather than what actually happened. Potter & Wetherell challenged the
long established social psychological approach — for example, of surveying people’s attitudes by
analyzing what a person checked off from a list — to re-conceptualizing identity and attitude based
on a new set of questions: “on what occasions is attitude x rather than attitude y espoused? How are
these attitude accounts constructed? And what functions or purposes do they achieve?” (Potter &
Wetherell, 1987: 35).

Wetherell (2001) places this seminal study on discourse analysis (Potter & Wetherell, 1987)
within a background of reworkings of discourse research of ethnomethodolgy, sociology of science,
speech act theory, and semiology. Wetherell writes, “Discursive psychology [. . .] is a hybrid
approach and embodies many of the tensions between fine-grain analysis and more macro-social
discourse work. [. . .] it is defined inclusively rather than narrowly including both Foucaldian and
conversation analytic research on psychological issues” (2001: 189).

Potter & Wetherell (1987) drawing on Harré’s (1979) notion of ethogenics defined as “the
identification of the generative ‘mechanisms’ which give rise to behavior” (Potter & Wetherll,
1987: 56), detailed the discursive aspect of ‘the identification of rules’. Starting from the ethogenic
premise that “people possess a store of social knowledge which enables them to both act and to
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give accounts such as explanations or justifications of their action” (Potter & Wetherell, 1987: 57),
people often draw on pre-existing socially approved vocabularies and resources — speech acts,
such as apologies, requests, disclaimers as well as silences. When people describe their worlds-
-their ‘reality’--they are not merely giving neutral descriptions, but are constructing a version of
events which may include various functions such as blaming, using excuses, praising, condemning,
and so forth (Potter & Wetherell, 1987, paraphrased from p. 114).

In dealing with questions of self and identity, rather than trying to understand the “true
nature of self”, what was of importance for Potter & Wetherell (1987) was “how the self is talked
about, how is it theorized in discourse? [. . .] There is not ‘one’ self waiting to be discovered or
uncovered but a multitude of selves found in the different kinds of linguistic practices articulated
now, in the past, historically and cross-culturally” (1987: 102).

Drawing on Gilbert & Mulkay’s Discourse Analysis (1984), Potter & Mulkay (1985),
Wetherell (1986), and Potter & Wetherell (1987) explored the significance of interpretative
repertoires, which Potter & Wetherell (1987) defined as “basically a lexicon or register of terms
and metaphors drawn upon to characterize and evaluate actions and events” (p. 138). In order to
explain interpretative repertoires, Potter & Wetherell use Gilbert & Mulkay’s (1984) study which
sought to “reveal the interpretative procedures used by scientists and the relationship between the
construction of discourse and the particular ends to which it is put” (Potter & Wetherell, 1987: 146).
Gilbert & Mulkay examined two separate repertoires expressed in accounts scientists gave in their
publications and those they gave in interviews which they labeled the ‘empiricist repertoire’ and the
‘contingent repertoire’, respectively. Potter & Wetherell clarify this:

Interpretative repertoires are recurrently used systems of terms used for
characterizing and evaluating actions, events and other phenomena. A repertoire,
like the empiricist and contingent repertoires, is constituted through a limited
range of terms used in particular stylistic and grammatical constructions. Often a
repertoire will be organized around specific metaphors and figures of speech (troupes).
(1987: 149)

What is significant about repertoires is how they are used functionally, such as accounting
for error and a claiming of ‘the truth’. Potter & Wetherell have since elaborated on and refined this
theory of discourse analysis (2001) (see also Wetherell, Taylor, & Yates [Eds.], 2001a, 2001b).

Interpretive repertoires are statements expressed in people’s talk, either explicitly or
implicitly. Following are some examples of commonly heard interpretive repertoires of gender and
their renderings into Japanese.

Gendered ‘Interpretive Repertoires’
Boys/Men and girls/women are different.
Boys/Men and girls/women are equal.
Boys/Men have it better than girls/women.
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Boys/Men are (allowed/expected to be) dirty.
Girls/Women are (allowed/expected to be) more expressive than boys/men.

Girls/Women are not as violent as boys/men.
Girls/Women have it better than boys/men.
Girls/Women gossip (talk behind someone’s back). [Boys/girls don’t.]

Girls/Women are scary/evil.
Girls/Women are dirty.

Sunderland (2004) points out how the "gender differences discourse” is the most dominant,
overarching, gendered discourse as, “difference being for most people what gender is all about [.
. .] Arguably, any discourse on gender is premised on difference in some sense” (52). Aside from
the second interpretive repertoire listed above, “Boys/men and girls/women are equal”, all of the
other repertoires shown here express differences between the genders. The above list is by no
means a complete list of gendered repertoires and these were selected here in order to explain
their occurrence in the data that follows. (For a more detailed discussion of identified and named
gendered discourses, see Sunderland, 2004.)

The above repertoire, “girls/women are dirty” is implicitly constituted in the practice of not
allowing women or girls to enter the Sumo dohyou. These practices emerge partly out of the Shinto
belief that women are impure (thus dirty) due to their ‘bleeding’ during their menstrual cycles and
during birth. The martial art of Sumo is very much connected with Shintoism, and this practice has
continued to this day. Throwing salt during the Sumo bouts is also another purification practice
emerging from Shintoism which is still practiced today. In contrast to this “girls/women are dirty”
repertoire, and even more dominant, is the use of the repertoire expressing “boys/men are dirty”
especially in regards to everyday hygiene, as opposed to that of women. The next section examines
how two opposing repertoires are often used together at the same time in people’s talk in order to
accomplish various discursive functions. The use of two contrasting repertoires in one's speech or
writing is called an “ideological dilemma”.

Ideological Dilemmas and Application of the Discursive Approach

Edley (1997, 2001) applies discursive psychology in his examination of the discursive
reproduction of masculinity and the construction of gender. In this study, Edley details the
application of ‘critical’discursive psychology’s interpretive repertoires, ideological dilemmas and
subject positions as developed by Wetherell (1998), Edley & Wetherell (1996, 1997, 1999, 2001),
and Wetherell & Edley (1998, 1999). Edley (2001) takes as his theoretical base that all human talk
is “paradoxical relationship” which is produced within a cultural and historical bank of lexicon,
but people are also producers of discourse. Discursive psychology, according to Edley, “aims to
examine not only how identities are produced on and for particular occasions, but also how history
or culture both impinge upon and are transformed by those performances. It draws attention to the
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productive capacities of discourse, showing how it comes to structure both subjective experience
and our sense of who we are” (Edley, 2001: 191-2).

In Edley’s discursive psychology framework, gender or masculinity is not a fixed human
trait, but it is something that is done or “accomplished” constantly through discursive interactions
and negotiations with others. Masculine identities have to be negotiated in terms of power
positioning; men’s masculine constructions of themselves are mediated by their cultural history;
and often masculinity becomes a habitualized performance (196).

Based on the discursive psychology of Potter & Wetherell (1987) and Edley & Wetherell
(1997, 2001), Edley found men and boys using two separate ways to talk about feminists and
feminism. One of these was to refer to feminists as women pursuing equality for themselves.
Another way in which men referred to feminists was by using a physical description of them such
as ugly and manly, which was often accompanied by a lesbian sexual orientation, and depicted
them as men-haters. Edley also showed how “lived” ideologies or the common sense notions
or ‘wisdoms’ of culture can be very contradictory and competing in message by revealing the
‘ideological dilemmas’in people’s talk. It is precisely this incongruency or ‘indeterminacy of
lived ideologies’ that “makes them wonderfully rich and flexible resources for social interaction
and everyday sense-making” (Edley, 2001: 203). What is interesting for discursive psychologists
concerning ideological dilemmas is how these opposing notions emerge together. In Edley’s data,
his participants construct their subject positions in a range of positions from traditional masculine
heroes, to “Mr. Average”, to someone being comfortable “having ‘all sides’ to his personality” (214-5).
What is most significant in subject positioning is what is actually being accomplished functionally.
Also by examining the range of positions, one can better come to understand the ideological aspect
from the social milieu from which change might emerge.

Discursive Action Model

Similar to Edley (2001), Horton-Salway (2001) also draws on Edwards & Potter’s (1992)
discursive action model of discursive psychology. She analyzed talk about a so-called “mystery
disease” called M.E. (myalgic encephalomyelitis) which is surrounded by a ‘mind-body’ debate
as to its cause, such as “in the mind,” or a physiological link such as a virus or parasite. Horton-
Salway’s purpose was not to uncover the “real” cause of the disease, but rather to examine how
descriptions about the disease were constructed.

Horton-Salway (2001) proposed the use of the discursive action model which has three
components to it: action, fact & interest, and accountability. The action aspect concerns what
people do with language—how actions are accomplished and how people attribute causes to
events. Horton-Salway showed her participants describing events; rather than providing neutral
descriptions, they constructed their own version of reality “in a particular rhetorical context” (p.
154). Often accounts serve a function of blaming or defending a certain position and accounts are
offered as a counter to a contrasting viewpoint.

The second major aspect in the discursive action model is concerned with fact and interest,
described by Horton-Salway as “[. . .] how people construct accounts in a way that makes them
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appear solid and factual, how they attend to other people’s accounts as motivated by self-interest”
(p. 155). Stake inoculation (originally from Potter, 1996) is a strategy she examines where a
preliminary disclaimer about a particular position is expressed in order to reduce the risk of being
discounted or to signal the idea that the speaker might have had a prior negative disposition. Other
discursive strategies are employed by the speaker to accomplish the display of fact such as use of
consensus, corroboration and repetition.

The third aspect of the discursive action model is the question of agency and personal
accountability through such actions as blaming, denying, placing responsibility, refuting, and
exonerating. Horton-Salway examines how people take up subject descriptions of themselves
concerning their illness in terms of three aspects: construction, action and rhetoric. She writes:

First, versions of reality are constructed in and through people’s accounts; second,
talk performs actions (such as blamings, justifications, and the management of
personal accountability); and third, versions are constructed and positioned against
actual or potential alternative accounts and explanations. (Horton-Salway: 2001:
162)

‘Before and after stories’ perform the ‘rhetorical business’ of establishing (‘scripting up’ or
‘working up an identity’) a previous norm from which the present situation can be better evaluated.
By discursively constructing a previous identity of how the speaker used to be through a narrative,
the speaker is establishing the idea (performing) that there has been an intervening cause to create
his changed situation now or to counter a negative attribution as being the cause of the disease.
Rather than view processes such as mind and body in the M.E. debate as separate natural binary
categories as in cognitive psychology, the non-cognitivist approach of discursive psychology views
these contrasts as discursive strategies (actions) which people use to construct their worlds, “for
example, attributions, and memories are things that people construct in their talk rather than things
that people have inside their heads” (Horton-Salway, 2001: 168).

Following are some examples of pairs of repertoires which can combine in people’s speech
or writing to create ideological dilemmas.

Gendered ‘Ideological Dilemmas’

Boys and girls are equal: Boys are girls are different.
Girls have it better than boys: Boys have it better than girls.
Boys can be freer than girls: Girls can be freer than boys

37



31

Below is a piece of data taken from a conversation between this researcher (L) and five
multi-ethnic (Japanese-Caucasian) adolescent girls in the Kansai area. Some of the girls are
bilingual and also use English to express themselves, while all of them use Japanese (Kansai
dialect) as their dominant language. (See Transcription Conventions in the Appendix).

Maya’s Birthday Interview: September, 2002 (#627: Tape 2, side 1)

1 L: (what is the best thing about being a girl?)
2 N (um)

3 L: the best, what is the best thing for you about being a girl?

4 N: um,

5 H: (whisper) (being able to wear make-up)

6 Gs: (laugh)

7 L: OK, but what do you think of it

8 N: (what would it be)

9 L: the best thing about being a girl,

10 (how can I say that in Japanese, a woman)
11 N: you can express your feelings more, you know, like guys can too, but you’d be
12 looked at in a weird way, you know, there’s that kind of unsaid rule, kind of
13 thing, you know, so you can be more emotional

14 L: uh-huh, uh-huh, OK

15 N: although I’m not really (laugh)

16 L: you’re not (laugh) OK

17 N: (laugh)

18 L: OK, (good) Maya what’s the best thing for you about being a girl?

19 M:

20

21 (we) can dress up, mm, there is not that much difference with boys though, I
22 am most happy when all of us as friends can get together and play

23 L: OK, Sara? what’s the best thing about being a girl? (in Japanese is fine)
24 S:

25

26 make-up, being able to make-up, (?) it is fun to choose clothes, and even though

27 there is some violence, there is not as much as with males, that’s about it

28 L: OK, Hanna?

29 H:

30 number one is being able to wear make-up, number two is being able to change clothes
31 L: (what? what was two?)

32 H: (clothing)

33 L: (being able to change clothing)

34 G: (it would be better to be a boy)
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35 N: (me too)

36 S: (me too)

37 M: (me too)

38 L: huh?  ? (what?)

39 Gs: (it would be better to be a boy)

40 H: (being a boy is better)

41 L: (it would have been better to be a boy? why? why?)
42 A: (it 5 not as tough)

43 S: (and they don t worry about things like brushing their teeth)
44 G: (yeah)

45 N: (veah, human relationships and stuff, girls)

46 G: (it s scary)

47 Gs: (it s scary)

48 L: ? (oh really)

49 H: (among friends)

50 M:

51 things are said in girls’ gossip but, boys say it right in front of people, “why did
52 you do that?” and stuff like that

53 G (and they become friends again soon after that)

54 G: (straight [talking])

55 G: (yeah)

56 H: (that way is much better)

57 N: (in Japan all over, most people are ura [ura = not upfront])
58 G (they don t have to do anything about leg hair)

59 Gs: (laugh)

60 N: (veah, I think so)

61 N: (oh yeah, oh yeah)

62 G: (veah, it seems like its finished)

63 Gs: (laugh)

64 G: (they can just appear as they like, so that’s great)
65 G: (yeah)

66 G: (laugh)

67 H: (they can just let their pants hang as low as they like)
68 N: (laugh)

69 G: (low pants)

70 G: (?) (it's fine if they take them off (?))

71 G: (they pick up girls)

72 L: ? (do you wish you had been born a boy?)

73 Gs: (yeah)

74 L: do you wish you were a born a boy?
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75 N: yeah

76 L: youdo?

77 N: yeah

78 L: really? everybody? ? (really?) better than girl?
79 G: uh-huh

80 N: (yeah)

81 L: oh, I'm surprised to hear you say that.

82 N: not because of rights or anything, but just (L: uh-huh) because of (L: uh-huh)

83 girls are scary (L: why?) like (L: what do you mean?) in schools and stuff (L: uh-huh)
84 like, ah, alpha-females (L: what?) alpha (L: alpha?) alpha females (L: what’s that

85 mean?) at school like, mm, the top girl at school(L: oh, OK) like, they are (.) mean (L:
86 in Japan?) yeah, in America too, they’re everywhere (L: uh-huh, they’re mean? Oh)
87 girls are like, socially really, really strict (L: uh-huh) like you say you’re friends and
88 then you do something

In this excerpt, I ask five Japanese-Caucasian ‘half’ ( ) adolescent girls (ages 13
and 14) what they think is the best thing about being a girl. They start out by constructing various
positive aspects of femininity such as being able to wear make-up (#5) and change clothes (#24,
26, 29, 30). In line #11, Naomi draws on the gender-differences repertoire that girls can express
their feelings more than boys. However, in the same line (#11), she expresses a gender-equality
interpretive repertoire that “guys can too”, creating an ideological dilemma in her speech. In line
#13, she presents the commonsensical gendered repertoire that “girls can be more emotional”, but
then she quickly affirms her personal positioning outside of this repertoire, by stating (#15) “although
I'm not really”.

In line #19 (#21 in the translation), Maya also expresses a gender-equality repertoire by
saying, “there is not that much difference with boys”. Sara also presents an ideological dilemma
in lines #24-25 (# 26-27 in the translation) by stating a gender-equality repertoire that “there is
some violence among girls”, but contrasts it with a gender-differences repertoire that the degree of
violence is less than that of males. Hanna positions herself within repertoires of femininity (#29;
#30 translation).

Suddenly in line #34 the girls change the topic from what is preferable about being a girl to
what is preferable about being a boy. All five of the girls surprise me by suddenly re-positioning
themselves from a stance of “it is better to be a girl” to that of “it is better to be a boy”. They
present several repertoires which imply that boys are dirty or that boys are allowed to be dirty,
easy-going or loose in comparison to girls who are not. In line #43, Sara states, “they don’t have to
worry about things like brushing their teeth”. In lines #58 an unidentified girl states, “they don’t have
to do anything about leg hair”. Several girls express how boys can be more easy-going than girls: (#64)
“they can just appear as they like, so that’s great”, (#67) “they can just let their pants hang as low as
they like”, (#71) “they can pick up girls”.

At the same time, these girls refer to another repertoire here, which positions girls as scary
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(#46, #47) in terms of human relationships (#45) among friends (#49). In line #50 (#51-52 in the
translation) Maya compares girls’ use of gossip, spoken behind people’s back, to that of boys who
just say things up-front to people. The unidentified girl in line #53 sums up Maya’s point that boys
can become friends once again soon after that. These girls co-construct the notion that human
relationships are much easier to resolve (#56) for boys in their manner of talking “straight” (#54),
in contrast to the problems associated with girls’ way of talking behind people’s back (#57).

Finally Naomi, who is the most proficient English speaker among the girls, takes the floor in
English and clarifies (#82-88) that in her use of a repertoire “boys have it better than girls”, she is
not referring to feminine dissmpowerment in terms of rights (#82) that boys are afforded over girls;
instead she is drawing upon the repertoire that “girls are scary” (#83) among themselves in terms of
social relationships. She extends this notion not only to Japanese society, but to societies “everywhere”
(#86).

Conclusion

This paper has examined the theoretical and methodological application of the discursive
approach within the relatively new field of discursive psychology. Background of how discursive
psychology emerged out of social psychology and came to be used as a means of discourse analysis
was discussed. Data collected among five multi-ethnic (Japanese-Caucasian) adolescent girls
residing in Japan was analyzed by examining the gendered interpretive repertoires and ideological
dilemmas used in their speech. It was shown how these girls used contrasting repertoires in order
to constitute themselves within or outside of certain positionings of gender. For example, while
the girls positioned themselves as not being particularly different from boys by drawing on gender-
equality repertoires, they also took up positionings for themselves within gender-differences
repertoires. While they positively constitute themselves within positive repertoires in which
femininity is valued, they also express repertoires in which masculinity is taken up as preferable (in
terms of relationships and an easy-going attitude towards personal hygiene and behavior).
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Appendix: Transcription Conventions

Bold print = Japanese utterance (actual spoken words)
Italics = English translation (by author) which appears on a separate line
below the previous (bolded) Japanese utterance.
(Italics) = English translation (by author) of the Japanese on the same line
(for purposes of saving space)
Regular print = the actual words as they were spoken directly in English (not a translation)
)] = inaudible speech
(laugh) = nonverbal elements presented in parenthesis
) = pause of more than one second

Pseudonyms are used for names of the five girls present:
N = Naomi (age 14), H = Hanna (age 13), A= Anna (age 13), M = Maya (age 14), S = Sara (age 14)
Also: L = Laurel (researcher), G = unidentified girl, Gs = unidentified girls
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