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ABSTRACT

This study focuses on the use of adjacency pairs in dialogues between characters in the film Purple Hearts (2022). This study uses conversation analysis theory from Hutchby and Wooffitt as the main framework. The aim is to explore the types of adjacency pairs and how adjacency pairs are used in the dialogues of the film Purple Hearts (2022). The research data consists of film dialogues containing adjacency pairs, which are analyzed using qualitative methods. The Findings show that adjacency pairs are frequently used to shape interactions. These adjacency pairs are not only a structural part of conversation but also reflect emotional dynamics and relationship development. Early dialogues demonstrate conflict, sarcasm, and mistrust, while subsequent interactions highlight intimacy, care, and mutual support. This study indicates that adjacency pairs carry deeper meaning about how characters negotiate emotions, relationships, and social roles through communication.
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Penelitian ini berfokus pada penggunaan adjacency pairs dalam dialog antara karakter di dalam film purple hearts (2022). Penelitian ini menggunakan teori coversation analysis dari Hutchby dan Wooffitt sebagai kerangka utama. Tujuannya adalah untuk mengeksplorasi apa jenis adjacency pairs dan bagaimana adjacency pairs digunakan dalam dialog film purple hearts (2022). Data penelitian terdiri dari dialog film yang mengandung adjacency pairs, yang dianalisis menggunakan metode kualitatif. Temuan menunjukkan bahwa adjacency pairs sering digunakan untuk membentuk interaksi. Adjacency pairs ini tidak hanya merupakan bagian struktural dari percakapan tetapi juga mencerminkan dinamika emosional dan perkembangan hubungan. Dialog awal menunjukkan konflik, sarkasme, dan ketidakpercayaan, sementara interaksi selanjutnya menyoroti keintiman, kepedulian, dan dukungan timbal balik. Penelitian ini menunjukkan bahwa adjacency pairs membawa makna yang lebih dalam tentang bagaimana karakter menegosiasikan emosi, hubungan, dan peran sosial melalui komunikasi.
Kata kunci: adjacency pairs, analisis percakapan, purple hearts, dialog film, interaksi.








A.	INTRODUCTION
          Conversation is essential to communication. It's impossible to separate communication from conversation. Discourse the exchange of information is essential to most forms of communication. A speaker and listener should have distinct roles in the discourse (Baiat et al., 2013; Hagoort & Meyer, 2013). A speaker's role in a discussion is to inform the audience. People who hear what the speaker says are called listeners. The listener and speaker have separate tasks during a discussion, so they know what to say and how to respond to the speaker's prior statement. The speaker and listener use many organized utterances during a discussion. Latin (2009) explains how adjacency pairs might break up different speakers' conversations into connected exchanges. Human discourse often uses adjacency pairs. However, since films depict human existence, they can also exhibit it. Watching a movie can help identify conversational adjacency pairs. Films are popular storytelling tools. Character conversations contain dialogue. Conversational aspects arise in films because characters talk and use language. According to Schegloff & Sacks (1973), the speaker and listener commonly exhibit greeting-greeting, question-answering, and offer-accept/decline behaviors in adjacency pairings. 
 	This study analyzes Purple Hearts 2022 movie conversational analysis, focusing on adjacency pairs. The Elizabeth Allen Rosenbaum-directed love drama Purple Hearts is on Netflix. The film follows Luke Morrow (Nicholas Galitzine), a U.S. Marine with his own challenges in the service, and Cassie Salazar (Sophia Carson), an aspiring musician with major health and financial issues. Cassie and Luke marry despite their dissimilar upbringings and worldviews to meet pressing needs. Cassie, who lacks crucial healthcare, sees the marriage as a method to receive insurance, while Luke, who has a bad military record, wants to improve his reputation by getting military advantages. 
 	Conversational analysis, especially adjacency pair utilization, is fascinating with Cassie and Luke. Adjacency pairs are conversational utterances that follow one other, such as a greeting followed by a reciprocal greeting or a query followed by an answer. Adjacency pairs in Purple Hearts develop the tale and show the protagonists' different values, beliefs, and personalities. 
 	The adjacency pairings illustrate Cassie and Luke's tense, vulnerable, and evolving relationship throughout the film. Adjacency pairings, pushed into frequent interactions by the marriage of convenience, show how their relationship transforms from suspicion and conflict to mutual understanding and fondness. Cassie and Luke often argue early in the film, and adjacency pairs might show their conflicting opinions. These exchanges change throughout the novel, showing empathy and trust. This work intends to advance conversational analysis by investigating adjacency pairings in Purple Hearts dramatized marriage of convenience. The study focuses on these verbal interactions and examines how adjacency pairings can improve character development and discuss fundamental societal topics including ideological conflicts, individual problems, and emotional growth to fill a knowledge lack. 
This research should provide theoretical and practical insights to readers. The researcher hopes this research will help conversational analysis readers understand Purple Hearts adjacency pairs and use them as a reference in future research. This research may also help the researcher grasp conversational analysis adjacency pairings. While reading, readers can learn about adjacency pairs. Thus, readers can use it in daily conversation or other situations. This study examines Purple Hearts (2022) main characters' adjacency pairs. The film's use of Hutchby & Wooffitt conversation analysis is examined by the researcher. The researcher only analyses how adjacency pairs are constructed and used in Purple Hearts (2022) discourse and what types they are. Thus, the researcher will not address other issues.

B.	LITERATURE REVIEW
Literature and film are closely connected and cannot be separated, since film as a semi-textual form influenced by literature and literary criticism toward the end of the 20th century is difficult to ignore (Klarer, 2013). Film functions as a medium of visual storytelling that combines audio, visuals, and spoken or written language to convey stories of information, and because it contains both spoken and witten elements, it can also be considered a literary work. Produced in a wide variety of genres such as science fiction, horror, comedy, drama, and action, films serve not only as entertainment but also as artistic expression and as a source of persuasive, instructive, and educational material, with genres helping to categorize them according to aesthetics and themes. As Klarer (2013) emphasizes, film criticism is closely tied to textual studies, which means films can be analyzed using literary criticism approaches, while linguistic studies are also relevant since films contain verbally constructed material. In this regard, conversation analysis, often referred to as the study of “talk in interaction” is a methodical approach to examining verbal exchanges and the organization of discourse (Hutchby & Wooffit, 2008), focusing on both conversational fundamentals and interpersonal nuances. Conversation involves at least two participants, the speaker and listener, who cooperate through turn taking, a key mechanism that ensures communication flows smoothly, though interruptions or overlaps may sometimes create silence or shifts in interaction. One of the most important structures in conversation is the adjacency pairs, which refers to two utterances produced sequentially by different speakers where the second is an expected response to the first, such as a greeting followed by a return greeting or a question followed by an answer (Richards & Schmidt, 1985; Yule, 1996). These adjacency pairs illustrate how conversations are methodically constructed, with each first utterance creating an expectation for a subsequent response, thereby ensuring coherence and maintaining engagement, as Partlidge (2003) also notes that adjacency pairs consist of two related utterances in sequence where the second is functionally tied to the first, reflecting the collaborative and organized nature of human communication. These are several types of adjacency pairs:
1. Greeting-Greeting is the first words a speaker uses while speaking to another individual. It typically happens when someone tries to introduce themselves or to make the conversation more friendly and courteous.
A: Hi, How are you doing today?
B: Hi, I’m doing fine, What about you?
Based on the example demonstrates how speaker (A) greets speaker (B) by stating, “Hi, how are you doing today?” To begin a conversation then, in answer to speaker (A), speaker (B) says, “Hi, I’m doing fine. What about you?”

2. Summons-Answer are statement made by the speaker while the listener is in a different location. This kind is typically heard over the phone. When the phone calls during the talks, there is a summons. This is an illustration of a telephone conversation:
A: (the phone rings.)
B: Hello?
We can infer from the example case that the two speakers were in separate locations. When they spoke on the phone, speaker (B) started the conversation by saying “Hello” to speaker (A) who was the one called. 

3. Apology-Minimization when someone does something incorrectly and want to apologize, this kind of adjacency pairs is used. The speaker in this exchange apologizes to someone, but they downplay their apology to the audience.
A: Please, I’m sorry for the accident
B: It’s okay, no probs
According to the example, speaker (B) accepts speaker (A) apology for an accident that occurred between them. Thus, speaker (A) expressed regret to speaker (B).

4. Question-Answer this type occurs when a person respond to a question that the speaker wants to ask. The speaker’s goal in this exchange is to learn more from the listener. However, the listener may give an expected response or a surprising response to the speakers question.
A: Is you homework complete?
B: Not at all. I’m not done yet. 
Based on the example above speaker (A) inquired about speaker (B)’s homework . After that, speaker (B) answers speaker (A)’s question by addressing the one in which speaker (B)’s homework. After that speaker (B) answers speaker (A)’s question by addressing the one in which speaker (B) hasn’t completed their homework.

5. Acceptance/Refusal of Request When someone is asked for something and then accept or rejects, this is the statement that is made by the individuals. Thus, the following is an illustration of this adjacency pairs:
A: Please let me use your pen!
B: Certainly.
In the dialogue above, speaker (A) asked a pen to lend it, and speaker (B) then offered to lend his or her own pen. Therefore, we came to the conclusion that speaker (B) agrees to speaker (A) request.

6. Acceptance/Refusal of Offer this kind happens when someone offers to do something. Someone’s answer or feedback in these adjacency pairs could include accepting or rejecting the offer. Here is an illustration of an adjacency pairs:
A: May I assist you in selecing the idea gown?
B: That would be a fantastic idea, of course.
According to the conversation above, speaker (A) offers to help speaker (B) select the best dress that fits her, and speaker (B) accepts the assistance.

7. Blame-Admission/Denial in this kinds of adjacency pairs, the speaker blames something to someone, then she/he might be denied or admintted to speaker’s blame. Here is the example:
A: It’s unbelieveable that you accomplished it. How could you have done that?
B: Not at all. I didn’t
According to the discussion above, speaker (A) places the responsibility on something that speaker (B) has done. However in reality, speaker (B) did not follow through on their statements, and as a result, they denied responsibility.


8. Assessment-Agreement/Disagreement make these statement to convey their feelings, opinions, judgement, viewpoints, or assesments about many things including people, events, or object. There may be agreement or disagreement with the utterances responses. The example is as follows:
A: The business might not succeed, in my opinion.
B: I apologize. You and I are not in the line.
In the conversation, speaker (B) disagrees with speaker (A)’s viewpoint regarding the company being discussed.

9. Command-Compliace/Incompliace with these kind of adjacency pairs, someone is directed to an occasion or event. She or he may respond with compliance or incompliace. Thus, the following is an example:
A: It is possible to switch off the music?
B: Okay, I apologize earlier. Good luck on your study.
In conversation above, the speaker (B) compliance of the speaker (A) command to turn off the music because the speaker (A) is studying.

10. Acceptance/Refusal of Suggestions this statement was made by the public to offer suggestions for a topic of discussion. It’s possible that the suggestions will be accepted or rejected. Here is the following example:
A: Asking him or finding out on your own will be preferable.
B: Okay, I’ll check with him later.
The speaker (A) gives the speaker (B) two choices in the dialogue above. Then by selecting one of the suggestions, the speaker (B) accept the offering.

11. Assertion-Agreement/Disagreement the speaker makes a statement to someone in these kinds of adjacency pairs. The message may then lead to agreement or disagreement as a reaction. An example is as follows:
A: I was upset to you, so you left home.
B: No, it’s not like that. I want to be more independent
According to the discussion above, speaker (B) disagreed with speaker (A)’s argument because she/he wanted to be more independent.

12. Acknowledgement-Announcement adjacency pairs of this kind include persons sharing information with one another and making something public. Either compliance or incompliance may be shown by the responses. Thus, the following is an example:
A: That’s your dad!
B: Yeah, that’s right.
That’s your dad, the speaker (A) tells the speaker (B) in the dialogue above. The  speaker (B) then acknowledges this by responding, “Yeah, that’s right” in this response, the speaker (A) is acknowledge.

C.	METHODS
         This study uses a qualitative descriptive method with a conversation analysis approach to explore how the main characters in Purple Hearts (2022) interact with other characters and use various styles of language. Qualitative descriptive research emphasizes the exploration of phenomena in their natural settings and strives to capture the richness and complexity of human experiences without relying on existing theoretical frameworks (Creswell, 2016). In this study, the data consists of dialogues from the film Purple Hearts (2022), which was released on July 29, 2022, by Alloy Entertainment and Netflix through Embankment Films, with the researcher themselves as the main instrument who designs, collects, analyzes, and interprets the data (Bogdan & Biklen, 1982; Moleong, 2018). The data collection process involves watching the film carefully, take a note of the conversations, paying attention to matching pairs, and capturing relevant scenes. While the analysis follows the framework of Miles and Huberman (1994), which includes data reduction, data display, and conclusion verification to ensure that the findings are processed systematically and accurately answer the research questions.

D.	FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS
	Conversation analysis is a systematic study of talk-in-interaction, which refers to a methodical examination of human communication in everyday contexts. According to Hutchby and Wooffitt (2008), it is a technical study of human speech that focuses on how interactions are organized and understood. As a comprehensive approach to the study of communication, conversation analysis emphasizes both the basic structure of conversations and the subtle nuances of interpersonal interactions. One of its main concerns is the structure of talk, particularly the turn-taking process, which plays a crucial role in conveying meaning and maintaining listener engagement. Within this framework, utterances are viewed as sequentially organized units, where speakers and listeners participate in a coordinated exchange. This exchange is most clearly seen in adjacency pairs where the first expression sets expectations for the second, creating meaningful and coherent interactions. In this research, the analysis focuses on how adjacency pairs are structured and employed in the dialogue and what types of adjacency pairs used in the film of purple hearts (2022).

4.1	Greeting-Greeting
The first words used while speaking to another individual. It typically happens when someone tries to introduce themselves or to make the conversation more friendly and courteous.
Data 6
Luke: Hi.
Cassie: Hi.
Luke: Thanks for meeting me.
In this scene, Luke and Cassie meet at a café after a series of complicated events, previously Cassie had visited her best friend Frankie’s house with the intention of proposing marriage. Cassie told Frankie that if they get married, they could gain several benefits, including money and health insurance. This was important to her because she had recently been diagnosed with type 1 diabetes and needed insulin, which she couldn’t afford due to its high cost. As cassie explained her plan to Frankie, Luke, who happened to be at Frankie house overheard their conversation. Luke interrupted, warning them that such an agreement would be considered fraud against the government. Cassie feeling attacked, responded angrily, rejecting Luke opinion. Frankie then mediates, apologizing to Cassie and admitting that he cannot marry her because he is already in a relationship. Hearing this Cassie leaves, saying that she will find a way. A few days later, Luke get into trouble with debt collectors because of his addiction in the past. Without money and without a clear solution, Luke suddenly remembers Cassie’s previous plan. In desperation, he contacted Cassie and asked to meet to discuss the possibility of a fake marriage together. The dialogue between Luke and Cassie in the cafe begins with a simple “Hi”. This small wod functions as a greeting and serves as the opening to their conversation. In terms of adjacency pairs, “Hi” is part of a greeting-greeting exchange, where one person offers a greeting and expects the other to respond in kind (Ali & Ansari,2025; Marmorstein, 2023).
4.2	Summons-Answer
	Statements made by the speaker while the listener is in a different location than the speaker. The majority of the time, this kind is heard over the phone. There will be a summons if the phone rings while the conversation is taking place.
Data 24
Luke: Can you see me?
Cassie: Yeah, can you see me?
Luke: Uh yeah, yeah.
In this scene, Luke and Cassie are not in the same places. After planning and agreeing to a fake marriage, they are officially married but living apart because Luke is on duty out of town. To keep up appearances and avoid suspicion from Luke’s colleagues, they make video calls part of their daily routine, during the calls, Luke begins by asking, “can you see me?” Cassie immediately replies, “Yes, can you see me?” this brief exchange shows distance between them is overcome through technology. Luke’s question serve as a summons, not only checking the connection but also Cassie’s presence on the answer. Cassie’s response mirror his words, serving as an answer to his summons. This pair of utterances falls into the category of adjacency pairs, specifically summons-answer. Although simple, this routine of question and answer highlights both their physical separation and their efforts to maintain the impression of closeness. It shows tht even basic exchanges like checking visibility serve as reminders that they are in different places (Liccope, 2017; Raclaw & Robles, 2020).

4.3	Apology-Minimization
  Situations where an individual has made a mistake and want to express regret for their actions. The person who is speaking in this discussion expresses regret to a third party, yet they minimize their expression of regret to the audience.
Data 1
Luke: Hey, I just wanted to apologize for our friend. He's a bit... Cassie: Okay.
Based on the scene above, Cassie is working at the bar when Frankie arrives with his friends, who are also marines. Among them is Luke, who meets Cassie for the first time. Frankie introduces his friends, and the group starts chatting and joking around. However, the mood changes when one of the marines makes a joke that offends Cassie. Feeling uncomfortable, Cassie immediately leaves the group, walking away from Frankie and the others. Seeing this, Luke decides to approach Cassie himself. Wanting to make up for his friend's mistake, he says, "Hey, I just want to apologize for my friend's behavior. He's a little...“ Luke's words here serve as an apology, an attempt to defuse the awkward moment and show consideration for Cassie's feelings. Cassie replied briefly,  ”Okay” Cassie's response was short and avoided further involvement, indicating that she did not want to prolong the issue. This brief response served as minimization, defusing the offense and ending the interaction without conflict. This exchange illustrates the adjacency pair of apology-minimization. Luke takes the first step by apologizing, and Cassie provides the expected paired response, not by accepting warmly, but by minimizing the situation. (Foley, 2023; Mires, 2016).

4.4	Question-Answer
	This type occurs when a person responds to a question that the speaker wants to ask. The speaker's goal in this exchange is to learn more from the listener. However, the listener may give an expected response or a surprising response to the speaker's question.
Data 11
Cassie: So, are we out of "if" territory? are we doing this?
Luke: Yeah, we're doing this.	
In this scene, Cassie and Luke meet at a cafe to discuss their plans for the fake marriage. During the conversation, Cassie seeks clarity about their decision by asking, “So, are we out of "if" territory? are we doing this?” Her question reflects doubt and the need for confirmation from Luke. Luke responds directly, saying, “Yeah, we are doing this.” His answer shows certainty and provides the reassurance Cassie is looking for. This brief exchange highlights the adjacency pairs question-answer. Cassie begins by asking, and Luke complements the pair by providing a clear answer (Kim et al., 2022).

4.5	Acceptance/Refusal of Request
	When someone is asked for something and then decides whether or not to take it, this is the statement that is made by the individuals.
Data 2
Luke: Could you throw in some lemon slices with that?
Cassie: How about you pace yourself, bro?
According to the dialogue above, Cassie is working at the bar when Frankie, her best friend, arrives with a group of friends. Among them is Luke, and this moment marks Cassie's first meeting with him. As part of her job, Cassie takes their orders one by one. When it’s Luke's turn, he orders a glass of cola and makes a special request, saying “Could you throw in some lemon slices with that?” Instead of responding directly, Cassie replies sarcastically, “How about you pace yourself, bro?” This exchange falls into the category of adjacency pairs, specifically Acceptance/Refusal of Request. Luke's sentence is a request because Luke asks if Cassie can add a slice of lemon to his drink and Cassie's response serves as the second part of the pair. However, her response is neither a direct acceptance nor a clear refusal, it is a sarcastic comment that indirectly opposes Luke's request. The use of humor softens the rejection (Brien et al., 2020; Sommers & Bohns, 2018).

4.6	Acceptance/Refusal of Offer
	This kind happens when someone offers to do something. Someone's answers or feedback in these adjacency pairs could include accepting or rejecting the offer.
Data 48
Cassie: why don't you sleep in the bed tonight?
Luke: .... [sleep together]
Based on this scene, Luke and Cassie lived apart due to Luke's job when an accident occurred that left Luke seriously injured. Cassie received a phone call from Luke's office informing her of the situation. Shortly after that, Luke was sent home to recover. Due to his injuries, he had difficulty moving on his own, and Cassie helped him with his daily routine, including bathing. As time passed, Cassie noticed Luke's progress he was slowly able to walk again, though he still relied on assistance. While helping him bathe one night, the atmosphere between them felt warmer and more intimate than before. Cassie, moved by his recovery and the closeness they now shared, made an offer: “Why don't you sleep in the bed tonight?” This was significant because since the beginning of their marriage which started as a sham arrangement they had slept in separate rooms. Cassie's sentence serve as an offer because Cassie offers and asks Luke if he wants to sleep in the bed tonight., forming the first part of the adjacency pair. Although Luke did not respond verbally, his actions showed his acceptance: that night, they slept together in the same room. This silent but meaningful choice completed the adjacency pair as acceptance of the offer (Goffman, 2015). 

4.7	Blame –Admission/Denial
	In these kinds of adjacency pairs, the speaker blames something to someone, then she/he might be denied or admitted to speaker’s blame.
Data 31
Luke: You've got to be kidding me, Cassie. what were you thinking? we are totally screwed. I told you he was a military police.
Cassie: You failed to mention your dad and your brother have the same frickin' name, Luke. It’s fine it’s fine.
Luke: It's not fine.
Based on the data, Cassie receives a call from one of Luke's co-workers, who tells her that Luke was injured while on duty. Shocked and panicked, Cassie remembers Luke's instructions: if anything happens to him, she must contact his older brother and tell him about their agreement but she must not tell Luke's father. Following his words, Cassie goes to find Luke's brother, but when she arrives at the house, it is Luke's father who opens the door. With no other choice, Cassie tells him about Luke's situation. When Luke later found out that Cassie had spoken to his father, he became angry. He blamed Cassie, saying, “You've got to be kidding me, Cassie. what were you thinking? we are totally screwed. I told you he was a military police.” Cassie retaliated and shifted the blame onto Luke, replying, “You failed to mention your dad and your brother have the same frickin' name, Luke. It’s fine it’s fine.” She said that instead of admitting her mistake, Cassie refuses to take responsibility and insists that everything will be fine, even though Luke disagrees by saying that they will not be fine. This exchange illustrates the adjacency pair blame-admission/denial. Luke initiates this pair by accusing Cassie, expecting her to either admit her mistake or deny it. Cassie completes the sequence by denying the accusation and turning it back on Luke (King, 2020; Snedegar, 2023)

4.8	Assessment-Agreement/Disagreement
	Make these statements to convey their feelings, opinions, judgments, viewpoints, or assessments about many things, including people, events, or objects. There may be agreement or disagreement with the utterances' responses.
Data 8
Cassie: You're acting kinda sus
Luke: Yeah. Well if we do this, if...
Luke: We need to be careful. All right? We need a story.
In this scene, Cassie and Luke meet at a cafe to discuss their fake wedding plans. During the conversation, Luke's body language appears suspicious he keeps glancing around and looking toward the door every time someone enters. Cassie notices this strange behavior and points it out, saying, “You're acting kinda sus.” Her comment serves as an assessment of Luke's actions. Luke immediately agrees with Cassie's observation, replying, "Yeah. Well if we do this, if… We need to be careful. All right? We need a story" His answer shows that he accepts Cassie's opinion and gives a reason for his behavior: he is worried that their plan will be overheard and exposed. This exchange falls into the category of adjacency pairs of assessment-agreement/disagreement. Cassie starts the pair by assessing Luke's suspicious actions, and Luke finishes it by agreeing with her assessment. His agreement not only confirmed Cassie's comment but also revealed his cautious mindset. The adjacency pair here shows how their dialogue reflects their interpersonal dynamics. Cassie's sharp observations and Luke's awkward honesty, as well as the underlying tension in keeping their agreement secret (Dykema et al,, 2022)


4.9	Command-Compliace/Incompliance
	An authoritative command, guidance, or directive to take action. This phrase can describe a precise instruction sent to a computer system, such a command-line directive to carry out a task, or it can describe a written or spoken instruction delivered by an individual to another individual
Data 14
Luke: You can't wear that.
Cassie: Why?
Luke: Because we're taking wedding photos you have to dress a certain way.
Cassie: Really? 
Luke: No. I'm coming up.
In this scene, Luke and Cassie are preparing for their fake marriage, which includes taking wedding photos. When Luke comes to Cassie's house to pick her up, Cassie comes out wearing casual clothes. Seeing this, Luke immediately disagrees and firmly says, “You can't wear that.” Cassie, who is clearly unhappy about being told what to do, responds with a question, “Why?” Luke then explains his reason, “Because we're going to take wedding photos, you have to dress a certain way.” Not satisfied with just saying it once, Luke even followed Cassie upstairs to urge her to change into more appropriate clothing. Finally, Cassie complied and changed into a white dress. This dialogue shows a command-compliance/incompliance type of adjacency pairs. Luke gave the command by saying Cassie could not wear her casual clothes, and Cassie initially refused with a question that showed doubt. However, after Luke reinforced his argument and physically followed Cassie to make sure she changed her clothes, Cassie complied with his request (Fine, 2018; Herr, 2016).

4.10	  Acceptance/Refusal of Suggestions
	  This statement was made by the public to offer suggestions for a topic of discussion. It's possible that the suggestions will be accepted or rejected.
Data 9
Cassie: Why don't you have another choice?
Luke: How's that your business?
Based on the scene above, Luke and Cassie are at a cafe discussing their fake marriage plan. Previously, Luke forbade Frankie and Cassie from marrying just for money and health insurance, arguing that it was same like fraud the government. However, now Luke himself wants to marry Cassie to get money to pay off his debts, even though he is very afraid of getting caught. In their conversation, Cassie questions Luke's decision and suggests that he find another way, saying, “Why don't you have another choice?” Luke responds sarcastically and refuses, saying, “How's that your business?” This exchange falls under the category of the Acceptance/refusal of suggestions adjacency pair, where Cassie suggest Luke to look for other options and Luke refuses to accept it (Frankurt, 2018; Restall, 2015).

4.11	  Assertion-Agreement/Disagreement
	  The speaker makes a statement to someone in these kinds of adjacency pairs. The message may then lead to agreement or disagreement as a reaction.
Data 29
Luke: That's crazy! You…  You're doing the damn thing.
Luke: Wait, so does this mean that I'm, like, your muse? No?
Cassie: Really? Let me think about it. Okay, maybe just a little
Luke: Good luck at the concert. Bye.
In this dialogue, Luke and Cassie are on a video call. Cassie talks about her daily life and her job as a singer. She tells Luke that she has written a song for him and his fellow marines. After finishing the song, Cassie uploads a demo of it online, and unexpectedly, the song goes viral. This success leads to Cassie and her band being invited to perform at a big concert. Hearing this news, Luke is surprised and expresses his support for her. As the mood becomes more relaxed, Luke teases Cassie jokingly, "Wait, so does this mean that I'm, like, your muse? No?” His words were not just a joke but also a statement he positioned himself as Cassie’s source of inspiration. Cassie reacted with a bit of shyness. Instead of rejecting it outright, she replied, “Really? Let me think about it. Okay, maybe just a little” Her response showed that she was a bit shy but willing to agree with Luke’s statement. This moment illustrates how their interaction falls into a pattern of assertion-agreement. Luke claims his role as Cassie's source of inspiration, and Cassie, though hesitant, accepts his words in a playful manner. This exchange highlights the closeness of their relationship Luke's light teasing and Cassie's gentle approval reveal the warmth and intimacy between them (Ozuru et al., 2015; Wojatzki et al., 2018).


4.12	  Acknowledgment-Announcement
	  When a person sharing information with one another and making something public. Either compliance or incompliance may be shown by the responses.
Data 7
Cassie: Is your dad in the parking lot waiting to cuff me?
Luke: Funny.
In this scene, Luke and Cassie sit together in a cafe, discussing their fake marriage plans. The atmosphere is tense due to the risks they are taking, and Cassie tries to lighten the mood with sarcastic comments. She looks at Luke and says, “Is your dad in the parking lot waiting to cuff me?” Cassie's words reflect her nervousness and awareness of the danger, considering that Luke's father is a military police officer. Luke, however, did not respond well to the joke. He replied curtly with one word, “Funny,” in an annoyed tone. His reaction showed displeasure rather than amusement, highlighting the seriousness of the situation for him. This brief exchange falls into the category of acknowledgment-announcement pairs. Cassie's statement can be understood as an announcement raising the possibility that Luke's father might be outside ready to arrest him. Luke acknowledges this, but instead of laughing or engaging further, he dismisses it with annoyance. This conversation pair illustrates how Cassie's attempt at humor is met with Luke's acknowledgment, but an acknowledgment accompanied by annoyance rather than warmth (Schraub, 2019).

E. 	  CONCLUSION
	  This study aims to analyze the conversations between Luke and Cassie in the film Purple Hearts (2022) with a focus on adjacency pairs. The result hows that various types of adjacency pairs appear throughout the film, these adjacency pairs not only organize the dialogue but also reflect the development of Luke and Cassie’s relationship. At the beginning of the story, the adjacency pairs emphasize sarcasm, conflict, and distrust. However, as the plot progresses, they increasingly reveal intimacy, support, and affection. This shows that adjacency pairs are dynamic and can illustare how characters emotions and relationships change over time. In conclusion, the adjacency pairs in Purple Hearts (2022) serve well as a conversational structure and narrative tool. Adjacency pairs help organize interactions while also illustrating character development, from relationships based on necessity to relationships built on genuine affection and understanding.
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