
Published with license by Koninklijke Brill BV | doi:10.1163/26660393-bja10161
© Chie Fukuda, 2026 | ISSN: 2666-0385 (print) 2666-0393 (online)
This is an open access article distributed under the terms of the CC BY 4.0 license.

Contrastive PragmaticS 7 (2026) 36–61

brill.com/jocp

Societal and Institutional Homophobia in  
Japan through the Displays of Affective Stances  
of a Married Gay Couple

Chie Fukuda | ORCID: 0000-0001-5838-2716
Independent Scholar, Honolulu, HI, United States
cfukuda@hawaii.edu

Received 21 December 2024 | Accepted 10 November 2025 |  
Published online 6 January 2026

Abstract

This study explores a gay couple’s display of affective stances as they construct what 
is futsuu (normal/usual/ordinary) and what is not regarding their sexuality and mar-
riage in varying contexts they describe. The couple relocated from Japan to France, 
where they married in 2023. Compared to France, Japan is a highly heteronormative 
society, where same-sex marriage is banned (institutional homophobia) and homo-
phobic behaviour (societal homophobia) is not uncommon. Applying multimodal 
conversation analysis (CA) and membership categorisation analysis (MCA) to conver-
sational data from the couple, this study demonstrates how societal and institutional 
homophobia contribute to shaping affective stances by contrasting the speakers’ 
construction of futsuu in Japan and France. They display a range of affective stances 
that indicate a continuing orientation to heteronormativity, but also some resistance 
to homophobia. Theoretically, the study contributes to the conceptualization of the 
notion of norms by showing the context-dependent variability of what is considered 
normal.
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1	 Introduction

This study explores a gay couple’s display of affective stances as they construct 
what is futsuu (normal; usual; ordinary) and what is not regarding their sexual-
ity and marriage in varying contexts they describe. What is futsuu, or a norm, 
differs depending on context. As Hall, Levon, and Milani (2019: 483) discuss, 
social norms are laden with moral and affective meanings. In other words, the 
norms in a given context play an important role in shaping people’s affective 
stances (e.g., feeling scared, surprised, moved, happy, alienated, and the like) 
toward certain things and events involved in the context.

The couple consists of a Japanese partner and a Lithuanian partner. They 
had lived in Japan, but relocated to France, where they married in 2023. Japan 
is a heteronormative society where same-sex marriage is banned (institutional 
homophobia), and homophobic behaviour by the general public (societal 
homophobia) is not uncommon. Many previous studies have examined gay 
people’s experiences, including their feelings and emotions, in such situations. 
However, few studies analyse empirical interactional data to pursue this issue. 
For this purpose, this study adopts multimodal conversation analysis (CA) in 
combination with membership categorisation analysis (MCA). The data come 
from a variety of publicly available Japanese-language media involving the 
couple as creators or participants.

With these methodologies and data, this study demonstrates what kind 
of affective stances the gay couple display as they construct what is futsuu 
and what is not. By contrasting their affective stances toward things and 
events in Japan versus France, the study considers how societal and insti-
tutional homophobia contribute to shaping such stances. The analysis also 
demonstrates both their continuing orientation to heteronormativity and 
their resistance to homophobia. Theoretically, the study contributes to the 
conceptualisation of the notion of norms by showing the context-dependent 
variability of what is considered normal.

2	 Background: Homosexuality and Same-Sex Marriage in Japan

Despite a long history of homosexuality and no religious constraints on it, 
Japan is the only G-7 nation which has not legalised same-sex marriage as 
an institution (Arai, 2014; Nakanishi, 2022). As a reason for this situation, 
Schulman (2009) proposed “familial homophobia” based on the fear and 
stigma of “queering the family home” (Gorman-Murray, 2008). The strong 
connection between marriage and family emphasised by the Japanese family 
system (ie seido) legislated in 1898 is not merely a legacy of the modernisation 
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period. Continuing one’s family lineage through marriage is a value still com-
monly shared in Japanese society (Arai, 2014: 132–133).

In pre-modern Japan, homosexuality was not related to the “normal” and 
“abnormal” values of the modern society (Mitsunari et al., 2019: 59). However, 
influenced both by European law systems that made same-sex marriage 
illegal and by the aforementioned Japanese family system, attitudes toward 
homosexuality changed. It is now labelled “unnatural” and “abnormal sexual 
desire” (hentai seeyoku; Kawaguchi and Kazama, 2010). Such negative atti-
tudes and feelings on the part of the general public are societal homophobia.1 
Institutional homophobia, on the other hand, is structural, when such atti-
tudes are realised in economic, educational, religious, and family structures 
(Barker, 2003). In this study, institutional homophobia refers specifically to the 
Japanese legal system, which bans same-sex marriage.

Since the 2000s, with the LGBTQ+ movement as well as the rising, albeit still 
niche, popularity of “boy’s love” (BL) media (e.g., comics, dramas, and films) 
featuring gay couples, Japanese people seem to be growing more open-minded 
about homosexuality and same-sex marriage. Promising developments include 
the rulings of five high courts against the ongoing ban on same-sex marriage as 
of 2025 (Ninivaggi, 2025). In 2023, a poll found that 64 percent of respondents 
favoured legalising same-sex marriage (“64% favor,” 2023). However, the gov-
ernment has not yet taken any legal action to do so, and conservatives continue 
to disparage homosexuality. Homophobic remarks by both ordinary people 
and politicians appear regularly in SNS and other media, including explicitly 
insulting comments, such as calling gay people “disgusting” (Reynolds, 2023; 
Ueda, 2023) and “unproductive” (Sugita, 2018). As such, the situation regard-
ing homosexuality and same-sex marriage is ambivalent in Japan. There are 
many previous studies on this issue in Japan, which discuss, for instance, his-
tory, people’s attitudes, gay people’s experiences, and legal systems (e.g., Arai, 
2014; Nakanishi, 2022; Tamagawa, 2016). Most such research, however, draws 
on literature reviews, questionnaires, ethnography, and/or self-reports, rather 
than analysing actual interaction. Against this social and academic backdrop, 
this study explores what kind of affective stances two married gay men display 
as they construct what is futsuu and what is not in varying contexts, based 
on their descriptions and narratives of their experiences, particularly in the 
overtly heteronormative society of Japan and the less overtly heteronormative 
society of France.

1	 “Homophobia” does not necessarily mean the irrational fear indicated by the suffix pho-
bia; instead, it refers to “an attitudinal disposition ranging from mild dislike to abhorrence” 
(Anderson, 2025) of homosexuals and other sexual minorities.
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3	 The Diversity and Complexity of Sexual Norms and Normativities

A heteronormative society such as Japan considers heterosexuality to be the 
norm ( futsuu). Such a society enables homophobia, which presumes homo-
sexuality to deviate from what is normal, thereby justifying negative attitudes 
and behaviours toward homosexuals. However, according to Anderson (2025), 
homophobia is “a culturally conditioned response to homosexuality, and atti-
tudes toward homosexuals vary widely across cultures and over time.” In other 
words, what a norm is varies depending on the context (e.g., culture, nation, 
era) as well as other conditions and social variables involved. As demon-
strated in Milani and Levon’s (2019) study on gay Palestinians in relation to 
homonationalism in Israel, normativity and non-normativity are simultane-
ous, inextricable, and influenced by many contextual differences. Further, as 
Hall et al. (2019: 485) contend, it may not be possible to analyse how people 
negotiate sexual normativities without also considering such elements as gen-
der, race, ethnicity, and tradition and modernity, among others.

In this regard, analysing the experiences of this Japanese-Lithuanian gay 
couple who relocated from Japan to France serves to illustrate how contextual 
differences affect sexual norms and normativity.2 This analysis will show the 
diversity, variability, and complexity of what is considered normative or futsuu. 
For this purpose, this study utilises multimodal conversation analysis in com-
bination with membership categorisation analysis, focusing on the display of 
affective stances, as discussed in Section 4.

4	 Methodologies

4.1	 Conversation Analysis (CA) and Membership Categorisation 
Analysis (MCA)

As suggested by Hall et al. (2019: 483), the study of sexual norms and normativi-
ties necessitates a more processual approach to explore their variety, diversity, 
and complexity. Responding to their call, this study adopts conversation analy-
sis (CA) in combination with membership categorisation analysis (MCA). Both 
are methods for exploring social order and ordinariness (i.e., “doing being 

2	 A norm indicates “what is ‘usual, typical and standard’” (Oxford English Dictionary online, 
cited in Hall et al., 2019: 242). On the other hand, normativity is “an inherent aspect of the 
intentional, evaluative stance we take towards objects and situations” (Schmidt and Rakoczy, 
2024). Put more simply, normativity is a phenomenon which is instantiated by norms. Also 
see Okamoto, this volume.
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ordinary,” ten Have, 1999) and categorisation practices, which they uncover 
in talk-in-interaction through detailed sequential analysis of empirical data. 
Social order and ordinariness are governed by norms. The breaching of a nor-
mative expectation (e.g., by representations of non-normative sexuality) is 
often treated by conversation participants as an understanding problem (Land 
and Kitzinger, 2005), as shown by actions such as the initiation of conversa-
tional repair or a request for an account or clarification. In a heteronormative 
community, for example, a woman who says “my wife is …” will frequently be 
met with a repair initiation, such as “your wife?” Schegloff (1996) also contends 
that “deviant cases” (i.e., interactions which breach normative expectations) 
show that the interaction is affected in a way that reveals the existence of the 
norm in focus.

Thus, CA’s sequential analysis reveals how norms and normativity are 
instantiated in the form of the understanding troubles that occur when con-
versationalists encounter deviant cases, or what they consider non-normative. 
CA restricts itself to what is observable to interactants and researchers – which 
can be multimodal – for example, through combinations of verbal utterances, 
prosody, facial expressions, gestures, postures, and the like. Adopting this 
approach, many CA studies explicate gender, sexuality, identity, and normativ-
ity as emergent products of interaction and underlying norms.

Kitzinger (2005b: 223), citing Seidman’s (1996) argument that heterosexual-
ity is “produced as a natural or normal way to be” (emphasis original), analysed 
heterosexual talk in several diverse datasets constituting much of the foun-
dational data of CA as a field. As Kitzinger noted, “nowhere in the data is 
heterosexuality itself treated as problematic” (231). Hence, the interactions in 
the data seem to “display an assumption of living in a world apparently almost 
entirely devoid of LGBT people” (222). Thus, in CA, heteronormativity (as well 
as other social orders and social actions) “is embodied and displayed endog-
enously, in the details of conduct, and may be studied empirically as such,” 
rather than being embodied and displayed in “beliefs, values, ideologies, or 
faiths” (Kitzinger, 2005a: 478).

Likewise, MCA examines people’s categorisation practices: how they pro-
duce, understand, and utilise categories (e.g., heterosexuals, homosexuals) to 
achieve social actions. A category consists of a collection based on a “mem-
bership categorisation device” (MCD) which “unites them [i.e., the categories] 
into a team” (Antaki and Widdicombe, 1998: 3). For example, categories of 
“heterosexual,” “homosexual,” “bisexual,” and “asexual” are united through 
the MCD of “sexual orientation.” Also, certain attributes or characteristics  
are normatively expected to be shared by all members in a category; these are  
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called “category-bound predicates” (CBPs). For example, in Japan, homosex-
ual men are stereotypically considered to use so-called feminine language, to 
cross-dress as female, and so on. CBPs and MCDs are crucial for analysing cat-
egorisation practices. In addition, as Hall et al. (2019: 483) point out, norms 
and normativity play a significant role in the organisation of categories and 
practices as “normal” or “deviant,” “acceptable” or “unacceptable.” Among the 
social actions that CA and MCA explore, this study focuses on the display of 
affective stances, which will be discussed in Section 4.2.

4.2	 Affective Stances in CA and MCA
In CA, an affective stance is defined as “the teller’s affective treatment of 
the event he or she is describing” (Stivers, 2008: 37), such as surprise, relief, 
disappointment, and the like, as these are revealed in interaction. Ethnometh-
odological approaches, such as CA and discursive psychology (DP), consider 
psychology as something that “is constructed, understood and displayed as 
people interact in everyday and more institutional situations” (Wiggins and 
Potter, 2008: 73; emphasis mine), in contrast to mainstream psychological 
research approaches. Cognitive psychology analyses what is in participants’ 
minds, including affects and emotions, using experiments and questionnaires. 
In contrast, CA (and DP) is concerned with social behaviours and actions in 
which affect and emotion are displayed through multiple semiotic resources 
and interactional practices (Burch and Kasper, 2016). Emotional cues (e.g., 
laughter, tone of voice, lexical choices, and/or facial expressions) are inter-
twined with the content of spoken utterances, and constitute an important 
resource for interlocutors’ understanding of an action as emotional and their 
interpretation of its affect (Ruusuvuori, 2012: 330). Affect is also relevant to cat-
egorisation practices. As Eckert (2016: 80) noted, “affect interacts with, is part 
of the construction of, macrosocial categories, as certain populations […] have 
come to distinguish themselves on the basis of those states.” In other words, to 
use MCA terminology, people may display “category-bound affective stances” 
as part of their everyday categorisation practices. For example, Fukuda (2024) 
reported a speaker, talking about their gender, “I want to say male,” which 
expresses affective stance of desire that is category-bound to “non-male peo-
ple,” including, in this case, female-to-male (FtM) transgender people who 
have not fully transitioned.

There are two reasons this study takes up affective stances. First, as discussed 
above, norms have “moral and affective weight” (Hall et al., 2019: 483). In this 
regard, exploring the affective stances of people deemed non-normative in  
a given context illuminates how normativities are revealed in interaction. 
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Second, as also touched on above, the methods of previous studies of gay peo-
ple’s experiences of homophobia in Japan are largely limited to questionnaires, 
research interviews, self-report, ethnography, and so on. Very few Japanese 
LGBTQ+ studies explore affective stances through interactional approaches. 
This study also aims to uncover how the same individuals orient to distinct 
norms and normativities in different contexts.

5	 Data and Research Questions

The couple in this study are Jun, a Japanese man (and speaker of Japanese as 
a first language), and Kris, a Lithuanian man (and speaker of Japanese as a  
second/additional language). They became a couple in Japan, but then moved 
to France, where they got married in 2023. The data come from a YouTube video 
created by the couple, a YouTube video and text of a Japanese TV interview, 
an interview video and an interview text from a Japanese newspaper, and a 
Japanese TV show that invites newlyweds to appear on the show as guests (Jun 
and Kris were the first gay couple in the show’s 53-year history). All conversa-
tions were conducted in Japanese. The present study addresses the following 
research questions.
1.	 How do the participants construct what is futsuu and what is not regard-

ing their sexuality and marriage?
2.	 In such interactions, what kind of affective stances do they display  

and how?
3.	 How do their construction of futsuu and accompanying affective stances 

vary depending on the context they describe?

6	 Analysis

6.1	 Resignation to the Impossibility of Marriage in Japan
In the following excerpt, Jun recalls his life before moving to France in a TV 
news interview. In the transcripts below, embodied actions are shown in the 
line above the Japanese utterance so readers familiar with Japanese can easily 
see when they occur. The doer of the action is indicated by the lowercase ini-
tial. Transcript conventions are in the appendix.

Excerpt 1 (Nittere NEWS 2023, 3:34–3:50)
T = Telop, J = Jun
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01	 T:	 – kurisu san to furansu bunka to no deai de kimochi ga henka –
		  ‘His encounter with Kris and French culture changed his feelings’
02	 T:	 kekkon shitai to omotta riyuu.
		  ‘The reason why Jun wanted to get married’
	 j	� +lowers gaze--------------------------------------------------------------  +
03	 J:	� +watashi ga, >maa< mukashi kara moo kekkon wa dekinai n,+
	 j	 *gazes at IR----------------------------------------------  *
04		  *darona tteyuu no wa zutto akirameteita node::*
		  ‘I had given up marriage all along,
	 j	 +lowers gaze---------------------------------------------------------->
05		  +futsuu ni wa seekatsu dekinai tte yuu no wa akirameteite::,
		  thinking I can’t live an ordinary (futsuu) life, and
	 j	 -------------------------------------------------------------->
06		  ma soo yuu kanji daroo na to omotta ndesu kedo,
		  I had thought my life is something like that.’

The telops in lines 1 and 2 provide the audience with the topics of the upcoming 
talk – how Jun’s feelings changed after encountering Kris and French culture, 
and the reason he wanted to be married to Kris. In lines 3 and 4, Jun is recalling 
his past self, displaying an affective stance of resignation to the impossibility 
of marriage back then. The adverb moo in line 3 shows his emotional emphasis 
on this feeling of resignation. The expression kekkon wa dekinai (direct trans-
lation ‘I can’t get married’) shows his orientation to institutional and societal 
homophobia, namely, the legal and societal non-recognition of same-sex mar-
riage in Japan.

Jun further produces the juxtaposing utterance futsuu ni wa seekatsu dekinai 
‘I can’t live an ordinary life,’ in line 5. Here he describes himself as deviating 
from ordinariness (i.e., he is doing being not ordinary), thus orienting to the 
heterosexual norm in Japan. In addition to these verbal productions, he dis-
plays his resignation and lack of confidence by lowering his gaze, which also 
contributes to the construction of himself as not futsuu. Here, Jun’s resignation 
to not being able to marry is category-bound to homosexual people in Japan, 
where same-sex marriage is socially and institutionally not recognised. His 
narrative produces a contrastive categorial pair of heterosexual people who 
can live an ordinary life and get married, and homosexual people who cannot. 
In contrast to this narrative, in the next excerpt, the couple recall how their 
marriage was treated as futsuu in France.
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6.2	 Surprise at Being Treated as Normal in France
In contrast to Jun’s sense of not being futsuu when he lived in Japan (as he 
describes in Excerpt 1), in the excerpt below, from a newspaper interview 
video, the couple recall how their marriage was treated as futsuu in France.

Excerpt 2.1 (Asahi Shimbun, 2023, 1:14–1:31)
J = Jun, K = Kris
01	 J:	 ((gazes at Kris)) demo sugoi bikkuri shinakatta?
		  ‘But, weren’t you surprised?’
02		  ano (0.5) shiryoo dashita toki ni. futsuu datta yo ne?
		�  ‘Um, when we submitted the document, it was normal ( futsuu) for 

them, wasn’t it?’
03	 K:	 aa. zen(h)zen futsuu:, futsuu datta.
		  ‘Oh, yeah, it was totally normal ( futsuu) for them.’
04	 J:	 a[no
		  ‘Um,’
05	 K:	 [hai hai hai::, mitai.
		  ‘Something like, “Oh, okay, okay.’”
06		  daka:, ano::::, futari dansee daka,
	 k		  +waves both hands+
07		  ano::+zenzen 	 + soo yuu, ma,
		  ‘Not at all because we are two men,
08		  futsuu, ha::i, mitaina.
		  well, it is normal ( futsuu), something like “okay, okay.’”

When describing the process of getting married in France, Jun solicits Kris’s 
shared affective stance of being surprised when they were treated as futsuu. 
Surprise marks something as unexpected (Wilkinson and Kitzinger, 2006) or a 
breach of a norm to which the surprised person is oriented. In response, Kris 
agrees and then upgrades his assessment of the ordinariness of how they were 
treated with the extreme case formulation (Pomerantz, 1986) zenzen ‘totally; at 
all,’ repetition, and a louder, breathy voice (line 3). At this point, what enables 
this construction of futsuu is not yet clear.

In line 5, Kris elaborates his description of the scene by animating the per-
son receiving the marriage document, saying, ‘oh, okay, okay.’ This animated 
utterance demonstrates the lack of interactional trouble (e.g., no repair ini-
tiation, no clarification/account request). Kris then clearly refers to their 
expected trouble source – being two men – in line 6, but only to highlight that 
no such trouble occurred, which he emphasises with the extreme case formu-
lation zenzen ‘(not) at all’ and a waving hand gesture of negation. From a CA 
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perspective, the interactional sequence being reported by Kris takes place in a 
world where there is no heteronormative social order (Kitzinger, 2005a), and 
where being homosexual is futsuu (ordinary; legitimate). In other words, their 
surprise reveals that their orientation to a heterosexual norm (as when they 
were in Japan) was breached by their normal treatment in France. In the next 
excerpt, from a TV show, Jun and Kris elaborate on their surprise in the same 
scene on a TV show.

Excerpt 2.2 (Shigesawa and Tanaka, 2023)
J = Jun, K = Kris, I = Inoue (MC)
01	 J:	� sono shichoo san ga:, “watashitachi wa donna kuni no hito demo, donna
02		  seebetsu demo ai ga areba watashitachi wa ukeiremasu” tte itta ndesu.
		�  ‘That mayor said, “we accept all loves, regardless of sex and 

citizenship.’”
03		  sore kiita toki ni, he(h)? to omotte, ((gazes Kris))
		  ‘I was like, “what?” when she said that.’
04	 K:	 sugo(h)i desu ne. ((gazes Jun)) kandoo shimashita. u::n. ((nods))
		  ‘Amazing. I was so moved, yeah.’
	 k	 +nods---------------------------+
05	 J:	 +are wa sugoi kandoo shite+
		  ‘I was extremely moved.’
06	 I:	 un.
		  ‘Uhm.’
07	 J:	 yappari imamade zutto ko:::, ne? ((gazes Kris))
		  ‘As you may know, we had been like, you know?’
	 k		  +nods+
08		  chiisai koro kara +(0.5)+ tokekomenai?
	 k	 +nods-------------------------+
09		  +tte zutto omotteita node+, nanode,
		  ‘Ever since I was young, I had thought I can’t blend into (society), so
10		  sugoku, ureshikatta desu ne.
		  I was so happy.’

In this narrative, Jun claims to reproduce the mayor’s words regarding her, or 
France’s, acceptance of ‘all loves, regardless of sex and citizenship.’ The phrase 
donna seebetsu demo (direct translation ‘(we accept love/marriage of people 
of) any gender and sexuality’) indicates that, in this setting, neither heteronor-
mativity nor homophobia exist. Jun reproduces his affective stance of surprise 
back then, saying he? ‘what?,’ and gazes at Kris to invite him to share the sur-
prise. Kris provides a positive assessment, sugoi ‘amazing,’ of the mayor’s words 
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and verbally displays an affective stance of emotion (kandoo shimashita ‘I was 
moved’). Jun indicates that he shares the same affective stance by repeating 
Kris’s remark, and he upgrades it with the intensifier sugoi ‘extremely,’ in line 5.

In lines 7 through 9, Jun recalls another affective stance from his past – the 
feeling of alienation that he had had since childhood, saying that he was not 
able to blend into society. Through his gaze and solicitation with the interac-
tional particle ne ‘you know,’ Jun invites Kris to share the same affective stance 
as a categorial co-incumbent, and Kris ratifies it by nodding. After produc-
ing these affective stances, Jun verbally displays another affective stance of 
delight, when he says ureshikatta ‘I was so happy,’ referring to his experience  
of being treated as normal in France in line 10. Through this narrative, the cou-
ple constructs a contrast between France, which treats them as normal, and 
Japan (and possibly Lithuania), which treats them as deviant due to heteronor-
mativity. As Wilkinson and Kitzinger (2006) discuss, participants rely on each 
other’s cultural knowledge about what is normal and what is unexpected; thus, 
cultural and national normative differences are revealed through the display of 
different affective stances.

6.3	 Categories in Marriage
In the following excerpt, from the same TV interview as Excerpt 1, Kris is dis-
cussing marriage in France, and specifically, as the context of the interview 
makes evident, how it differs from marriage in Japan (and possibly Lithuania).

Excerpt 3.1 (Nittere NEWS 2023, 5:27–5:46)
K = Kris, J = Jun, T = Telop, Ps = Pause
01	 K:	� furansu dattara moo (0.3) gay marriage ja nakute, moo marriage (.) 
02		  shika nai desu.
		  ‘In France, there is no “gay marriage” but only “marriage.”’
	 k		  +nods+
03		  sore wa:: +(0.5)+ futsuu. ma,
		  ‘It’s normal ( futsuu). Well,’
04		  ((gaze at each other)) [sore wa chigau desu.
		  ‘It (calling it “gay marriage”) is wrong.’
05	 J:		  [sore ga futsuu.
			   ‘It’s normal (futsuu).’
06	 J:	 dooseekon ja naku kekkon
		  ‘Not “same-sex marriage” but “marriage.”’
07	 K:	 soo(hh). ((smiles)) moo kekkon te narimasu.
		  ‘Right. Just “marriage.”’
08	 Ps	 (0.3)
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09	 J:	 aa, naruhodo.
		  ‘Oh I see.’
10	 K:	 sore wa, mata::, kategorii ga nai. ((nods))
		  ‘There is no (gay) category, either.’
11	 T:	 (kekkon ni) kategorii ga nai.
		  ‘There is no (gay) category in marriage.’

Kris claims that France has no gay marriage, but simply marriage. In other 
words, there is no distinction between heterosexual and homosexual marriage 
in France. In line 3, he assesses this state of affairs as futsuu in France, and the 
term “gay marriage” as wrong.3 His confidence, expressed in this strong nega-
tion with no hedging or mitigation, is also an affective stance, which he takes 
toward the category “same-sex marriage,” whose MCD is sexual orientation. Jun 
co-constructs this representation of ordinariness by repeating the same word, 
futsuu, and translating Kris’s English ‘gay marriage’ into Japanese (dooseekon). 
Kris strongly agrees with Jun’s words and repeats ‘just marriage’ again, this time 
in Japanese. After Jun’s display of understanding, in line 10, Kris paraphrases 
what they said using the word “category”: ‘there is no (gay) category in mar-
riage’; in the video, this utterance is emphasised by being repeated in the telop.

From sociolinguistic and MCA perspectives, according to Jun and Kris, gay 
marriage is unmarked in France: there is no MCD of sexual orientation for mar-
riage and no heteronormativity, in contrast to Japan (and possibly Lithuania). 
In another part of the same interview, when asked about differences between 
French and Japanese cultures, as shown in the telop (line 1), Jun again refers to 
categories in his answer.

Excerpt 3.2 (Nittere NEWS 2023, 2:00–2:26)
T = Telop, J = Jun, IR = Interviewer
01	 T:	 nihon to chigau furansu bunka.
		  ‘The difference between Japan and France.’
02	 J:	 nihon wa::, aru imi::, koo::,
		  ‘In Japan, in a sense, like
03		  kategorii toshite miru tte yuu ka,
		  I mean, people categorise us.’
	 j	� +sweeps hands from one side to the other with palms held 

parallel----------+

3	 The utterance sore wa chigau in line 4 could also be translated as ‘that’s different,’ with the 
interpretation: “That’s the difference between France and Japan/Lithuania.” However, Kris’s 
preceding comments and his following agreement with Jun’s remark in line 6 favour the 
interpretation of line 4 as a statement that the term “gay marriage” is wrong.



48 Fukuda

Contrastive PragmaticS 7 (2026) 36–61

04		  furansu tte +FUTTSUU NI +
05		  mitekudasaru kara::
		  ‘In France, people see us as normal (futsuu), so
06		  >“gei nanda yo”< tte iwanakuteii tte yuu, wazawaza.
		  I don’t have to intentionally say “I’m gay. ”’
07	 IR:	 u::[n.
		  ‘Uh-huh.’
08	 J:		  [de, “gei da yo:;” tte yuu hyoogen mo shinakutteii.
		  ‘So, there’s no need to express myself as gay.’
09		  koo yuu::, sekai mo aru nda tte shiri- shiru dake datta ndesu keredomo
		  ‘I learned there is a world like this, and with just that,
10		  nanka, kata no nimotsu ga ore- orita mitaina kanji.
		  I felt like there was a weight off my shoulders.’

In lines 2 and 3, Jun hesitantly states that in Japan people categorise them, and 
then, in lines 4 and 5, claims that in France people see them as futsuu. His fol-
lowing comments (as well as the rest of the interview context) show that the 
category in question is “gay.” Thus, in Jun’s view, the gay category in line 3 is 
considered not futsuu and marked in Japan, in contrast to France. His delivery 
here is very careful and hesitant: Jun delays his comment on Japan by using 
many elongated vowels, a filler, and the indirect expression tte yuuka ‘I mean.’ 
With the phrase ‘categorise us’ (kategorii toshite miru), he also avoids explicitly 
saying that people in Japan see them as not futsuu, so that the category of “not 
futsuu” only becomes clear in lines 4 and 5, when he juxtaposes how they are 
categorised in Japan to how they are constructed as futsuu in France.

Jun claims that people in France see gay people as futsuu, which he empha-
sises with a louder voice and his hand gesture, in which he holds his hands 
slightly apart, with palms parallel, while moving them horizontally from one 
side to the other, a gesture which seems intended to depict the equivalence or 
lack of distinction between homosexual and heterosexual people. In lines 6 
and 8, Jun further claims that they do not have to identify or express themselves 
as gay in France, indicating that they are not marked. His verbal expression in 
line 6 includes the explanatory ending nanda and the interactional particle 
yo, which mark statements designed to inform a listener of information that  
s/he does not know. This utterance, together with Jun’s vivid, louder voice, 
suggests the performativity of “having to” explain being gay in Japan,4 as an 

4	 I am grateful to Gavin Furukawa for pointing this out.
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obligation of those of a minority status.5 In lines 9 and 10, Jun displays an 
affective stance of relief as he describes learning that there is a different world 
from Japan, a world in which he is treated as normal and unmarked, and hence 
does not have to refer to his sexual orientation. Jun’s description in this excerpt 
represents his experience as one of gaining access to the same “privilege” 
enjoyed by heterosexual people (Cameron and Kulick, 2003; Kitzinger, 2005b).

6.4	 The Hope of Being “Normal”
In the excerpt below, from a newspaper interview text, Jun recalls how he 
changed after moving to France, responding to a question of what they plan 
to do next.

Excerpt 4 (Asahi Shimbun, 2023)
Watashi jishin wa, doosee ga suki demo futsuu ni koo irareru nda to mietekita  
no wa hatachi de ooshuu ni iki, furansu no hitotachi o mitekara.
Futsuu de irareru tte iina tte omotte imashita.
Korekara nani ga dekiruka mada wakaranai keredo, dekiru kagiri
watashitachi no futsuu no seekatsu ya furumaikata tte yuu no o mitemoratte,
sore ga futsuu ni naru to iina to omoimasu.	
‘I myself came to realise I can be normal ( futsuu) even if I’m a homosexual
when I went to Europe at the age of 20 and saw French people.
I thought it was nice that I could be normal ( futsuu).
I’m not sure what we can do now. However, I would like to show our normal 
(futsuu) daily life and the ways we behave as much as possible, and
hope it (seeing same-sex couples) will become normal ( futsuu) (in Japan).’

His concessive clause doosee ga suki demo futsuu ni koo irareru ‘even if I’m a 
homosexual, (I can be normal)’ reveals Jun’s past orientation to heteronor-
mativity, which forced him to consider himself deviant. Then he provides a 
positive assessment through his display of an affective stance of envy of the 
situation in France where homosexual people can be normal. His expression 
futsuu de irareru ‘I could be normal’ points to his realisation that nothing pre-
vented him from being normal, again demonstrating his perception that there 
is no homophobia or heteronormativity in France.

In response to the question of what they would like to do next, Jun expresses 
his hope for same-sex couples to be considered normal and taken-for-granted 
( futsuu ni naru to iina) in Japan, and contributing to this societal shift by 

5	 Those in the majority do not have to explain themselves in this way; for example, hetero-
sexual people are not routinely expected to identify themselves as heterosexual.
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showing his and Kris’s daily life through SNS. This is a mild challenge to the 
current state of futsuu in Japan, namely the heteronormativity that allows 
homophobia and makes homosexuality deviant.

While the wish Jun expresses is quite restrained, it makes a sharp contrast 
to some public discourse in Japan. For example, in 2023, a secretary to the 
then-prime minister said that he could not stand having a same-sex couple liv-
ing next door and did not even want to look at LGBTQ people (Ueda, 2023). The 
fact that a high-ranking politician’s secretary still feels justified in making such 
hostile, homophobic remarks suggests the persistence of societal homopho-
bia. Such attitudes are also observed among private individuals, including Jun’s 
father. In the next excerpt, Jun describes his family’s reactions to his marriage.

6.5	 The Reaction of Jun’s Family
The excerpt comes from the same TV interview as Excerpts 1, 3.1, and 3.2.

Excerpt 5 (Nittere NEWS 2023, 4:00–5:46)
T = Telop, J = Jun
01	 T:	 ryooshin e no kekkon hookoku ni tsuite.
		  ‘Telling his parents about his marriage’
02	 J:	 kekkon, h. suru, chokuzen made iwanakatta desu.
03		  ‘I hadn’t told them until immediately before my marriage.’
04		  oneesan toka: >okaasan ni wa itteta ndesu kedo<
		  ‘I had told my older sister and like, my mom but
05		  itsu otoosan ni ioo to yuu no, sugoi kangaeteta ndesu kedomo:,
		  I thought a lot about when I should tell my father, but.’
06		  kekkatekini yuuto, ima demo zenzen, ano, se o muketeiru, to yuuka,
		  ‘Ultimately, it’s like, um, he is still completely avoiding it,6
	 j:	 +lowers gaze---------+
07		  +ano::::, a:::(hhhh). + rikai deki (.) nai mitai desu ne.
		  well, ahhhh ((deep, breathy sigh)), he seems not to understand it.’
08		  okaasan kara tegami o itadaite, sugoi bikkuri shita no ga
		�  ‘I received a letter from my mother, and what really surprised me was 

(in the letter it was written)’
09		  a, ma, korekara ano hontoni ne, otagai risupekuto shite::,

6	 Although not in the transcript, here, the telop says otoosan to wa se o muketeiru ‘we are still 
completely avoiding it,’ indicating mutual avoidance. However, in another interview (Asahi 
Shimbun interview text, 2023), Jun maintains that he really wants his father to accept him 
and his marriage, suggesting that the avoidance is only on his father’s side. I am grateful to 
Lynn Lethin for pointing this out.
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10		  ano taisetsuni shite ikite kudasai, sooyuu koto ga kakaretete,
		�  ‘Well, um “from now on, truly, please live while cherishing and 

respecting each other,” that kind of thing was written and,’
11		  de::, moo sore wa sugoi, kandoo shimashita ne. ((nods))
		  ‘So, I was so moved by that.’ ((nods))
12		  okaasan wa mukashi kara moo, >nanka chotto< kanduiteite::,
		�  ‘My mother has, for a long while, has like, picked up a bit (about the 

fact that I am gay), and
13		  moo futsuu ni ukeirete kuda-, kureta kana:: (0.5)
		  by now, I guess, she accepts it without problem ( futsuu).’
14		  kure-, ukeirete kureteta nda na tte yuu no ga, sugoku, omoimashita.
		  ‘[And when she wrote that] I really thought, she has accepted me.’

In response to the question about telling his parents about his marriage (as 
shown in the telop), Jun describes his hesitation about talking to his family; 
after long consideration, he told his mother and sister immediately before the 
marriage, but did not tell his father. His hesitation suggests his orientation to 
a possible homophobic reaction from his father. In fact, in lines 6 and 7, Jun 
says, with much hesitation, that his father does not understand, avoiding the 
matter of his marriage and/or sexuality. When Jun describes his father’s atti-
tude in line 7, he lowers his gaze and produces a long filler and a deep, breathy 
sigh. These multimodal features reveal his affective stance of sorrow about his 
father’s lack of understanding. In another interview (Asahi Shimbun interview 
text, 2023), Jun mentions that his father had once demanded he date a woman, 
indicating the father’s strong heterosexual norm. If his father had expected 
him to date a woman, he presumably expected him to marry a woman, and 
Jun’s marriage to Kris breaches that normative expectation.

In contrast to his father, Jun’s mother congratulated him on his marriage, to 
which he responded with surprise and emotion. As mentioned in the analysis 
of Excerpt 2.1, an affective stance of surprise toward a thing or event reveals 
its unexpectedness; Jun’s mother’s reaction to his marriage breached Jun’s 
assumption of his mother’s heterosexual norms. Jun continues by describing 
his sense that his mother had actually noticed his sexuality long ago and now 
accepts it without problem ( futsuu ni, line 13). Jun hesitantly upgrades his cer-
tainty about his mother’s acceptance, from ukeirete kureta kana:: ‘I guess she 
accepts it’ to sugoku omoimashita ‘I really thought (she has accepted me).’

This excerpt shows different sexual norms at a personal level; Jun’s father 
still orients to heteronormativity whereas his mother and sister apparently 
do not. Because what is futsuu and what is not thus varies even within one 
family, individuals may maintain contrasting orientations to norms simply to 
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interact with their families, and their affective stances will vary accordingly, 
as shown by Jun in Excerpt 5. In the following excerpt, Jun and Kris describe 
their fear when they announced their marriage on social media to the (mainly)  
Japanese public.

6.6	 On Japanese Social Media: Fear of Expected Reactions
The excerpt come from the same TV show data as Excerpt 2.2.

Excerpt 6 (Shigesawa and Tanaka, 2023)
J = Jun, F = Fujii (MC), K = Kris, A = Audience, I = Inoue (MC)
01	 J:	 de:, sono ato ni SNS de
		  ‘Then, using SNS,’
02	 F:	 un.
		  ‘Uhm.’
03	 J:	� go hookoku tte yuu no o shiyoo ka shimai ka mayotte ne:: ((gazes at 

Kris))
		  ‘We could not decide if we should announce (our marriage).’
04	 K:	 sugoi mayotte mashita. sugoku= 
		  ‘We really didn’t know what to do.’
05	 J:	� =sungoku kowakute::, kowakute:: ((gazes at Kris)) de, 
06		  pochi tto oshichatta.
		  ‘It was really, really scary, and (we) just clicked and posted it.’
07	 A:	 hahahahaha.
		  ‘Hahahaha.’
08	 F:	 sooyuu toki wa ne, nanika ga senaka oshite kuren to ne.
		  ‘In such cases, we need something to push us, don’t we?’
09	 I:	 u:n.
		  ‘Yeah.’					   
10	 F:	 nakanaka ne.
		  ‘It is pretty (hard).’		
11	 J:	 moo hontoni takusan no kata kara shukufuku?
12	 F:	 u::n.
		  ‘Yeah.’
13	 J:	 no messeeji itadaite, .hh
		  ‘We received congratulation messages from so many people.’
14	 F:	 u::n.
		  ‘Uhm.’
	 k	  +((nods))--------------------------+
15	 J:	� >iya< konnanimo +nanka nihon no katagata ga +
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16 		  ukeirete kudasatta tte yuu no wa
	 k	 +((nods))-----------------+
	 j		  +((nods))+
17		  honto ni +(0.2) 	 + honto ni +kansha shitemasu ne.+
		�  ‘I really ((nods)) really appreciate that this many Japanese people 

accept us.’

In lines 1 and 3, Jun, recalling their SNS announcement of their marriage, 
portrays their indecision about whether they should do so or not. He solic-
its agreement from Kris, using gaze and the interactional particle ne, and 
Kris agrees to it and upgrades their indecision with the intensifier sugoi ‘very; 
extremely.’ This indecision resonates with Jun’s hesitation to tell his father 
about his marriage in Excerpt 5. In line 5, Jun displays an affective stance of 
fear (kowakute ‘scared’), emphasised with repetition, the same intensifier that 
Kris used but with prosodic emphasis (sungoi ‘very; extremely’), and a louder 
volume. Jun does not specifically mention what scared them, but given the 
context of the interaction (i.e., talking about same-sex marriage as persons 
concerned) and the societal background in Japan, it is hearable as expecting 
societal homophobia to be manifested as hostile homophobic reactions.

After one of the MCs, Fujii, shows his understanding about their fear and 
the impulsive act of ‘just clicking and posting’ their announcement, Jun dis-
plays affective stances of delight and gratitude toward the positive reactions to 
the announcement, in contrast to what they had expected. However, the verb 
ukeireru ‘to accept’ (line 16) itself evokes a contrast between those who accept 
and those who are accepted. In addition, the expression (ukeire)te kudasatta, 
which literally translates as ‘did us the favour of (accepting)’ suggests that the 
acceptance of homosexuals is up to the discretion of heterosexuals; in this 
view, heteronormative society can grant the “favour” and allow the “privilege” 
of being futsuu, or it can choose not to. Jun also uses this expression (te kureru) 
when describing his mother’s acceptance in Excerpt 5. Thus, the assumption 
underlying Jun’s gratitude is of an asymmetric relationship between a norma-
tive category (heterosexuals) and a non-normative category (homosexuals)  
in Japan.

7	 Discussion

This study has analysed displays of affective stances of a gay couple as they 
construct what is futsuu and what is not in varying contexts they describe. 
Through the analysis of their contrastive affective stances toward events 
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and things in Japan and France, this study illuminates Japanese societal and 
institutional homophobia and heteronormativity. According to Jun and Kris, 
homosexuality and same-sex marriage are considered as not futsuu in Japan 
and as futsuu in France. On the personal level, in Jun’s telling, his father does 
not see his marriage as futsuu, whereas his mother and sister do. These norma-
tive contrasts are revealed in the couple’s various affective stances.

In Japan, Jun displays resignation to the impossibility of marriage and an 
ordinary life (Excerpt 1) and a sense of alienation in the past (Excerpt 2.2), and 
even after marriage, he describes his fear when they announced their marriage 
to Japanese audiences (Excerpt 6). This is because Jun orients to the societal 
and institutional homophobia which do not allow him to be futsuu. Jun also 
shows sorrow when talking about his father’s non-acceptance of his marriage 
due to his father’s heterosexual norms (Excerpt 5).

On the other hand, in France, they show surprise, emotion, and delight at 
being treated as futsuu (Excerpts 2.1 and 2.2). Jun also shows his surprise and 
emotion when his mother accepts his sexuality and marriage (Except 5). Such 
affective stances, namely, surprise, emotion, and delight at being treated as 
futsuu demonstrate that Jun and Kris are still oriented to heteronormativity 
and societal homophobia, even while living in France. Surprise indicates a 
breach of assumptions, in this case, their assumption that they will be treated 
as deviant due to their sexual orientation. They were moved (Excerpts 2.2 
and 5) because they had never before experienced the “privilege” enjoyed by 
heterosexual people (Cameron and Kulick, 2003; Kitzinger, 2005b). Jun also 
expressed the relief of finding a world unconstrained by heterosexual norms 
which allowed him to be futsuu (Excerpt 3.2) and his envy of such a world 
(Excerpt 4). These feelings of relief and envy reflect the lack of homophobia in 
France (as far as Jun and Kris are concerned) in contrast to Japan.

Thus, through these displays of different affective stances, cultural/national 
contrasts of sexual normativities become clear. As demonstrated in Excerpts 3.1 
and 3.2, for Jun and Kris, in France marriage has no categories based on sex-
ual orientation, and same-sex couples are treated as futsuu, which is shown 
by their description of the non-problematic interaction when they submitted 
marriage documents and the mayor’s remark at the ceremony. On the other 
hand, Japan legally discriminates between heterosexual and homosexual mar-
riages, considering the latter as marked, not futsuu, and not legitimate. In 
addition to cultural/national differences, Excerpt 6 shows personal-level dif-
ferences in sexual normativities,7 such that some but not all of Jun’s family 
members accept his marriage.

7	 Likewise, there are homophobic people in France as well, even though same-sex marriage is 
legal there. However, French homophobia is not attested in this study’s data.
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Although some of their affective stances reflect their orientation to hetero-
normativity and homophobia in Japan, the couple also shows some resistance 
to this orientation as well, refusing to completely cut themselves off from 
Japanese society. Their claims of normal treatment and categorisation in 
France (Excerpts 2.1, 2.2, 3.1, and 3.2) are hearable as mild criticism of their 
treatment as not normal in Japan, or as a counterargument to Japan’s insti-
tutional and societal homophobia. Resistance is also seen in Kris confidently 
asserting that the category of same-sex marriage is wrong (Excerpt 3.1), and 
Jun expressing the hope that all people will eventually be treated as normal, 
regardless of sexuality, in Japan (Excerpt 5).

This study also makes theoretical and methodological contributions to 
the field of sexual normativities research. What is futsuu varies depending 
on the culture/nation, and it also differs at a personal level. The contrasts at 
cultural/national and personal levels (i.e., homophobic or non-homophobic 
attitudes) observed in the study reveal the context-dependent nature of norms 
and normativity. In this regard, this study serves as an illustration of a the-
oretical issue concerning how we conceptualise the notions of norms and 
normativity: the context-dependent variability of what is considered socially 
normal.8 The study also makes methodological contributions for research on 
sexual norms and normativity, responding to Hall et al.’s (2019) call for a more 
processual approach. There are few studies examining gay people’s experi-
ences and affective stances in Japan through empirical, interactional analysis, 
particularly multimodal analysis. Thus, by applying CA and MCA to an under-
studied topic, the study also demonstrated that they serve as effective tools 
for understanding how categorisation practices and breaches of normativity 
reveal norms.

8	 Concluding Remarks

Beyond specific remarks, the couple also offer a challenge to homophobia 
in Japan through their media participation; they inform Japanese audiences 
of their life and experiences, particularly things and events overseas where 
homosexuality is treated as futsuu, through their own YouTube videos and 
through taking part in multiple media interviews. Their interactions with audi-
ence members through these media are outside the scope of this study, but it is 
worth noting that they have received many positive, congratulatory comments 

8	 I appreciate Shigeko Okamoto for pointing this out.
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on their YouTube videos.9 The following example of a comment and their reply 
is from a YouTube video created by Jun and Kris, and illustrates the possibility 
of a societal change taking place in Japan.

Excerpt 7 (Takeda and Budelis, 2023)
Comment:
Hayaku sekaijuu de mitomete moraeru yooni naru to ii desu ne. Watashi wa 
shoogakkoo no kyooshi o shiteiru nodesu ga, ninensee no otoko no ko ga nakay-
oshi no otoko no ko to kekkon shitai! tte itta ndesu. Soshitara suunin ga otoko 
dooshi wa kekkon dekinai nda yo to itta node, onna dooshi, otoko dooshi de sukini 
naru koto mo arushi, kekkon mo dekiru kuni mo arushi, korekara no nihon mo soo 
natte iku nja naikana to hanashitara minna soo na nda ne to juunan ni ukeirete 
kuremashita. Chiisai koro kara mukashi yori juunan ni nari, otoko dooshi de suki 
to hatsugen shitari, onna no ko de ore to yuu ko mo itari,10 nihon mo kawatteikeru 
na tte kakushin kitemasu.☺
‘I hope same-sex marriage will be accepted all over the world soon. I’m an  
elementary school teacher. One of the 2nd grade boys said, “I want to get mar-
ried to my good (male) friend!” Then, a few kids said, “a man cannot get married 
to another man.” So I told them, “there can be love between two men or two 
women. In some countries, they can get married. Japan will also become like 
that in the near future, I think.” Everyone open-mindedly accepted it, saying, 
“yeah, that may be right.” I’m quite sure Japan has become more flexible than in 
my childhood, and will be able to keep changing, seeing things like boys openly 
saying they like boys and some girls using ore.☺’

Reply from Jun and Kris:
Sutekina ohanashi arigatoo gozaimasu. ♥ soo yuu sensee ga ite kuretara nihon 
mo kawatte ikimasu ne!!
‘Thank you for the wonderful story. ♥ We are sure Japan will change if there are 
teachers like that!!’

Thus, children and younger generations may be much more open-minded 
about homosexuality than older people, and many people hold hope for future 
generations.

9		  While much less frequent, homophobic comments do show up, such as “disgusting,” 
“Don’t show men kissing,” and an emoticon of a vomiting face. These positive and nega-
tive comments also demonstrate diversity in sexual normativity at a personal level.

10		  On the significance of girls using ore, see Miyazaki (2004) and Nakamura, this volume.
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As discussed above, homophobia is a culturally conditioned response to 
homosexuality that changes over time (Anderson, 2025). Japan is currently 
undergoing a crucial transitional period concerning LGBTQ+ issues. The mix-
ture of positive and negative reactions and comments Jun and Kris received 
about their marriage demonstrates that societal homophobia seems to be 
gradually weakening. On the other hand, institutional homophobia is still 
persistent. In France and some other countries that have legalised same-sex 
marriage, governments have taken the initiative to legislate marriage equality 
and to work to change people’s attitudes. In contrast, the Japanese government 
is far behind on this issue.

Marriage should be a fundamental human right, not something to be 
granted by others. As Moriyama (2023) discusses, beyond showing sympathy 
for minority groups in their society, those in the majority can take real-world 
action. Politicians in particular have a responsibility, not simply to sympathise 
with sexual minorities, but to create concrete systems to protect their human 
rights and to work to change society for the better. I hope this study will also 
contribute to such actions being taken to promote marriage equality for all 
people, not only in Japan but worldwide.
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	 Appendix

Transcription conventions:
[Wo]rd	 Overlapping talk
Wo::rd	 Phonological lengthening (each colon is approx. 0.1 sec.)
Wo-	 Sound cutoff
Word	 Emphatic stress
((bows))	 Non-verbal actions and comments
h	 Outbreath
(h)	 Breath within a word
(1.2)	 Silence in seconds and tenths of a second
(.)	 Micro-pause (less than 0.2 second)
.	 Falling intonation
,	 Continuing intonation
?	 Rising intonation
> word <	 Faster than the speaker’s surrounding speech

Embodied conduct notation in transcripts:
+ +	� Descriptions of embodied movement are delimited between two 

identical symbols.
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* *
+->	� The action described continues across subsequent lines until the 

same symbol is
->+	 reached.
---	 Full extension of the movement is reached and maintained.
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