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Ethn(כxrapher., ,vorki11g in re.1·ear(:h c1rea.1· dei'otecl t(כ u11der.1·tanding culture tlirough 

language ( e.g., eth11(כ.scienc·e, linxi1i.stic· .1eזr1a11tic',\', ethnograקhy of.c·ommunic·ati(Jtl) 

mi1.st (Jjte,1 c'o11duc·t field,t'(1כ-k in ,\'(Jc·ieties· and laזzgitages foreign to thenz. Although 

the ethזzogrczקhic· intervie,v plcz_)'5' c1 .sig,1ific·a11t r(Jle in tl1i.s ki,1d (Jj.lingiוi.1·tic-(Jriented 

re.search, there i.s little di.sc11.1·.sirJn in the methocl.1· literati1re c1hout the .spec·ial .1·trate­

gie.s and tec·hnique.s needed in tlze j(Jreign-language interview. The auth(Jr takes a11 

interac·ti(Jnal aקproach to anc1lyzing the ethnographic interi'iew cond11c·ted in the 

re.1·earc·l1er'5· nonnative language. She _foc·us·e.1· on the כ)קs·.sible mi.1·unders·ta11dings· 

that ca11 ari.se het,i·een res·earc·her and קartic:ipants· ,t·hen the re.1·earc·her's /exi(:al 

kno,vledge (Jj't/ze j(כreig11 lcznguczge d(Jes· not 5·i1ffic·e. Data .sten1.fron1 three i1זtervie1,1,• 

.situation.s in ivhiclz the re.sec1rcher (cz ncztive Engli.1·h .sקeaker jluent in German) i.1· 

i1nable to under.stand the קartic·ulczr word.s cznd expres·si(Jn.s i1.1·ed hy the ncztive Ger­

Fוzan קartic·iקant.s. Tlze author arg11e.1; that con1m11nic'c1tive mi.sunder.stc1nding.s during 

the ethnograקhic i,ztervie,i· are קo.1·.1·ible tO(J/s thc1t can ultimc1tely result in the 

attai111nent (Jj' ric·her ethוz(Jgraקhic· datc1. 
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a culture through the ways peוcple speak and the native terms and categories 

that they use. Although each ot· the above-mentiוcned areas have different 

aims (e.g., discovering native terms for various cultural systems in ethno­

science versus disccוvering culturally specific ways ot- speaking in ethnogra­

phy ot· communication), the ethnographer working in any of these areas must 

ot'ten turn to the interview as a central method for obtaining the linguistic data 

needed. 

Ethnוcgraphers have long grappled with the issues (Jt. conducting inter­

views in foreign languages. The practice וcf the ethncוgrapher spending time 

within the foreign culture, learning about its people as well as their language, 

is a time-honored traditicוn. The classic lessons learned by those who have 

not put in the time ctחd et·t-ort to ,tttain linguistic competence are now well 

known (e.g., Freen1an's [ 1983] critique of Mead's work in Samoa centers on 

this issue). Indeed, f'or וnany ethnographers conducting fieldwוcrk in t'oreign 

societies, the ethnographic interview becomes a central method, with two 

distinct paths available. The ethnographer can either allow native interpret­

ers to ccכnduct the interviews, or the ethnוcgrapher can personally conduct the 

interviews in the fcכreign language of the group under study. 

Clearly, either ch<וice calls fcכr special care to be taken when interviewing 

native respondents. For example, ccכnducting interviews with interpreters 

can warrant unique interviewing techniques (see Werner and Fenton 1973). 

Narו(ll ( 1962), in his study of bias in ethnographic reports, t'ound that 

ethnographers who knew little ot· the source language (hence relying on 

interpreters) either downplayed the importance ot' or missed certain themes 

entirely. Levy and Hollan ( 1998) ccכncluded that זtsing interpreters is a "shcוrt­

cut" that "will systematic,tlly at't'ect ,tnd distort the 1·espondent' s behaviו(r in 

of'ten <וbscure ways'' (p. 337). lt seems evident that the ethnog1·apher who can 

master the t'oreign language well enו(ugh tcכ personally conduct the inter­

views may be at an ctdvantage. but what special circumstances does the for­

eign language interview then pcכse'? 

Any ethncוgrapher seeking advice on t'ieldwork 1nethods will find a vari­

ety ו(f books cוn the topic (Spradley 1979; Hammersley and Atkinson 1995; 

Lofland and Lכcfland 1995; Wcכlcכctt 1995, 1999; Bernard 1998. 2000; 

Fetterman 1998). However, the ethnographer seeking discussions of special 

strategies and techniques t'or the foreign-language interview will be hard 

pressed to locate much literature. 1 Althcכugh ethnכcgraphic research continues 

tcכ be Cו(nducted in sכccieties and languages t'oreign to 1nany researchers, this 

is still a taken-fו(r-granted issue, with little (זו ncכ attention given tו( the tוcpic in 

the ethnographic 1nethods literature. It seems rather ironic that eth11ography, 

whose beginnings hearken back tו( the days ot- lcכne, mostly English-speaking 

fieldworkers studying "primitive" tribes in far-of'f places (the members ot-
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which זnost cert,1inly did ח(וt speak English), appears to ignore the pr(וbleזn­

,ttic iss11c (וt' conducting research in a nonnative \anguage. 

Bז·iggs ( 19�6 ). in his b(ו)וk Lec1r11i1וR H(»\' f(J A.1·k. prlךvides an important 

exceptilכn. Bascd (Jח his research iוז Clוrdova, New Mexic(ך, with Spanish­

spe,1king Mexic,111os, Briggs ch,1lle11gcs his readers to rcexamine the cultuז·a\ 

pre111ises th,1t 11nder\ic the intcrview as a speech event. Despite Briggs' s bril­

li,tוזt an,1lysis lכt. his lוwn cult11ral assuזnptiLרns lוt' the interview event and how 

they conflicted with thlכse lכt' his intcז·viewecs, he dlכes not exaזnine hcכw his 

lוwn li11guistic Clכrnnוarוd lוt' Sp,1nish const1·,1ined the pa1·ticula1· interview­

ing strategies he 11sed and/tכr Clכnstr,1ined his ,tbility t(J 11ndcrstand his 

i11tervicwees. 

Thc ,tiרוז Lוf. the present study is tcו co11tribute tlו (JLtr understanding of· the 

eth11lוg1·,1phic irוteז·view ccכnd11ctcd in a מlרזוnative language. וt· a peז·son has 

e1nba1·ked lכlר an eth11lוgr,1phic i11vestigati(ך) 11כt. a partic11\,1r cultu1·al gr(ךup. we 

can most likely ass11n1e th,tt he 01· shc has an advanced level lכt' k11owledge in 

blכth subject and rווethod: hlוwever. this knlוwledge may or 111ay not be on par 

witlר his lכr he1· ling11istic c(111111וa11d 01· the t"oreign langu,tge. Althcוugh this 

111ay t'irst ,tppe,tr tlו be ,l risky situati(כn and lוזוe th,1t (כnly u11der111ines wh,tt the 

ethn()grapher c,tn ,1cco111plish in the t'ield. the above-menti(כned discrep,111cy 

c,1n, in f,tct, bc used as a potenti,tl ethnlוgז·aphic t(וol. 

Tlרis study t'(כcuses Lוn thc possible 1nisunderst,1ndings that can arise 

bctween eth1רlוg1·,1pher ,111d respo11de11ts i11 ,L t'c11·eign-la11guage i11te1·view.2 

Speci1.ic,tlly. 1 t'lוc11s ()11 thlוse 11רt111כents whcn the researche1·'s lexical knowl­

edge lכt' the t'(וrcign l,1nguage d(רes ת(J! suffice. 1 aח,tlyו.e three i11tcrview situa­

ti(11כs irו which the resc,11·che1·. un,thle llר underst,tרזd thc particul,tr Wlכrds/ 

exp1·cssi(11וs uscd by tlוe particip,tרזt. uses threc dif't'ercnt 1·epair stז·atcgies 

(Schcglcכt·t·. Jct't'e1·st111, .תךd Sacks 1977). Despite the p(כssible 1·isk and/01· 

hu111iliatilוn t'(11· thc eth11og1·,1phe1·. 1 a1·g11e th,tt such C(1111כnu11icativc 111isun­

de1·sta11dings, if. de,tlt with (כpenly. h,1ve the pote11tial 01· heconוing 111ethcוd­

 .sוgic,tl genוlcכ)

METHOD 

1 co11ducted eth11cוgr,1phic rese,וrch (תך Gern1a11 speakers' pr(11ךoun use t'lוr 

a te11-111(וnth pcri(וd (f.1·c111ך Septenוber 1995 !(J August 1996). p1·i1narily in the 

tcוw11 lוt" L<1ndau
. 

L,1nd,1u h,1s a plכp11latilךn (Jt. app1·c1xin1ately f'()ו·ty thous,tרזd 

and is llכcated i11 the Slוuthwest 1·cgi(תך ot' Germany i11 thc state ()f. Rhinel,111d­

Palatinate (Rhcinla11d-Pt'alz). Thc t(כwn is approxi111ately tweוזty-t'ive זniles 

east (וt' the French bo1·dcr ,tוזd lies hetween the llכwn ot· Neustadt i11 the תlוrth 

a11d the city lוf' Karlsruhe in the south. 1 Clכnducted t'it'ty in-depth, se1ni-
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structL1red interviews with f'ifty native German speakers <)f v,1rying ages, 

ge11ders, cכccup,1ti<Jתs, ,1תd classes. 1 also t<ו>גk t'ield ת(Jtes t'roוn participant 

obse1·v,1ticוns in b<גth public (rest,1u1·ants, st<גres. university classroo1ns, ctc.) 

,1nd privatc settings th1·<וugh<כut the ten m<תגths. 

1 ccגndL1cted interviews with si11glc individuals. p,1i1·s, ,tתd g1·cךups, ,·esult­

ing in a total <J1. twe11ty-t.our i11tcrviews C<Jiוducted across f'ifty pa1·ticipants. 

The interviews 1·,1ngcd t·1-<J1n twenty-t'ive 111inutes t<J <Jתc hcרur t'if'ty 11רinL1tes 

e,tch. The 1·esearch w,1s b,1sed i11 an ethncגgraphy ot' coוווmunicati<גn pcrspec­

tive (Hy1nes 1962; Philipsen 1992). with the gcכal ot. disc<גvering Germa11 

spe,1kers · uses ,1nd 1ודe,1ni11gs <גt' thc pers<11,תג p1·oncגuns c/11 ,ןnd .ג''ic. as well as 

a1רy u1רderlying speech ccרdes ,lt wo1·k (Wi1וchatz 2()() 1 ). Al'ter pr<כviding 

dc1ווcכg1·,1phic i111.<.כr11,ררti<1, 1 .ר1כskcd inte1·vicwees to t,tlk about situ,1tioווs i1ר 

which the dccisicר1נ tcכ L1se c/11 <11· Sil' (thc Ger1nan int'or1n,1l ,1nd t'<כr1n,1l pers<כnal 

p1·<כn<כuns) w,1s dit't'icult t'<כr the11 .רו alscJ asked ,tbout situatitכns in which thc 

interviewces lן,רd becn ,1dd1·esscd by ,111<.רther inte1·l<גcut<כr witlר a p1·c1nou1ר that 

they werc ncכt cxpecting. 011cc ,1 pa1·ticipant bcgan t<J rec<כL1nt these situ,1tions. 

1 asked p1·c1bi1וg qucsti<כns (sce Bernard 2()()()) that ulti1nately guidcd i1וter­

viewees t<J express the p,1rticL1l,1r s<כci,11 -i11gs they attributcd to the p1·<1רe,11ר11

'tרices tרin,1l chtרו1101 the1ררselves ,111<.l <Jthe1·s. 1 wcJrded p1·cךbing questicר1כs using 

tJתly thcכse tc1·1ns ,1ctu,1lly spcכken by the p,11·ticip,11רts. as 1רוL1ch as this is 

pcנssiblc. so ,ts תtנt to f'<1נ·ce my <JWת tc1·ms ,11וd 1ררeanings <תכ the1n. 

FtJ1· the present stL1dy, 1'it'teen i1וterviews were coded t'<1נ· sequences <נt' lin­

guistic 11וiscc11111nunicati<Jת bctween tlוe p,1rticip,11רts and 1nyself. A t<.Jtal <כt. 

twenty-one insta1וces were t'<נund co1וsisting ot· tw<1 כnain types <כt. 1ורis­

ccרו1ו11כLרווic,1ti<ו11 (1 ) :ו1נy i11ability t<1, כpprcכp1·iately express ,1 qL1esti<נn duc to 

lingL1istic pr<.Jble1ns ,11וd (2) 11וy inability to understand the lexic,11 chcJiccs <J1. 

1ny pa1·1icip,1nts. 1 exa1ררine the l,1tter <נt' these two types in the f'<כllowi1רg 

a11,וlyscs. 

THREE MISUNDERSTANDINGS AND THREE STRATEGIES 

111 thc t'cכll<נwing. 1 cxa1רוine three sequcnces t'1·cרד1ר th1·ee dit't'erent i1רter­

views. iוו which 1. the rcse,11·cher ( R). in ctתרvers,1ti<ר1כ with pa1·ticip,11וts (P). 

have dit't'icL1lty u11derstanding their lcxic,11 ch<נices. Each inte1·vicw seqL1ence 

is displ,1yed with thc c11·igi1רal Ge1·11רa11 <ר1ר the let't and the English linc-by-line 

t1·,11רsl,1til11תר.> ר the 1·ight. 1 1 then p1·<1vide a line-by-liווe analysis c1כ. tlרe i1רter­

view seqL1encc. displ,1ying th1·ee dit't'ercnt st1·,1tegies I use t<J cc1nvers,1ticרnally 

 .cgyוat the third st1·aרding. 1 argue tlרdcrsta1רisu1ר1ncntary 11()ררti,1tc the 1נ>egר1

the 1ררcכst t'<כrthright and h<תכest <Jתc. shl1L1ld be L1scd by ethncכgr,1phe1·s expe1·i-
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encing similar linguistic breakdlכwns in t'oreign language interviews, as this 

str,ttegy may ultimately allow t'or richer data to emerge. 

Exanרplc I steזns t'roזn an interview in which I question an engineeז· about 

his terזns lכt. address usage. Specit.ically, I inquire ablכut a relatively new t'orm 

­רrmal Sie prlכrmal Sie plus the f'irst name. The f.lכ)'t. address in Germ,1ny: the tכ)

noun is ustזally ClכL1pled with a title (e.g .. Mr., Mrs., Dr" etc.) and last name, 

and this neweו·, hybrid f'orוn is n(כt Lזsed by all speakers, n(כr is it widely 

 .t. addressכrm lכpriate t'lכ)appr רזccepted as ,tן,

Example ו 

R: Und w,1s lוeif.\t dicsc Mischtוווg 

2 t·i.i,· Sic, weil tliesc Flוrחו ,·elativ 

 als<J ,ווist, wi.irde ich s,1gc וetוו 3

4 Sic plus V<וrווaוווe-cs w,1r ווicht 

5 i1111חer s<J. Was bcdcutet d,1s t'lir 

 sן,Sie das hij1·en'' ln w ווווSic. we ר)

7 f'li1· cin Ye,·lוi.iltnis stclוeוו die 

8 Lc11tc zuei11,1ndcr d,1nn·ו 

9 P: !וו eineווו Zwittcr,·crhiiltווis. 

!() R: Ein w,1s'J 

11 P: Ein ZWITTER,·c,·hiiltnis. Als(ו 

12 Ich lוalt' diese Regl11ng-

 1bc1· das ist seh1·. scl11· s11h_jektiv, 3 ן

14 \'tווו חוir het1·,1chtct. nicht t'liו· g11t. 

15 R: Und w,1r11111'J 

And wlו,tt d(רes this חוixttוre וווe,1ח 

t<J ytJU, beca11se this t'lחו·וו is rel,1tively 

 ld say. th,1t isוew. 1 ,v<Jtוו

.\'ic pl11s thc f'irst 1111,ווe-it w,1sn't 

always this way. Wh,1t does it meaוו to 

y(וtו whcn you hear this'J What 

kind ()f. 1·cl,1ti(11וship a1·e the petוple 

iוו'! 

l1, וו hybrid rel,1ti(1חship. 

A wlוat'' 

A HYBRID ,·c!,1ti(1חship. S(כ 

1 thiווk tlוis ,11·,·,1nge111e11t-

h11t tlוis is ,·cry. ,ery s11hjecti\e 

 .t g(J(Jtl' חe-isווו .fר)

And ,vhy') 

lרז the ab(כve exaזnple. 1 atteררוpt tlכ disc(כver the meaning ot· ,1 particular lin­

guistic f'<כrררז (.S'ie + FN) f'<וכ· a Germ,tn spe,tker. As an ethnogr,1pher of Clחוכ-

­C,tte that me,tning is by t'ocusing on the particכne w,ty I might ilר1u11ic,1tion. lד1

ipant' s descז·iptors (such ,ןs '"hybrid rel,tti(רnship") t'(כr this address t'orm. 

Hlרwcver. it. we lolרk bey(כnd the ccכntent of this excerpt and f'<כcus f'or a 

'fכ) cessוthc prc חכ> entרnוlרוז the intcrview itse]t·. thcrc is זnt1ch tcכ be discovered. 

ln lines I through 8. ררזy qt1esticכn asks the participant to dcscribe the type 

(Jt. rel,tti(רnship t'(כr tw(כ speakers whcכ might addז·ess each lוther with the ,·el,t­

tively co11teררזpcכr,1ry ,tddress t'cכrזn (Sic + FN ). The p,1rticip,1nt prcרvides this 

descripticכn in line 9 by J,tbeling this type <כf' relationship "hyb1·id.'' ln line 10, 1 

]cכcate ,t tr(כub]e SlוL1rce (כr "repai1·,1ble'" in the resp<וזכdent's pri(כr turn by Lttter­

ing what Scheglcכt't'. Jet·t-erson. and Sacks ( 1977) ca]led ,1 "partiaJ repeat cכt' the 

trcכuble soL1rcc tL1rn. pl11s ,t qt1esti(כn wcרrd'' (p. 368; e.g., "A what'?")
. 
One 

 כr as the listcner' s inability tcכt. this repair initiatcר) L1rceכ)ight interprct the sררז

he,tr the spcakeז· · s utterance cרr the I iste11er' s beliet' that he lזכ· she mishe,1rd the 
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spe,1ker. The p,11·ticipant then repeats his initial uttera11ce in line 1 ] , but this 

time says it louder by stressing the t"irst part of the w(1ך·d. It seems that the par­

ticipant may perceive my qucsti(חך i1ר line 10 as a request f"or repetition ot. the 

repairable and not neccssarily ,1s a request f(ךr clarit.ication (כt. the word itselt·. 

This is appare1רt in lincs 1 1  through 14. when the participant וnoves iחt(כ a 

gcneral explan,1ti(ךn lרf his (רpinion ablטכt the address t"orm. rathe1· than pro­

viding an cxplanation t"or the 11-(כtוble source in line 9. Finally, in line 15, I 

 "?'rward by asking "And whyרt.l חכ)versatiחכ)vc the Cכlחו

On its s11rt.ace, this ex,1mple may display a mere ph(חרetic mishearing on 

the 1·esearcher' s p,1rt, and a case ca11 be made that this is the way the partici­

pant heard it. HLרwever. there is כ)חוre t(כ this ex,1mple than meets the eye. In 

actuality, the word Z}1'itte1·i•eז·l1iilt1זi.1· ("hybrid rclationship") was unknown 

to וne at the tiורוe (כt"this interview. The participant most likely used this term 

to exp1·ess the simultane(טךs dual nature (b(כth t"(כrm,11 and int.(כrזnal) of this 

Sie + FN. My lexical knowledge (כt. German was insut·t-icient at the time, and 

i111 רוy rec(כgniti(חכ of this, I chose to engage in a type ot· face-saving str,1tegy. 

Althlטכgh I initiate repair in line 10, it is stated in an ambiguous w,1y that d()es 

not nרake ררוy i1רability t(כ understand this t"oreign ter111 necessarily rec(כgniz­

able tl) the p,רrticipant. In t"act, this type lכt. rcp,1ir strategy (i.e., rep]acing the 

misunde1·stl)(כd W(ךrd with "what") is rarely et·f-ective f·()r discovering the 

1ne,1ning of. partic11lar linguistic ter1ns, as it is ()ften interpreted and treated by 

interl()cטtors ,ts a prob]e111 with hearing. which seeזns to be the case herc. The 

resp()ןוdent' s third turn is a louder repetition (כf the same W(כrd again in line 

 r1nation that 1nay help me translate theכ).nd witho11t any qualit"ying intר, ,1 1

te1·11ר, I ch()(כse tlכ Iכ)חve on with thc clחךversati(חכ r,1ther than problematize my 

mo111entary lack of lexic,tl kכ)חwledge. 

There is כ)חthing unique ,tblטכt the C(ךnversati(כnal sequence in which one 

interlocut(ךr d(כes חlכt understand what ,tח()ther interl(כcטt(כr says. This is quite 

,1 Clחו11וכlרוכ problcm in d,1ily intc1·actilכns and the b,1sis f.lכr what C(חכversati()Iר 

,tחalysts c,111 "repair seq11enccs." The sit11atilחכ bccoרווes ,1 bit כ)חוrc compli­

c,1ted. h()wever, when the C()חtext is that ot· an interview. The interviewer is 

(Iח(רst likcly) the lוורe aski1רg the n1ajLךrity of the questi(כns, and espccially in 

the c,1se ()t. the ethך)חgraphic interview. the interviewee' s responses are (כften 

t'(כdder t.(ךr f"u1·the1· questilחכing by the interviewcr. When both intcrloc11tors 

,1re conducting the intervicw in their native t(ךngue, the kinds ()t. n1is11nder­

standings t(כ occur ,1re Iך)חst likely th(כse l)f. וnishearing the other ()f perhaps 

 It is a rarer occ11rrence .חכt. a particular questilכ) standing the intent·וnisundeו

(alth(כugh כ)חt (טכt (ךt"the q11estilחכ) that the gcneral W()rds used by one speaker 

W(טךld be 111רkכ)חw11 tlכ the other spe,1kc1·, unless speci,tlized langu,1ge ,רnd/or 

jarg(חכ is used (a p<כint t(כ which I retur11 in ,L subsequent secti<כn). 
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Yet this type (כt. problem (כccurs t'requently when one (כt' the interlocutors is 

conveו·sing in u t'oreign lunguage. Although it may be understanduble t'lכr un 

ethnographer t(כ wish t(כ appeaו· C(כmpetent und knowledgeable in t'ront lכt' her 

lכr his rcsp<כndents, the ethnlכgruphic interview m,1y well bc the pert'ect con­

text to dlכ the exact (כpposite, that is, tlכ problemutize onc's luck ot' lexica\ 

k11owledge und tlכ use such instunces lכt' וnisunderstunding tlכ uttain richer lin­

guistic descriptilכns t'ron1 p,1rticipants. 

The t'oll(רwing exumple comes cl(כser to such un ideal, in th,ןt the point (כt' 

misunderstanding is unc(כvered 1·uther thun hidden. 

Example 2 

P: Sclbst d,1nרו _j,1. in deררו F,111. 

2 iוו de111 spe.riellen F,111 nרit 

3 diesem 0(Jkt(Jr J,tklרb-

4 ,tuch schlווו d,t eiרוiges 

5 w11rdc geוnauschclt. 

6 R: Gemault'! 

7 P: Kennen Sie den A11sdr11ck'' 

8 Es w11rdc getrickst. 1n,1nipulicrt. 

Y es. evcn theרו. in the c,1se 

in the special case with 

this D<וctor .lak<Jb-

even then there was S(Jוne 

chec1ting (ie111c111.1·i·he/1). 

Ge111c111/t'' 

Dlר ylJu kn<רw this term'' 

lt was t'iddlcd with. וnanipulatcd. 

In example 2, the purticipunt ret'ers tl1, ר cuse previ(כusly discussed during 

the interview conccrning a Dlכct(כr Juklרb (lines 1-5). In line 5, the participunt 

uses the word ge111c111.1·L·helt tlכ describe whut he t'elt was glרing on in this con­

tcxt. ln line 6. 1 initiute repuir by uttering ,1 '"purtial repeut ot' the trouble­

Slכurce turn" (Schegl(רt't·. Jet·t-erslכn, und S,1cks 1977:368; i.e., 1 partiully 

repeut the pret'ix ,r;e but then add 111c111/t ,ןs un utteזnpt t<כ imitate the partici­

p,1nt's tttterance). The p,1rticipant usks in line 7 it. l am t'u111iliar with the W(כrd 

ge111(111.�c·helt utteו·ed iוו line 5 ,tnd then, in line 8, prlכvides tw(כ synlרnyוns t'o1· 

the Wlכrd in qtוcsti(כn. 

 gruphic interviewingכt' ethnlכ> t· one wcre to unalyze this exccrpt in termsו

strutegies. the spont,1ne<כus pr()be (see L()tlund und l(כtland 1995) in line 6 

Clכuld be viewed us a mirr<כring technique; thut is. the researcher chocכses u 

kcy ter111 in the purticipunt' s talk tlכ t'eed buck (Jr mirrlרr t<כ the p,1rticip,1nt (t.<כl­

 n the term · sכ) S(J th,1t the purticipunt will expand .(nכ>nutiכtlוזg iווwed by ,1 risiכ)\

111eaning. Howevcr, my prlרbe in line 6 d<כes זnuch rnore than requcst t'urther 

explanution 1·rlכm the p,1rticipant; it si111ultanelכusly exhibits that I um Clררור­

pletely unfumiliar with the foreign term used. Specifically, <כn hearing 

,!;C111.1)1וו·c·l1elt (''cheatcd''), 1 uttcnוpt to imitute its Slכuווd but instead utter 

un<כther similar S()Undiרוg word. ge111c111/t ("mlכuned"). with which I um t'umil­

iuו· but that וnukes no scnse in the Clכntext ot· the convers,1tion. The participunt 

d<כes not trcut nרy attcררוpt to rciterute ,r;e111c111.1·c·l1elt as u researcher's pr(כbe 
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requesting t'urther expl,1nati(כn (כt. what this terוn means to him: rather, the 

participant rcc(כgnizes th,tt I have misundeז·sto(כd him c(זכnplctely and instead 

attends to זne as ,ן nonnative speaker, whose Gerזn,1n lexical kוזowledge 

te11וpor,11·ily does not sut't'ice. 

There is an cxplicit transiti(כn on the p,trticipant's p,ןrt t"r(ווור conveו·sing 

with ווזe as t"e]](JW interl(כctזtcכr/researcher t(כ conversing with tne as a teachcr 

­ns. the particiזeig11 languagc studcnt. In Spradley' s ( 1979) ter·1כnight t(J a t'cז

pant eוזgaged iוז a type ot· "translati(כtו C(כmpetence" (p. 19). One C(רuld argue 

that the typc (כt' questi(רn uttered in line 7 is quite C(רmmon in C(כnversations 

between native spcakers aוזd scc(כnd-language speakers. especially when the 

t'(כreigneז· is still btוilding his (זכ· her V(כcab11lary. The c11ןesti(כn, "Do y(רu kח(JW 

this ter111'?" is ווזuch less likcly ttר Clווזכe tקו in a C(כnvcrsaticכn between twlכ 

native speakeז·s. unless the W(כrd in questi(כn is s\,tng Lור· Lכnly used by a partic­

ul,tr gr(כup (c.g .. speci,1\ty jarg(כn, i·egi(כna\isnוs. etc.).4 Although I never 

 rd ch()icc, in linc 8 heכ)t's wוn()t u11dc1·standi11g the particip,11 כly ,tdmit tlוetקכ)

ch(כ)כses t(J transl,1te it with twLכ synlכtוyווזlכus terזns: "t'iddled with" and 

"'n1anip11\ated.'' This is an indication that the participant ווזay have C(כnc\uded 

1 did ר)וזt kוזLכw the ternו ,r.;e111{111.1·(·/1,'lt ,1nd theret.(רre necded dct'initi(וזכs t'()r the 

t'(כreign wcוכ·d. 

 yרוז askרוז כ)g tוcx,tmplc 1, ! used ,l t',1ce-saving st1·,1tegy by atte111pti1 רז!

ins11t'ficient lexic,11 know!edge during the intervicw. which resu!ted in thc 

particip,1nt's t',1iling to prlכvide any t'11rthe1· exp!anation (כf' thc key teז·m iוז 

qucstion. Examp!e 2 displays ,l slightly dit't'erent str,1tegy. When I initiatcd 

repair by atte111pting t(כ reiterate thc trLכuble Slכurce word. 1 f',1iled this task by 

 penedכ) כimit,1te the word, 1 alsl כ)y atte111pt tווז וזi .·וweveר)d,11·ds. Hוttive st,11,רז

the possibility t'(כr thc particip,1nt tlכ t,1kc Lוזכ the r(כ\e (כt' ,1 lang11age teacher. 

th11s pכ)·זviding זne with v,11·i(כus 1ne,1nings t'or the terזn itר questi(כn. By dis­

closing ררזy insut·t-icient ],ןnguagc skil!s, the r(וles ()f. 1·esearcher and 1·esearched 

shit.teLI, a11d ווזy kכ)רזwlcdge ((זר· lack there(רt'J w,1s called int(כ q11esti(כn. h(רw­

cver זnildly. 

 vered andכ)cוזw\edge is uכLוזn,111 \exica\ kוt. Gerרy \ack Lווז ,sensc 1, רז!

the111,1tized by the p,1rticipant r,1the1· th,1n by my (JWח d(כing. Even tho11gh the 

paז·ticipant's inter,1ctilכn,1\ זnlכve resu\ts in ,1 i·icher dcscז·ipti(כn Lרf. the linguis­

tic teו·r11 ודsed. it is stil! t',ןr t'ronו an ide,11 situatiLכn. 1 expeו·ienced e1nb,1rrass­

ment dtוring this c(כnvers,1tiLכn,1\ וnonרent. t'or I h,td been "t.Lכtוnd LJLוt," and this 

1·cp,1ir strategy clid ח(Jt result in f'1וlly est,ןb[ishing the Wlזכ·d's 1ne,1ning. Ide­

ally, the ethn(כg1·,1pher wh(כ W(זכ·ks in a t'oreign language can usc thesc 

nרlזכnents of· 11ncertainty to de!vc deeper into the native meanings (כt. p,1rticu­

I,1r wcכrds and phr,1ses-,1 str,1tegy th,tt need n(כt be hidden Lכr c,tuse cmb,1r­

r,1ss11רent b11t r,1ther lכne th,זt can and sh(כu!d be C(כnducted lכpenly du1·i1וg the 

interview. 
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Exa1nple ב displays this very kind ot· (כpen strategy, that is. 1, the 

1·esea1·chcr. the1n,1tize 1ny own inability t(J understand a particL1lar ter111 used 

by the participant, which 1·esults in the participant's (כt't'ering ,1 rich desci·ip­

tion (Jt. its n1ea11ing as well ,1s providing an example. 

Example 3 

P: Aber wiו· iרוו Se111in,1r ,111111i11dcst. 
 s · ר111i1· k,11111 icl חls(J \'tJו, 2
 רgen. ,tbcr iclו,t1s,l1·Licklich sו, 3
4 gl,111h · es gclרt viele11 ,1ndc1·en s,J-

5 wi1· e111pt.i11dc11's 11icl1t ,tls u1וlרiגtlich. 
(1 ,tber ,tls <1ו,11וחf.\eרוLI i1·gc11d\v(כ. 
7 R: K,11111st d11 d,וs eו·kltircn. w,1s d,1s 
8 hcifנt-<111111,1f.lc11d-d<1s 
L) \'Crstelרe ich רוiclרt. 

1 () P: J,1. e1· c1·l,111bt siclר ·w,1s. w,וs siclר 
 .he11נtו,nicht crl רוe D()zcntc·וn,leו, 11
12 Als(כ w·en11 ich s;וg · Her1· MLille1· 
13 uרוLI r·r,111 M,1y·c1·. ist es j,1 gc111,רו 
14 ei11c Ebene. Abcr iclר kiגn11t' _j,11 וic 
 's,1ge11. "Wilhel111. ich hab רווt1 ihו 15
16 _j,1 ווlJCh ci11e F1·,1gc. kiוnnten Sic mir 
17 dc1, unLI d,1s bcc111tw(כrten'1" Als(J. 

18 Ll,וs wurd' c1· t1n111iiglich t'i11dc11. 
1 LJ tר1וd J,ןs w·lire _j,1 <1t1cl1 u11111(גglicl1. 

But ,tt le,1st tl1,רsc (JI. 11s iוו thc scrni11<1r. 
v,ell. 1 caוו <Jחly s,ty this t',11· cc1·t<1i11 
t.(11· 111yscוt·. h11t 1 
believc 111,111y (Jthc1·s think thc s<1111e 

W,ty-
we didn't teel it W,lS i111p,1litc. 
But it WaS S(Jlררeh(JW p1·es111nptLl()LIS. 
('<111 y,1u cx1רl,1i11 wl1,רt tl1,1t 
111e,1ns-111111111/i1'111/-
I ,llווו 't unde1·st,111d th,1t. 
Ye,1h, hc t,וkes libc1·1ies tl1<1t 
(Jthe1· i11s11·uct(Jrs d(Jח 't t,1ke. 
S(>. it. 1 s,וy· Mr. MLillcr 
 e s,1n1eרd Ms. M,1ye1·. it's cx<1ctly tlח1>
lc\·el. But I C(JL1ld ווever 
s,1y t(J him. "Wilhelוn. 1 still 
h,t\C <1 questi(Jח. C(Juld y11ה (.S.i1') 
,111swer this ,חןd tlו,tt t'(1r me'?" 

1111e,1n. 
he WLJLוld thiווk th,1t's prep(וste1·<11כs. 
,tרוd it W(JU!,I be pre1ו>כstc1·(11כs. 

111 lincs I tl11·(1L1gh 6. the pa1·ticip,1nt describes her ,111d othe1·s · rcactio11s t<כ a 

prol.css(1כ·'s ch(כice t<1, כddrcss the studcnts with the t'o1·1nal Sic p1·011(1u11 plus 

t'i1·st 11a111e. C(כincide11tally. this is thc same address t'oו·m under discussion i11 

cxa111ple 1. althouglר thc particip,11רts are ll(ll the sa111e. The particip,111t co111-

-und the p1·(1ר1.l (tl1er stude11ts as wellכwlcdge, tרlתk ·וJ he)! ents th,1t she (a11dררו

t'essl1כ·'s ,1dd1·ess 1·0,·111 t(J be '·presuוnptulכL1s" (c111111(1/>c11cl). ln lines 5 and 6, thc 

p,11·ticipa11t C(11כt1·,1sts the te1·111 (111111c1f>c11cl (''p1·esL1111ptu(כus") with the tcrררו 

1111l1iifli(·l1 ("i11רp()litc"). thus 111arking a11 i11רp(כrtant sc1דוantic disti11cti(111. 011 

lרc,11·i11g this disti1רcti<1n. 111y ,1wa1·e11ess as ,111 i11tcrviewer is heighte11cd; hlכw­

eve1·. 1 a11ר (J1רce ag,1i11 1·,1ced with thc p1·<כble111 (Jf 1כ)רt kר)מwing a particulaו· ter1n 

(i.e" c111111(1/ic11cl) used by the p,1rticip,111t. My kn<כwledge (Jt. Germa11 Vlכcabu­

l,11·y does 1כ)רt sL1t·1·icc, ,11רd I a1n t'accd with tlרe ch<כice (Jt. hiding this t',1ct, so as 

t(J כ>מt appcar i11cl1111pctcnt (כr b1·i11gi11g my i1רsut·1·icient lcxical kר)מwledge l(ר 

the p,11·ticip,111t' s attc11ti(מכ. Unlike cxa111ples 1 ,1nd 2, in which my insut·t-icic11t 
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kn()w]edge of Gerrו,ווn V(כcubul,1ry is either rווusked c<כmpletely <רr urוc<כvered 

by the purticipunt, exumple 3 runs u ,tit't-erent C<כL1rse. In lincs 7 through 9, 1 

ch<1<כse to be m<כre c(כnversuti()nully honest with the purticipunt by specit'i­

cully p<רi11ting t<כ the troublc s<כL1rce in qucsti<כrו. udnוitting <כpenly thut I huve 

 desc1·i be the term' s ר>d the ter·m. und ,1sk i ng thc p,1rticipunt tכ>כ>l1t 1111derstמ

rווeuning t<כ me. lrו usirוg this strutegy, 1 huve irחplicitly pluced the p,וrticipunt 

rוot <111ly irו the ר>·וlc <1t' cultLגrul expcrt (,1 r(1le thut sccחוs to be irווplied in this 

type <כt. interview) bLtt ,1ls(כ in the r<כle (כt. lunguuge expert urוd teucher (sce 

Levy un,t H<רll,1n 1998 t.l1110 ·וכ,·c <כn these distirוcti<כns). 

Lirוes 1 () th1·<1L1gh 19 uppe,11· t<כ be the direct 1·esult <כt.the ()pcוו st1·utegy used 

irו lirוes 7 thr<כugh 9. The p<11·ticipunt t'irst uttempts to dct'ine whut c111111c1fie11cl 

es 1() ,1nd 1ווli ווeuns iח1 1  (i.e" when thc pr<כt'ess(וr· "tukcs liberties th,1t <כtheו· 

iווstו·uct()rs d<וזכ 't t,1ke"). She then exp,1nds <כn this det.initi<כn by pr()viding u 

"hyp<כtheticul interucti<כn" ex,1mple (Sprudley 1979:90) in lines 12 through 

19. Specit'ic,1l]y, in lines 12 und 13, the purticip,111t expluins th,tt it' the nוore 

c<ווזכm(111 f.<111·1כ, title pl11s lust ווuוווe (e.g., Mr. Muller <ור· Ms. Muyer). is the 

uddress /·()rוח used by b<1th spe,1kers. it pluces the inter)()cטt<כrs iוו u syוווnוetr·i­

c,1I rel,1tionship
. 

ln line 14. the p,1rticip,1nt ret'eו·s to u spccit'ic exuוווple, ,1lbeit 

hyp(1thetic,1l, <כt. whut W<כuld huppen it. she weו·e t<ך use the ,1,tdress t'<כrחו Sie 

plus t ·i,·st nuחוe with the pr<כt'ess<כr·, Wilhelווו, in u cluss1·<111כ>כ situuti<כn. The 

purticip,111t's poirוt is thut the prot.ess<1כ· (Wilhelm) uses the f.l111·1רul p1·<וnoun 

S'ie plus t'irst nunוe with his students. but it' these students were !() use Sie + FN 

with the pr<1t.ess<כr. he would f ·i,וd such beh,1vi()r Lוn,1ccept,1ble (Jr "prep()ster­

 chוs sLוA11d i11deed, in line 19. the p,1rticipunt he1·selt. deen .(e 18רlir) ''sטכ>

hypothetic,11 hehuvior "prep<כste1·<111s" ,1s well. 

The iווterviewing str,ןtegy displuyed iוו ex,1mple 3 begins with the re­

se,11·cher ,·ec<כgnizing the li111it,1tio11s ()f. he1· lexicul k1>ווwledge ()f. the t'<וו·eign 

l,1ווgL1,וge <וn he,1ring the purticip,111t Lוtter un unkכ>ווwn terrח
. 

The reseurcheו· 

then dr,1ws the purticip,1nt' s uttenti(כiו to tlוe ter111 by p()inting it out, udחוits 

 וווexpl,1in whut the ter כ>d ,tsks the pu1·ticip,1nt tווn, ,tוnde1·st,111di11g the tcrגt Lכ>ח

 wledge in the t'oreign lunguugeכ)e' s lexicul knווו> ly ,1d1nit thutווpeכ> euns. T<1ווו

does ך>ווt sut't'ice is inte1·pers<כn,1lly tו·icky. in th,1t the rese,trcher's <כverull lin­

guistic C()ורוpetence וווuy ,1ls<כ be culled int<כ question. H<כwever. SLtch ,tn opeוו 

,1d111ittunce <כt. insut·t-icient linguistic C<ורוחוכund muy uls<כ move the puו·ticipunt 

t<ר be m<וre precise in ,1ny sLגbscqLוent explunuti(כns ot · the term. The n,1tive 

speuker must 111et,1ph(וric,1lly step b,וck. thr<כw coך>רווחוn I,1nguuge ussump­

ti<וns sh,וred hy (כthe,· n,1tives uside (il. <1nly t'(כr u m()רווe11t). ,tnd uttempt to pr<כ­

vide ,ן rich descו·iption (e
.
g., se1חuntic equivulents/c(כntrusts, hyp(כtheticul 

exumples) t'<כr the ח l1,רורורti ve speukeו·. Such u tusk relJטires חוore <1t' the p,1rtici­

p,1nt. und, given the ch,וווce. ו)חוst purticipunts will try t<כ pr()vide whutever it 

is thut muy C(JווstitLוte th,1t "m<1ו·e
.
" 
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

In resכ)קnse t(J the analyses presented here, one might argue that such con­

ve1·s,1ti()nal זnisundcrstandings are n(Jt inherently different froזn th(Jse occur­

riוזg in ,tn intcrview between tw(J native speakers. Doesn't the intervieweו·, 

spe,1king the same native l,1nguagc as the interviewee, soזnetiזnes t'ail to rec­

(Jgוזize ן,קrticular lexical ter111s uscd by the interviewee'? The answer is yes. 

Such lexical רוזisunderstandings d(J occur between native speakers ot· the 

sanרc language; h(JWever, 1 ,1rgue th,1t such momeוזts between וזative speakers 

are quite dit·f-erent in several ways. 

When b(1th interviewer and interviewee speak the same native language, 

it. the i11terviewe1· d(JCS וז(Jt rec(1gnize (Jf understand ,ן particular lexical terזn, 

the ternו would ווז(Jst likely t'all iרזt(J SlJiררc specialized categ(1ry (e.g .. special­

ized language (Jj. ,ן particular J'ield. gז·oup-related sla11g,ja1·g(1n, etc.). lt W(Juld 

be rare t'(11· aרז intcrviewcr. ffi(Jst likely a well-educated scholar. tlכ be unable tlכ 

underst,1nd a staרזdard word used in everyday ClJnversati(כn. 111 a sense, tlרe 

interviewer' s stוbjcct and meth(כds C(Jזnpetence 1n,1tches her or his linguistic 

competence. thus זnaking it ך)קssible t"lכr the interviewer to rccognize the זnis­

understood ter111 as helonging t(J a category t'(ךr which he or she is not 1·esp(Jn­

sible. For example, i1. 1 ,tחז interviewing ,ן d(Jctor ab(Jut her (JI' his prot.essi(כn, 

and the dtרct(Jf uses a specialized term t'rom thc זnedical t"ield, my linguistic 

C(כmpetence ,1nd expeז·ience in English allows ררזe tlJ recognizc that I aוn n(Jt 

resptרזרsihlc t'or knowing the tcrm tזsed. ln a sense. 1 aזn let (Jt·f· the קr(רveז·­

bial htרok and 11,ררy ask the d(JCt(11· what thc term meaוזs with(רut risking 

c111b,1rr,1ssnוcnt. 

FlJf tlרe inte1·viewe1· C(Jnducting an interview in a t'tרreign l,רnguage, h(JW­

cver, it is a vcry dit't'erent case. The n(כnnativc-speaking inte1·viewer's suh­

_ject and רווeth(כds coזnpetence זnay not necessarily match her lרr his linguis­

tic C(Jiווpetcnce, thus ,1llowi11g the t'ield t.(11· poteוזtial 111isunderst,1nding to 

bro,1den 1·adically. The n(111n,1tive interviewer t'aces aוז interview situati(Jת in 

which any V(Jcabulary used by the inteז·viewee, whethcr specialized (Jf stan­

d,1rd, ma y not be u nderstlJ(Jd. The researcher · s l i ngu i stic Clרm1n,1nd lJt. the t"l11·­

eign language can t'ail hinזכ) ר· her at ,רny חזtJווזent, and when it dtJes, thc choice 

t(J admit tקכeוזly or t(J זnask ()ne' s inahility to understaוזd the (רtheז· is quite 

i11terpers(1nally l(ר,כded. 

Naturally. this hז·ings int(J questi(כn issucs lJt. קtרwer between the re­

se,11·cher and the 1·ese,1rched. M,1ny ethך)תgraphers highlight the ethnl1graphic 

intcrview' s ··exploitivc ק(Jtential" (Ganguly 1992:65) and W(Juld agrec with 

Mishler' s ( 1986) descriptilרזכ tוt. the intervicwer-iוזterviewee relationship as 

"1na1·ked by a strikiרזg asyררזmetry (ק .!כl1we1·" (p. 117). P1·esent-d,1y ethתlJ­

graphers wtכuld gene1·,1lly agree that we must heed the call t(J "emקtJwer 
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resp(ו1כdents" (Mishler 1986: 118 ). At the sa1ווe ti1ne, howeve1·, there a1·e th(כsc 

wh(כ urge ethכ)חg1·,1phc1·s !(כ re1ne11וber th,1t "rese,1rch is always a C(כllab(ו1,·1כio1ו 

in which the researcher is כ)חt ,111-p(כwerful," and because ot. the poweו· tlow 

between i1וterviewer and interviewee, there are times when the 1·esearcher is 

placed "in a p(כsiti(כn (1 .!כ·elativc powerlessness" (Adams 1999:332). 

The present st11dy a!s(כ has i1np(כrtant i1nplications t"or 1neth(כds literature 

dcaling with t'oreigוו I,1ngu,1ge issues i1ו ethn(כgraphic inte1·views. Although 

t'ew a11th(כrs spe,1k !(כ thcse issues, those wh(כ d(כ tend t(כ scnd 11וixed nוessages. 

 t toכ)ח g1·,1phcr is warned that it is ''deeply distortingכ)e ethnרe h,1nd, tlחכ) 011

W(כrk p1·in1,וrily i1ו the ,·esp(כndent 's C(1כ·e language" (Levy and Holla1998 וו: 

338). On the other hand, the ethכ)חgraphe1· is pushed !(כ "w(כrk (JUt the vocabu­

lary and phrasing (כt. questi(כns ,tnd p1·(כbes'' in thc t'(כreign la11guage, s(כ "it' 

things go wr(כng, it W(חכ 't C(ו11כpr(וכnise esseווtial studies'' (p. 338). 

Although 1רracticiווg the t'oו·eign l,1ng11agc interview t'()r (כptiוnuוn pre­

paredness is strcsscd in soוne וncth(כds lite1·,11u1·e (see als(כ Berווard 20()(): 

202), thcו·e is S()וnethiווg t(כ be said t'(כr a!l(כwing t'oו· and enוbr,1ciווg וכ)וווnents 

 כ)ol. 11· the ethnog1·apher can le,11·n tכ)standing as an ethnographic t·וisundeווו 'fכ)

trust the naturc (כ!. the particip,1nt' s rcsp(ווכse to these וווכ)וווents ot' vulne1·,1bil­

ity, the poweו· stו·uctures betwee11 b()th will 1n(כre thaוו likely co111e int(כ bal­

,1nce. S(וווכc m,1y argue th,11 the 1·esearcher wh(כ calls attenti(כn t(כ hcr (Jr his 

 ticipant to b1·ing·וg the paוwi1כ)!!1111and, rather than aווguistic coווt' liכ) wn lackכ)

it into questi(כn. is simply taking back any p(כwer that nרight be given up in the 

C()חversatio11al וכ)וווne1וt. Wheוו the 1·esearcher 111etaphorically heads the par­

ticip,1nt (כt·t· at the pass by כ)חt ,tllowing her or hiוn tc1 כ·ec(כgnize the 1nis11nder­

standi11g, d(כesn 't tlוis (חכce again 1·esult in a pcכwer in1b,1l,1nce'? Again, 1 W(כuld 

argue that the f'(כcus sh()uld bc not (חכ tricking (111 ·1כanipulating oווe' s p,1rtici­

p,1nts du1·ing the resea1·ch process but rather (11כ the researche1·'s app1·(1,כchi11g 

the iווtervicw with an ethical lרonesty ab(כut her (כr his linguistic ,1bilities dur­

i1וg key inter,1cti(כnal 1nc111כents. The p(כssibility (כf balancing these C(ו11כp(כ­

ncnts is tricky ,tt best: howeve1·, tlרe ררוethods literature C(כtזld bcnefit f1·(וווכ 

bו·inging iוו disc11ssi(כns that t'()cus less (חכ practice and preparedness and רווore 

(Jlו using linguistic dif't'iculties as paths t(כ C(כllecting richcr linguistic data in 

the ethn(כgraphic interview. 

Obvi(כusly. the1·e are iווherent da11gers f'(כr the resc,1rcher wh(כ eורוbraces 

these ו11כ)וווents ot. vulווerability, t'or they c,tn be t,tken to(כ t'ar. The ודוediating 

t'actoו· appeaו·s to be what Ganguly ( 1992:65) called ·"trust." In general, t'ut11rc 

rcse,וrch (חכ ethכ)חgraphic studies coווducted i1ו f.(כreign languages shc11כld pe1·­

haps call iחt(כ questi(כn (כur כ)חti(חכs 01· the researche1·' s linguistic cc1כnpetence. 

The ethnographeו· 's ,tbility t(כ speak a f'(כreig11 language is rarely pr(כbleורו­

atized, eveוו when her (כr his research process and t'indings are radically 

depende11t (חכ this ability. Wc expect ac,1demic ethכ)חgraphcrs t(כ display a 
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particu\,1r level ot· educatil)ח ,tnd training in both subject and research meth­

lכds bet.(כre launching into ethnlרgraphic t'ieldwork, yet we rarely questilכn 

wh,ןt criteria sh(כuld be applied tlר issues ot· language training and levels l)f. 

f'oreign-\,11וgu,1ge tluency l)f these same researchers. lt is חlכt enough to 

,1ssume th,1t if the ethnogr,1pher h,1s taken l)ח the task (כt. Cl)tוducting research 

in ,l t'lזכ·eign language th,1t she or he is linguistic,1lly equippcd tlכ do so. Thc 

ethnogr,1pher Wl)rking in a f'lכreign l,1nguage has the sanוe academic ,ןnd ethi­

c,111·csplכnsibilities ,ls any l)ther who engages in these "darker arts'' (Wlך\cott 

1995). And ,1\thlכugh there is ,1lways a certain dcgree l)f risk prcsent t'lכr a\l 

p,1rtics i11vlכlvell, 1 believc W l)lclכtt' s ( 1999:284) words are ,חן appropriate 

t'inal destin,1tilכn t.l)r this stLזdy : "Thc risks c,1n be mini11דized, the benet'its 

lק ·זכlךteוזtial be11ct.its 111,1xi111ized, guided by p1·,1ctices lכt' openness and 

disc\(ךsurc." 

NOTES 

1. A\t\ו()tוglו litcrc1tt11·c iוו tlוis ,1rc,1 is spc1rsc. tlוeו·e ,1rc se,·er,1\ sttוdies th,1t pr",·ide S(Jווזe liוווitcd 

cli.sctוssi(Jוl "t.isstוes ,, ithiוו tlוe tr1rcig11-\,11וgt1c1ge iרוtcrv·ie,v. These include Ber11,רו·d (2()()()). Le,·y 

,111,I H(,\\,111 ( 199X). Mct1.ger ,1111I Willi,1111s ( \9(6ר). Sp1·,1dlcy ( 1979). ,11וd. ווו(�st 11"1,1bly. Bו·iggs 

( \9X(ר). 

­רthe Cl)J (ing tl·וret'er וווl <t ,1וli{Jו11111t111il·lו()')\.111i ·ו() �.1lf;11ווtl\.·ו'111i.,·1{!1lll \וווerז eרtl &דוiיר:גt ווv'hc\ .ב

, crSc1ti<>1, ווn,1ly t ic \\'()fk r,1· Sclוcgl"l·I· :111,I ,1ss(>ci,1tes (Jוו C()ןז\·cr·Sc1ti<>1,רו\ trl>Lוhle S()lוrccs <tחd 1·cp,1ir 

ir1iti,1ti"ns I e.g" Sc\רegl(>i'I·. Jet't'crs()n, ,1111I S,1cks 1977: Schcgl"l·I· l 9X7 ). 

3. l \1,1,·c 1·"1·111,1\ly sttוdic1I tlוe Gcrr111:ור l,1ng11c1gc 1·"1· r1i11c );e,1rs in tlוe U11itc1I St,1tes ,1rוd six 

1·cc1rs iוו Gcr·111,1n1·. I 11,1,·c c<Jוווplctecl 11 tr,1nsl,1ti,111 cer·til.ic,1ti,Jוו pr,וgr,11111·r,11ור Rtוtgcr·s Uרוi,·crsil)' 

i רז New Jcr·sey. I ,1111 resp,1r1sib\e 1·,>111,.ו tr·,1rוsl,1ti1,ns irו tlוc preserרt sttוdy. I \1,1,·c ,1ttcn1ptcd t" c,1r1·e­

s1ר<Jרוcl tlוe leווgtlו ()f.tlוc 1,·1זns!,1tccl !;ווg\is\ר lirוes l<J tlרc Ger111,1n rוrigin,1\, ,,·herרe,·cr gr,1111111,11· c1rוd 

sy11t,1x ,11· tlוc l:rרg\islו11,ו וg11,rgc per·111ittcd. 1 ,1ppr":1ched thc inter,·ic,,· stylc ,1s c"ll,14ui,1! ,111cl 

sclccted t\ו()sc f:רוglislו e4tוi,·,1lcrוts ,11· lcxic,11 tcr·111s th,1t \\'(Jtוld r11,1tch the pr·cstווווecl 1rsc1gc i1, וו 

sirווil,11· irוtcr, iew c·,1rוtcxt. l ,1ttcnוptecl !(> t,1ke ir1t,1 ,1cc"11rרt (וther st1·1istic C()וזsidcr,1ti"ns (c.g" idi­

 sרidi(1111,1tic exprcssi,1r רcling Englislוt liter·,1\izcd. htrl r,1tl1e1· c"r·rcsp1,rו>רז s wereןז()rcssiכ1tic ex1,רוז<)

,,·ere 1רr·,1, icled ,,·Iוcrוev·er pcךssihle ). 

--1. Dr·cw ( 1997) citccl tlוc exccpti()rן "t
. 
,1dtrlt-clרilcl i11ter,1cti,111. in w lרic·h ccrt,1irו rcp,1ir initi,1-

ti,111s ,1r·e 1·egtrl,1rl)' t1sc1! t" c,1r·r·cct ,1 clרil1!'s 1,1lk. 
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