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Abstract 

The main aim of this research is to examine inter-ethnic interactions that occurred 
in two neighborhoods (RT) in Semarang, Indonesia, in order to explore how code 
choice and the use of prosody figured in these speaker's communicative 

competence. The motivation for doing this study was to provide some input into 
what appeared to be sociolinguistically uninformed debates about the teaching of 
variety in Indonesian language programs. This research utilized a number of 
theoretical approaches and methods to the study of language, most notably 
Hymes' (1972b, 1974a) "Ethnography of Communication", Gumperz's (1982a) 
"Interactional Sociolinguistics", and Myers-Scotton's (1993a) "Markedness" 

approach to code choice. Essentially this meant using these approaches to 
demonstrate how contextualization cues like code choice and prosody (i.e silence, 
intonation, pitch, tempo) were used in real-time interaction to signal intent and to 

interpret meaning, while also demonstrating how the use of these cues related to 
the wider speech community's daily social life. 

The most significant finding was that ngoko Javanese was being used to signal 

relative familiarity in inter-ethnic interactions, as among the Javanese alone. Non-

standard Indonesian was generally used in inter-ethnic interactions to signal more 

distant relationships, while kromo Javanese was used to signal this among the 
Javanese themselves. In inter-ethnic interactions the use of prosodic features such 
as silence tended to match the use of code for indicating degrees of familiarity (i.e. 
latching and overlap used among familiars and pauses among unfamiliars) and it 
was found that inter-turn silence were generally symmetrical. This was found to 
be related to the general lack of instances of iniscommunication, as was the 
finding that speakers tended to accomodate toward their partner's use of silence. 

Accordingly, it is argued that part of being a communicatively competent 

Indonesian means being able to choose a code to indicate whether one is friendly 
or distant toward one's interlocutor and having the ability to accommodate 
towards the code choice and prosodic patterns of one's conversational partner. 
The implications of this for Indonesian language programs might best be put by 
replacing questions like "Which variety of Indonesian should we teach?" with a 

question like "What are the parameters of social meaning that the use of one code 
instead of another will have?" 
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Transcription conventions 

The transcription conventions that I will use in Chapters 4 through to 11 are as 

follows. (The reader will note that these extracts of transcripts used in the 

following chapters are simplified compared to the color-coding used in the 
transcripts contained in Appendix C found on the accompanying CD-ROM.): 

Bold face 

Italics 

Plain typeface 

Underlined bold face 

Double underlined bold face 

Bold Italics 

A number in brackets, e.g. (313) 

P with a number, e.g. P1 

> placed in between these e.g. P1>P2 

"Double inverted commas" 

Numbers on the left of the discourse 

Numbers that are in bold double 

underlined italics, e.g. I  

represents ngoko Javanese (BJN). 

represents non-standard Indonesian 

(NSI). 

represents standard Indonesian (BI). 

represents non-honorific kromo 

varieties of Javanese (BJK). 

represents honorific kromo inggil 

varieties of Javanese (BJKI). 

represents lexicon that can either be 

classified as BJN or Indonesian. 

represents the number on the tape 

counter. 

represents a participant. 

means the first participant is speaking 

to the second. 

indicate reported speech, i.e. what 

someone else has said to the person 

who is currently recounting the earlier 

conversation. 

indicate line numbers. 

indicate point of analysis or line 

numbers referred to in the discussion 

following transcript. 

The conventions that I will use in the following chapters to indicate prosody are 
as follows: 
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CAPS 

L surrounding an utterance/word 

't surrounding an utterance/word 

after a word 

> at the start and end of an utterance> 

<at the start and end of an utterance< 

within a word 

Ii 
11 

{ inside brackets, e.g. ({ P1>P2 

utterance) 

at the end of an overlapping utterance 

L 

Brackets with a number (.4) 

Brackets with three ?, i.e (???)  

indicates stress being placed on a 

syllable or word. 

indicates a lowering of volume. 

indicates a raising of volume. 

indicates final falling intonation. 

indicate that that utterance was 

spoken faster than the previous one. 

indicate that that utterance was 

spoken slower than the previous one. 

indicate that the vowel or consonant 

preceding the semi-colon has been 

drawn out. 

indicates that the person is talking 

while laughing. 

indicates the start of overlapping 

utterances. 

indicates a short overlap or back-

channel. 

indicates that one of the speakers who 

are engaged in overlap stop their turn 

indicates a latch, i.e. there is little or 

no pause between speaker turns. 

indicate the length of silence in tenths 

of a second between utterances and 

words. 

indicate a word that could not be 

transcribed. 
Bracketed utterances with a? at the 

end, e.g. (mereka kan nggak tahu?) indicates that I am unsure of the 

accuracy of this piece of transcription. 
Hehehehe indicates laughter. 

For the sake of convenience, my transcriptions use orthography that is as similar 
as possible to the standard Indonesian spelling system (see e.g. Departemen 
Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan 1993). It should be noted here I have opted to 



present a free English translation to each of the extracts I present in the following 

chapters, rather than a word by word literal translation followed by a free 

translation. The reasons for this are twofold. The first is concerned with making 

these translations readable and the second relates to the purpose of the extracts 

that I present; that is, they are used to illustrate code choice, and providing word 

by word translations adds nothing more to the argument that I present. 

I should also note that there are four kin terms, including Pak, Ibu/Bu, Mas, and 

IvThak, that I have chosen not to gloss due to a lack of equivalents in English and 

the multiple functions they serve. For example, Pak is literally "Father", but it is 

used as the second person pronoun "you" on many occasions. In addition to this, 

with a name placed after it Pak can mean "Mr." in formal contexts, or it can add to 

the intimacy of an interaction in less formal contexts. Ibu/Bu has a similar 

semantic range for women. The terms Mas and Mbak literally mean "older 

brother" and "older sister", but can also both be used to mean "you", or to add to 

the intimacy of an interaction when a name follows these terms. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Problem and its Importance 

1.0 Introduction 

The main aim of this research is to explore certain aspects of what it means to be 

communicatively competent in Indonesian, namely code choice and the use of 

prosody. This is done by drawing on theories and methods associated with the 

ethnography of communication and interactional sociolinguistics to study these 

matters in inter-ethnic' interactions that occurred in two neighborhoods in 

Semarang, the capital city of the province of Central Java, Indonesia, over a two 

year period (see Map 01 and 02 on the following page). The motivations for 

carrying out this research are discussed in the following section, while the layout 

of the rest of the thesis is discussed in Section 1.2. 

1.1. The problem and its importance 

Part of the motivation for doing this study was to provide some input into the 

question of whether Indonesian language programs should focus on standard 

Indonesian, non-standard Indonesian or both types of varieties (see e.g. Sneddon 

1990; Dune 1991; Luikmana 1997). Related to this was a more general trend in the 

teaching of Asian languages that indirectly highlighted the importance of 

obtaining information on variation in Asian languages, and in particular those that 
were important for Australia, which included Indonesian. 

In the late eighties and earlier nineties there were a number of reports, including 

Ingleson (1989a: 14-15, 111-112, 164-180; 1989b: 193), Leal (1991: 50), and the more 

recent Rudd (1994) report, which all noted the need to increase the 'proficiency' 

levels of students and teachers of Asian languages (see also Ingram 1992; Wilson 

1995: 102-103, 117). Throughout these reports the term 'proficiency' was often 

related or even equated with Hymes' (1972a) notion "communicative competence" 

1 For the purpose of this thesis ethnicity is defined along linguistic lines. For example, 
someone who is Sundanese is defined as such because they speak or admit to speaking 
this language as their first language. 
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(henceforth CC). For example, the Ingleson report (1989a:113) talked of proficiency 
in terms of a range of competencies including "... linguistic and sociolinguistic, 
discourse, strategic, socio-cultural and social competence". The Leal report (1991: 
xv, 107-109, 145) talked of proficiency in terms of CC, but highlighted some of the 
associated problems with defining proficiency and stressed a need to define what 
proficiency means. 

There were also attempts to define what proficiency meant in Indonesian in the 
context of Indonesian language programs. Most notably this was done with the 
production of the Australian Second Languages Proficiency Rating Scale (ASLPR) 
for Indonesian (Ingram, Wylie & Woollams 1996; Wylie, Ingram & Woollams 1996). 
In contrast to the papers by Sneddon (1990) and Lukmana (1997), two of the 
things that these scales did was firstly to recognize the need to take into account 
the importance of register in Indonesian, and secondly to recognize the 
importance of regional languages when defining proficiency (Woollams 1996: 12). 
Essentially these scales drew directly on a model of proficiency put forward by 
Ingram in the early eighties (see e.g. Ingram 1984, 1985), which proposed the 
existence of a general proficiency, where register was seen as manifested in terms 
of variation of phonemes, morphemes, lexicon, and syntax (see e.g. Ingram 1984: 
20; 1985: 220-221, 228-229). 

These scales of course had their critics: Nunan (1987) for example criticized the 
claim that 'general proficiency' was something that existed or could be tested. If 
one looks at some of the literature that was being produced by the start of the 
nineties in the area of language testing, there were also claims that tests like the 
ASLPR and the American Council of Teachers of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) 
proficiency rating scale were based on a too simplistic model of language (see e.g. 
Bachman 1990a: 37-38, 1990b: 86-87, 95-96, 142-143, 334-335; Harley et. al. 1990:37-
38). Of importance to us here were the suggestions that we need to take a closer 
look at how varieties and register are defined, particularly in light of ethnographic 
research into language use, something also highlighted in writings about 
language and language teaching by Crozet and Liddicoat (1997), Kramsch (1993: 
206), Liddicoat (1997), Stern (1992: 17), and the collections in Schieffelin et. al. 
(1998), Lo Bianco et. al. (1999), Cope and Kalantzis (2000) and Liddicoat and 
Crozet (2000). 
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If we compare some of the findings of this ethnographic research to the model of 
proficiency proposed in the earlier version of the ASLPR (and subsequently the 
model for Indonesian), we find that the ASLPR didn't take into account the 
influence of such prosodic features of language as silence, intonation, pitch and 
tempo on interpretation in interaction. We might ask "Should they have?" since 
research has shown these elements are often critical for interpreting the linguistic 
elements that the ASLPR scales concentrated on (see e.g. Gumperz 1982a, 1982b, 
1982c, 1992a, 1992b, 1996; Moerman 1988; Saville-Troike 1985; Scollon & Scollon 
1981, 1995; Tannen 1984, 1993c). For example, the research of Gumperz (1982a) 
and Tannen (1984) in particular has highlighted how speakers of English from 
differing backgrounds may have different expectations about how prosody co-
occurs with lexicon and syntax, the result often being serious misinterpretation of 
intent. 

The relevance of this to Indonesian becomes clear when we consider that 
although Indonesian may be the language of inter-ethnic interaction (see e.g. 
Abas 1987; Kartomihardjo 1981: 142; Lowenberg 1992: 65-66, 70-71; Moeliono 
1986:30; Nababan 1985: 5, 1991: 119; Wolff& Poedjosoedanno 1982: 50; Zurbuchen 
1984: 247, 251-252), nevertheless many of the norms for using Indonesian are 
influenced by the ethnicity of the speakers and in particular their first languages 
(see e.g. B. Anderson 1966; Errington 1998: 11; Jensen 1988: 134; Poedjosoedarmo 
1982). Hence, although speakers of Indonesian may share the same lexicon and 
syntax, the rules for the appropriate use of silence, intonation, pitch and tempo 
may vary from region to region. Because of this, we might expect inter-ethnic 
interactions to be characterized by frequent misinterpretation of intent of the type 
described in the studies of Gumperz (1982a, 1982b, 1992b), Scollon and Scollon 
(1981, 1995), and Tannen (1984). 

It should also be highlighted here that, although the Indonesian versions of the 
ASLPR noted the importance of regional languages, nevertheless there was little 
about how one might incorporate this into the assessment scales. This was in 
spite of the existence of a considerable amount of research in this area (see e.g. 
Kartoniihardjo 1981; Tanner 1967; Wolff 1976; Wolff & Poedjosoedanno 1982; 
Zurbuchen 1984) and calls for more research to be done (see e.g. Dune 1991: 6). 
There is also the case of regional variation in Indonesian, but this too was only 
touched on in these scales, mainly in terms of high frequency lexical items or 
phrases being borrowed from these regional languages into Indonesian. The main 
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motivations for this borrowing was put down to a lack of equivalents in 
Indonesian (Woollams 1996: 12), rather than to the type of social motivations one 
often finds in research on code choice in general (see e.g. Blom & Gumperz 1972; 
Gumperz 1982a: Ch. 4; Myers-Scotton 1993a; and the collections in Dow 1991; 
Eastman 1992; Heller 1988a; Jacobson 1990; Milroy & Muysken 1995) or in the 
Indonesian context in particular (Grijns 1983; Jensen 1988; Kartomihardjo 1979, 
1981; Smith-Heftier 1983; Tanner 1967; Wallace 1979; Wolff 1976; Wolff & 
Poedjosoedarmo 1982; Zurbuchen 1984). 

For example, the studies of Kartomihardjo (1981: 143, 159) and Wolff and 
Poedjosoedarmo (1982: 66-68) both showed that some inter-ethnic interactions 
were characterized by the use of a regional language (in these two studies ngoko 
varieties of Javanese as found in East and Central Java respectively), rather than 
Indonesian. As they noted, this usage was due to a need to show "intimacy" in 
interaction, rather than due to a lack of appropriate lexical items in Indonesian. 
One also wonders why such research was not consulted when designing these 
scales, especially since this research has highlighted just how important an 
understanding of the functions and motivations for code switching are when 
talking about the nature of language in a multilingual society. 

In summary, we might say that although the ASLPR scales for Indonesian have 
started to address some of the problems highlighted in reports like Ingleson 
(1989a, 1989b), Leal (1991), and Rudd (1994), nevertheless there are some serious 
gaps. These unfortunately still relate generally to our understanding of the nature 
of language in the Indonesian context. This includes what it might mean to be 
communicatively competent in Indonesian, and in particular how prosody and 
code choice work in inter-ethnic interaction in an Indonesian context. One might 
argue that a deeper understanding of what it means to be communicatively 
competent in Indonesian will provide some of the information necessary to revise 
future versions of these scales. 

With this in mind, this research takes a look at code choice and the use of prosody 
in inter-ethnic interactions in Semarang, Indonesia. The reason inter-ethnic 
interactions became the focus are threefold. First of all, we already have 
considerable information on how Indonesian functions vis-à-vis regional 
languages in interactions amongst those of the same ethno-linguistic group (see 
e.g. Errington 1998; Kartomihardjo 1981; Wolff 1976; Wolff & Poedjosoedarmo 1982; 



Zurbuchen 1984). The second reason, as touched on earlier, is if one of 

Indonesian's purported functions is as the language of inter-ethnic interaction or 

the language one uses to those who are not from a speaker's ethnic group, then 

the obvious place to start looking for data where a variety of Indonesian may be 

more appropriate than a regional language would be inter-ethnic interactions. 

Finally, we might also argue that this type of context would also appear closer to 

the types of situations that foreign students find themselves in when in Indonesia. 

In other words, they like other Indonesians may often be classified as outsiders by 

members of other Indonesian ethnic groups and the use of Indonesian may be the 

"unmarked" (Myers-Scotton 1993a) or expected code choice. Of course, not all 

inter-ethnic encounters will be brief or once only encounters, and it would seem 

just as important to see what happens in more stable, longer lasting relationships 

where social identities change from "stranger" to "acquaintance" to "friend" and 

so on (see e.g. Sections 2.3 and 3.3). One would expect that these situations would 

involve a greater range of possibilities and data from these situations would be 

especially useful to those contemplating longer term residency in Indonesia to 

work on projects and so on. 

1.2. Layout of the rest of thesis 

In the following chapter we look at what is already known about the nature of 

language and frames this in terms of Hymes' (1972a, 1974a) notion of 

"communicative competence". This is done by firstly drawing on Hymes' (1972b, 

1974a) theorizing about how looking at the social life of the target group provides 

considerable insight into their "ways of speaking" and how this makes up their 

communicative competence. Secondly, it takes into account work in the area of 

interactional sociolinguistics, codeswitching (henceforth CS), and code choice, 

which have expanded our understanding of what it means to be communicatively 

competent to include being able to interpret prosody and code choice in 

interaction. Finally, it describes how we can draw on all these approaches for the 

purposes of exploring what it means to be a communicatively competent 

Indonesian. 

Chapter 3 then goes on to apply the framework developed in Chapter 2 to the 

studies that have been already done in Indonesia. This is done firstly to establish 

their relationship to the current research problem - that is, has the same type of 



research been carried out before? - and secondly to draw on some of the insights 
or starting points these earlier studies can offer the current research project. 
Chapter 4 draws again on the discussion in Chapter 2 and describes how I went 
about gathering, analyzing, and interpreting data that would provide some 
answers to the question of what it means to be a communicatively competent in 
Indonesian. In essence, this meant that apart from recording inter-ethnic 
interactions, I needed to find out as much as possible about the daily social lives 
of the participants. It was decided that this would be easiest if I concentrated my 
efforts on the inter-ethnic interactions that occurred in two neighborhoods 
(Indonesian RT), one where my family and I lived, and another close by. 

In light of research by Ochs (1988) and Schieffelin (1990), it was also decided that 
the richest data could be recorded in interactions that would have occurred 
whether I or my research assistants were there or not. Hence, recordings of these 
types of situations were sought over artificially created ones. Particular attention 
was paid to issues like the effect of the researcher and their instruments on the 
data being collected. Essentially, this meant that I sought situations where there 
was a group of speakers rather than two or three, and then recording these 
interactions for as long as possible: this was often for more than an hour. 

Chapter 5 provides information on the research setting and in particular how 
social interaction in these two neighborhoods was related to their social 
organizations and the daily social life of their members. After considering the 
social situation in Chapter 5 I'll turn to the question of code choice. Chapter 6 will 
start this by merely considering which codes are generally known and used by 
members of the two RT. The point here is that code use doesn't actually amount to 
code choice except to the extent that interlocutors actually command a range of 
codes they can choose from. Having established what codes people can choose 
from, I can then go on to the question of how they choose one code over another. 
In this regard I am particularly interested in inter-ethnic communication, since 
this represents the situation Australian learners of Indonesian can expect to find 
themselves in. However, in inter-ethnic exchanges in the two Javanese RT it's 
often the case that one or more of the parties to the inter-ethnic exchange are 
Javanese, and at some point we must wonder to what extent the inter-ethnic 
exchanges are similar to or different from exchanges that are entirely among the 
Javanese themselves. To the extent that each of the two RT represent a unified 
speech community, after all, we would expect to be able to posit a unified set of 
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norms, if perhaps ones that distinguish between intra-ethnic and inter-ethnic 
interactions. 

The approach I have adopted is to first consider only intra-ethnic communication, 
i.e. among the Javanese alone. This has the advantage that we might expect the 
use of Indonesian to be minimal, so for the most part we'll only need to consider 
what governs the choice between the two main Javanese codes (BJN and BJK) 
and on what occasions Indonesian is also used. To keep the chapters short and 
the distinction between the two RTs clear we'll first consider RT08 in Chapter 7 
and then RTOB in Chapter 8. 

With this knowledge of regional intra-ethnic norms as background, we will go on 
to consider what might be though of as an additional complication: what happens 
when the exchange involves non-Javanese as well? Again we'll consider RT08 
first, in Chapter 9, and then go on to consider RT05 in Chapter 10. In each case 
we'll consider this matter on its own, as if it need not relate to the norms of intra-
ethnic communication (we could, of course, alternatively have opted to deal with 
these inter-ethic interactions before the intra-ethnic ones). When we review the 
findings in relation to what we learned about intra-ethnic interaction among 
Javanese we will be able to see whether there is in fact a similar set of norms 
governing code choice, which in turn will indicate whether it is appropriate to 
treat each RT as a speech community or perhaps as similar speech communities in 
terms of these norms. 

The discussion thus far concentrates primarily on code choice. Chapter 11 will 
then move on to consider aspects of prosody and how they relate to code choice. 
On the one hand it will point out evidence of certain prosodic differences that tend 
to correlate with aspects of code choice. On the other it will consider how aspects 
of prosody, and also certain other matters, can provide us with evidence of 
whether interlocutors are successfully interacting on the basis of shared norms or 
whether these has been some miscommunication. Where Chapters 7 to 10 tend to 
proceed on the assumption that the observed choices are appropriate ones, 
Chapter 11 will enable us to test that assumption. We can then go on to draw 
general conclusions about code choice and about prosody in Chapter 12. 
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The Theoretical Context 



Chapter 2: The Theoretical Context 

2.0 Introduction 

This chapter looks at what we already know about what it means to be 

communicatively competent. In Section 2.1 we frame this in terms of Hymes' 

(1972a, 1974a) notion of "communicative competence" and look at "the 

etimography of speaking", which represents an approach championed by Hymes 

(1964, 1972b, 1974a) for uncovering a speaker's communicative competence (CC). 

Section 2.2 then goes on to look at a number of problems with this approach, 

especially its lack of information on how one might discover how the 

interpretation process works in interaction. Drawing on research by Gumperz 

(1982a) and associates in the area of interactional sociolinguistics this section 

then discusses how studying elements like prosody can help us understand how 

the interpretation process works in situated interaction. 

Section 2.3 then goes on to look at how code choice fits into the interpretation 

process, with particular reference to Myers-Scotton's (1993a) markedness model. 

Section 2.4 then points out a number of weaknesses of this model, drawing from 

interpretive and conversation analytic approaches to codeswitching (henceforth 

CS) associated with the work of Gumperz (1982a) and Auer (1988, 1992, 1995) and 

associates. Finally, Section 2.5 points out how these approaches to discovering 

particular aspects of CC can be synthesized and used for the current research 

project, that is, exploring what it means to be communicatively competent in 

Indonesian. 

2.1. The ethnography of speaking and communicative competence 

For Hymes (1972a: 28 1-282, 277) being communicatively competent meant being 

able to use linguistic forms appropriately; that is, to know when to speak, to 

whom to speak, where to speak, and in what manner to speak. In a paper 

published at around the same time (Hymes 1972b; see also Hymes 1974a: Ch. 2) 

one can find elaboration on this; for example, being communicatively competent 

means knowing how to associate topics, message forms, participants, and 

feelings with particular settings and activities with the end result being 



successful communication from the point of view of all participants involved in the 

interaction. 

Accordingly Hymes (1972b: 52) argued that if we wish to find out what it means to 

be a communicatively competent speaker, this meant finding out how a speaker 

conducts and interprets speech in interaction. As he noted in other papers, this 

was most fruitfully carried out within a framework he devised called "the 

ethnography of speaking/communication" (see e.g. Hymes 1974a: Oh. 1). 

Essentially this meant one would start one's investigation by looking at a speech 

community and the varieties of language one finds within this speech community; 

this was most often done through long periods of participant observation (Hymes 

1972b: 54; Bloch 1976: 231). As he argues in this paper and in Hymes (1974a: 47), 

this is preferable to starting with or basing ones investigations on purely 

grammatical descriptions of a language. 

Looking at a speech community and the varieties of language one finds within it, 

Hymes argued, stressed the social nature of the description rather than its 

linguistic nature (Hymes 1972b: 54) while also avoiding the pitfall of equating a 

speech community with one particular language (Hymes 1974a: 47). As he goes on 

to note, linguistic analysis might show that members of one speech community 

may share a "language" in grammatical terms, yet for social reasons there may be 

some members of the community who swear that they speak different languages; 

Hindi and Urdu spoken in India are a case in point (Hymes 1974a: 47-48). 

Tentatively he defined a speech community as: 

[A] community sharing rules for the conduct and interpretation of speech, 

and rules for the interpretation of at least one linguistic variety. Both 

conditions are necessary. The sharing of grammatical (variety) rules is not 

sufficient. (Hymes 1972b: 54) 

Hymes (1972b: 55) went on to note that perhaps the most essential part of 

defining a speech community for description was that it formed an integral social 

unit whose members could be found in a common location and whose daily 

interactions formed a large part of what he termed their "primary interaction". 

Once one had defined a speech community for description, then one needed to 

discover and define some of the numerous situations that would be associated 
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with certain kinds of speech or their absence lack thereof. This unit of analysis 

was termed a "speech situation" and could be exemplified by situations like 

fights, meals, ceremonies and so on (Hymes 1972b: 56). "Speech events" on the 

other hand, dealt with what happened in these speech situations and were 

primarily concerned with activities or their parts that were mediated by norms for 

the use of speech. For example, a conversation occurring over a meal (the speech 
situation) would be classified as a speech event (Hymes 1972b: 56). 

Within a speech event, as Hymes noted, one could also find a speech act (this had 

little relationship to Searle's 1969 concept of speech acts), or a number of speech 

acts, which represents the minimal items for analysis of the set including speech 

situation, speech event, and speech act (Hymes 1972b: 66-57). To adapt an 

example of his that shows the relationship of each, we can say a meeting 

represents a speech situation, a conversation within that meeting represents a 

speech event, and a joke told within the conversation represents a speech act 

(Hymes 1972b: 56). Like speech events, Hymes argued that these were also 

mediated by norms for the use of speech. Hence, when describing speech acts, 

one needed to concentrate on more than just the literal meaning of a sentence or 

phrase (Hymes 1972b: 56-57). This was because factors like intonation, 

participants, and other aspects of the speech event and speech situation could 

change the literal meaning of the utterance. 

In effect speech situation, speech event, and speech act make up what has been 

referred to above as "settings and activities". As Hymes notes, in order to 

discover what it means to be a communicatively competent speaker of a speech 

community, we now need to find out how a member of this speech community 

associates topics, message forms, participants, feelings, and so on with these 

settings and activities. Hence, when looking at these speech acts, speech events, 
and speech situations it was argued one needed to at least obtain data on the 

following elements: message form, the content of the message, the act sequence, 

the setting, the scene, the participants and their relationship to each other, 

purposes or ends, key, channels, forms of speech, norms of interaction, norms of 

interpretation, and genres (Hymes 1972b: 60-65). He also added that any of these 

elements could provide a starting point for the discovery process with the others 

viewed in relationship to it. When analysis of a speech community had been 

completed these elements could be arranged in order of importance; for example, 
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topic, key then participants and so on may be the order one finds in one speech 
community (Hymes 1972b: 65). 

In summary, by obtaining this information and how it relates to a particular 
speech act, speech event, and speech situation, Hymes notes that one then has 
the ability to compare data obtained in the same way but from different speech 
acts/events/situations. By doing this, he argued, we can see how a change in one 
of the elements within a particular speech event or speech situation impacts on 
the other elements. For example, a change in participants may influence the key, 
which may in turn influence the scene, which may in turn influence the form and 
content of a message. This then allows us to make statements about what a 
member of a speech community "... knows in knowing how to participate in a 
speech act" (Hymes 1972b: 66). In short, it gives us an insight into what it means 
to be a communicatively competent member of a particular speech community. 

Finally, it should be stressed that what Hymes (1972b, 1974a) proposed above 
was a tentative model of some of the things one might need to find out in order to 
discover what it meant to be communicatively competent. It was in effect a 
blueprint for a model that he encouraged others to take up and see how it worked 
and what its weaknesses were. A number of researchers took up the challenge 
and whilst refining the model also highlighted some of its problems. For example, 
Gumperz (1982a: 153-156) noted that although the model recognized that "norms 
of interpretation" might be different in a community, nevertheless it gave little 
idea of how one may go about finding them out. In addition he notes that it didn't 
give much idea of how one could define group boundaries, or how participants 
themselves defined events that they were involved in. 

Others, like Bloch (1976: 231) in his review of a collection of papers in Bauman and 
Sherzer's (1974) Explorations in the Ethnography of Speaking, noted how these 
ethnographies of speaking had researchers making claims based on only short 
periods of fieldwork (for Bloch this meant anything less than two years). In his 
opinion the ethnography of speaking also set a task of almost insurmountable 
difficulty (Bloch 1976: 232), which he argues is perhaps one of the reasons why 
many of the contributors to the volume concentrated on formal events, ritualized 
speech, and artistic performances (Bloch 1976: 232-233). The result, he argues, 
was a selection of papers whose data mainly reported speaker's opinions about 
such things as norms, but provided little linguistic data to illustrate or 
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substantiate these claims: Reisman's (1974) article on turn taking is a case in 
point. In addition to this, Bloch (1976: 232- 233) notes that little discussion was 
made of the other arguably more important aspects of the daily life of a speech 
community, like the "mundane study of ordinary speech intercourse" (Bloch 1976: 

233). 

More generally though, many of these early explorations and the constructive 
criticisms of scholars like Bloch (1976) and Gumperz (1982a) resulted in 
improvements both in theory and methodology and provided input into other 
linguistic and anthropological inquires. For example, Gumperz (1982a, 1982b), and 
later Tannen (1984) and the collections in Auer and Di Luzio (1992), Duranti and 
Goodwin (1992), and Tannen (1993c) continued to illustrate the need to consider 
elements like prosody, posture, and gesture in the interpretation process. Parallel 
research in multilingual settings has also shown the importance of code choice in 
this interpretation process (see e.g. Blom & Gumperz 1972; Gumperz 1982a: Ch. 4; 
Myers-Scotton 1993a; Scotton 1983, 1986, and the collections found in Auer 1998; 
Dow 1991; Eastman 1992; Heller 1988a; Jacobson 1990, 1998; Milroy & Muysken 
1995). Others, like Ervin-Tripp (1972), have helped determine how we might define 
a speech style (Hymes 1974a: 59; see also Hymes 1974b). 

The application of the etbnography of speaking has also widened in scope from 
just rituals and formal events to descriptions of many other aspects of the ways of 
speaking found in the daily social life of members of a speech community (see e.g. 
Duranti 1994; Hill and Hill 1986; Moerman 1988; Ochs 1988; Schieffelin 1990; 
Schieffelin & Ochs 1986). Often the etbnography of speaking focused on real world 
problems, like intercultural-conununication (e.g. Gumperz 1982a, 1982b; Tannen 
1984; Scollon & Scollon 1981), education (e.g. Philips 1983), law, medicine and so 
on (see e.g. Bauman & Sherzer 1989: xv-xvii; Saville-Troike 1989: 265-271). This 
summary is certainly not exhaustive but notes some of what have become the 
major directions, problems and applications of Hymes' model (Bauman & Sherzer 
1989: ix-xxvii, Duranti 1988, and Saville-Troike 1989 offer fuller discussions of this). 
In order to bolster our own model for exploring what it means to be 
communicatively competent in Indonesian, the next section discusses one of the 
major problems associated with early approaches of the ethnography of 
communication together with suggestions on how it might be solved. 
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2.2. Interpretation and intent: the role of prosody in interaction 

In this section we look at how some of the weaknesses of the ethnography of 
communication have been approached. In particular we look at Gumperz's (1982a) 
study of the role of prosody in the interpretation process. We then go on to look at 
how he suggested we might go about finding out how speakers involved in an 
interaction interpret messages. Following this, we look at how a number of 
researchers, like Tannen (1984), have applied Gumperz's insights and methods, 
together with some of the perceived problems this approach may have for the 
current research context. 

One of Gumperz's (1982a: 153) main criticisms of the ethnography of speaking was 
that, despite its emphasis on the preparation of lists of contextual features like 
role relationships, physical setting, attitudes, social values and so on, 
nevertheless it had rarely gone as far as dealing with how messages are 
interpreted in an ongoing interaction (Gumperz 1982a: 153-154; see also Gumperz 
1992a: 41). In other words, research coming out of the ethnography of speaking 
had been able to identify factors that can potentially affect interpretation, but 
rarely attempted to deal systematically with how social knowledge is used as part 
of the interpretation process (Gumperz 1982a: 155-156). 

As Gumperz's research showed, the use of prosody in interaction was often 
decisive for the interpretation of intent (see e.g. Gumperz 1982a: Ch. 5-6). In 
particular it was shown that speakers of the same language who come from 
different backgrounds (e.g. speakers of English from India and Pakistan, and 
speakers of English from England) often had differing expectations of how things 
like intonation, loudness levels, stress, vowel length, speed of delivery, and 
silence are used (Gumperz 1982a: 100-101, 168-170, 173, 196-20 1). In the examples 
he gave, the use of these prosodic features contextualized or framed lexical items 
or an utterance to mean one thing for one party involved in the interaction and 
something different for the other (Gumperz 1982a: 168-170, Ch. 8, Ch. 9; see also 
Gumperz 1992b). For example, in an interaction in an airport between Indian and 
Pakistani workers on the one hand and English workers on the other, the use of 
final falling intonation on just the word "gravy" by the Indian and Pakistani 
workers was misinterpreted by their English interlocutors. For these Indian and 
Pakistani works the use of final falling intonation on this question was the polite 
way to ask "Would you like some gravy?" (Gumperz 1982a: 173). However, the 
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English interlocutors they were serving expected to hear requests co-occurring 
with a rising intonation. Subsequently, their question was interpreted as a 
statement "this is gravy", rather than an offer and was in turn interpreted as 
being rude and abrupt. 

As Gumperz's examples continually showed, differing expectations about how 
prosody should co-occur with utterances often lead to conversational breakdown. 
Hence he argued for the need to concentrate on conversation as an interactive 
phenomenon where a chunk of discourse only has a shared meaning, that is, is 
interpreted as intended if the participants draw on the same conventions for the 
co-occurrence of prosody and words or utterances (Gumperz 1982a: 206-209). To 
this end Gumperz (1982a, 1982c) proposed a definition of CC that takes into 
account the importance of situated interpretation: 

Communicative competence can be defined in interactional terms as 'the 
knowledge of linguistic and related communicative conventions that 
speakers must have to create and sustain conversational cooperation,' and 
thus involves both grammar and contextualization. While the ability to 
produce grammatical sentences is common to all who count as speakers of a 
language or dialect, knowledge of conversational convention varies along 
different dimensions.... this type of variation does not show a one to one 
relationship to ethnic groups or language and dialect boundaries as 
established through historical reconstruction, but that discourse level 
conventions reflect prolonged interactive experience by individuals 
cooperating in institutionalized settings in the pursuit of shared goals in 
friendship, occupational and similar networks of relationships. (Gumperz 
1982 a: 209) 

Gumperz (1982a) also proposed a number of methods to deal with this problem of 
interpretation of intent in interaction, that is, finding out what it means to be 
communicatively competent in real-time interaction. One of these was simply to 
have members of one group listen to an utterance and paraphrase its meaning and 
then using the same utterance do the same for another group (Gumperz 1982a: 31-
33, 173). As noted above, the results often showed that different ethnic or social 
groups interpreted the utterance differently, hence supporting his argument that 
suggested that prosody influenced interpretation. Another method building on 
this previous technique was the recording and analysis of inter-ethnic interactions 
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followed by recording and analysis of conversations of members when interacting 

with their respective in-groups, that is, those from the same ethnic or social 

background (see e.g. Gumperz 1982a: Ch. 5, 168-169). More specifically, analysis 

required the meticulous transcription of these recordings to portray their prosodic 

features (supplemented by data gathered using methods from the ethnography of 

speaking), which would then give some indication of how prosody was used as a 
contextualization device in in-group interactions. Subsequent comparisons of 

these transcripts would often highlight the differences in the use of prosody and 

hence this gave insights to how prosody may be intended and interpreted in inter-

ethnic or inter-cultural encounters (see also Gumperz 1992b). 

Gumperz's (1982a, 1982c) methods and insights have since been applied to a 

number of other contexts, for example in work by Tannen (1984, 1989, 1990), 

Scollon and Scollon (1995), and in the collections found in Gumperz (1982b), Auer 

& Di Luzio (1992), Duranti & Goodwin (1992), and Tannen (1993c). Of most interest 

here, however, are Tannen's (1984) findings, since they generally related to the 

use of prosody in the interpretation process and looked at casual conversations 

rather than just the service encounters and gate-keeping situations reported in 

Gumperz (1982a, 1982b). For example, she showed that one could still find 

frequent misinterpretation of intent even in casual conversations among those 

who were friends, who were not migrants (although some of their parents were - 

part of her point to be made below), and whose first language was English. 

Tannen's (1984) study also made explicit some of the ways prosody is used to 

indicate how people feel about their interlocutor (their affective stance) and their 

social identity in relation to their interlocutor in interaction. For example, Tannen 

(1984: Ch 4, 5, & 7) noted that for some involved in a conversation, showing 

interest in and rapport with one's interlocutor could mean the acceptance and 

expectation of things like overlaps in conversation, the use of short pauses (that is, 

little silence between turns), and so on. For others involved in the conversation, 

showing interest in and rapport with one's interlocutor meant things like pausing 

longer between turns and not overlapping one's interlocutor. Interactions 

between those who shared either set of expectations were often characterized by 

interpretation of an utterance in the way it was intended. 

On the other hand, when interactions involved those who had differing 

expectations about how to show interest and rapport, misinterpretation of intent 
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tended to occur. For example, interactions involving those who expected and used 
shorter turns and overlaps tended to be perceived by their longer pausing 
interlocutor as dominating and pushy and in fact someone who was not really 
interested in them nor in what they had to say. In other words, they seemed 
unfriendly or at least stand-offish. Similarly, the speaker who preferred to show 
interest by taking shorter turns and frequently overlapping saw the other person's 
lack of using these strategies as a sign that they were neither interested in them 
nor what they had to say and also saw them as unfriendly or stand-offish. 

Like Gumperz (1982a: 209-210), Tannen (1984: 147-150) suggests that in some 
ways these different ways for interpreting such things as prosody in interaction is 
a reflection of the speakers' backgrounds. This includes their upbringing, the 
geographical region within a country that they were raised, history of previous 
interaction, ethnicity of their parents, and so on. That is to say, those who shared 
similar rules of interpretation also tended to be members of an in-group sharing 
similar backgrounds, lived in the same geographic area, had a history of previous 
interaction and so on. 

Gumperz (1982a) and associates' studies of the use of prosody have significantly 
increased our understanding of the inferencing process in interaction. From this 
we might argue that any attempt to explore a speaker's CC needs to take into 
account the role of prosody in interaction. Tannen's (1984) findings should also 
make it apparent that speakers have a repertoire of speech styles (or 
'conversational styles' as Tannen puts it) available and these are used among 
other things to signal a speakers affective stance and social identity vis-à-vis their 
interlocutor. 

Before concluding this section we should also note that much of this research was 
done in largely monolingual settings where the use of one language (e.g. English) 
represented the only appropriate choice (Auer 1992; Gumperz 1982a: Ch. 4, and 
Heller 1982 are the exceptions). Multilingual settings involve further 

complications, of course, and in multilingual Indonesia where the present research 
was to be conducted, I could not assume that Indonesian (the national language 
and lingua franca) would be the language of inter-ethnic encounters. The reason 
for this will become clearer in the next section. 
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2.3. Lingua francas and ethnic languages in multilingual settings 

This section looks at a number of inter-ethnic interactions to see how others have 
explained code choice in these encounters. Of particular interest are inter-ethnic 
interactions where a lingua franca might normally be expected, but where one 
finds other languages being used. Some of the motivations for these code choices 
are discussed before moving on to a more general look at some of ways in which 
research on code choice in multilingual settings has been pursued. 

In a classic study of code choice in Central Java, Indonesia, Wolff and 
Poedjosoedarmo (1982: 66-68) include a brief discussion of code choice in inter-
ethnic interactions involving Javanese and non-Javanese. It is noted that whilst 
some Javanese prefer to use Indonesian with their non-Javanese interlocutor 
(particularly if they are unknown), there are nevertheless those who prefer to use 
Javanese to their non-Javanese interlocutor(s) (especially if they are familiar or 
friends). 

The following example adapted from Wolff and Poedjosoedanno (1982) illustrates 
this. (I have modified the conventions indicating languages for clarity and to 
roughly conform with the transcription conventions that I set out earlier and use in 
the following chapters. As a reminder here, ngoko Javanese is in bold, non-
standard Indonesian is Italics and standard Indonesian is in normal typeface.) The 
setting as described by the authors is as follows: 

a conversation among two Javanese sisters and two Batak boys. One of 
the Bataks (M) is a close friend of the girls (in fact, he claims to have a 
romantic interest in the elder sister), but he knows Javanese only passively. 
The other Batak (W) is meeting the girls for the first time, and does not 
reveal whether or not he knows Javanese, although it is clear from his 
reactions that he understands. With M both girls invariably use Javanese 
(except when their speech is influenced by Ms Indonesian). With W, they 
invariably use Indonesian. The following citation exemplifies this usage. W 
tells the two girls (N and I) how he lost the key to M's bicycle in the 
restaurant and had to leave the bicycle there. N tells how she saw someone 
carrying a bicycle that was locked and asks M if he saw it. 

it: 



1 W>N Di mana? 

Where [did you see it]? 

2 N>W Entah. Dari sana itu, ya, ditarik-tarik ke sana. 
I don't know. He was coming from there and they were 
carrying it over that way. 

N>M Kowé weroh, Malau? 

Did you see it, Malau? 

4 M>N Gek sepéda siapa? 

Whose bicycle? 

if N>M Mboh. Ora ngerti aku. Wong nggowo spédha kok 
digeret mrono kaé. Kunciné ilang' 
I don't know. I don't know. Someone took away a bicycle 
dragging it in that direction. The key was missingl 

6 M>all Ali, aku takut jugak nanti spédhaku itu. Nanti diambil 
orang kuncinya dapat, kan. Trus diambil spédanya itu. 
I am afraid that they are going to do the same thing to 
my bike. If someone finds the key they could easily take 
the bike away, couldn't they?' 

2' N>M A, tapi sing nitip sopo kan kono ngerti. 
'But you know who you left it with, don't you?' 

8 N>W Di warung, ya? 

At the restaurant, wasn't it? 

(Wolff & Poedjosoedanno 1982: 67) 

Looking at this interaction one can see that on line 2, the female Javanese N starts 
her turn in Indonesian when answering W (a non-Javanese), but then in 3 
addresses M (a non-Javanese) using a variety of Javanese. On line 4 M replies 
using some Javanese (which although not rendered into English appears to be a 
shortened form of a variant nggewéké of nggowoké "to bring") and the following 
turn by N (line 5) is in a variety of Javanese, as is her utterance to M in line 7. 
According to Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo (1982: 67-68), the reason for the choice of 
Javanese over Indonesian is that it does not give the feel of social distance or 
officiality that Indonesian would. In other words, code choice appears to be 
socially motivated, in this case as a strategy to indicate familiarity. 

Other studies where either lingua francas or pidgins and creoles are purported to 
function as a language of inter-ethnic communication have also shown that often 
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other languages are used, although not necessarily to signal familiarity as was the 
case in the previous example. Looking at code choice in an Aboriginal setting in 
Western Australia, McConvell (1988: 109) noted that whilst Kriol (a local creole) 
was purportedly the language used for inter-ethnic interaction, one could 
nevertheless find speakers of other ethnic groups acquiring and using a particular 
ethnic language (in this case Gurindji) in inter-ethnic encounters. The reasons 
noted for this code choice were complex, but essentially also socially motivated. 
Myers-Scotton (1991: 104) gives examples of this accommodating (Coupland & 
Giles 1988, Genesee & Bourhis 1988; Giles & Smith 1979; Giles & Coupland 1991) 
type of code choice in inter-ethnic interactions, explaining that whilst such 
choices may be unexpected they are often used in order to obtain a favor (Myers-
Scotton 1991: 102-104). The following example from Myers-Scotton (1991) 
illustrates this point nicely. 

A Kikuyu woman staliholder greets a Luo male customer in a Nairobi market. 
Dashes indicate a switch of languages. 

1 SELLER (Luo): Omera, nadil 

"How are you, brother?" 

2 CUSTOMER (Luo): Maber. 

"Fine." 

3 SELLER (Kikuyu; Swahili): Ati - nrni? 

"What - what?" 

4 CUSTOMER (Swahili): Ya nini kusema lugha ambao huelewi, mama? 
"Why (try) to speak a language you don't know, madam?" 

5 SELLER (English): I know Kijaluo vezy well! 

"I know Kijaluo very well!" (Note: Kijaluo is a swahilized 
version of the name Luo.) 

6 CUSTOMER (Swahili; English; Swahili): Wapi! - You do not know it at all - 
Wacha hayci, nipe mayai rnhili. 

"Go on! You do not know it at all - let's leave that matter; 
give me two eggs." 

7 SELLER (Swahili; Luo; Swahili): Unataka mayai - ariyo, omera - haya ui - 

tongolo - tatu. 

"You want two eggs, brother. Ok, that's thirty cents." 

ME 



(Note Luo forms: ariyo "two"; omera "brother"; ton gob 
"thirty".) (Parkin 1974:194-195 cited in Myers-Scotton 1991: 
104) 

In the above transcript one can see how on line 1 the seller tries to exploit her 
limited competence in Luo to flatter her customer; in this case it does not work, as 
can be seen by the customer's comments on line 4. Of course, ethnic languages 
can also be used for other purposes in inter-ethnic interactions that would 
normally require a lingua franca. Looking at some of Nwoye's (1993: 374-377), 
Scotton's (1988: 175-176), and Myers-Scotton's (1993a: 136) work we find 
occasions where an ethnic language is used for other purposes. For example, the 
conversation below from Scotton (1988), represents an inter-ethnic encounter in 
Kenya where Swahili and English are the expected choice, but where an ethnic 
language (Kikuyu in lines 6 and 7) is chosen instead. Myers-Scotton (1988) notes 
that the function here is to exclude the other participants, but there are other 
interpretations. For example, the person switching into Kikuyu could just have 
easily been showing that they were annoyed. 

Setting: Four young Kenyan men who have completed secondary school and 
who work in the same government ministry in Nairobi are chatting. Two are 
native speakers of Kikuyu, one of Kisii, and one of a Kalenjin language. 
Swahili and/or Swahili/English are unmarked choices. 

1 Kikuyu I (Swahili): Sasa mumesema ninijuu ya hiyo plan yetu? Naona kama 
siku kama siku zinaendelea kwisha. ('Now, what do you all say 
about the plan of ours? I think time is getting short.') 

2 Kikuyu II (Swahili; English): Mlisema tu collect money, lakini hakuna mtu 
hata mmoja ambaye amenipatia pesa. ('You said collect money, but 
there isn't even one person who has got money for me.') 

3 Kalenjin (Swahili): Makosa ni yako kama mweka hazina. Tulisema uwe 
ukitembelea watu mara kwa mara lakini hufanyi hivyo. Watu wengi 
hawawezi kufanya kitu bila kuwa harassed. ('The fault is yours as 
treasurer. We said you should visit people (us) from time to time but 
you don't do that. Many people can't do a thing unless they are 
harassed.') 

4 Kikuyu I (Swahili; English): Mjue ni vibaya for the treasurer akimaliza 
wakati wake akiona watu ambao hawawezi kupeana pesa. ('You 
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should know it's bad for the treasurer to waste his time if he sees 
people who can't give money.') 

5 Kisii (Swahili): Mweka hazina hana makosa hata kidogo. Mtu anatakiwa 
lipe pesa bila kuulizwa. ('The treasurer hasn't made any mistakes. 
Each person is required to pay without being asked.') 

fiKikuyu II (Kikuyu): Andu amwe nimendaga kwaria maundu maria matari 
na ma namo. ('Some people like talking about what they're not sure 
of.') 

7Kikuyu I (Kikuyu): Wira wa muigi wa kigina in kuiga utheca. No tigucaria 
mbeca. ('The work of the treasurer is only to keep money. Not to 
hunt for money.') 

8 Kisii (Swahili; English): Ubaya wenu ya Kikuyu in kuassume kila mtu 
anaelewa Kikuyu. ('The bad thing about Kikuyus is to assume that 
everyone understands Kikuyu.') 

9 Kalenjin (Swahili; English): Si mtumie lugha ambayo kila mtu hapa 
atasikia? We are supposed to solve this issue. ('Shouldn't you use a 
language which every person here understands? We are supposed 
to solve this issue.') 

10 Kikuyu II (Swahili; English): Tunaomba msameha. Sio kupenda kwetu. Ni 
kawaida kwa most people kupendelea lugha yao. ('We are sorry. It 
isn't that we favor our side. It's normal for most people to prefer their 
own language.') (Scotton 1988: 175-176) 

Apart from these studies, however, there has been little research carried out on 
the use ethnic languages in contexts where a lingua franca is usually expected. Of 
course, if one moves into the more general area of research in multilingual 
communities there is a plethora of research on code choice and codeswitching 
(CS), as evidenced in books by scholars like Gal (1979), Hill and Hill (1986), Li 
(1994), Myers-Scotton (1993a, 1993b), Rampton (1995), Treffers-Daller (1994), 
edited collections like those found in Auer (1998), Dow (1991), Eastman (1992), 
Heller (1988a), Jacobson (1990, 1998), and Milroy and Muysken (1995), and 
sociolinguistics textbooks like Fasold (1984; Ch. 1, 2 & 4), Saville-Troike (1989: Ch. 
3), and Wardhaugh (1998: Ch.4). 

These authors have attempted to account for CS in various ways. For example, it 
has been explained as due to incompetence of a participant in one code (see e.g. 
McClure & McClure 1988: 45; Woolard 1988). It has also been explained in relation 
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to historical, economic, and political conditions (e.g. Blommaert 1992; Gal 1979, 
1988; Heller 1982, 1988b, 1992; Hill & Hill 1986; McClure & McClure 1988; Treffers-
Daller 1992), for neutralizing conflict (Heller 1982, 1988b, 1992), in terms of 
grammatical constraints (e.g. Gumperz 1982a: 86-91; Hill & Hill 1986: 347-352; 
Myers-Scotton 1993b; Poplack 1981, 1988), as a strategy to signal multifaceted 
identities (e.g. Heller 1982, 1988b, 1992; Myers-Scotton 1993a: 120-125; Nwoye 
1993: 380-382), and so on. 

Since the foundational studies on code choice by Brown and Gilman (1960), Blom 
and Gumperz (1972), Ferguson (1959), Fishman (1971, 1972), Gal (1979), and 
Gumperz (1982a: Ch. 4), arguably some of the most influential work (if not most 
controversial: see Section 2.4 below) on code choice and CS has been that of 
Scotton (1983, 1986, 1988), also known as Myers-Scotton (1991; 1993a). Much of 
her work revolved around the need to develop a theoretical framework that would 
help predict code choice in interaction given certain data on macro-elements like 
topic, situation, participant's ethnicity, education, and so on (Myers-Scotton 
1993a: 59-60). She argued for this approach to overcome limitations in such other 
approaches to code choice as the interpretive approaches of Gumperz (1982a: Ch. 
4) and Hymes (1972b). For example, she noted that the latter had a tendency to 
concentrate on small group interactions and interpret motivations for code choice 
only in terms of the norms pertaining to that small group (Myers-Scotton 1993a: 
59-6 1, 109-110). As she notes, these approaches paid little attention to interactions 
in the wider community nor to the relationship of code choice in these interactions 
to code choice in small group interactions. Consequently it was difficult to form a 
theory that would allow a researcher to predict the effects or motivations for code 
choice in yet-to-be examined interactions. 

But the ultimate goal, surely, must be to attempt to explain data in terms of 
relations with other data sets. This means operating with the premise that 
relations exist among interactions, and that predictions can be made about 
yet-to-be-examined data. On the level of the individual interaction, it means 
that speakers can make predictions about the effects of their code choices. If 
this is the case, then the assumption that data are primarily individualized, 
and that interactions operate largely 'on their own terms,' is questioned. 
(Myers-Scotton 1993a: 60) 
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Subsequently, Myers-Scotton argued for a "markedness model" that placed code 
choice within a normative framework, that is, one which sees code choice as 
falling within a continuum where it is either more or less marked (i.e. unexpected) 
or unmarked (i.e. expected) based on what members of a speech community 
expect to hear, given the constellation of topic, participants, settings, and so on. 
As she goes on to note, these norms provide speakers of a speech community with 
a set of parameters that allow them to interpret code choice in interaction even 
when it is unexpected, that is, 'marked' (Myers-Scotton 1993a: 88-9 1; Scotton 1986: 
404-405, 1988: 155-156). She is quick to point out that this is by no means a 
deterministic model of Fishman's (1971, 1972) domain theory, since it also 
acknowledges that the relationship between code choice and context is two way. 
That is, language choice can also create context as well as be determined by it 
(Myers-Scotton 1993a: 88-90, 109-110; Scotton 1986: 404-405, 1988: 155-156). Code, 
it is argued, can also index the particular set of rights and obligations (R & 0) that 
a speaker wishes to operate within an interaction (Myers-Scotton 1993a: 84-85; 
Scotton 1986: 404-405, 1988: 155-156). 

The indexical characteristics of codes, as Myers-Scotton (1993a: 80, 85) explains, 
come from the fact that they are learned through participation in interactions in a 
particular speech community (see also Duranti 1997: 38, 212-213; Errington 1988: 
107, 248; Gumperz 1982a; Ochs 1988: 2-3, 13, 213-220, 1996: 410-411; and Tannen 
1993b: 14-21 for similar explanations of this process, although Tannen talks of this 
in terms of framing and Gumperz in terms of contextualization cues). Particular 
varieties are regularly used and hence associated with particular activities or 
relationships within a community. This knowledge allows a speaker to predict the 
consequences of their code choice in interaction (Myers-Scotton 1993a: 88-90, 109-
110; Scotton 1986: 404-405, 1988: 155-156). The indexical nature of code choice also 
allows a speaker to use a code to index the particular set of R & 0 that they think 
should exist in an interaction. Codeswitching then, carries with it meta-messages 
which indicate a speaker's perception of their R & 0 (or social identity) and that of 
their interlocutor's R & 0 to them (Myers-Scotton 1993a: 111). 

This is not to say that it is just the speaker who determines code choice; as she 
notes, the interlocutor and audience are also very important due to the sequential 
nature of conversation (Myers-Scotton 1993a: 111). Thus, if the interlocutor does 
not follow suit, then this would indicate that the interlocutor does not see the 
same set of R & 0 in operation as the speaker, that is, they do not agree with the 
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meta-message conveyed by the code choice of the speaker (Myers-Scotton 1993a: 
85, 95, 100, 110). As she goes on to argue, in effect all code choice in interaction is 
exploratory until both speaker and interlocutor ratify one another's code choice 
and the R & 0 sets indexed by these codes (Myers-Scotton 1993a: 85, 95, 100; 
Scotton 1986: 404-405, 1988: 155-156). 

With the above argument in place Myers-Scotton (1993a: 113-149) suggested a 
model that explains CS as having one of four main motivations: 

Sequential unmarked CS or situational switching which is motivated by a 
change in the salient social features of the situation. For example, an 
unmarked code being used between ethnic brethren may need to be 
changed to another unmarked code if the conversants are joined by a third 
party of a different ethnic group; 

CS as an unmarked choice whereby a speaker sees the social identities of 
both codes as salient and positive and needing to be displayed 

simultaneously. In this case, each switch itself has no special social 
significance, but rather, it is the overall pattern of using two varieties which 
carries social meaning; 

CS as a marked choice, that is, speakers switch codes in order to indicate 
that they wish to change the R & 0 set that normally exists between them 
and their interlocutors to a new one. These are usually an attempt to change 
the social distance between the speakers; 

CS as an exploratory choice, that is, where participants switch between 
codes in cases where they are uncertain of which code is the unmarked one 
in the current situation. 

What the discussion thus far suggests is that when exploring what it means to be 
a communicatively competent speaker, one needs to consider the role of code 
choice in multilingual settings from a number of perspectives. For example, one 
can do this by finding out which codes are associated with which activities 
(similar in many ways to Hymes approach discussed in Section 2.1). However, as 
we went on to note we should also be aware that this is not just a one-way 
relationship, that is, it's not just that external contexts determine code choice, 
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since code choice can also create contexts. Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo's (1982) 

transcripts in the first few pages of this section illustrated this by showing how in 
inter-ethnic interactions in Indonesia where Indonesian might normally be 
appropriate, a regional language was used to create (or perhaps maintain) a 

context of familiarity. 

Before concluding this section it should also be noted that whilst this approach of 
correlating macro information to CS in conversation may explain some motivations 
for CS, nevertheless it does not explain all or even a large number of codeswitches 
because it assumes that interlocutors share the same expectations. Other 
approaches to CS have shown (as did our discussion in Section 2.2) that one can 
question the extent to which participants in an interaction can be said to share 
similar conventions for CS. For this reason Myers-Scotton's approach and macro 

approaches in general have often attracted criticisms from those practicing 

interpretive and/or conversational analytic approaches to CS. The following 
section examines some of the alternate approaches to CS research offered and 
some of the criticisms leveled at approaches like those of Myers-Scotton (1993a). 

2.4. Interactional and conversational analytic approaches to codeswitching 

In this section we look at a number of alternative approaches to CS. These mainly 
belong to what has been termed as interactional sociolinguistics (e.g. Gumperz 
1982a) and conversation analytic approaches (e.g. Auer and associates). After 

looking at their approaches and the ways that they allow us to uncover some of 

the things that make up a speaker's communicative competence in a multilingual 
community, we look at some of their criticisms of other approaches to CS. 

The now classic study on code choice by Blom and Gumperz (1972) is perhaps the 
first study that attended to the problem of sharedness of norms for code choice in 
interactions. By examining and comparing interactions involving Norwegian locals 
and those who spent less time locally, it was shown that those who spent less 

time locally developed different norms for code choice than those who spent little 
time outside of their local community. For example, it was noted that the youth 

(the ones who spent time outside of their local community as students) often used 
both the local variety of Ranamàl and its national standardized variety Bokmàl in 
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the home setting, whereas the others only saw Ranamàl as appropriate (Blom & 
Gumperz 1972: 427-428, 431). 

In a later paper on the use of code choice in conversation, Gumperz (1982a: Ch. 4) 
further illustrates this problem and provides a theoretical base for how those 
involved in an interaction might interpret codeswitching. Using methods similar 
to those used for determining the role of prosody in the interpretation process, 
Gumperz argued that the functions of code choice in interaction could be likened 
to the use of prosody in monolingual interactions (Gumperz 1982a: 98). That is to 
say, the juxtaposition of alternating codes often provides contextualization cues 
that signal intent and are used to interpret an utterance; as with prosody, not 
sharing these conventions for code alternation can lead to different interpretations 
of each other's utterances. 

Since Gumperz's (1982a) work, others have taken up the interpretive approach to 
codeswitching. A number of these have highlighted the problems with 
approaches to CS like those of Myers-Scotton (1993a: 61, 91) that only associate 
macro-societal information to code choice or assume that members of a 
community share norms. Auer's (1995: 118-119) work emphasized the danger of 
macro type approaches to codeswitching that associate certain languages with 
certain activities. For example, he argues that in some situations the mere fact 
that there is a juxtaposition of two codes and that either can occur first makes it 
dubious that one can index one language' to one macro-societal context (see also 
Li 1998: 161 on this point). 

From another point of view Auer (1988: 191) and Meeuwis and Blommaert (1998: 
76-79) argue that much CS research is based on the false assumption that those 
who codeswitch must be bilingual, that is, they are able to carry out monolingual 
conversations in either of the two languages (see also Alvarez-Cáccamo 1998: 40-
41; Auer 1995: 118-119; Blommaert 1992: 63-65; Francescbini 1998: 56-57; Maschler 
1998; Oesch-Serra 1998; Swigart 1992: 83; and Woolard 1998: 16 on this point). For 
example, Swigart (1992: 83) points out that it could be equally argued that what is 
being studied represents a new variety (or a third variety in a bilingual context), 
as does Franceschini (1998: 56-57), who points out that CS can be acquired 
directly without having competence in both languages. Hence, in some cases, as 
Meeuwis and Blommaert (1998: 80) point out, it might even be better to argue that 
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the CS represents a separate code in itself (see also Alvarez-Cáccamo 1998: 40-4 1; 
Maschler 1998; and Oesch-Serra 1998 on this point). 

From another angle, Gardner-Chloros (1995) and Meeuwis and Blommaert (1998), 
have also highlighted the problems of associating one language with particular 
macro-societal factors on the grounds that this does not acknowledge the role of 
varieties or dialects of that language. Variability, as they note, appears to stop at 
the level of a 'language'. Using Myers-Scotton's (1993a) work as an example, 
Meeuwis and Blomrnaert's (1998) argument goes as follows: 

Apparently, what counts in Myers -Scotton's examples is the difference 
between English and Shona or Swahili. We hear nothing about what 
particular varieties of English, Swahili or Shona are being used, nothing 
about inter-language dialectal or stylistic variation, about accents, 
intonation, conversational structuring, and other proved sense-making 
pragmatic variables. (Meeuwis & Blommaert 1998: 79; original italics) 

In addition, as Meeuwis and Blommaert (1998: 79-80) and Li (1998: 159-162) argue, 
codeswitching has interactional significance apart from the type of identity 
negotiation discussed in work like that of Myers-Scotton (1993a). This has been 
demonstrated not only in their own work, but also in the earlier work of scholars 
like Auer (1988). Working on German/Italian codeswitching used by Italian 
migrant children in West Germany, Auer (1988) showed how the alternate use of 
these languages were used to signal intent and to interpret utterances in ways 
not related to identity negotiation, including (p.  199): 

• To highlight the fact that one is doing the activity of repairing one's 
utterance. 

• To signal a change in the frame of the on-going activity, for example, to say 
we have finished a formal interview and are now into a casual conversation. 

• To highlight that one is changing from a mode of giving information to 
evaluating that information. 

• To mark reformulations. 

• To highlight what elements in a narrative are to be interpreted as "setting" 
and "activities" within that setting. 

0 To define information in an utterance as "given" or "new". 



More recent research in this conversation analytic/interpretive tradition has 

shown that codeswitching can also be explained in terms of its functions as a 
topic marker (Alfonzetti 1998: 197-198; Blommaert 1992: 62; Gysels 1992: 50; 

Jergensen 1998: 254; Nwoye 1993: 378-379), as a means of emphasizing and 

foregrounding certain information (Gysels 1992: 51), as a means of indicating one 
has not finished one's turn (Gysels 1992: 52), for reviving a conversation (Li 1998: 
161), to highlight that one is self-repairing a mistake or possible point of 

misunderstanding one perceives on behalf of one's interlocutor (Milroy & Li 1995: 
150-152; Oesch-Serra 1998: 110), preference marking (Mihoy & Li 1995: 148-150), 
and the marking of presequences (Mihoy & Li 1995: 152-153). These are just a few 
of the non-identity functions of codeswitching and many more can be found in the 
collection of papers in Auer (1998). 

These interactional sociolinguistic and conversational analytic approaches will 
henceforth be referred to as micro-interpretive approaches. What the majority 
have in common in terms of theoretical orientation and method is that meaning at 
the interactional level is not just a product of association between macro-societal 
information and code, but rather the meaning of CS is negotiated in situ during an 
interaction. Hence, often the immediate object of inquiry is the interaction as it 

occurs turn by turn; code choice and its interpretation, as Li (1998: 162) puts it, is 
limited to the participants "mutual understanding" of what is going on. 

To summarize the argument thus far, what these micro interpretive approaches 

highlight is that one needs to keep in mind that variation is more the rule than the 
exception (see also Duranti 1997: 32, 88 on this). In addition to this, they alert us to 
the fact that we need to empirically demonstrate that two codes do in fact exist in 
a speech community and that the speakers from this community are competent in 
both of them before we take the next step and talk of code choice in terms of 

codeswitching. These approaches also highlight the fact that misinterpretation of 
intent in interaction due to this variation is just as possible as interpretation of 
intent (see e.g. Tannen 1984: 20 for an eloquent statement on this). The major 
differences then between these types of interpretive approaches and the 

framework suggested by Myers-Scotton (1993a) is that one needs to demonstrate 
rather than assume that there are two codes which all speakers know equally 
well, and more generally that variation is expected rather than exceptional 
(compare this with Myers-Scotton 1993a: 60, 91). 
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Consequently, for those practicing micro-interpretive approaches, speech 

communities are often defined in terms of whether participants in an interaction 

share CS conventions for conveying and interpreting intent. Again this is in 

contrast to approaches like that of Myers-Scotton (1993a: 60, 91) which presume 

that interactants share these CS conventions and which then frequently go on to 

interpret their CS in terms of other data on code-choice gathered from nationwide 

self-report surveys (Myers-Scotton 1993a: 34, 37-38, 8283)2.  For micro-interpretive 

approaches to CS the validity of the analyst's interpretations about participants' 

motivations for CS is tied to the sequential nature of conversation (Gumperz 

1992a: 48). Moerman (1988) summarizes this eloquently as follows: 

A substantive benefit from records of interaction is that the natives show us 

- because they must show one another - what they are up to, and what they 

made of it utterance by utterance. ... Transcripts - and a method for their 

analysis - disclose participants' understandings and interpretations line by 

line. (Moerman 1988: 93) 

In other words, examining an entire interaction often provides empirical evidence 

as to whether the speaker's message has been interpreted as intended, 

dissonances or misunderstandings in discourse often being indicated by repair 

sequences, pauses, gestures, posture and so on (see also Goodwin & Duranti 

1992: 29-30; Goodwin & Goodwin 1992a, 1992b; Gumperz 1992b: 232; Heath 1992: 

102-103). If few of these clues appear in an interaction it is argued that 

participants share similar iules for interpreting and conveying intent through CS 

and hence are members of the same speech community. As Li (1998) points out: 

Those who adopt the CA [i.e. conversation analysis] approach to code-

switching argue that we must not assume that, in any given conversation, 

speakers switch languages in order to index' speaker identity, attitudes, 

power relations, formality, etc.; rather, we must be able to demonstrate how 

such things as identity, attitude and relationship are presented, understood, 

accepted or rejected, and changed in the process of interaction. (Li 1998: 

163) 

2 Some sociolinguists would see the reliance on self-report data without verification as 

questionable, since often speakers do not do what they report that they do (see e.g. Milroy 

198Th). 
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In summary, and similar to Gumperz's (1982a) earlier comments (see Section 2.2), 

any theory of what constitutes a speaker's communicative competence needs to 

take into account how participants switch codes to cooperate or not, to show they 

share the same social identity or not and so on. In other words, it needs to take 

into account how code choice and language in general creates context in an 

ongoing interaction (see also Goodwin & Duranti 1992: 5; Duranti 1992: 87). Of 

course, this does not mean that macro approaches should be abandoned for micro 

approaches, and at least since Heller's (1988c) summary of the work on CS found 

in Heller (1988a), calls have been made for an approach that takes into account 

both macro-societal influences and micro influences when determining 

motivations for code choice (see also Auer 1995: 119-123; Milroy & Li 1995: 136-

138, 153-155). What such an approach might look like is the topic of the following 

section. 

2.5. Researching codeswitching: toward a synthesis 

In the previous sections we have looked at a number of approaches used for 

discovering what it means to be communicatively competent. We could argue that 

the three major approaches discussed in this chapter, that is, the ethnography of 

speaking (Section 2.1), Auer's, Gumperz's, and Tannen's micro-interpretive 

approaches (Sections 2.2 and 2.4), and Myers-Scotton's markedness model 

(Section 2.3), all have things in common. For example, Myers-Scotton's discussion 

of how code choice indexes social meaning is similar in many respects to 

Gumperz's and Auer's discussions of contextualization cues or Hymes' discussion 

of "key". We can also argue that these approaches all have something to offer to 

enhance our understanding of what it means to be communicatively competent. 

This section provides a description of how these approaches can be integrated for 

the purposes of this thesis to explore what it means to be communicatively 

competent in Indonesian. 

All of these approaches have been used to varying degrees in a number of now 

famous studies of how children learn to be communicatively competent, such as 

Ochs' (1988) research on language socialization in Samoa and Schieffelin's (1990) 

work on Kaluli children in Papua New Guinea. Moerman's (1988) study of 

codeswitching in Thailand, although not being specifically concerned with 
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communicative competence, nevertheless represents another example that has 
convincingly blended etbnography and conversation analytic approaches to 
provide an example of what a competent speaker knows (see also Cicourel 1992 
on this). 

For our purposes, this blend may look a little different to that of Ochs (1988) and 
Schieffelin (1990), since our object of study will be inter-ethnic interactions of 
adults in an urban setting, rather than the language socialization of children in an 
ethnically homogenous rural setting. Nevertheless, like these two studies, 
considerable attention will need to be focused on instances of talk that those 
under study engage in during the course of their daily social life. As argued in 
Section 2.1, this is in order to obtain information on their relationships to each 
other, that is, information on Hymes' (1964, 1972b, 1974a, 1974b) "participants" 
and their "social networks" (see also Milroy 1987a; Milroy & Li 1995). It will also 
provide information on "setting", "norms of interaction", and on the history of 
interaction among these participants, which as highlighted in Section 2.2 are also 
important in the interpretation process (see also Cicourel 1992; Dabène & Moore 
1995). 

In addition to this data, other information seen as essential for establishing what 
it means to be a communicatively competent speaker will need to be sought. 
Hence, again starting with Hymes' (1964, 1972b, 1974a, 1974b) approach, 
information will need to be gathered on the following: "message form", "the 
content of the message or topic", "the act sequence", "the scene", "purposes", 
"key", "channel", "forms of speech", "norms of interpretation", and "genres". 
Data on "message form" and "channel" can be gathered through participant 
observation and the use of recording equipment. To a certain extent, these 
recordings and observations will also contain data on "the act sequence" (e.g. the 
sequence of turns), "genre" (e.g. the type of activity going on like meeting, casual 
conversation and so on), and "key" (e.g. observed gestures or changes in pitch, 
silence, code, and so on in the recording). However, working out which of these 
elements make up "key" will be more a result of micro-interpretive approaches of 
the types discussed in Section 2.2 and 2.4, whilst further information about what 
creates "genres" needs to be obtained through these methods and the use of 
informal and formal interviews. Data on "forms of speech" can also initially be 
gathered through either observation or the use of a recorder. However, the actual 
decision on whether the verbal forms found in a speech act/event/situation can be 
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classified as a language, a dialect, a code, a speech style, a register, marked or 
unmarked usage and to what extent a speaker knows these forms will depend on 
the use of methods employed in micro-interpretive approaches or from other data 
obtained from participants and informants. 

The use of micro-interpretive approaches will also be invaluable for obtaining 
information on "the content of the message or topic", "the scene", "purposes", 
and "norms of interpretation". For example, one can only work out what topic is 
being discussed if one pays attention to how contextualization cues are used to 
convey intent and to interpret messages. That is, one needs to know how they 
function to establish "norms of interpretation", and if speakers share these, then 
we can suggest what the topic is from the perspective of the participants. This is 
also the case to some extent in determining "purposes", since if those involved in 
interaction do not share the same "norms of interpretation", then the outcomes of 
an interaction may be unintended. These approaches are also useful for 
investigating goals (the other element of Hymes' "purposes"). For example, the 
patterns that come from the sequential analysis of interaction can be compared or 
related to other data sets (e.g. Myers-Scotton 1993a), which then allows the 
analyst to at least put forward some tentative claims about what the speaker's 
goals might be. This can also be supplemented with information gathered from 
interviews and casual conversations together with the use of panels of speakers 
(see Section 2.2) who can be provided with a recordings and asked to comment on 
them (see also Genesee & Bourhis 1988; Lambert 1967; Myers-Scotton 1993a: 106-
107). 

There is also the question of defining the participants' speech community. If we 
are to observe and gather data on inter-ethnic interactions on a regular basis, and 
since ethnographers needs to live for a long period with those under study (see 
e.g. Block 1976: 231, Fasold 1990: 48; C. Geertz 1973: 23; Johnson 1992: 143; 
Keesing 1976: 9; Milroy 1987b: 62; Saville-Troike 1989: 120; Wiersma 1995: 275), 
then it would make sense to undertake research in an area where this was 
possible. As has been well documented in much of the CS research, cities offer 
more opportunities in terms of education, employment, and so on and as a result 
often attract people of other ethnic groups (see e.g. Dabène & Moore 1995; 
Gumperz 1982a, 1996). Hence, the research site is best located in an urban rather 
than rural area. Here one would expect to find those of differing ethnicity living in 
close proximity, if not in the same street or neighborhood, allowing opportunities 
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to observe and record inter-ethnic encounters and to record information of the 

types mentioned above. In other words, we would to a certain extent be fulfilling 

Hymes (1972b: 55) criteria for defining a speech community, that is, that speakers 

were part of a social unit, whose members could be found in a common location 

and whose daily interactions formed a large part of what he termed their "primary 

interaction" (see also Milroy's 1987a and Milroy & Li's 1995 work for a similar line 

of reasoning). 

After analyzing recorded conversations, one could then concentrate on to what 

extent members of a neighborhood were part of the same speech community. In 

other words, to what extent do members share the same ways of speaking, that is, 

the same conventions for using and interpreting contextualization cues? In this 

sense, then, we are seeing how one of the contexts language can build is 

community, or a sense of belonging to a speech community which shares the 

same norms of interpretation. To reframe this somewhat in terms of Myers-

Scotton's (1993a: 60) argument about the need to find relationships between data 

sets, we might say we wish to analysis code choice and prosody in one face-to-

face interaction and then determine what, if any, relationship it has to code-choice 

and the use of prosody in other face-to-face interactions. 

Of course, this still leaves us to gather information on Hymes' (1972b, 1974a) 

speech situations, speech events and speech acts. Within the speech community 

these things will be socially and culturally organized, and as noted in Section 2.1, 

part of determining a speaker's CC is to see how they associate speech situations, 

speech events and speech acts with all of the other elements discussed above. 

Much of this information can be gathered through observation. For example, by 

looking at a particular setting, the time it occurs, who normally participates and so 

on, one can speculate on what type of activity it is. This can then be checked with 

informants (e.g. how they categorize it) or through information gathered via 

conversations or interviews. As Myers-Scotton's (1993a: 108), Rosaldo's (1982: 

215), and Schieffelin's (1990: 20) work has shown, casual conversations with 

members of the speech community under study are especially useful for 

determining what constitutes a speech situation or speech event, or things like 

"norms for interaction" (Tannen's 1993b approach to discovering expectations in 
discourse also adopts a similar approach). 
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Before concluding this chapter it should also be noted that the discussion above 

has mainly looked at the use of code and prosody as contextualization cues and 

has not covered things like proxemics, gesture, and other proven meaning-making 

elements of interactions (see e.g. Auer 1992: 14-21; Birdwhistell 1972; Goodwin & 

Goodwin 1992a; Heath 1992; Kendon 1985, 1992). The reasons for focusing on just 

code and prosody are twofold. The first is that concentrating on other aspects like 

gesture and so on would make it virtually impossible to do within the timeframe of 

a Ph.D. project (and according to Auer 1992: 20 impossible to do period). The 

second reason is that contextualization cues like prosody, gesture, code and so on 

often co-occur (Auer 1992: 29-30). By extension, we might argue that the analyst's 

interpretation of participants' intent and interpretation can be made based on only 

some of these. The use of recordings and transcripts of these recordings, as noted 

above, will also provide additional information on the validity or otherwise of the 

analyst's interpretations. 

With a theoretical approach and methodology now in place, we can more easily 

ascertain the usefulness of studies already carried out in Indonesia for 

determining what it means to be communicatively competent in Indonesian: this 

is the focus of the next chapter. 
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Chapter 3: Sociolinguistic Research Carried Out in Indonesia 

3.0 Introduction 

In the previous chapter we drew from three major approaches, which included the 

ethnography of speaking (Section 2.1), micro-interpretive approaches (Sections 2.2 

and 2.4), and the markedness model for interpreting code choice (Section 2.3), to 

suggest a way in which we could explore what it means to be a communicatively 

competent speaker in inter-ethnic interactions in Indonesia. In this chapter we 

apply this framework to the studies that have already been done in Indonesia. 

This is done firstly to establish their relationship to the current research problem - 

that is, has the same type of research been carried out before? - and secondly to 

draw on some of the insights or starting points that these earlier studies can offer. 

In particular, Section 3.1 starts with the guidelines set out in Sections 2.1, 2.4, and 

2.5 for doing research in the tradition of the ethnography of communication and 

notes which of the many studies on Indonesian and its regional languages fit 

these guidelines. Section 3.2 then goes on to look at the research done on the use 

of contextualization cues in Indonesia. In Section 3.3, this process is again 

repeated, but this time with an eye on research done on inter-ethnic interactions. 

Section 3.4 then goes on to discuss some of the useful starting points offered by 

the earlier studies on Javanese in East and Central Java, while Section 3.5 looks at 

some of the starting points offered by earlier research on the use of Indonesian in 

several areas of Java. Finally, Section 3.6 highlights the main points of this 

chapter. 

3.1. Research using methods from the ethnography of communication 

As with many studies, the researcher often has the benefit of prior research and 

this study is no exception. In fact, as will become evident in this and the following 

sections, Indonesian and the regional languages of Indonesia in general have 

been studied by many researchers from such disciplines as anthropology (e.g. C. 

C. Geertz 1960; H Geertz 1961; Hollan 1988; Keeler 1987; Koentjaraningrat 1985; 

Siegel 1986; Wikan 1987, 1989), sociology (e.g. Jay 1969), social psychology (e.g. 

Mulder 1992), politics (e.g. B. Anderson 1966), and linguistics (e.g. Dewey 1978; 

Gunarwan 1981; Jensen 1988; Keeler 1998; Kuipers 1998; Oetomo 1987; 
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Poedjosoedarmo 1968, 1978; Rafferty 1983; Taylor 1983; Wallace 1979; Uhlenbeck 

1978 and others discussed in the following sections). 

Of these studies, relatively few have used methods from the ethnography of 

communication. Those that did include studies that looked solely at the use of a 

regional language, as was the case with the studies of Bax (1974), Errington (1985, 
1988), Robson (1985), and Smith-Hefner (1983, 1988a, 1988b). Others, including 

those of Berman (1998), Errington (1998), Kartomihardjo (1981), Oetomo (1987), 

Tanner (1967), Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo (1982), and Zurbuchen (1984), extended 

this to include the role of a regional language vis-à-vis Indonesian. Of these 

studies, however, only the studies of Robson (1985), Smith-Hefner (1983), Berman 

(1998), and Errington (1998) could be said to have paid much attention to the 

relationship between the daily social life of members of the speech community 

under study and how this impacted on code choice, at least as described in 

Section 2.5. 

The other studies, although certainly using the notion of speech community, 

nevertheless did this on a scale that was too large for the parameters set out in 

Hymes (1972b, 1974a). For example, the speech community was often a whole 

region, like Central Java, or East Java, rather than a neighborhood. In addition to 

this, data on individual's social networks and their history of interaction with 

those they were interacting with was either limited or lacking. Smith-Hefner's 

(1983) study on the other hand is exemplary in that it concentrated on the daily 

social life of two small communities and illustrated how different demands of daily 

life in these two areas lead to different patterns of code choice. 

For example, in the highlands of Tengger in East Java, the situation of most 

residents living in this rural community led to a need for a high level of reliance 

and cooperation with one's neighbors in order for all to be successful 

economically. Code choice in interactions among these people was 

characteristically a symmetrical exchange of ngoko "low/familiar/unrefined" 

Javanese (BJN). For members of this speech community the use of BJN 

simultaneously indexed mutual dependence, a close relationship, a sense of 

community, and the desire to continue this relationship/dependence (Smith-

Hefner 1983: 82-87, 128). 
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In contrast, in the other nearby lowland urban community, Ciliwung, these same 

relationships were neither necessary nor desirable. In this community, daily life 

did not require depending on the labor of members of one's community, and 

consequently relationships were far less familiar. This in turn required a code, 

kromo forms of Javanese, which allowed one to show social distance. In addition 

to this, in this community being able to defer to one's interlocutor, that is, being 

able to give kromo forms and expect ngoko forms in return, was valued in 

interaction, while not being able to was seen as impolite and unrefined (Smith-

Heftier 1983: 84-85). Hence, unlike the highland rural community, in these contexts 

asymmetrical code exchange was required and was the result of the need to 

indicate one's status relative to one's interlocutor. 

Errington's (1998) study was similar to Smith-Hefner's study in that he obtained 

his data from two communities, but it was also exemplary as a study that 

analyzed the use of code as a contextualization cue, and so it will be discussed in 

the following section. Berman's (1998) study in contrast looked at the discursive 

practices of a number of Javanese women, their daily social life, and the influence 

of this on their ways of speaking. Since this study also looked to some extent at 

the use of contextualization cues (although it was put in terms of indexicality), it 

will also be discussed further in the following section. If one moves to other 

criteria discussed in Sections 2.4 and 2.5, such as whether Smith-Hefner (1983) or 

the other studies demonstrated that participants knew certain codes and not 

others, or whether they looked specifically at inter-ethnic interaction, then a 

number of other important differences between these studies and the current 

research project can be pointed out. These are the topics of the following two 

sections. 

3.2. Research on the use of contextualization cues in interaction 

In comparison to research carried out using methods from the ethnography of 

communication, research on the use of contextualization cues (e.g. prosody, 

repetition, code) in Indonesian settings is scarce indeed. In fact, to my knowledge 

there are only two, that is, the studies of Errington (1998) and Berman (1998). The 

following sections look briefly at these studies and their relationship to the current 

study. 



Drawing on the work of Gumperz (1982a: Ch. 4), Meeuwis and Blommaert (1994), 

and the papers in Heller (1988a), and Milroy and Muysken (1995), Errington (1998: 

Ch. 7-10) shows how the alternation between different varieties of Javanese 

provides a contextualization cue that helps "frame" (Goffman 1974, 1981) an 

utterance as "modeled speech" and "modeled thought". In other words, it helps 

frame it as something that one's interlocutor might say/ feel or has said/might 

have felt in a certain situation. Similarly, he goes on to show how the alternation 

between varieties of Javanese and Indonesian allows the speaker to indicate first 

and third person perspectives about their ongoing discourse (Errington 1998: Ch. 

10). As Errington explains, personal experience is often narrated in Javanese and 

interpersonal relationships are often characterized and indicated by the use of 

Javanese, while Indonesian is often used to evaluate a narrative they have just 

given or draw conclusions from the event or interaction that preceded the use of 

Indonesian. 

Berman's (1998) work, although not directly drawing on Gumperz's (1982a) work, 

nevertheless kept in mind the contextualization potential of code and prosody 

when gathering and analyzing data in Javanese discourse. In addition to this her 

work talked in terms of indexicality, which arguably is quite similar to Gumperz's 

(1982a) notion of contextualization cues. For example, looking at the use of 

vocatives, repetition, control of topic and so on in discourse, she showed how 

these elements indexed the relative status of participants in interactions in similar 

ways to how the different speech levels in Javanese did this. In other words, 

these elements (i.e. vocatives, repetition etc) could also be said to operate as 

contextualization cues that allowed participants to both signal intent, and to 

interpret utterances. 

Although both these two studies are exemplary in that they integrate methods 

from the ethnography of communication and macro-interpretive approaches, 

neither looked at inter-ethnic interactions. It is also the case that only Errington's 

(1998: 115) work paid any attention to the question of whether instances of talk 

represented codeswitching (i.e. between two autonomous codes of Indonesian 

and Javanese) or whether this talk in fact represented just one syncretic code. 

Hence, we need to look further to see what other studies have looked at this in the 
Indonesian context; this is the topic of the following section. 
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3.3. Research on inter-ethnic interactions 

Research on code choice, conversation style, or prosody in inter-ethnic 

interactions is also very scarce. The following section looks briefly at the four 

studies that have to some extent looked at inter-ethnic interactions in Indonesia. 

These four studies include Kartomihardjo's (1981) and Wolff and 

Poedjosoedarrno's (1982) study of the communicative codes found in East Java 

and Central Java respectively, Widjajakusumuh's (1983) accounts of code choice 

in interactions among Sundanese and non-Sundanese in West Java, and 

Zurbuchen's (1984) study of code choice in Bali. None of these studies focused 

solely on inter-ethnic interactions because their main purpose was to look at how 

regional languages like Javanese and Balinese functioned vis-à-vis Indonesian in 

intra-ethnic interactions (i.e. among members of the same ethnic group). 

Widjajakusumuh's (1983: 357) article, for example, only mentioned inter-ethnic 

interaction in passing when talking about the influence of a regional variety of 

Indonesian on the acquisition of Indonesian by children in Bandung, West Java. 

Zurbuchen's (1984: 251-252) study devoted half a paragraph to code choice in 

interactions between Balinese and non-Balinese, while Kartomihardjo's (1981: 159) 

study devoted nearly a page with an example of a text from an inter-ethnic 

interaction. Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo's (1982: 66-68) study devotes a number of 

pages to inter-ethnic interactions and provides a number of examples, one of 

which has already been discussed in Section 2.3. 

In contrast to Zurbuchen's (1984) study, which essentially noted Balinese was not 

used in inter-ethnic interactions, the studies of Kartomihardjo (1981), 

Widjajakusumuh (1983: 357), and Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo (1982) all showed 

that regional languages were used in inter-ethnic interaction. For example, 

Kartomihardjo (1981) and Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo (1982) both found that whilst 

Javanese were reluctant to use Javanese with non-Javanese whom they did not 

know, this was not the case with those whose relationship could be classified as 

intimate. In these contexts, they noted, one could often find ngoko "familiar" 

Javanese being used. It was also the case, as Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo (1982: 

67) went on to note, that this variety of Javanese was used by Javanese to non-

Javanese interlocutors whom they wished to befriend. 



These findings contrast considerably with their earlier generalizations and those 
of others who described Indonesian as the language of wider communication 
among those of different ethno-linguistic backgrounds (see e.g. Abas 1987; 
Kartomihardjo 1981: 142; Lowenberg 1992: 65-66, 70-71; Moeliono 1986:30; 

Nababan 1985: 5, 1991: 119; Wolff & Poedjosoedarmo 1982: 50; Zurbuchen 1984: 
247, 251-252). Unfortunately, this aspect of code choice was not given any further 
treatment in these papers, nor was there any mention of the implications of this 
for those studying Indonesian, for example, that to be friends with some 
Indonesians one may need to also be able to speak a variety of Javanese. 

Finally, none of these studies discussed the role of prosody as a contextualization 
cue in interaction and hence there are also gaps in our knowledge about whether 
this element is an important meaning-making element in inter-ethnic interactions 
in Indonesia. Nevertheless, these studies provide excellent starting points for the 
current research project, as discussed in following sections. 

3.4. Insights and starting points: previous research on Javanese 

In the previous sections we looked at a number of language studies that have 
already been carried out in Indonesia to determine whether the type of research 
done in this project had been done before. Generally we found that the research 
done here had not been done before. Of course, this does not mean that these 
earlier studies do not offer a wealth of information that is indispensable in a 
number of ways to the current study. This section points out the most salient 
insights offered from these studies and discuss how they can be used as starting 
points for the current study. In particular it looks at studies carried out on the use 
of Javanese in East and Central Java. 

Many of the early studies on Javanese have noted that relative status is an 
important factor determining code choice in interaction (see e.g. C. Geertz 1960: 
241-260; Jay 1969: Ch. 9; Poedjosoedarmo 1968: 75). In general this was reaffirmed 
in later studies and articles by scholars like Keeler (1984: xvii - xx, 1987: Ch. 1), 
Siegel (1986: 15), and Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo (1982: 4-5, 15). Wolff and 
Poedjosoedarmo's (1982: 4, 9) study, for example, was carried out in urban areas 
around and within Yogyakarta and reported that there were three speech levels, 
kromo, madyo and ngoko, which could be identified by the presence or absence of 
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particular lexical markers. They argued that inequalities in status and/or age often 
lead to asymmetrical code exchange (Wolff & Poedjosoedarmo 1982: 4-5, 15). For 
example, in situations where one interlocutor was of higher status (in their study, 
this included things like wealth, occupation, education, and to a lesser degree 
noble background), one could expect to see the person of lower status using 
kromo varieties of Javanese (BJK), while receiving ngoko varieties (BJN) in return 
(Wolff & Poedjosoedarmo 1982: 15-17, 24-27). In cases where there was little 
inequality in status, but inequalities in age, then one could also expect similar 
asymmetrical exchanges. Meanwhile in situations where there was little 
difference in status or age, one could expect to find either a kromo variety of 
Javanese being symmetrically exchanged, in cases where speakers were 
unfamiliar, or BJN being symmetrically exchanged where speakers were familiar 
(see e.g. Wolff & Poedjosoedarmo 1982: 24-26). 

Bax (1974: 204), on the other hand, found that in the rural area outside of 
Yogyakarta where he did his study there were only two speech levels, kromo and 
ngoko Javanese. Just as importantly, he also noted that they tended to be 
exchanged symmetrically rather than asymmetrically, that is, ngoko for ngoko or 
kromo for kromo, rather than asymmetrically, that is, ngoko for kromo (Bax 1974: 
Ch. 3). He went on to say that where asymmetrical exchanges did occur, 
familiarity seemed to be the determining factor rather than status (Bax 1974: 64, 
155, 208: see also Robson 1985: 168). Similarly, Errington's (1985, 1988) research 
conducted among the urban nobility (priyayi) of Solo, showed that apart from 
informants giving different labels to the speech levels (he preferred to refer to 
them as speech styles), social change had resulted in different functional uses of 
these speech levels between different generations of speakers. For example, for 
the older "traditional" and "conservative" nobility, speech level usage was 
determined by royal status and to a lesser extent age. In addition, these elaborate 
speech styles also served as a symbol of in-group membership for this group. In 
contrast, code choice among younger generation speakers tended to be 
determined by familiarity with their interlocutor, rather than relative status, with a 
tendency toward symmetrical rather than asymmetrical exchanges (Errington 
1985: 180-184). 

Other studies on the use of Javanese also found similar things to that of Bax (1974) 
and Errington (1985, 1988). For example, Smith-Hefner's (1983) study (see Section 
3.1) also brought into question the idea that there was only one acceptable 
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standard for the use of Javanese in East Java, and by extension in other areas like 
Central Java. In other words, it didn't support the position that relative status or 
age is the most important factor determining code choice in interaction (see also 
Smith-Hefner 1988a). If one looks at work done by Guinness (1986) in a Javanese 
kampung "street or ward", his work also highlights the idea that in this less 
affluent community the importance of the relative status of participants in 
interaction was subordinate to equality (see e.g. Guinness's (1986: 177) discussion 
of rukun in a Javanese kampung). In other words, due to their economic situation 
and the daily needs of kampung life, members of the kampung preferred to stress 
equality in interactions. In addition to this, Smith-Hefner's (1983) study showed 
the value of doing comparative studies to promote our understanding of why some 
communities preferred egalitarian forms of code exchange while others preferred 
asymmetrical code exchange. 

As can be seen from the few examples above, there is just as much variation in 
the findings as there are similarities. Following Hymes (1972a) and Duranti (1997: 
32) one might argue that in the current project one would do well to also expect 
this type of variation. Yet, as Ochs (1988: 212) following C. Geertz (1973) notes, 
"Although .... cultures are not perfectly tidy systems, there are nonetheless 
dispositions, preferences, and dispreferences that cut across numerous 
communicative events and organize those events". Hence, we might also expect 
to find some patterns in the above studies and likewise in the current research 
project. For example, we might suggest that some of the recurring patterns 
appear to be that elements like age, status, and familiarity are important factors 
determining code choice. However, the extent to which speakers rely on any of 
these will be influenced by where they come from geographically, what 
generation they belong to, what social network they belong to, and whether this 
network stresses egalitarianism or deference discourse systems (see also Scollon 
& Scollon 1995: Ch. 3, 6, 7 on this). 

3.5. Insights and starting points: previous research on Indonesian 

The previous section concentrated on insights obtained from studies on the use of 
Javanese in East and Central Java. In this section I look at some of the insights 
offered from the many studies carried out on the use of Indonesian in several 
regions of Java. 
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The research of Wolff (1976), Kartomihardjo (1981: Ch. 5), Wolff and 

Poedjosoedarmo (1982: Ch. 3), and Errington (1998: Ch. 7 & 10) have all devoted 

substantial parts of their studies to the use of Indonesian in intra-ethnic 

interactions (e.g. interactions among Javanese). Without summarizing all the 

reasons given for the choice of Indonesian over Javanese, we can observe a 

number of reoccurring patterns, including its use to interlocutors when one is 

unsure of the appropriate style or level, to avoid the use of Javanese speech levels, 

to address multiple participants of differing status, to correct wrong code choices, 

to make comments or evaluate one's narration, to add authority to what one is 

saying, to add emphasis to what one is saying, to show one is educated and thus 

from a privileged background and so on. 

It is also interesting to note here that, in a similar vein to Gumperz's (1982a) 

suggestions that the use of second language can often be characterized by 

prosodic patterns drawn from a first language, the above uses of Indonesian might 

be interpreted as characteristic of some of the norms for interaction attributed to 

the use of Javanese. For example, another way of accounting for the choice of 

Indonesian over Javanese in some of the contexts discussed above is that it was 

consistent with Javanese concerns for maintaining social harmony between 

speakers and more generally recognizing one's status relative to one's interlocutor 

and choosing an appropriate code (see Kartomihardjo 1981: 173; Wolff & 

Poedjosoedarmo 1982: 14-15). In other words, Indonesian was used in situations 

where it was necessary to maintain social harmony yet difficult to do this through 

the use of Javanese and hence knowledge of how social relations should be 

judged and how language should be used underpinned the use of Indonesian. 

Of course, the more general issue of the influence of Javanese on Indonesian is not 

new and at least since an early paper by Ben Anderson (1966) there has been 

much written on the subject. For example, Poedjosoedarmo's doctoral research 

carried out in the sixties and published in the 1982 monograph titled Javanese 

Influence on Indonesian reported Javanese influence on Indonesian in the areas of 

phonology, morphology, lexicon, syntax, respect vocabulary, the use of 

circumlocutions and so on. Latter research carried out by Gunarwan (1992, 1994) 

suggests that Javanese residing in Jakarta and those in Malang, East Java, use 

Javanese politeness strategies (in terms of things like directness) when using 

Indonesian, while Hooker (1993) points to Javanese influences on the Indonesian 



used in public orations by Indonesia's first two presidents, Sukarno and Soeharto. 

Others, such as Errington (1986: 338-339), argued that although there may be a 

"Javanization" of Indonesian, as suggested by B. Anderson (1966), nevertheless 

this did not go as far as the asymmetrical exchanges one finds in Javanese. For 

example, he argued that whilst in Javanese one could find the exchange of ngoko 

Javanese for kromo Javanese as a result of differences in the relative status or age 

of interlocutors, nevertheless few analogues of this linguistic behavior could be 

found when examining exchanges of Indonesian and other varieties of Indonesian 

found in Jakarta, Indonesia's capital (Errington 1986: 338-339). 

Errington (1986) went on to argue that the existence and use of a number of 

varieties of Indonesian could be interpreted equally well in terms of a modified 

version of Ferguson's (1959) model of diglossia, since non-standard varieties of 

Indonesian were used in conversational contexts among intimates and family, 

while standard forms were more common in speeches, the media and so on 

(Errington 1986: 339-341). Of course, as Errington (1986: 339) notes, this is not a 

new suggestion either and earlier work by Wallace (1977: 32-33) talked of the use 

of various varieties of Indonesian in these terms. If we turn to other research on 

variation in Indonesian in West Java carried out by Edmund Anderson (1983) we 

see similar conclusions concerning the use of standard and non-standard varieties 

of Indonesian. For example, his data suggests that non-standard varieties become 

appropriate in spoken interaction among intimates while more standard variants 

of Indonesian are used in spoken interaction with strangers (E. Anderson 1983: 5-

11). 

In summary, we might suggest that some of the recurring patterns that appear 

from the research discussed above include the use of Indonesian sometimes being 

governed by norms pertaining to a speaker's first language, and the use of 

standard versus non-standard varieties to indicate social distance between 

speakers. 

3.6. Conclusion 

In this chapter we have compared previous research done in Indonesia to the 

model described in Section 2.5. In Section 3.1 we pointed out that in general little 

of the research base had taken as its starting point a speech community in the 
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sense described in Section 2.5. Nor had many of these studies integrated 

approaches like the ethnography of communication and micro-interpretive 

approaches (Section 3.2). Of the studies that did this, none had looked at inter-

ethnic interactions, and in general we noted that research on inter-ethnic 

interactions in Indonesia was very limited (Section 3.3). We did note, however, 

that what had been done alerted us to the possibility that Indonesian may not be 

the code of inter-ethnic interaction as previously thought. Sections 3.4 and 3.5 

then went on to note that despite these holes in our research base, what has 

already been done is nonetheless invaluable and provides some ideas about some 

of the types of patterns of code choice one may find together with some strategies 

for investigating this (especially the studies of Smith-Heftier 1983 and Errington 

1998). Having said this, it is now time to go onto the nuts and bolts of the study, 

firstly by looking at what was actually done to obtain and analyze data. This is the 

subject of the following chapter. 

Before moving on to the next chapter, however, it is timely to provide definitions 

for a number of terms I will frequently refer to in the following pages. In Chapters 

6 through to 11 much of my discussion revolves around code choice. For the 

purposes of this thesis "code" refers to the classification I gave to utterances as 

either non-standard Indonesian (NSI), standard Indonesian (BI), ngoko Javanese 

(BJN), or kromo Javanese (BJK) (see Section 4.5.1). Asymmetrical code exchange 

will simply refer to where one speaker gives one code and is replied to in another, 

for example, where one speaker uses a variety of Indonesian to address their 

interlocutor, while their interlocutor replies in a variety of Javanese: the reverse 

scenario also falls within this classification. On the other hand, if both speaker and 

interlocutor address and are addressed in the same code - for example, both use 

similar varieties of Indonesian or Javanese - then this is referred to as a 

symmetrical code exchange. 

M. 
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Chapter 4: Methodology 

4.0 Introduction 

This chapter describes how I went about gathering, analyzing, and validating 
data and findings. Basically it is broken into nine sections. The first section looks 
at the selection of a research site and speech community for study (Section 4.1). 
The second section describes how I gathered data using methods from the 
ethnography of cominunication. Section 4.3 then goes on to describe how 
conversation data was audio recorded, while Section 4.4 discusses how I went 
about transcribing these audio recordings and some of the problems encountered 
during this process. In Section 4.5 I discuss how I analyzed the data obtained in 
Section 4.2 to 4.4. Section 4.6 then discusses how I assessed the validity of my 
data and in particular the authenticity of my audio recordings. In Section 4.7 I 
describe how I checked the validity of the findings drawn from my data. Section 
4.8 covers questions of the reliability of the study, while in the final part, Section 
4.9, I draw some conclusions from the previous sections and discuss some 
definitions and conventions that will be used in the rest of the thesis. 

4.1. The selection of a research site and two speech communities 

In this section I describe how an initial research site was selected, how this led to 
a focus on two neighboring communities, and subsequently how this allowed me 
to tentatively define two speech communities for the purposes of this study. 

As noted in Section 2.5, urban areas within a city provide good opportunities to do 
research on inter-ethnic interactions and with this in mind I chose Semarang, the 
capital city of the province of Central Java. Initially my family and I had decided 
that we would set up home close to the university that was co-sponsoring this 
research with the Indonesian Science Academy (LIPI). The reason for this was 
that it would allow easy access to the student population, who at the time I 
thought I would be spending most of my time observing and recording. As it 
turned out however, we had difficulties in finding inexpensive accommodation 
that was located close to the University. After trying to find a place for a number 
of weeks and having no luck, we decided to return to my wife's parent's house in 
Cirebon for a couple of days. During our taxi ride to the bus terminal where we 
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could catch our bus to Cirebon we read the day's classifieds in the local 

newspaper and found a house that was in an area close by the University. On 

chartering a vehicle to the address in the paper, we found that we were in fact a 

long way from the University. However, being tired of looking and short on money 

we decided to check the place out and eventually leased the house for two and a 

half years. 

After living in this area for a couple of months it became evident that apart from 

my wife, who was from West Java and spoke Sundanese rather than Javanese as 

a first language, there was also a reasonable population of other non-Javanese. 

Hence I decided that rather than continue to concentrate on the student 

population of Diponegoro University, this area would be just as good for carrying 
out the type of research that I planned to do. It was also the case that because 

these non-Javanese lived in our neighborhood (Rukun Warga or RW as they were 

known locally) along with other Javanese, it also allowed me - following Hymes 

(1972b: 55) - to tentatively define the speech community as consisting of those 

who could be found living in a common location (see e.g. Section 2.1 and 2.5). This 

speech community was also more stable than the speech community that I 

originally planned to study. This was mainly because the student community 

sometimes moved from one boarding house to another outside the area that I was 

studying and subsequently made further data gathering difficult. 

This RW was one of thirty-eight RW that made up a larger sub-district (kelurahan) 

that I'll refer to as Plamongan Kulon3, which had since 1987/88 been turned 

primarily into a housing estate known as PER UNAS Plamongan: PER UNAS is an 

acronym for Perumahan Nasional 'government housing estate'. As can be seen in 

Diagram 1, each RW was made up of smaller units, namely Rukun Tetangga or RT 
as they were more commonly referred to (for a detailed explanation of the system 
of RT, RW, and kelurahan see Sullivan 1992). This housing estate was built to 

provide housing for those who fell into two broad income categories, middle to 

upper (men en gah ke atas), and middle to lower (men en gah ke bawah). Generally 

one could tell which category an RT fell into by just looking at the types of houses 

in each and the modes of transport used by its inhabitants. Nevertheless, I also 

3 The name of the area together with those of participants whose conversations make up 
the data presented in subsequent chapters have been changed to protect their identity 
(see also Section 4.9). 



checked with members of these communities to see if they categorized their own 
and surrounding RT and their inhabitants along the same lines. 

Diagram 01 Flow Chart of Administrative Grouping in Plamongan 

other kelurahan - Kelurahan Plamongan Kulon made up of 38 RW - other kelurahan 

other RW - Rukun Warga (RW) made up of 8-12 RT - other RW 

other RT - Rukun Tetangga (RT) made up of 20-30 RK - other RT 

other RK - Rukun Keluarga (RK) made up of one family, averaging 5 members - other RK 

This delineation of the neighborhood we were living into RT also allowed me to 
further define my tentative speech community to members living in a particular 
street. Just as importantly it also allowed me the opportunity - following Smith-

Heftier (1983) - to turn the study into a comparative study which looked at what it 
meant to be communicatively competent in inter-ethnic interactions that involved 

members from two communities of differing economic means. I proceeded to look 
at inter-ethnic interactions that occurred in or involved members of two RT. The 

first was a less affluent lower income RT, commonly referred to as RTO5. The 
second, RT08 where we were living, was locally known as the domicile of more 

affluent middle income Indonesians. How I proceeded to look at the social life of 
the members of these two RT and their ways of speaking is the topic of the 
following sections. 

4.2. Data collection using the ethnography of communication 

As noted in Section 2.1 participant observation is one of the main methods used in 
the ethnography of communication. This research project was no different and a 
great deal of my time was spent either observing or participating in the social life 
of the two neighborhoods that I was studying. The following section details how 
my participation in and observation of interactions varied over the research 
period. In particular, Section 4.2.1 looks at how much of my time was devoted to 



this during the period of fieldwork. Section 4.2.2 then goes on to describe the main 
speech situations that I participated in and observed together with the frequency 
and length of time spent doing this. 

4.2.1. Participant observation 

For the first year of fieldwork I participated in and observed interactions in both 
RT08 and RTOS on a daily basis. Often this meant spending up to three hours at a 
time participating in and/or observing a particular speech situation before moving 
onto another context. In general, most of this type of work was done in the early 
mornings between four-thirty and eight, and then in the afternoons from three 
(after members of the RT started to return home from work) continuing through till 
eleven or twelve at night. During the first eight to ten months of the second year of 
fieldwork my participation and observation decreased as I spent increasing 
amounts of time analyzing the data I had obtained to date. This was of course 
interspersed with regular questioning sessions with participants and research 
assistants as questions arose from the ongoing analysis (see Section 4.6.1 and 
4.6.3 below). The final fourteen months or so also involved participation and 
observation, although the frequency of participation was still lower than in the 
first year of fieldwork. 

Keeping in mind my ethical responsibilities as a researcher, I informed members of 
these two RT either orally or in writing (see Section 4.3 below) that I was a 
researcher interested in the use of language in interactions in their RT. If I was not 
making audio recordings (see Section 4.3 below), then I informed them orally and 
this usually occurred on my first interaction with members of these RT, since it 
was regularly one of the first things asked about me and my family. If I was 
making an audio recording, then I would orally and in writing inform the 
participants of the purpose of the research and then ask for their oral/written 
permission (see Appendix A). On the occasions that it was a research assistant 
(see Section 4.6.3), then members of the RT were informed both orally and in 
writing about what was being done, why, and so on (see Section 4.3) and then 
asked for their written permission. 

The type of data recorded included information on the ethnicity of members of 
RT08 and RT05, their sex, their ages, their occupations and hours of work, time 



they left for work and returned home from work, their status as viewed by other 
members of the RT, their religion, their previous settlement history, where they 
lived, how long they had lived in the RT, and whether they employed domestic 
helpers (pernbantu). I also collected information on personal relationships and 
social networks that existed in these two RT, including who was related to whom, 
who members interacted with, at what times members interacted, for how long 
they interacted, how regularly this occurred, and for what purposes. Just as 
importantly I also recorded who was not present at the formally organized RT 
activities, who was not present at religious and other socially organized events, 
who was not present at a particular social activity, and what social activities did 
not occur in one RT as compared to the other (see Chapter 5). 

The collection of data described thus far was further supplemented with data 
collected from casual conversations with members of the RT, often containing 
stories of other member's behaviors or exploits as well as other information on 
things like education levels (information on education was also 
checked/supplemented with information gleaned from written records kept by the 
head of the RT). Most of my data gathered through participant observation was 
recorded as notes on my computer shortly after I or my research assistants had 
made the observation. Finally much of the data recorded was necessarily about 
the speech situations that members of these RT participated in and the following 
section provides a more detailed description of these speech situations. 

4.2.2. Participating in and observing speech situations 

In this section, I describe the thirteen speech situations that I spent most of my 
time participating in and observing. At the end of each description I also detail 
the amount of time spent in each of these speech situations and roughly the 
number of times that I participated in and observed them. It should also be noted 
here that the names given to these speech situations are the same names used by 
members of these two communities and by others from outside of these 
communities when referring to these social activities (see also the discussion in 
Sections 4.6 and 4.7). 

The first speech situation that I regularly observed was that of belanja. Basically, 
this speech situation occurred as part of the process of shopping done each day 
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by the females of each RT in the early morning. This shopping was usually done 
with a produce seller who came by most of the RT in our RW and stopped at 
certain strategic points, like the junction of the two main roads that made up 
RT08, or at the entrance to the other RT. I usually observed these interactions from 
a distance, but sometimes close enough to overhear the ongoing conversations. 
This was the case especially if the seller had stopped at the front of our house or a 
neighbor's house (which she often did). This observation was done on an almost 
daily basis for RT08 and a few times a week for RTOS for the first twelve months of 
the fieldwork. No audio recordings were made of these speech situations. 

Another speech situation that my research assistants and I regularly participated 
in or observed was nangga. Roughly, this speech situation involved one neighbor 
visiting another neighbor in the RT. This was usually done by an individual and/or 
their spouse and child. If it was the female who visited, then this would quite 
often involve bringing food that had either been just bought at the market or just 
cooked. My wife (one of my research assistants; see e.g. Section 4.6.3) visited 
neighbors and was visited by them on a daily basis and sometimes up to three 
times a day. The duration of these visits could be as long as three hours at a time. 
Most often these visits were carried out after about nine in the morning, when all 
the cooking and cleaning had been completed. Often these visits were also a 
result of a neighbor babysitting another's child. This was particularly true for my 
wife, who developed a pseudo daughter-mother relationship with one of the older 
neighbors who helped care for our toddler. 

If it was me doing the visiting, then it was most often in the afternoon after four, or 
in the evening after seven or nine. The visit lasted anywhere between an hour and 
three hours. I mainly visited members from RT05 for reasons that will be 
discussed in Section 5.4, and I did this on average about four times a week. 
Initially reciprocal visits by members of RTOS to my house were not as frequent as 
mine to theirs. There were a number of reasons for this lack of reciprocal visits, 
including my higher status in terms of income, our place of residence, and my 
higher education. There was also another important reason, one which I only 
became aware of as research progressed; that is, that in the evenings our gate 
was often shut and our curtains were pulled. As I note in Section 5.4.2, this is a 
sign that the occupant does not want to receive visitors. Correcting this some and 
leaving my gate, curtains, and doors wide open had many advantages, including 
more regular visitors from RT05 and hence more opportunities to participate in 
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and observe interaction. There were of course several disadvantages to this, 
including a lessening of privacy, less time for other aspects of the fieldwork, and 
an increase of visits from some unwanted visitors, such as crooks posing as official 
donations seekers. Around twelve hours of recordings were made during these 
neighborly visits. 

Mid-afternoon represented another excellent opportunity to gather data on male 
interactions in naturally occurring situations in RTOS. The speech situation that I 
most often participated in and observed at this time of day was locally known as 
kongko-kongko. Basically, this meant sitting or squatting with another person and 
conversing about all sorts of things, sometimes on serious topics but more often 
unserious matters. Often I would start my afternoons data gathering via this and 
then move onto another speech situation, like kumpul-kumpu.!. 

Kumpul-kumpul was similar to kongko-kongko except that it would involve more 
than two participants and would often occur at the guard post or at a member of 
the RT's house. The extra participants would either join the two involved in 
kongko-kongko or would move to another member's house or to the guard post 
(pos karnhing) located in the middle of the RT. Kumpul-kumpul would usually 
involve some sort of activity including playing cards, chess, marbles, or taking 
turns karaoke singing, but it could just as often simply involve conversing. Apart 
from happening in the afternoon this speech situation also had its counterpart in 
the evenings or anytime on the weekends. It was often the number of participants 
that determined whether this speech situation remained as kumpul-kurnpul or 
changed to other speech situations, like cari keringatan "getting up a sweat by 
playing some sort of sport" (discussed below) or playing games like chess and 
marbles. A critical mass so to speak for some of these activities included around 
four for a volleyball game, three for a game of cards, or any number for a game of 
marbles. There were also always spectators, usually from the initiating RT and 
often consisting of the older male members. I made one recording of one of these 
sessions in RT05 (see the extracts in Chapters 8, 10, and 11), but I did not make 
any in RT08 mainly because this speech situation was non-existent (some of the 
reasons for its non-existence will be discussed in Chapter 5). 

Although the previous speech situation was often associated with males, there 
was also a similar speech situation that involved just the female heads of 
households. Ngerumpi generally occurred in the mid to late afternoon, but 
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sometimes in the evenings from six until about eight, and involved a group of 
around three or four females. The content of this speech situation was often 
characterized as 'gossip' about other female members of the RT. Apart from my 
own observations (as a bystander; see Section 4.6.1 below) of these speech 
situations in both RT, I had a research assistant record a number of these in RT08. 
Unfortunately I did not participate in or audio record these speech situations in 
RT05 because it was not appropriate to participate unless one of the female 
interactants was the wife of the male observer. I also could not get females of 
RT08 acting as a research assistant to do this in RT05 for a number of reasons to 
be discussed in Section 4.6.2. 

As noted earlier, one of the speech situations that often developed in the mid to 
late afternoons because of a number of members gathering together was can 
keringatan. This involved doing some physical activity "to get a sweat up". I 
suspect that the function it served was more complex than this; for example, that 
it was also a means of combating boredom and perhaps more importantly a way of 
maintaining or creating close social ties between members of RTOS (see Section 
5.3.2 for an explanation for the basis of these suspicions). Usually this activity was 
done as a group that consisted of the younger members of the neighborhood 
playing some sort of sport. Most often this was volleyball or soccer, but it could 
sometimes include badminton or marbles. I participated in and observed these 
almost on a daily basis in RT05 (weather permitting), but rarely in RT08 mainly 
because this speech situation was almost non-existent. Audio recordings of these 
events were not made. 

Related to this speech situation were formally organized events that resulted in 
pert andingan RT "neighborhood level sports competitions". I also regularly 
participated in and observed these speech situations, which included volleyball, 
table tennis, badminton, and chess competitions that started in June and went on 
until the Independence Day celebrations on the seventeenth of August. These 
competitions were organized and coordinated at the RT level through RT meetings 
and at the RW level. For volleyball my research assistants and I practiced with 
other members from all the participating RT's in our RW nearly every day and 
participated in the eliminations leading to Independence Day. Practice sessions 
and the competitions were held at a court fifty meters from our RT; most RW in our 
administrative unit (Kelurahan Plamongan Kulon) had a volleyball court of some 
type. Being a beginner to volleyball I was often sidelined (to my disappointment), 
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but these times provided excellent opportunities to observe interactions between 
certain participants. It also gave me some indication of how initial knowledge and 
prowess in sports are supposed to be acquired, that is, through observation. 

My research assistants and I also practiced and competed in badminton games, 
again in an open-air court located within RT08. Practice sessions and matches 
were usually held in the evenings or early mornings when there was little breeze. 
I had less chance to observe interactions than I did when playing volleyball, as I 
was the one often playing. However, waiting for other players to finish a game or 
umpiring a game provided good opportunities to gather data. I should also 
mention here that these badminton games provided perhaps the only context 
where I arranged matches and hence interactions. This gave me occasional 
opportunities to gather or check data on inter-ethnic and intra-ethnic interactions. 
I didn't invite people who would not normally play, but I was selective in who I 
invited in order to get the right ethnic mix. However, other regulars usually joined 
us shortly after starting to play. This speech situation represented one of the rare 
occasions that members of RT08 could be observed in interaction outside of the RT 
meetings discussed below. None of the conversations that were carried out at 
these events were taped. 

Another speech situation that I regularly observed and participated in was known 
as Ronda/sis kamling "the neighborhood guard/watch", which was carried out by 
males during the night. Here a group of two to four males would guard their RT by 
either going from one end to the other every hour or sitting in a shelter known as a 
pos karnling (guard post). Anyone unknown to those guarding would be asked 
their business and given directions if needed. SISKAMLING usually starting at 
around eleven in the evening and continued until about four in the morning. There 
would be a roster so that each male would take a turn once every eight to nine 
days. I only attended a couple of these sessions in RT08, since we usually had a 
paid guard. In fact, during my stay it was only during the political unrest of the 
first half of 1998 when rioting, looting and killings occurred in Jakarta and other 
areas of Indonesia, that members of RT08 became motivated to guard their RT. 
(This was mainly because RT08 was close to a commercial area owned mainly by 
Chinese, who were the main target of the riots that occurred in Jakarta.) In RT05 
on the other hand, I showed up at least twice a week at the guard post (Pos 
kamling) and stayed with members of this RT until two in the morning, when 
many would go to bed. No audio recordings were made of these interactions. 
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I also regularly participated in and observed a number of formally organized RT 
activities, which resulted in a number of speech situations. The first was locally 
known as pert emuan RT "neighborhood meeting", which was held separately for 
males and females. These usually ran for around two and a half-hours and in RT08 
was held on either a Saturday or a Sunday starting at around 4:00pm for the 
females and 8:00pm for the males. In RT05 the men held their meetings on the fifth 
of each month and women on the tenth, starting at around seven-thirty in the 
evening (see Sections 5.3.1 and 5.4.1 for more information on the RT meetings held 
in RTOS and RT08 respectively). Between my research assistants and myself, we 
attended around fifty RT meetings in RT08 and about twenty in RT05. We 
recorded eight of these meetings, the recordings lasting from forty minutes to two 
hours. 

Kerja bakti represented another of these RT initiated activities/speech situations 
where I gathered data. Essentially this was a working bee involving the male 
members of the RT. These were usually held on a Sunday morning and went for 
varying lengths of time depending on what needed to be done. These sessions 
would often be characterized by the older members of the RT supervising and 
giving instructions to the younger members. I attended every session held in our 
RT (i.e. RT08) and because these only occurred every now and then, I also 
observed the ones held in RTOS. No audio recordings were made of these 
interactions. 

Another of the formal speech situations that I participated in and observed on two 
occasions in RT08 was the Halal Bilialal celebration that occurred one to two 
weeks after Idul Fitri, which is the end of the Muslim fasting month of Ramadhan. 
Although primarily for those of the Islamic faith, Halal Bihalal celebrations usually 
included all members of the RT, regardless of religious conviction. Essentially, this 
celebration was where members of the RT would get together with other 
neighbors to ask for forgiveness of each other's sins and social transgressions. 
This celebration was organized at RT meetings and was usually held at a 
member's house. No audio recordings were made of these events. 

Apart from formally organized RT activities I also regularly participated in and 
observed a number of religious activities that either involved members of RTOS 
and RT08 or were held at the homes of members of these RT. The first of these 
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was the Moslem prayers on Friday at the mosque, which included the reading of a 
khotbah "sermon" by a guest Moslem cleric. I attended over one hundred sermons 
during my stay and made two one and half hour recordings of these sermons at 
the mosque. Pengajian "Al-Qur'an reading and interpretation" represented 
another speech situation that my research assistants and I regularly participated 
in and observed; between my research assistants and myself, we attended over a 
hundred pen gaji an. These usually were shorter than RT meetings, running for 
around one and a half-hours. Pengajian were usually coordinated by the local 
mosque using a round robin system; that is, each week a different house in a 
different RT was chosen and/or volunteered to be the venue for the session. One 
one-and-a-half hour recording was made of this speech situation in RT08. 

Finally, my research assistants and I also participated in and observed other 
important, but less regularly occurring social events in RT05 and RT08, including 
birth related activities, circumcision ceremonies, weddings, and funerals of 
neighbors. No audio recordings were made of these speech situations. 

Before concluding this section, it is worthy of note that throughout this period 
there was always the constant question of whether I was participating and 
observing enough, particularly in RTOS. This however, had to be offset by the need 
for time to transcribe and analyze data that had already been gathered. Of course, 
this is a typical dilemma faced in ethnographic type studies; that is, it is 
necessary to analyze data in the field in order to inform the subsequent gathering 
of data (see e.g. Spradley 1980: 33; Johnson 1992: 140; Wiersma 1995: 269). This 
dilemma was to some extent exacerbated by the need to not just do audio 
recordings of some of the interactions, but to then also meticulously transcribe 
them using conventions from micro-analytic approaches to interaction. The 
following sections provide further details of how I went about making audio 
recordings and transcribing them. 

4.3. Data collection using a tape recorder 

As noted in Section 2.5 I was interested in looking at code choice and the use of 
prosody in interactions and hence I thought audio-recordings of interaction would 
be sufficient, rather than opting for video recording, which would have been more 
expensive and potentially create new problems. For example, in order to 
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participate in interactions rather than just observe them I would have needed to 
hire and train research assistants to do the video recording, and of course they 
would have been far more intrusive than the mere presence of a tape recorder (see 
Section 4.6.1). The majority of audio data consists of around sixty hours of 
'naturally occurring conversations' that were recorded in these two RT (a list of 
recordings and their transcripts can be found under Appendix C in the Table of 
Contents, as well as as in the file [TOC App Cl in the folder [Appendix C] on the 
accompanying CD-ROM). Of the 160 or so people living in these two RT I recorded 
over half of them in either inter-ethnic or intra-ethnic encounters. These recordings 
were usually gathered using a Sony WM-D6C Stereo Professional Wallcman, 
although sometimes two lower quality units were used. 

Ideally all recordings would have been made with high quality equipment, but my 
research budget did not allow this. The lower quality units were used sparingly 
due to their low quality playback and recording. Some of the contexts these 
additional units were used in included when recording was taking place 
simultaneously at two different locations, when I was using two recorders to tape 
one group interaction, or when the Sony WM-D6C was being used for 
transcription. These two other recorders included a Sony TCM-77 mono and an 
Aiwa mono. 

Before making recordings, consent was sought from participants (often I would do 
this a nuniber of days prior to actually making the recording). This consent 
process included either explaining orally or giving a written statement as to why I 
wanted to make the recordings, what they would be used for, that those being 
recorded would remain anonymous, that there was no problem if they did not 
wish to be recorded, and that having given permission they were also free to 
withdraw this at a latter date and subsequently any data relating to them would 
not be used (Appendix A has copies of these consent forms and the written 
statement describing the goals and uses of the research and so on). Generally, 
after I had obtained written permission once I did not ask for written permission 
again in subsequent recording sessions where the participants were the same. 
Instead, I opted to ask for oral permission only and orally reminded them of what I 
was doing, why and what it would be used for. 

It is also worthy of note here that this process of informed consent had potential to 
influence the data being obtained. For example, this process increased the 



participant's focus on the researcher and/or the recording equipment, with the 
end result being less than authentic recordings of interactions (how I dealt with 
this problem is the topic of Section 4.6). Another problem with this process of 
consent occurred when recording conversations where I was a participant and the 
other participants could be considered my friends. For example, the participants 
who I had developed a close relationship with often asked why I continued to ask 
for permission orally after earlier requests had been agreed to. To them, it was 
putting a question mark over our relationship, which was akrab "friends/close" 
and hence for them I did not need to do this. In some ways, this process of 
consent and permission was like saying that we weren't really friends. As this 
became obvious as a problem, I opted to say that I was just dOing what my 
employer told me to do and for most this appeared to be a reasonable explanation. 

Initially the recorder was taken by either me or my research assistants to naturally 
occurring interactions, that is, ones that we did not arrange and that would have 
occurred whether we were there or not. These contexts were preferred over 
artificially created situation like interviews. This was because critiques of the 
interview technique have argued that these situations bring with them certain 
expectations, for example, that the researcher will be the one who asks questions, 
that they be answered, that they be answered in a code that the speaker thinks 
the researcher will understand, and so on (see e.g. Hill & Hill 1986: 73). Of course 
this type of situation would tell us little about the ways of speaking used in these 
two communities, especially on how silence and code choice are used to allocate 
turns and so on. 

After seeking permission to record we would then go on to record the interaction 
for at least 46 minutes and often until the speech situation ended. Recording for 
long periods of time has a number of benefits as those working in the area of 
conversation analysis (see e.g. Sacks et. al. 1974, Sacks 1995) and other 
approaches to interaction would attest. For example, Schieffelin (1990: 26) argues 
that long recording sessions allow the researcher to work out how participants 
use context history and discourse history when interacting (see also Errington 
1998: 172 on this). Certainly, many of the insights I had on code choice and its 
relationship to the framing of a speech event were only made possible due to 
access to long stretches of the conversation. Other benefits of long recording 
sessions will be discussed in Section 4.6.4 below. 
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If I was doing the recording, I tried to place the recorder between participants of 
different ethnicity, or at least close by, say one half to one meter from them. If it 
was my research assistants who did it, then I specified that they record 

interactions that included members of their social network who were of Javariese 
ethnicity. In these cases I asked that they place the recorder next to themselves 
since more often than not they were non-Javanese. The reason for choosing non-
Javanese research assistants who were members of these communities is that it 
allowed me a higher chance of recording inter-ethnic interactions than if I had 
chosen all Javanese research assistants (Section 4.6.3 further discusses my 
selection of research assistants). Of course, I did not solely concentrate on the 
recording of inter-ethnic interactions since I was also very much interested in the 
norms for interaction and interpretation used by both parties of an inter-ethnic 
interaction. All of the recordings were supplemented by a form which contained 
contextual data on the following (Appendix B gives an example of these forms): 

• The participants name. 

• Their age. 

• Their sex. 
• Their occupation. 

• Their ethnicity. 

• The ethnicity of their parents. 

• Their relationship with other participants on the dimensions of friend, 
employer, employee, neighbor and so on. 

• Their address. 

• Their length of stay in Semarang. 

• Their length of stay in the RT. 

• The date and time of day the recording was made. 

• The location where the recording was made. 

Generally these forms were filled out after the recording session had finished and 
the data obtained in them was cross-checked with records held by the head of the 
RT and with data obtained from conversations with members of these RT (see 
Section 4.2.1). After making each of these recordings I then needed to transcribe 
them. How I went about this is the subject of the next section. 
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4.4. Transcription of tape recordings 

Transcription and annotation of recordings was completed in the field and 

resulted in around 1400 pages of transcripts (see Appendix C). Most of the initial 
transcription were done by myself and my research assistants (some of who 

recorded and to some extent were participants in the interactions recorded). Often 
transcription was also done with the help of those involved in the interaction. If it 
was me doing the transcription I would either type it up directly and save it as a 
word processing file, or write it on an A4 pad and then do this. If it was my 
research assistants, then they would transcribe it on one of these notepads, and 
then I would get them typed up and saved in a compatible word-processing 
format. Orthography followed the conventions set out in Tata .bahasa buku Bahasa 
Indonesia published by the Indonesian Department of Education and Culture 
(Departemen Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan 1993: Ch. 3). 

There were many ways I could have gone about transcribing and presenting 
conversations as transcripts, as the papers presented in Edwards and Lampert 
(1993) point out. As it is demonstrated throughout many of the papers in this text, 
the way we choose to transcribe often represents or presupposes a particular 

view or theory of language. For example, presenting a transcript like that below 

gives the impression that Speaker A goes first followed by Speaker B, then by 
Speaker C. 

Speaker A 

Speaker B 

Speaker C 

Without extra contextual information someone viewing this transcript may infer 
that Speaker A is talking to Speaker B. This however may not always be the case, 
as I quickly found out when examining transcripts done by my research assistants 
of group interactions. Because these group interactions involved multiple 
simultaneous conversations, often a linear transcription like the one above was 
misleading. For example, Speaker A may have been speaking to Speaker C, rather 
than what we might expect just reading it from top to bottom. This problem of 

course could be easily addressed by indicating who was speaking to who, or so I 
thought. 
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The problem however, was deeper than this and related to how the tape recorder 
stored information linearly. As a transcriber, I sometimes found it almost 
impossible to follow conversations in group interactions without information on 
exactly who was being addressed. For example, hearing two speakers speaking, 
one after the other, in a recording did not automatically mean they were speaking 
to each other. Sometimes this may be obvious if there appeared to be a lack of 
cohesion between the input of each speaker. However, often this was not so 
obvious, particularly in RT meetings where all members were discussing a 
particular 'topic', albeit from different angles. The benefits of using a video camera 
to record group interactions was becoming glaringly obvious by this stage, but 
budget limitations did not allow me to change from audio to audio-video 
recordings. 

I did however start to use two recorders in large group interactions to try to 
overcome this problem. The other obvious way around this problem, that is, the 
taking of contextual notes while also being a ratified conversant or ratified 
bystander also presented difficulties, as will be discussed in Sections 4.6.1 below. 
It was also the case that I couldn't avoid recording group interactions because 
they were invaluable for addressing problems like the "observer's paradox" (see 
Section 4.6 below). Hence I had to come up with other ways to establish who was 
speaking to who in recordings of group interactions. 

One of these was to obtain further recordings of a similar speech situation (e.g. I 
regularly recorded RT meetings) and compare the type of language used in that 
recording between the participants in question with that used in the previous 
one. I also paid more attention to recording this information mentally, i.e. who was 
speaking to who, when doing the recordings. If it was a research assistant doing 
the recording, then I asked them to pay more attention to this aspect of interaction 
involving the participants in question. My native speaker transcribers who were 
also members of the RT under study also seemed to have an 'uncanny' ability to 
provide this type of information, whether they were involved in the interaction as 
participants or whether they were just transcribing it. Upon asking them how it 
was that they could do this, some pointed to code choice, which gave them some 
indication of who was being addressed, especially if they had access to other 
important contextual dimensions like who else was there, what was being 
discussed, where the speech situation occurred and so on. In other words, their 
previous experience of interactions involving other members allowed them to 

62 



make educated guesses' as to who was being addressed. Finally, I also regularly 
approached those involved in the interaction being transcribed and asked who a 
particular instance of their talk was directed to. 

What the last part of this section has pointed out is the interdependence of 
participant observation, data gathering with the use of audio recorders, 
transcription, and analysis. As Ochs (1988: 47) and Schieffelin (1990: 31) have 
noted, transcription is often not a purely mechanical data gathering process, but 
rather a form of analysis where ethnographic methods needed also to be used. In 
fact, this is just one example of the larger process of analysis, where analysis 
meant a constant movement back and forth between my recordings, the data 
gathered on the contextual dimensions of these interactions, and subsequent 
interaction with my transcribers and members of these two RT. In the following 
section I describe how I went about analysis of my data in detail. 

4.5. Data analysis 

Having made my recordings and transcribed them, it was now time for their 
analysis. This meant representing information on prosody and code in my 
transcripts using micro-analytic conventions discussed in Sections 2.2, 2.4, and 
2.5; this process is described in Section 4.5.1 below. Section 4.5.2 then discusses 
how I went on to examine the types of relationships that existed between the 
language used in the recordings and the contextual features of the speech 
situation that were gathered at the time of recording (see e.g. Section 4.3). 
Following this Section 4.5.3 describes how I then used micro-interpretative 
approaches on these conversations in order to establish whether those involved in 
the conversation shared the same norms for interpretation. Section 4.5.4 then 
details how I went about comparing the norms of interpretation found in one 
recording with that of another in order to establish what relationship, if any, 
existed between the language use of the speakers represented in each of these 
recordings. In other words, I compared the findings of my first analysis with 
subsequent ones to see if there were relationships between data sets, or 
particular patterns of language use that tended to re-occur in other recordings 
(see e.g. Sections 2.3 and 2.5). Finally, Section 4.5.5 discusses how (based on the 
information discussed in Sections 4.5.2 and 4.5.4)1 established whether the 
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members of these two RT could in fact be classified as members of the two speech 

communities that I initially defined as RT05 and RTOB in Section 4.1. 

4.5.1. Encoding information about prosody and code choice on transcripts 

In this section, I provide details of how I used micro-analytic conventions to 

encode information about prosody and code choice on my transcripts. Essentially 

encoding transcripts started with listening to the conversations, timing silences 

with a stopwatch, and adding information on prosody; the conventions I used can 

be found at the beginning of each transcript found in Appendix C. Of course, like 

many researchers in this tradition, my own or my transcriber's initial 

interpretation of what represented pauses or turn boundaries in an ongoing 

conversation was used when re-transcribing my transcripts and applying micro-

analytic conventions like those discussed in Sections 2.2, 2.4, and 2.5 (see also 

Edwards 1993: 21-27 and the collection of papers found in Edwards & Lampert 

1993). Once this was done I was then able to check whether the speakers involved 

in the interaction also recognized what I had marked as pauses and turn 

boundaries; this aspect of analysis is discussed in detail in Section 4.5.3. 

Following this, lexicon was color coded to indicate whether it was a variety of 

Indonesian or Javanese. Distinctions were made between bahasa Indonesia 

baku/resmi "Standard Indonesian" (BI), a local colloquial variety of Indonesian, 

which I refer to in the thesis as "non-standard Indonesian" (NSI), and several 

varieties or styles (Errington 1988) of Javanese, including ngoko "familiar 

Javanese" (BJN), kromo "polite/distant Javanese" (BJK), and kromo inggil "high 

Javanese" (BJKI). The last includes the variety of Javanese known as kromo 

andhap, literally "low kromo" (BJKA), used to humble one's actions and status 

relative to one's interlocutor or referent (see e.g. Errington 1988: Ch. 6; Keeler 1984: 

xviii-xix; Wolff & Poedjosoedarmo 1982: 39-40). 

Initially I relied on what is now a quite sizeable amount of literature to determine 

these categories and then to determine which lexical items fitted into which 

category. Works that were referred to when making decisions on standard and 

non-standard Indonesian included previous descriptive studies of E. Anderson 

(1983), Errington (1986), Gunarwan (1981), Kartomihardjo (1979, 1981), Wallace 

(1979), Wolff (1976), Wolff and Poedjosoedarino (1982), and Sneddon (1990, 1996), 



together with some prescriptive works like those of Depart em en Pendiclikan dan 

Kebudayaan (1993), Johns (1977, 1985), and Lukmana (1997) and dictionaries like 

Echols and Shadily (1992), and Kamus Besar Bahasa Indonesia (Departemen 

Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan 1991). In the area of Javanese the works that were 

drawn on included the descriptive studies of Bax (1974), Errington (1985, 1988), C. 

Geertz (1960), Kartomihardjo (1981), Poedjosoedarmo (1968, 1982), Siegel (1986), 

Smith-Hemner (1983, 1988a, 1988b), Uhienbeck (1978), Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo 

(1982), and pedagogic texts like those of Keeler (1984) and Robson (1992), together 

with Javanese-Indonesian dictionaries like those of Prawiroatmojo (1989, 1993). 

I have stressed 'initially' since I found - as Bax (1974) and Errington (1985: Ch. 3) 

did in their studies of Javanese - that labels given in the literature tended to differ 

from those that participants in the communities under study gave to lexical items 

and stretches of talk. For example, when I distributed copies of transcribed 

conversations to members of the community and asked them to indicate standard 

and non-standard Indonesian, often they classified items as standard Indonesian 

that the literature would categorize as non-standard Indonesian, or even Javanese 

in the case of emphatic particles like kok, loh, toh, lab etc. (see Errington 1998: Ch. 

7 for a detailed discussion of a similar problem). 

In addition to this, members of these communities did not agree on labels, and 

often the same stretch of talk would get different labels from different members of 

the community. I found that I could not adequately account for these differences in 

terms of factors like age, education, or income. Nor did I have the time to do a 

large scale sample to come up with some sort of quantitative answer. Thus I 

decided to stick with definitions frequently cited in the literature (see e.g. 

Sneddon 1990; Lukmana 1997), together with some suggestions from members of 

the speech community who noted that if the form in question was followed by 

Indonesian, then the form in question could be classified as Indonesian. 

Alternatively, if it was followed by Javanese, then they noted that it could be 

classified as Javanese. Fortunately, this problem became less of an issue as 

analysis of other recordings proceeded and moved my attention to problems of 

classifying Javanese lexicon. The reason for this change of focus will be discussed 

in Section 4.5.4. 

I had similar problems classifying Javanese lexicon, at least according to 

distinctions like ngoko, kromo, kromo andhap, and kromo inggil mentioned earlier. 

More often than not it was the speakers in their late sixties and early seventies 
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who made these distinctions, although there was one person in his late fifties who 
mentioned kromo inggil in his conversations to me about Javanese. On the other 
hand, the younger speakers tended to make only two distinctions when talking of 

Javanese, that is, ngoko and kromo. The reasons for these variations between the 
categories in literature and those given by members in these two communities 
will be discussed when findings are reported in the following chapters (see also 
Errington 1985 for earlier research on generational differences in the use and 
interpretation of Javanese). I should also highlight here that differences in opinion 
on how Javanese should be discussed, for example, in terms of speech levels 
(Geertz 1960), codes (Wolff & Poedjosoedarmo 1982; Errington 1998), or speech 

styles (Errington 1985, 1988), has led me to talk in terms of codes in subsequent 

chapters. Before moving onto the next section, I should also note that the task 

described in just a couple of pages above generally took anywhere from two to six 
weeks to complete depending on factors like the number of participants in the 
recording, the quality of the recording and contextual information available. 

4.5.2. Establishing relationships between language and macro-contexts 

This section describes how I associated the "forms of speech" (Hymes 1972b) 
found in the transcripts to contextual information, such as "setting", 

"participants", "channel", and "act sequence" (Hymes 1972b). This section also 

documents how I associated these forms of speech and contextual information to 
other important contextual information gathered through participant observation, 
including information on "social networks" (Milroy 1987a; Milroy & Li 1995), 
interactional history of participants (Tannen 1984), "genres", and "norms for 

interaction" (see also Milroy 1987a, Milroy & Li 1995). 

This analysis meant a constant movement back and forth between the transcript, 
the recording, and the contextual dimensions that were part of the interaction. 

Just as importantly, it also included discussions with informants, participants, 

and transcribers about aspects of the interaction. From this process came new 
hypotheses about language use and these were most often inserted as footnotes 
at the relevant place of the transcript under examination. Many of the hypotheses 
that resulted from this process concerned the relationship between history of 
interaction, social networks, and the language choice of participants. 
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For example, in my analysis of female inter-ethnic interactions in a female RT 

meeting held in RT08, there appeared to be a relationship between code choice, 
the social organization of the RT, and frequency of interaction between members 
of the RT. At this point I would then bring into my analysis information that I had 
gathered on history of interaction and social networks through the different modes 
of participation described in Section 4.6.1 below. If this additional information 
tended to support this hypothesis I then needed to crosscheck it in order to see 
whether the participants intended and interpreted their code in the same way. 
How I went about establishing intent and how language was interpreted in 

interaction is the subject of the following section. 

4.5.3. Determining norms of interpretation 

As my discussion in Section 2.5 highlighted, much of what I did in the field to 

analyze data was a blend of methods. Determining intent and interpretation in the 
interactions I was analyzing was no exception and I adapted and adopted a 
number of methods from various practitioners in the field in order to obtain the 
type of information that I needed. In this section I provide details of how I used 

the micro-analytic techniques described in Sections 2.2, 2.4, and 2.5 to examine to 
what extent speakers in an interaction shared similar norms for the interpretation 
of code choice and prosody. 

One of the methods I used in this project was that of looking at the transcribed 
interaction as it occurred turn by turn to see if there was mutual understanding 
between the participants about what was going on in the interaction (see e.g. 
Gumperz 1992a: 48; Li 1998: 162; Moerman 1988: 93; Tannen 1993b: 41). If this was 
not the case I expected to see evidence of this, such as repair sequences, 

overlaps, silences that were longer than the pauses normally used to indicate end 
of turn and so on. Of course, I also supplemented this by establishing what was 

perceived as a short pause, long pause, end of turn pause, and so on by 
participants. One of the ways this was done was by first obtaining additional 
recordings of these people interacting with members of their family or those they 
considered to be close friends (the validity of such claims were cross-checked 

with other informants and my own observations of their interactions with these 
people). Following this, these recordings were transcribed and encoded (in the 
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way described in previous sections) and then compared with transcripts of these 
people in inter-ethnic encounters like RT meetings. 

The reasoning for this approach following the research in Gumperz (1982a) and 
Tannen (1984) was that those sharing more history, ethnicity and so on also have 
a higher probability of sharing similar expectations about how turns are signaled 
through use of contextualization cues such as prosody. Examining how these 
contextualization cues were used to determine turns within family interaction 
provided a basis to judge the intent of these speakers in interactions with others 
from outside this social network, for example, whether they intended to take 
another turn, or had allocated the turn to someone else and so on (see e.g. Sacks 
et. al. 1974 on the allocation of turns in interaction). 

Another method that I used to check to see whether participants involved in these 
recordings had a mutual understanding of what was going on in the interaction 
was to check their subsequent interactions with these people. Drawing on 
previous research done in Indonesia that suggested avoidance of future 
interactions is one way of showing that something has gone wrong in an 
interaction (see e.g. H. Geertz 1961: 117-118; Hollan 1988, Keeler 1987: 32), I 
hypothesized that if there had in fact been a misunderstanding of the magnitude 
reported in the studies of Gumperz (1982a) and Tannen (1984), then these people 
may very well avoid future interaction or situations where future interaction was 
possible. 

This method was also complemented with information that I had obtained 
through conversations with other members of the RT or from other recordings. 
These conversations often involved talk about those who had used prosody or 
code in a way not expected by their interlocutor. For example, in one conversation 
one of the female members of RT08 noted how a number of the female members of 
the RT tended to talk too much (cerewet). The linguistic bases that lead this 
person to this evaluation could be seen in transcripts of RT meetings where the 
people she talked about tended to operate on shorter pauses than she did to 
indicate end of turn. The result of these shorter turn taking expectations was that 
these people tended to take the most turns during the meeting and hence were 
labeled as people who tended to talk too much (see e.g. P19 and P3's 
contributions in the transcripts of Tape lOc and Tape 18c). 
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This approach was in fact very useful, in particular when matters like code choice, 
social harmony, and keeping one's cool were at issue. That is to say, unexpected 
turns or code choice were often only commented on after the fact and in 
conversations about the guilty party. This was often done in preference to noting 
it during the conversation itself, since the later strategy may lead to some form of 
social disharmony in the community, which was something to be avoided due to 
the need to be seen to rukun "get on and work together for the mutual benefit of 
the community" (see the following chapters). Of course, this is probably not 
surprising if one takes into account research on the importance attached to 
maintaining social harmony and keeping one's cool in interaction in Indonesia, 
and the ways which are used to 'discipline' those who are seen to be deviant in 
interactions (see e.g. Berman 1998; Errington 1988: 40; H. Geertz 1961: 117-118; 
Guinness 1986: 73, 138-139, 162-165; Hollan 1988; Keeler 1987: 32; Wolff & 
Poedjosoedarmo 1982: 14-15). Errington (1988:40) for example notes that in cases 
where one had been addressed in an inappropriate code one should ngalah, that 
is, one should not openly comment or indicate otherwise during the interaction 
that there had been an inappropriate code choice. 

A further method that I used to check interpretation and intent was to ask 
members of the RT to comment on a stretch of their own conversation (sometimes 
I had members of their family do this). For example, if I had a particular segment 
of discourse in a transcript that looked like there had been a misunderstanding 
between speakers due to differing expectations about the use of silence, then I 
would re-record this piece of interaction onto the hard disk of my computer for 
further analysis. Then using a sound-editing program called CoolEdit 96 for 
Windows 95 I would edit out most of the discourse leaving just a small stretch of 
discourse that preceded the turn boundary. I would then re-record these sections 
onto an audiotape. From here I would play back this section to the person (or their 
immediate family) and ask whether they thought that the person speaking 
continued or whether another person started to speak after they stopped 
speaking. If for example, the speaker responded yes they continued to speak, yet 
in the actual conversation the other person had taken a turn, then I took this to be 
further empirical evidence that suggested that the hiccup in interaction was due 
to some differences in the participants' expectations about the use of prosody. 

I should note that this method, as well as Tannen's (1984) method of going over 
transcripts with all participants involved in the interaction, was only used 
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sparingly due to the large nunther of group recordings that I had. That is to say, it 

was impractical due to time constraints to check every speaker's expectations 

about turn taking conventions for every recording using this method. Tannen's 

(1984) work, for example, represented her Ph.D. research and was based on 

conversations that occurred during just one recording of a "Thanksgiving Dinner" 

lasting for two hours and forty minutes (p.  32). In addition, generally the group 

Tannen analyzed didn't separate into two or more parallel conversations (p.  43). 

My work on the other hand, represented over sixty hours of conversations, often 

containing much larger groups than in Tannen's study. Just as important was the 

existence of multiple conversations going on within these groups at any one time 

and this made Tannen's method impossible within the time frame of this Ph.D. 

project. 

As noted in Section 4.4 above, many of my transcriptions were done by members 

of the RT who had in fact been part of the interaction that they then went on to 

transcribe. This of course meant that from the start, I already could be reasonably 

certain how this person used prosody to signal intent since they encoded their 

expectations into the transcript. In other words, we might expect them to 

transcribe the interaction from their own perspective, indicating their 

interpretation of whose turn it was. From here one could encode their use of 

prosody on the transcript and be reasonably sure that this was in fact how they 

indicated things like end of turn, because they indicated that they had ended their 

turn by going on to transcribe their interlocutor's response. 

Another method I used during the final two months of research was to distribute 

questionnaires to around half of the participants in this study. Basically, a female 

research assistant and I distributed questionnaires to female and male 

respondents respectively who we thought would be available and willing to 

spend a few hours filling them in. One set of questionnaires was provided for 

males and the other for females. The questionnaires for males contained excerpts 

of transcribed conversations involving only male participants, while the ones for 

females contained excerpts of transcribed conversations involving only female 

participants (Appendix D has a copy of the questionnaires used for male and 

females). 

This approach is based in part on certain principles summarized neatly in Halliday 

and Hasan's (1985: 36-37, 45-46) approach to text and context, in particular, the 
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two-way relationship between 'text' and 'context of situation' and how people 
relate the two to make inferences about meaning. For example, they argue that we 
base our choice of 'text' on previous experiences of context. Conversely, we can 
define 'context' by using our previous experiences of 'text'. Thus, it is argued that 
given either a text or a context we can make certain predictions about what the 
other may be (Halliday & Hasan 1985: 36-37, 45-46). 

This is also similar to certain notions pertaining to the application of other 
theories, including prototype theory (see e.g. Hudson 1980; Wardhaugh 1998) and 
Fishman's (1971, 1972) domain theory. For example, Fishman argues members of 
society have 'pictures in their head' about what language to speak to whom, 
when and where. It is argued that a member of a community given information on 
some of these elements (e.g. speaker, interlocutor, topic, location) can make 
predictions about the variety of language used in these situations (Fishman 1971, 
1972). As noted in Section 2.3 (Myers-) Scotton (1986, 1988, 1991, 1993a) has also 
applied this argument in her theories on code switching in terms of peoples' 
knowledge of the markedness and unmarkedness of language forms. She argues 
that a person's knowledge of these forms allows them to predict what outcomes 
will result form the choice of one variety of language over another. Hence, it was 
hypothesized that data on certain speech styles, namely text presented to other 
Indonesians, would allow them to assign a particular situation or context to these 
texts. If those from each RT came up with similar answers, then this provided 
evidence that they shared similar norms for interpreting code choice. 

Consequently, doctored samples of transcripts of actual interactions were 
presented to participants. Here doctoring was done in order to protect the 

anonymity of those who originally participated in these now transcribed 

interactions. The respondents consisted of both participants and non-participants 
of the recorded interaction that this transcript represented. Before elaborating on 
the process further, it should be noted that what was presented was transcribed 
spoken language and not the actual spoken recordings. Hence, one may argue 
that since much of the contextual information was reduced, for example prosody, 
then this may have influenced the results. Nevertheless, although it may have 
been ideal to use recordings or even video recordings, the need to maintain ethical 
requirements prevented me from doing this. It is also the case that by this stage of 
the research it had become fairly clear that prosody was less important than code 
choice in contextualizing utterances (see Chapter 11). 
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In any case, even if it had been ethical to use these audio recordings a number of 

criticisms could be leveled at doing that. First, since many of the subjects filling in 

these questionnaires were also participants in the recorded conversation, it would 

have seemed funny if not ridiculous to them for me to ask questions that they 

thought I already knew answers to. Secondly, by doing it this way I also protected 

each of the participants who filled out the questionnaires from needing to make 

any comments that would affect their relationships with those who they were 

commenting on. Just as importantly, this also allowed them to be more objective 

in their responses to these questionnaires; that is, it would be less likely that any 

bad feelings or biases they had towards certain members of the RT would find 

their way into their answers. 

The questionnaires contained contextual information that included information on 

the setting where the interaction occurred and the following information about 

each of the participants involved in the transcribed interaction: 

Education level, for example primary school (SD), middle school/junior high 

(SMP), senior high school (SLTA/SMA), tertiary diploma (Dl) and tertiary 

degree (Sarjana or Bachelor) 
• Wealth, this was based on information about income and assets. 

• Age. 

• Occupation. 

• In the case of transcribed female interactions, additional information was 

included about their husband's occupation and wealth, since wives were 

attributed the same status as their husband. 

After having read each text, participants were asked to indicate the relationship 

that existed between the participants (see also Myers-Scotton 1993a: 106-107 for 

other adaptations of this technique). In particular they had seven choices, 

including: 

Whether the participants were friends/acquaintances (teman). 

Whether the participants were close friends (tern an dekat). 

Whether the participants were best friends (tern an sehabat). 

Whether the participants were new acquaintances (baru kenal). 

Whether the participants were known to each other, but cannot be classified 

as friends (kenal tapi tak akrab). 
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Don't know (tidak tahu). 

Other; that is, if there are other relationships please note this (Jika 
diperkirakan ada hubungan yang lain tolong disebutkan). 

Participants were also asked to underline or indicate which linguistic items in the 
transcript allowed them to make these decisions. I also conducted a nunther of 
semi-formal interviews in conjunction with the distribution and filling out of 
questionnaires. These interviews were carried out either during or after 
participants had filled in the questionnaires. 

Having established some of the norms of interpretation that operated in certain 
interactions among members of these two communities I was then able to start to 
compare these single data sets with other data sets. This was done in order to 
establish whether there were any broader patterns that would allow any sort of 
generalizations to be made about the use of code and prosody in interactions in 
this community (see Section 2.5). In other words, I was now able to establish to 
what extent the members of these two communities shared similar norms of 
interpretation and hence could be classified as members of the same speech 
community. This process is the subject of the following section. 

4.5.4. Finding patterns through comparing data sets 

In this section I describe how I compared my data sets in order to ascertain what 
patterns, if any existed among them. These data sets included those from my 
micro-interpretative analysis of conversations, data gathered through participant 
observation, and data gathered through the use of questionnaires and semi-formal 
interviews. 

As analysis of initial recordings of inter-ethnic interactions from each of these 
communities was completed (roughly eight months into fieldwork), some 
interesting patterns started to appear. For example, in female interactions in RT08 
and in male interactions in RT05 code choice appeared to be a variety of Javanese 
rather than Indonesian as earlier literature would suggest (see Section 3.3). On the 
other hand, the males of RT08 tended to choose Indonesian in their inter-ethnic 
interactions. In addition to this, there also appeared to be two different patterns of 
code choice in interactions among the ethnic Javanese of these two RT. For 
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example, most of the males of RT08 tended to symmetrically exchange kromo 

varieties of Javanese irrespective of differences in status, income, age, or 

education. This was strange, since earlier literature (see e.g. Section 3.4) had 

noted that differences in these factors often lead to asymmetrical exchanges of 

code. For example, an older person might give ngoko to a younger interlocutor, but 

receive kromo in return. 

These initial findings led me back to my data obtained through participant 

observation, and these highlighted very different patterns of social organization in 

these two RT (see Chapter 5). It also highlighted the need for me to look further 

into the history of social interaction of members of the RT as well as the frequency 

with which members interacted (see e.g. Chapter 5 to Chapter 10). It also meant I 

needed to take a longitudinal look at code choice in interactions involving new 

non-Javanese members of these two RT. This was done by recording their inter-

ethnic interactions upon arrival in the RT (see e.g. the transcripts for recordings 6, 

8, and 10) and then making further recordings or observations of their code choice 

in subsequent interactions (see e.g. transcripts for recordings 18 and 27). 

This work lead me to make two general hypothesis concerning language and 

social life in these two neighborhoods. The first was that certain aspects of the 

social life of the members of these two RT (e.g. their work and subsequent 

financial situation) impacted on the social organization of these two RT (e.g. the 

extent to which members became involved in RT activities). This in turn reduced 

opportunities to interact, as was generally the case in RT08, or enhanced 

opportunities to interact, as was the case in RT05 (see Chapter 5). The second 

hypothesis, which was related to this, concerned the code choice in inter-ethnic 

and inter-ethnic interactions in these two RT. Essentially I felt that the different 

frequencies of interaction were related to the different patterns of code choice 

found in these two RT. For example, those who spent more time together also 

tended to use ngoko Javanese as a code in either inter-ethnic or intra-ethnic 

interactions, whilst those who spent less time together tended to use Indonesian 

in inter-ethnic encounter and kromo Javanese in intra-etimic encounter (see 

Chapters 7 to 10). 

These hypotheses were again checked by gathering further data through making 

more audio recordings, participant observation, and the use of questionnaires and 

semiformal interviews. From here I was again able to generate further hypothesis 
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about some of the social work code-switching does in interaction, for example, 

that code choice is used to indicate how one feels about their interlocutor or 

someone they are talking about (see e.g. Sections 8.2, 9.4, and 10.5). It was also at 

this stage (about eighteen months into the fieldwork) that I began to get 

diminishing returns from my efforts to include information on prosody in my 

transcripts and subsequently stopped doing this. This was mainly because my 

analysis to that stage had showed little evidence of the type of miscommunication 

reported in the work done by Gumperz (1982a) and Tannen (1984) on inter-ethnic 

interactions. In fact, my initial assumptions that the use of prosody would be an 

important contextualization cues in inter-ethnic interaction could only be 

demonstrated in inter-ethnic interactions involving just one person from RT08 (see 

Chapter 11). On the other hand, the use of code appeared to be the most important 

contextualization cue, particularly in indicating one's social identity vis-à-vis one's 

interlocutor, for example, whether I am a friend, a member of the same RT and so 

on. Hence my energies were diverted toward further investigation of code choice. 

Before moving onto questions of the reliability and validity of this study, it is also 

significant to note here that during the process of writing up and reading more 

recent literature on code choice (e.g. the collections in Auer 1998)1 realized that I 

also needed to examine the competence of members of these RT in a number of 

codes in order to establish if they did indeed have a choice when they used the 

codes that they did. In other words, could they have held these conversations in 

an alternate code? If they did, then these instances could also provide further 

empirical evidence that the choice of one code over another was doing social 

work. How I established this competence was to look at my transcribed 

recordings and my notes from observations to see if speakers had used Javanese 

cognates for the Indonesian that they had used elsewhere or vice-versa (see e.g. 

Section 6.1). 

4.6. The validity of data and the observer's paradox 

In qualitative approaches to research like ethriography it has been argued that 

validity is concerned with the degree to which our interpretation(s) of an event 

correspond to, or are an accurate representation of, the interpretation(s) made by 

the participant(s) in that event (see e.g. C. Geertz 1973, 1983; Kirk & Miller 1986; 

Moerman 1988; Spradley 1980; Wiersma 1995). Essentially this means we have to 
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have got "inside their heads" (Spradley 1980:10) and hence be able to provide an 
account of the participant's perception of a phenomena or event. In C. Geertz's 

(1983) terms, we need to be able to present this event from the "native's point of 
view". However, before we can start to try and interpret our data to determine 

how well our interpretations of an interaction match those of the participants 

involved in it, we first need to establish whether our data is authentic or natural. 
In other words, like many others doing ethnography of communication I had to be 
aware that my presence may affect what I was observing and consequently 
confound any attempts to obtain authentic data on what was happening in 

interactions within these two communities. 

This problem of trying to observe how people behave when unobserved, more 
commonly referred to as 'the observer's paradox" (see e.g. discussions in Duranti 
1997: 118; Labov 1972: 61-62; Wardhaugh 1992: 19; Wilson 1987), is eloquently 

summarized by Duranti (1997) as follows: 

to collect information we need to observe interaction, but to observe 

interaction (in ethically acceptable ways) we need to be in the scene; 

therefore, any time we observe we affect what we see because others 

monitor our presence and act accordingly. If we think a moment about this 

logical loop we realize that it is not only part of doing research. It is part of 
being a social being, a member of society, and a producer/consumer of 

cultural interpretations. Being a social actor, a participant in any situation 

and in any role, means to be part of the situation and hence affect it. (Duranti 
1997:118) 

This does not mean however that I gave up on trying to get 'naturally occurring or 
authentic data', it just meant that I needed to be aware of the paradox and more 
importantly understand the ways in which my presence, or that of the tape 
recorder or my research assistants affected the interaction (see especially Wilson 
1987 on this). Accordingly, in addition to utilizing a number of methods to 

minimize my affect on the interaction, I also attempted to establish which parts of 
the interaction were least dependent on my presence, the presence of research 

assistants, or the presence of material artifacts like tape recorders. 

In the following sections I provide an account of how I dealt with this problem as 
well as how I assessed the extent of the success of these methods. In particular, 
Section 4.6.1 details some of the methods I used to observe and participate in the 
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social life of the two RT under study. Section 4.6.2 then goes on to discuss how I 

attempted to become a member of the community, while also offering an 

assessment of the success of this approach. Section 4.6.3 discusses further steps 

taken due to some of the problems that arose from trying to become a member of 

the community. Section 4.6.4 then deals with how I went about trying to reduce 

the effects of the tape recorder on interaction and the extent to which this was 

successful. Finally, in Section 4.6.5 I draw links between the question of 

authenticity of data and its relationship to the validity of the findings of this study 

in general. 

4.6.1. Modes of participation 

Drawing on the work of Duranti (1997), Labov (1972), and Spradiley (1980), this 

section describes how I used different modes (Duranti 1997: 118, 298-301 

following Goffman 1981) or types (Spradley 1980: 58) of participation to cope with 

the observer's paradox and to help in my assessment of my affect on the 

interaction that I was participating in, observing, or recording. Essentially, there 

were four modes of participation used, each having different affects on the object 

of study as well as a number of advantages and disadvantages for the gathering 

of data in general. 

The first of these modes of participation was as a ratified conversant in an 

ongoing speech event, that is, as someone who was conversing with the other 

participants. In this mode my presence had the most influence on the ongoing 

interaction and hence I was selective about the type of data I was collecting from 

these contexts. Consequently, I did not use my tape-recorder in many of these 

interactions unless there were more than two participants (i.e. more participants 

than just me and my interlocutor). It was also the case that the intensity of being 

involved as a conversant made it difficult to document the interaction and the 

things that were going on around it. Thus, despite my arrival at a speech situation 

with a predetermined number of things to observe or check, I almost always did 

not have a chance to observe all of them when in this type of mode, and certainly 

wasn't able to take written notes (see Duranti's 1997: 100-102 discussion on the 

disadvantages of this mode). 
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Despite the disadvantages, nevertheless this mode of participation was essential 
for building rapport with those under study (see Section 4.6.2 below) and for 
gathering other types of useful information. For example, conversations about 
third parties' social blunders allowed me insights into what is seen as marked 
behavior for those who were talking to me about these third parties (see e.g. 
Schieffelin 1990: 20; Rosaldo 1982: 215). These conversations also provided 
information on what members of these two RT classified as a speech situation and 
what sort of things should happen or be spoken about in that speech situation. In 
other words, through participating in conversation I was able to obtain a lot of 
information from the perspectives of many of the members of these two 
communities about their "norms for interaction" (Hymes 1972b). 

The second mode of participation was as a ratified bystander, that is, as someone 
who had previously been involved as a ratified conversant, but who for a period 
during the ongoing speech situation was not called upon or did not make a 
conversational contribution apart from perhaps back channels like nods, or short 
utterances like "yes" or "heeh" (although in this mode, I could be called upon at 
any time to again become a ratified conversant). One could argue that my 
influence on the ongoing interaction was less than if I were a ratified conversant, 
since speakers were paying more attention to their immediate conversation with 
other participants. The advantages of this mode of participation stemmed mainly 
from having more opportunities to focus on observing what was going on. Often 
this was done in order to compare the code choice, topic choice, or use of prosody 
of particular members of these RT in interactions when I was present as against 
recordings of interactions when I was not present. 

The third mode was that of an unratified bystander, that is, someone who had not 
previously contributed to the ongoing conversation nor was likely to be invited to 
participate (mainly due to my spatial location, e.g. in a neighborhood meeting I 
might be sitting on one side of a room, while the conversation being observed was 
occurring on the other). In this mode I was able to compare elements like code 
choice, topic choice, and use of prosody in the ensuing interaction to previous 
interactions where I may have been a ratified conversant or a ratified bystander. 
Arguably this mode of participation had the least affect on the ongoing interaction 
compared to the previous two modes. 
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The fourth and final mode of participation was that of the unratified distant 

observer. In this mode, it is easy to argue that I would have had little influence on 

the interaction since I was often spatially well out of earshot and often someone 

who was passing by at a distance. Of course in this mode, I could gather no 

information on elements like code choice and prosody. However, frequent and 

regular use of this mode of participation at the same time of day and in the same 

place had several advantages. First of all, it allowed me to map the social 

networks that existed in the two RT. For example, standing in my front yard or 

going onto the road in the early morning allowed me to see which mothers 

interacted frequently when shopping and which ones did not. 

Of course, one mode of participation was not used exclusively in a speech 

situation and often I would use a number of different modes during a particular 

speech situation. For example, in neighborhood meetings I moved from being 

involved as a ratified conversant to a ratified bystander, and to an unratified 

bystander. Table 01 below provides a diagrammatic illustration of the relationship 

between the different modes of participation I used and the degree of affect I 

could expect to have on the interaction. 

Table 01 Modes of participation and their affect on interaction 

DEGREE OF AFFECT ON INTERACTION MODES/TYPE OF PARTICIPATION 

High 

Low 

Ratified conversant. 

Ratified bystander. 

Unratified bystander. 

Unratified distant observer. 

Adapted from Spradley (1980: 58) and Duranti (1997: 18, 298-301). 

Finally, it should also be noted that whichever mode of participation I used, my 

subsequent influence on the ongoing interaction was also dependent on the 

extent to which I had built up rapport with members of the community. Just as 

importantly it was dependent on how I managed to build myself into the daily 

social life of the members of these communities so that I and my recording 

equipment were at least something that they expected to encounter in their day to 
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day activities in each RT. The following section takes up on this point by 

discussing my attempts to build up rapport with members of these RT and to 

become an expected social actor in the daily social life of these two RT. 

4.6.2. Becoming a member of the communities under study 

As a researcher, one's social identity within the group under study may (often) be 

as an outsider or stranger. Behavior and language use by the participants towards 

you and towards other participants while you are present often reflects this 

stranger social identity. Hence, one could easily gain the impression that it will be 

very difficult to obtain authentic accounts of what was happening in interactions 

within these two communities, that is, accounts of what would have occurred if I 

was not present. The following sections discusses how I adapted methods 

suggested by researchers like Duranti (1997), Labov (1972), and Mihoy (1987b) to 

deal with this problem and also how successful these methods were. In particular, 

it looks at how I went about trying to maximize any similarities in the social 

identities I shared with members of these RT, while also trying to increase the 

social identities we shared. In other words, the section describes how I went 

about becoming a member of the community I was studying. 

Miboy (1987b: 62) has noted that if we are trying to gather authentic naturally 

occurring conversations, then there are advantages in being or becoming a 

member of the actual group being studied. Essentially, Miboy argues that having 

an identity as "a friend of a friend" is preferable to that of "a researcher". 

Essentially, if one is interested in the ways of speaking of the community, then 

artificially created contexts like interviews, which may not occur within the 

community, are often not ideal. This is because they may create an air of officiality, 

which may subsequently affect the types of language behavior that participants 

use. Becoming a member of a community is of course not usually automatic and 

does not happen the moment you arrive at the research site. Nevertheless, the 

researcher and the social actors under study may share some social identities from 

the outset. These may help in reducing some of the social distance that exists 

between researcher and participant and hence allow some optimism about being 

able to obtain authentic data. 



Even before our arrival at the research site my family and I shared a number of 

social identities with some of the social actors in this research. For example, like 

the majority of people in this area my family and I are Moslems. Hence, one might 

argue we shared to some extent one social identity with members of these 

communities. I was also married and had a young child and this was another 

social identity that I shared with many of the participants in this study. My status 

as someone of high education and reasonable means made our social identity 

similar to those in the middle class RT where we lived. At the same time, this 

made my social identity less compatible with the less well off and less formally 

educated members of RT05. In order to get around this, I tried to background my 

economic and educational background and foreground the social identity of 

someone who liked to socialize (suka membaur) with these particular participants. 

I did this by regularly visiting and chatting with members of this RT, as detailed 

in Section 4.2.2. Socializing frequently with neighbors was considered an essential 

and positive trait by many of these participants, especially those coming from 

RTOS and other less affluent RT. In fact, many of the members from RT05 and other 

less affluent RT often criticized the members from the more well-off RT for not 

socializing with their neighbors (but maybe they were just saying this in order to 

please me). 

My wife, on the other hand, never visited RTOS or any of the other RT, nor could I 

get any other females from RTOB to act as research assistants and do this in order 

to gather data. As an Indonesian, my wife gave a number of reasons for this and 

these seemed consistent with reasons given by other female members of the RT. 

The first was that their higher status had to be maintained. Essentially, if they 

were to socialize with members of these lower status RT, this would reduce their 

acceptance as a member of the in-group of the more affluent RT08. This was not 

just a problem for gathering information on female interactions, of course, and in 

fact a number of members of RT08 frequently reminded me that I should try and 

protect my status by reducing my socializing and playing of sports with members 

of RT05 and other less affluent RT. (Here perhaps was the makings of another 

dilemma, that is, establishing rapport with one RT lessened my chances of 

building it with the other.) 

Another reason was based on economic grounds. Basically, for the female 

members (especially the heads of household who controlled the finances of the 

family), becoming akrab "friendly" with the female members of RT05 or other RT 



for that matter would be inviting an economic problem. For example, as the more 
affluent person and who was now less socially distant they would become a major 
source of loans and donations for the less affluent friends. Due to this problem and 
my problems getting a female research assistant from RT05, my data on female 
interaction in this community is based mainly on my own observations. 

Increasing similarities in one's social identity with the participants of the study - 
again in order to obtain authentic materials - is as Milroy (1987b: 62) argues also a 
product of the time spent living and interacting with the participants under study. 
She suggests that after a certain period spent with the participants their behavior 
and speech would eventually proceed as if the researcher was like them and a 
member of their social network. To elaborate on what a "certain period of time" 
means, we can turn to other sociolinguistic and anthropological literature that 
suggests that it should be no less than a year (see e.g. C. Geertz 1973: 23; Keesing 
1976: 9; Johnson 1992: 143; Fasold 1990: 48; Saville-Troike 1989: 120; Wiersma 
1995: 275) but preferably more in the vicinity of two years or longer (see e.g. Bloch 
1976: 231-232). C. Geertz (1973), for example, argues that the benefits of such an 
approach - apart from making the researcher's social identity more compatible 
with the participants - enables the fieldworker to produce the insider's view 
needed to provide "thick" interpretations that are representative of an insider's 
perspective. 

However, neither living in the same community for an extended period nor sharing 
some of the identities with other members of the community guarantees 
acceptance by that community. Neither does it guarantee the researcher will 
automatically have access to the insider's perspective or the authentic type of 
data required. Trying to become a member of the group also requires fleidworkers 
to immerse themselves as much as possible by participating in the daily lives of 
those living in the community (see Duranti 1997: 89,92). With this in mind, my 
family and I participated in as many daily, neighborly, neighborhood and wider 
community activities as possible and appropriate (see Section 4.2.2). Finding out 
just what was appropriate, of course, took some time. However, by the sixth 
month of participating in various modes and asking questions, I had an idea of 
where and when it was appropriate to participate. For example, levels of 
interaction among participants varied according to RT membership, among other 
things. Hence, the extent to which my family and I immersed ourselves in the 
daily life and social networks of the participants was dependent on the RT. 



In RT08 immersion was often relegated to social events carried out at the 
neighborhood level and above. This was not due to a reluctance to immerse 
ourselves at the neighborly level, but rather what was the norm in this RT. That is 
to say, members of this RT kept to themselves and rarely socialized with their 
neighbors. In contrast, my initial contact with a number of the male members of 
RTOS at the mosque and other religious occasions (one of these people also was 
one of my research assistants) allowed me entry point into the daily social life of 
RT05. From there I was able to immerse myself in the daily interactions that 
occurred in RT05 and in fact was able to do so more frequently than in RT08. This 
was because members of this RT regularly socialized with other members of their 
RT as well as with members from other less affluent RT. Accordingly, for me to do 
so in this RT was more appropriate than in RT08. Hence, from mid afternoon to 
late in the evening I would engage in sports, card and chess games, chatting, and 
so on. The reasons for some of the differences found in the daily activities of 
members of both RT will be discussed in detail in Chapter 5. 

One of the ways I determined the relative success of these approaches for 
obtaining naturally occurring conversations that were not influenced by me or my 
wife's presence was by looking at the recordings for instances of discourse that 
were addressed to me or my wife or where instances of discourse were much too 
frequently addressed to us, at least when compared to subsequent interactions. It 
was certainly the case that initial recordings of interactions had frequent 
reference made to me, my wife, or the research. For example, the following texts 
are extracts from the first recording my wife made of a female RT meeting in RTOB 
(Tape lOc). In Extract 01 below, P3 a Javanese, has just been voicing her opinion 
mainly to P19NJ, a non-Javanese (the NJ attached to a participant number 
indicates that they are non-Javanese), about the bad characteristics of Mrs 
Manurung (her pseudo name), a non-Javanese who never comes to female RT 
meetings nor contributes in any other way to the running of the RT. As noted at 
the start of this thesis, italics are used to represent non-standard Indonesian 
(NSI), bold face is used for ngoko Javanese (BJN), bold italics are used on forms 
that can be classified as either NSI or BJN, and plain typeface is used for standard 
Indonesian (BI). 



Extract 01 taken from Tape lOc (195) 

1 P18NJ>P3 Bu Manurung kan 

2 P3>P19NJ Bu ya nggakikut arisan nggakapa apa datang aja 

3 P18NJ>P17NJ Bu Manurung itu yang mana 

4 P17NJ>P18NJ yang di Bu Taufik itu loh aku juga nggaktahu persis 

5 P19NJ>all Bojoné Bu Bu Zainudin iki loh wong barat (???) (???) 

(Indonesia?) itu mau bergaul (???) (???)tahu bermanfaat 

dateng (???) (???) 

English 

1 P18NJ>P3 Mrs. Manurung right? 

2 P3>P19NJ Bu, yeah if [she] doesn't want to participate in the lottery 

that's ok, [but] show up [at our RT meetings]. 
3 P18NJ>P17NJ Which one is Mrs. Manurung? 

4 P17NJ>P18NJ The one [next to] Mrs. Taufik [house], I'm not totally sure 
though. 

5 P19NJ>all Like Mrs. Mrs. Zainudin's husband a foreigner (???) (???) 

(Indonesia?), [but he] wants to socialize [i.e. attend male 
RT meetings] (???) (???) [he] knows their use, [and so he] 
attends (???) (???). 

In line 1 my wife (P18NJ) checks her understanding of who is being talked about, 
and after being unsuccessful in getting P3's attention she asks again this time to 
P17NJ, another non-Javanese (line 3). Overhearing P18NJ's question P19NJ makes 
her contribution on line 5, which although not directed at P18NJ directly is meant 
to flatter P18NJ's husband Zainudin (i.e. me), who will be listening to the 
recording. Since there were plenty of other participants there whose husbands 
could have been chosen as examples, one might point to this instance of discourse 
as one influenced by either the research assistant (P18NJ), me, the recorder, or 
perhaps all three. This reference to my family occurred again shortly after the 
above example when P19NJ started to talk about our two year old son, who also 
enjoyed the company of the children of this RT (see e.g. lines 2, 3, and 6 of Extract 
02 below). Again it could be argued that other children of the RT could have just 



as easily been used as examples, yet the speaker chose to focus on P18NJ's child, 
the child of the foreign researcher. 

Extract 02 taken from Tape lOc 205 

1 P3>P19NJ (???) (???)nanti kalau saya suruh ke sana lagi saya aziu 

malu 

2 P19NJ>P18NJ Bu Zainudin Jery kenal semua orang 

3 P3>P19NJ kok 

4 P19NJ>all Jerynyakeluar 

5 P18NJ>P19NJ iya 

fi P19NJ>all dikejar 

English 

1 P3>.P19NJ (???)(???)later if I'm asked to go there [to Mrs. Manurung's 

house] I'll be ah embarrassed. 

2 P19NJ>P18NJ Mrs Zainudin Jery's known to everyone [in this RT] heh. 
3 P3>P19NJ Gee. 

4 P19NJ>all Jery comes outside [from his house]. 

5 P18NJ>P19NJ Yeah. 

6 P19NJ>all He is chased after [i.e. always has friends from the RT]. 

Such references to us became less frequent in subsequent recordings, however 

(e.g. in Tape 18c of a later female RT meeting), and non-existent in the last 

recording of female RT meetings (Tape 27c), made five months after Tape lOc was 
recorded. Consequently I was more confident of the authenticity of the later 

recordings than of the earlier ones. I have not presented pieces of text in the 
following chapters where I have reason to believe that our presence had affected 
the interaction. 

It was more difficult to assess the extent to which my own presence affected 
interaction, since generally these type of comments did not occur when I was a 

participant doing the recording. However, comparing the code choice of 
participants in the first recording of a male RT meeting (Tape 49c) with a 
subsequent one recorded sixth months later (Tape 44c) did show that there was 



less use of Indonesian and more use of Javanese. It was also the case that in the 
second recording of an RT meeting (Tape 44c) things went on so much like normal 
that after the meeting one of the members asked me to erase certain sections of 
the tape. Basically they had forgotten that I was there recording and had 
discussed a number of socially sensitive topics. We might suggest that this and 
the change in code choice over time was evidence that the members of this 
community were beginning to be less accommodating to my inability in Javanese 
or alternatively expected that I like other non-Javanese should have competence 
in Javanese by that time. 

Personally, I felt I was becoming more accepted into both communities when 
interaction with those of Javanese ethnicity was more and more in a variety of 
Javanese and/or the things we chatted about moved in the direction of gossiping 
about other people. I based this feeling partly on my data on inter-ethnic 
interactions and on data that indicated that one would only gossip about other 
people to someone whom one could trust. Nevertheless, despite my family and I 
sharing some social identities with these two communities (e.g. my own identity 
as a foreign researcher but husband of an Indonesian, our frequent immersion in 
the daily lives of the participants, and our long residence in the one area), I cannot 
be sure of how much of a member of these two communities we had become. 
There were also of course certain social identities that I could never share with 
some of the participants, for example, generation and gender (see e.g. Mihoy 
1987b; Kirk & Miller 1986: 46; Scollon & Scollon 1995: Ch. 10-11). This also made it 
difficult and often inappropriate for me to gather data in many contexts. Hence, 
there was a need to collect data in other ways, and this often meant using 
members of these two RT as research assistants in order to cope with this 
problem and with the observer's paradox more generally; this is the topic of the 
next section. 

4.6.3. The use of members of the community as research assistants 

In this section I discuss how I used members of the two communities under study 
in order to address some aspects of the observer's paradox. I also offer an 
assessment of the success and difficulties of this approach. 
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Since at least Blom & Gumperz's (1972) research on code choice in Norway, 
researchers in ethnographically orientated studies of language like this one have 
used members of the community under study as research assistants. For example, 
Blom and Gumperz (1972: 426-427) and Mihoy (1987b: 64) have all argued that 
using members from the same social network under study to make recordings 
reduces participants' attention to the process of data gathering, at least in 
comparison to a situation where the researcher (often an outsider) is doing this. 
The reason for this it is argued is that there are already pre-existing obligations 
and norms for interaction among this group. In other words, "putting on an act" 
would also be noticed and/or commented on as out of the ordinary and 
accordingly be able to be identified as such (see also Wilson 1987). 

However, when relying on research assistants from the community under study a 
note of caution is required. There is sometimes the danger that these person(s) 
may in-fact be a marginal member of the social network due to fallout with other 
members of the community, having different interests from them, or perhaps 
because they were new members of the community (see e.g. Duranti 1997: 112). 
The result would of course be that their presence may influence the type of 
language used just as much as if I were there (and of course the type of data and 
recordings that may have been gathered may also have only been representative 
of a small subgroup of the community). 

This was certainly the case in some contexts, and in fact two of my research 
assistants - my wife and her younger brother - although Indonesian were both 
newcomers to the area and of different ethnicity to the majority of participants 
who were of Javanese ethnicity. Sometimes this marginality was also what I in 
fact wanted to be the case. The reason I chose non-Javanese assistants - there 
were nine in all - was in order to record conversations that involved them 
speaking with their Javanese acquaintances/friends. This was in order to obtain 
recordings where I suspected Indonesian would be used as the language of inter-
ethnic communication. I also focused on these interactions in order to see if some 
of the miscommunication described in Section 2.2 occurred in interactions 
between those who shared the same second language but were of different 
ethnicity. In fact, of the forty or so recordings that I had, half were made by my 
research assistants, most of whom were members of these speech communities. 
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One of the ways I determined the authenticity of the recordings made by these 
research assistants was to look at their transcripts for references to the tape 
recorder, myself, or the research assistant's relationship to me. The previous 
section has already provided several examples (Texts 01 and 02) that could also 
be used to illustrate the influence of the research assistant on an ongoing 
interaction. Another example of this can be seen in Extract 03 below. This 
recording was recorded in the boarding house of a Javanese friend of my research 
assistant. This part of the discourse occurs about fifteen minutes into the thirty 
minute recording and is preceded by P2NJ and P3NJ asking my research assistant 
(P1NJ) about the consent forms and the ethnographic data forms that they are 
filling in (see Section 4.3). P1NJ, P2NJ, and P3NJ are non-Javanese, while P4 is a 
Javanese friend of theirs who says little during the whole recording because he is 
busy typing up an assignment. 

Extract 03 taken from Tape lic (170) 

1 P1NJ>P2NJ&P3NJ lah mi orangnya yang talc aim trus dia sekarang 
minta tolong aku gantian 

2 P3NJ>P1NJ hehe 

3 P2NJ>P1NJ beresin 
4 P1NJ>P2NJ Hah 

5 P2NJ>P1NJ beresin 

6 P1NJ>P2NJ komplit kan buat ml anukok studi s tiga kokit:u 
7 P2NJ>P1NJ lah mi anu yang dipakal dia 
8 P3NJ>P1NJ Stigadi 

9 P1NJ>P3NJ Di a:nuAustrali cuma dia ke Semarang tempatnya 
10 P2NJ>P1NJ studinya bahasa Semarang 
11 P1NJ>P2NJ ngomong sing banter toh krungu 
12 P2NJ hehe 

13 P3NJ>P1NJ&P2NJ bahasa kita ml kan bukan bahasa yang balk dan 
benar 

14 P1NJ>P3NJ&P2NJ ra opo opo malah itu yang dicari kok 
15 P2NJ>P3NJ&P1NJ (ketawa) bahasa semrawut di campur jawa yo 

hehehehe 

16 P1NJ>P2NJ&P3NJ ora ora nganuké basa jawa 



17 P3NJ>P1NJ&P2NJ nib bahasa sudah campur campur heeh bahasa jawa 
haha 

18 P2NJ>P1NJ&P3NJ bahasa SrimuIat (ketawa) luc:u tadi malam aku 
ngekek terus ih 

19 P1NJ>P2NJ Srimulat Indosiar ya RCTI katanya rusak 
20 P3NJ>P1NJ ora 

21 P2NJ>P1NJ RCTI lagi mabuk kok 
22 P1NJ>P2NJ iyatoh 
23 P2NJ>P1NJ heeh 

24 P1NJ>P2NJ dulu dulu anu opo siji siji pas Robocop kaé harang 
mati 

25 P2NJ>P1NJ Robocop itu udah mulai kaé 

English 

1 P1NJNJ>P2NJ&P3NJ Now this is the person who I spoke of [earlier, i.e. the 
foreigner who helped me out with my computer] and 
now he has asked me for help, reciprocity. 

2 P3NJ>P1NJ hehe. 

3 P2NJ>P1NJ Help out. 

4 P1NJ>P2NJ What? 

5 P2NJ>P1NJ Help out. 

6 P1NJ>P2NJ It's complete heh [i.e. the forms and the recorder] for 
ah [his] Ph.D. studies. That 

7 P2NJ>P1NJ And this ah is going to be used by him? 
8 P3NJ>P1NJ Ph.D. where? 
9 P1NJ>P3NJ In ah Australia, but [for fieldwork] he [came] to 

Semarang. 
10 P2NJ>P1NJ His study is about the language of Semarang. 
11 P1NJ>P2NJ Speak up so it is audible heh. 
12 P2NJ hehe. 
13 P3NJ>P1NJ&P2NJ Our language isn't standard [Indonesian]. 
14 P1NJ>P3NJ&P2NJ That doesn't matter, in fact that is what is being 

studied heh. 
15 P2NJ>P3NJ&P1NJ (laughs) all over the place language mixed with 

Javanese yeah hehehehe. 
16 P1NJ>P2NJ&P3NJ No no [its ok if we] use Javanese. 
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17 P3NJ>P1NJ&P2NJ [What we are using] is already mixed mixed, heeh 

Javanese haha. 

18 P2NJ>P1NJ&P3NJ Srimulat language4  (laughs) it was funny last night I 

laughed and laughed (laughed my guts out). 

19 P1NJ>P2NJ Srimulat was on Indosiar [the TV station] yeah RCTI 

[another TV station] is said to be broken down [i.e. off 

the air]. 

20 P3NJ>P1NJ No. 

21 P2NJ>P1NJ RCTI has got some problems at the moment. 
22 P1NJ>P2NJ Yeah isn't that right? 

23 P2NJ>P1NJ Heeh. 

24 P1NJ>P2NJ Some time ago some time ago ah, what was it, one 

one exactly [when] Robocop was playing [on RCTI] 

the broadcast stopped. 

25 P2NJ>P1NJ Robocop has already started heh? 

In the above interaction pointing out the influence of the researcher or research 
context in the ongoing discourse is fairly straight forward since the topic of the 
conversation becomes the relationship of the research assistant to the researcher 
(me) starting at line 1 and then moves to what the research is about. However, as 
with Texts 1 and 2 this influence is fleeting and not continual since topics do 
change to other subjects as is the case of the topic about the Television stations 
RCTI on line 19 of the above extract. The conversations before this text were also 
about subjects other than the research. 

Of course, the research assistant's or research context's influence on the 
interaction may not stop at topics and may include code choice, as hinted in lines 
13 to 17 in the above text. For example, it looked like P1 was making a conscious 
attempt to use Javanese in lines 14 and 16 (Javanese is in bold) in order to 
convince his friends that they could do the same. Looking at the rest of the 
discourse in this particular tape he and his interlocutors generally did not use 
Javanese and hence questions might be raised as to the authenticity of the 
occasions when they did use Javanese in this recording. 

4 Srimulat is a popular stand-up comedy troupe from Central Java who in their nationally 
broadcast shows often use mixed language or Javanese as part of their routine. 
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In summary we might say that one would need to be cautious in presenting Texts 
01 and 02 or the conversations from Tape lic as naturally occurring interactions 
that were not influenced by the research context. Finally, as noted in Section 4.6 
we also need to be aware that the presence of the recorder may also have elicited 
'unnatural' topics or code choice; this issue is the topic of the following section. 

4.6.4. The use of material artifacts 

Behavior and language use by participants in an interaction has also been noted 
to be influenced by the material artifacts brought to an interaction, for example, 
tape recorders, video recorders, and notepads. In this section, I discuss how I 
tried to deal with this aspect of the observer's paradox, and how I evaluated the 
success of these methods. 

A number of steps were taken in order to deal with the effects a tape-recorder and 
other material artifacts have on interaction. First, the recorder was kept on for long 
periods, usually one to two hours. It has been argued that when a recorder is 
present speech becomes more natural as time elapses and in particular after the 
first hour has elapsed (Mihoy 1987b). The notion of participation, and more 
specifically, what the actors are doing when making recordings was also helpful 
in selecting speech situations to record. As IJuranti (1997: 118) notes, there will be 
differences in the influence on interaction of bringing a tape-recorder to an 
interaction between two people and bringing one to a public event. One might 
assume that the data from the former context would be more distorted by the 
observer's paradox than the second. Milroy (1987b: 62-63) has also suggested this 
approach, the basic argument being that participants already have some type of 
expectations of how other participants should act. For them to do something else 
would be highly marked and most likely be noted by other participants (see also 
Wilson's 1987: 165-166 discussion of this). Consequently I preferred to make 
recordings of group interaction, rather than recording interviews or dyadic 
conversations. (In the context of this research, it was also very fortunate that 
group activities formed a large component of normal daily interaction in the areas 
under study.) 

A note of caution is due here, however, especially when talking of sharedness of 
norms that would enable a participant to know when another participant was 
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'putting on an act' so to speak. For example, research into the sharedness of rules 
on turn-taking conventions suggests that even within one social network, norms 
for turn taking can vary considerably according to such factors as frequency of 
interaction, ethnicity, gender, and generation (see e.g. Sections 2.2 and 2.4). 
Milroy (1987b: 63) also noted that authenticity is dependent to some extent on 
how open a social network is. The more open the social network, the more likely 
that participants will have varying norms for social interaction. The result of this 
will be that some things will appear marked to some participants, especially if 
participants come from different social backgrounds. In several of the group 
conversation I recorded, this was the case since part of my research design as 
discussed in Sections 4.6.3 above was in order to look at these very things. 

In addition to the problems discussed thus far, it should also be noted that trying 
to deal with the observer's paradox in one way also confounds your data in other 
ways. For example, whilst in general group activities were common in the two 
communities under study, they were certainly more common in RT05. Often 
finding situations to record in RT08 proved difficult and to create them would be 
artificial and might result in 'unnatural' language data. On the other hand, whilst 
the group conversations that did occur represented naturally occurring situations, 
nevertheless they were extremely arduous to analyze. For example, often these 
conversations involved ten or more people and differentiating or making out what 
was being said and who was talking to whom was often difficult and very time 
consuming (see e.g. Section 4.4). 

Turning to the assessment of these methods, I can suggest that recording for long 
periods did in fact appear to reduce the influence the tape recorder had on the 
interaction. For example, most 'unnatural' behavior in interaction where a tape 
recorder was present occurred in the first five to ten minutes of recorded 
interaction. Often these 'unnatural' behaviors emerged as references to the tape 
recorder as can be seen in the following extract (see also Wilson 1987: 170 on this 
as a way of checking the effect the recorder has on interaction). 

The extract below represents the start of an hour long recording of a card game in 
RT05 that occurred at around 3:30 in the afternoon. I had just shown up as I 
normally did at this time, but on this occasion, I had brought my recorder. This 
particular card game occurred in the guestroom of P1NJ's house (one of the card 
players). There were four players and five other participants involved in this 
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speech situation. Of the four players, three are Javanese (P2, P4, and P5) and the 
fourth player, (P1NJ) is from Kalimantan. Within the speech setting of which the 
game is the central focus, four of the participants are non-Javanese (P1NJ, P3NJ, 
P7NJ, and P9NJ). 

Extract 04 taken from Tape 05c (000) 

1 P1NJ>P9NJ udahjalan 

2 P9NJ>P1NJ udah Pak 

3 P5>P9NJ yang direkam apa to 

4 P9NJ>P5 buat riset 

5 P1NJ>P5 ya paling ngomongznu hehe 

6 P4 ngomongmu opo iki 

7 P1NJ>P4 (??? ???) hahahahahaha 

8 P5 hahaha (mulai??) 

9 P1NJ hahaha 

10 P4 eh durung ngerti aku wa/i yo wis 

11 P3NJ? wis hehe 

English 

1 P1NJ>P9NJ [Its] already going [the recorder]. 
2 P9NJ>P1NJ Yeah Pak. 

3 P5>P9NJ What's being recorded. 

4 P9NJ>P5 For research. 

5 P1NJ>P5 Yeah mostly you mouthing off hehe. 
6 P4 What do we talk about? 

7 P1NJ (??? ???) hahahahahaha. 

8 P5 Hahaha (its started??). 

9 P1NJ Hahaha. 

10 P4 Heh I haven't seen those cards yet. Oh yeah doesn't matter 
11 P3NJ? Doesn't matter, hehe. 

As can be seen on line 1, P1NJ's discourse is focused on the recorder. Lines 3 to 6 
follow from this and discuss the purpose of the recording before the interaction 
moves away from the topic of the recorder and the research back to the card game 
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proper on line 10. In this recording there were no further references made to the 

recorder or the research. Just as importantly code choice in this recording was 

similar to that used in other interactions that I had observed or participated in 

prior to this recording. Hence, we might say that the majority of the discourse in 
Tape 05 was uninfluenced by the presence of the recorder. 

Of course, there were other recordings where the presence of the recorder 

appeared to influence the ongoing interaction. To return to Tape 11 (discussed in 
Section 4.6.3) the following extract taken from it represents another instance of 
interaction where there is evidence that the presence of the recorder influenced 

the interaction. In this case its presence had some of the participants (P1NJ and 
P2NJ) trying desperately to get P4 (a Javanese) to say something so it would be 
recorded (see also the beginning of Tape 40c for similar instances of this 

prompting). Again the existence of this would make one cautious about using this 
tape or at least this text as an example of a 'naturally' occurring conversation in 

the following chapters. 

Extract 05 taken from Tape lic (383) 

1 P2NJ>P4 Wid ngomongWid 

2 P4 hah(.5) 

3 P1NJ>P4 heeh Wid ayolah opo waé pokoké miebu 
4 P2NJ>P4 ngetiktok 

5 P1NJ hei (.5) 

6 P2NJ>P4 kokbojomu ora digowo rené to Wid (ketawa) 

7 P1NJ>P2NJ&P4 bojoné sopo: 

8 P2NJ>P1NJ&P4 Widodo 

9 P1NJ>P2NJ&P4 ono toh? (2.5) 

10 P2NJ>P4&P1NJ aku ndelok neng Kudus yo Wid yo: (.5) yo: Wid 

11 P1NJ>P4&P2NJ sido digowo rené ya Wid 

12 P2NJ>P1NJ&P4 pemah 

13 P1NJ>P2NJ&P4 pernah 

14 P1NJ>P4&P2NJ santai yo Wid meneng meneng ya: 



English 

1 P2NJ>P4 Wid say something Wid. 

2 P4 What? 

3 P1NJ>P4 Heeh, Wid come on whatever you like as long as it is 

recorded. 

4 P2NJ>P4 All [he] can do is type. 

5 P1NJ Hei. 

6 P2NJ>P4 How come you haven't brought your girlfriend here Wid 

(laughs). 

7 P1NJ>P2NJ&P4 Whose girlfriend? 

8 P2NJ>P1NJ&P4 Wid's [girlfriend]. 

9 P1NJ>P2NJ&P4 Has [he] got one? 

10 P2NJ>P4&P1NJI saw [her] at Kudus, heh Wid, heh Wid. 

11 P1NJ>P4&P2NJSo bring [her] here yeah Wid. 

12 P2NJ>P1NJ&P4 Actually he] already has. 

13 P1NJ>P2NJ&P4 Already. 

14 P1NJ>P4&P2NJ Not worried [i.e. not going to say anything] heh Wid not 

saying a thing, not saying a thing yeah. 

Finally, it is also the case that after I had been living and making recordings in 
this area for some time, the type of references to the recorder illustrated in Extract 
04 and the type of language behavior illustrated in Texts 01, 02, and 03 were not 
as prevalent. In other words, the more often certain reoccurring events were 
recorded, the less frequent references were made to the tape recorder. In fact, one 
of the reasons that I think there were no references made to the tape recorder in 
the two RT meetings that I recorded in RT08 was that I had been regularly 
participating in these for the previous six months and my wife had already 
recorded a number of the female meetings during this time. 

4.6.5. Authenticity of data and the validity of interpretation 

In the previous sections I listed a number of methods that I used in order to deal 
with the effects that I, my research assistants, and my tape recorders might have 
had on the interactions being participated in, observed or recorded. I also offered 
an evaluation of how successful I thought these methods were and what elements 
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I looked for to judge this. To briefly summarize, it was noted that there certainly 
were a nurrther of instances where myself, my research assistants, or the 

recording equipment affected the ongoing interaction. This influence often 
manifested itself as topic or code choice. However, we also noted that this 

influence became less with time. 

Having established what sort of elements allowed me to determine whether and 
to what extent an interaction was affected by my presence, that of my research 

assistants, or that of the recorder then allowed me to be more selective in which 
pieces of data that I went on to interpret and in the end present in the following 

chapters. Of course, this process of interpretation needs also to be valid, or 

"accountable" in Tannen's (1984: 37) terms. In other words, we need to establish 
to what extent my interpretation of an event is an accurate representation of the 
interpretation(s) made by the participant(s) in that event. How I went about 

establishing this is the subject of the next section. 

4.7. Validity and accountability of interpretation 

As Chapter 2 pointed out, interpretation is used and can be accessed by the 

ethnogiapher at many levels. Interpretation can be seen as something that a 
member of community does, with an emphasis on the homogenous nature of 
society. For example, the norms of interaction discussed in Section 2.1 can be 

used to interpret a situation or a speaker's utterance (see also C. Geertz's 1973 
writings on this). In Chapter 2 we also discussed the work of Gumperz (1982a), 

Tannen (1984), and Moerman (1988: Ch. 5) among others who cautioned us 

against looking just at this level of interpretation, arguing that often interpretation 
is negotiated in situated social interaction. These differing perspectives on 
interpretation also need to be prefaced with notion that whichever approach taken 
will never result in a complete description, nor the only interpretation(s), but 

merely partial unfinished and context dependent ones (see e.g. Duranti 1997: 48, 
339; C. Geertz 1973: 29; Moerman 1988: 7). 

Nevertheless, as Tannen (1984: 37) argues, whichever interpretation one presents 
it needs to be accountable. In Tannen's (1984) words, this means that: 
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• • interpretations do not have to be provable but do have to be demonstrable 
through a) phenomenon that is recurrent and not just something that 
happens once, b) there is evidence in the participants behavior that 
demonstrates this interpretation, c) interpretations are checked with 
interpretations of the participants, and also with the interpretations of non-
participants. (Tannen 1984: 37) 

More recent introductions to qualitative research in general, like those of Kirk and 
Miller (1986), Johnson (1992) and Wiersma (1995), have all pointed to the utility of 
this type of approach, known in their writings as triangulation. For example, Kirk 
and Miller (1986: 30-31) note that validity is achieved after using several methods 
for gathering data, all of which upon examination point to the same hypothesis. 
Wiersma (1995: 264) added that we can check the sufficiency of our data and our 
interpretations of it by comparing it with other data sources. If the data gathered 
and its interpretation thereof using a number of methods tend to corroborate each 
other, then we can say that our data and interpretation has some level of validity. 

In Section 4.5.3 I described in some detail the methods I used to establish norms 
of interpretation used in situated interaction. Many of these methods were used 
on the same piece of data. For example when interpreting the interaction 
represented by Tape 05 "The Card Game" in Chapters 8 and 10, I had a member of 
this community transcribe the interaction. This person was a member of the group 
from this RT that regularly played cards and participated in other RT activities 
that will be described in Chapter 5. I had established that he was in fact a 
member and not a peripheral one through observations and conversations with 
others from this community. This in turn allowed me to put some faith in how he 
transcribed the interaction and perceived silences and so on. 

I then went on to use micro-analytic methods like those described in Sections 2.2, 
2.4, and 4.5.3 to look at the sequential organization of the interaction. This was 
done in order to see if the code choice given by one participant was ratified by a 
subsequent exchange of the same code by their interlocutor and whether this 
continued through this speech situation. Following Myers-Scotton's (1993a) work I 
assumed that if this was the case then there had been a ratification of the rights 
and obligation set that the speaker initiating the exchange wished to have 
engaged during that exchange. 
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This interpretation was subsequently crosschecked with the use of participant 
observation (in the various modes described in Section 4.6.1) to see how other 
participants viewed this code choice. For example, if there was gossip about one 
of the participants involved in the interaction as being impolite or whatever, then 
this may have suggested that I need to review my initial interpretation of code 
choice. However, as it turned out, I heard no gossip, and hence this also pointed 
to a similar interpretation. Not satisfied with this, I also looked to see whether 
these participants continued to interact after this interaction, the fact that they 
continued to do so again suggested that the code choice had been interpreted as 
intended. 

In addition to this I had conversations with a number of those involved in the card 
game concerning code choice, and their opinions about how could choice was 
used tended to corroborate my initial interpretation. I generally asked these 
questions within the context of a normal interaction rather than an interview for 
reasons already discussed in Section 4.3. The types of questions I would ask 
would include things like why and when and where a certain code is used, 
questions about the social relationships that existed between people living in the 
areas under study, and questions about the history of certain people. It should 
also be noted here that during casual conversations my interlocutor(s) would also 
frequently offer this type of information without me asking for it. These data 
gathering conversations also extended to my conversations with my research 
assistants when they were available and/or working on a transcript for me. 

Of course, these opinions on how code choice should be used needed also to be 
crosschecked to determine their validity. This was done in a number of ways; for 
example, I would ask informants the same question again some time later and 
then compare this answer to their previous one. If they were the same, then to 
some extent I could say that their responses were consistent, although I would 
then need to check this with their actual usage of code(s) in interaction. The need 
to check, of course, was mainly due to the fact that often informants will tell you 
what they think you want to hear, or that they think should be the case rather 
than what they actually do (see e.g. Duranti 1997: 102-110; Errington 1985: 29-29; 
Fasold 1984: 147; Moerrnan 1988: Ch. 5; Saville-Troike 1989: Ch. 5; Wardhaugh 
1992: 91). In the final few months of my fieldwork I also incorporated the use of a 
type of questionnaire followed by a semi-informal interview in order to further 
cross-check my interpretations (see e.g. Section 4.5.4). The questionnaires were 



distributed to around half of the participants in the card game represented by the 
transcript of Tape 05c. The results of these also tended to support my initial 
interpretations about code choice. 

The example of checking and crosschecking just discussed for determining the 
validity of my interpretations about code choice in Tape 05c were generally 
applied to each transcribed tape. Of course, for some recordings I would use only 
a smaller number of methods due to time constraints and the difficulty of checking 
interpretation of every speech act within my sixty hours of recordings (see e.g. 
Sections 4.5.1 and 4.5.3). Before moving onto questions concerning the reliability 
of the study, I should also conclude this section by noting that the interpretations 
I present in the following chapters may not be the only interpretations possible, 
nor are they THE interpretation, since all discourse is ambiguous to some extent, 
as Scollon and Scollon (1995: 6-10) have pointed out (see also Goodwin & Goodwin 
1992a: 95; Silverstein 1992: 75; Tannen 1984: 37). Nevertheless, I would maintain 
that the interpretations I present are less a result of luck or bias on my part, and 
more a result of the triangulation of a number of sources of data that tended to 
support initial interpretations. 

4.8. Reliability of the study 

Wiersma (1995: 9) has defined reliability as "... the consistency [my Italics] in the 
research and the extent to which studies can be replicated". In this section I will 
firstly treat consistency, that is, internal reliability, before moving on to a brief 
discussion of external reliability. 

"Internal reliability refers to the extent that data collection, analysis, and 
interpretations [my italics] are consistent given the same conditions" (Wiersma 
1995: 9). Wiersma (1995: 273) goes on to note that the use of several data-
collection procedures, together with triangulation, tends to enhance internal 
reliability (see also Johnson 1992: 146). If we take data collection as a starting 
point and observation as an example of this, then what reliability means in the 
context of the research reported here is firstly that my findings are not based just 
on one instance of observation, but from prolonged observation (see Section 4.2.1). 
The recordings that were collected were also done in a consistent manner, noting 
the possible influences of the researcher on the data as discussed in Sections 4.3 



and 4.6. To take interviews as another example of this (see Section 4.5.3), findings 
could not be considered reliable if they were based on information from just one 
informant or information obtained in just one questioning session. Hence, the 
same or similar questions were asked to the same informant on a number of 
occasions to see if they consistently gave the same answers or interpretations. 
Analysis of the data as noted in Section 4.5 was handled similarly to the data 
collection discussed above. The reliability of my subjects' and my own 
interpretations was also crosschecked (see Section 4.7 above). In addition to this, 
these interpretations were crosschecked with the results of questionnaires and 
formal interviews mentioned in Sections 4.5.3. 

In treating the question of external reliability, that is, the extent to which other 
researchers could replicate my study and come to similar conclusions, I can only 
point to the discussions in this chapter. I have discussed in as much detail as 
possible the methods I used and the possible biases that may have influenced 
outcomes and hopefully this would be enough information for those who wish to 
replicate this study. I would also of course be happy to be shown that there are 
other interpretations, as I am sure there are. 

4.9. Some conclusions and conventions 

In this chapter, I have discussed the research site, how I went about collecting 
data, analyzing it, and checking its validity. I also noted some of the major 
problems I encountered during this fieldwork, including the problem of 
transcribing from a linear recording and my failure in collecting sufficient data on 
female interactions in RT05 to make good comparisons with the males in RT05 and 
the females of RT08. In addition to this, I also stressed that the interpretations that 
I will present in the following chapters are inevitably going to be partial, 
unfinished, and context dependent ones, but nevertheless interpretations that 
have some demonstrable validity. 

At this stage, it is also useful to highlight some of the lessons that I learnt from 
carrying out this research, most notably those learnt from my attempts at dealing 
with the observer's paradox. Generally, in any future research that I will do of this 
type, I will take a number of high quality tape recorders and video recorders 
everywhere I go and record everything, rather than worry too much about the 
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observer's paradox or about pushing my identity as a researcher and outsider. The 
reason for this are twofold, the first is that as Sections 4.6.2 to 4.6.4 noted it is 
often the case that there is sometimes linguistic evidence that demonstrates the 
extent to which the researcher, their assistants, or the material artifacts that they 
brought with them influence an interaction. Accordingly, the researcher can be 
more selective about which pieces of data are used to demonstrate a certain 
phenomenon or support a particular interpretation. 

The use of a video would also be indispensable in the transcription process, 
particularly when trying to work out who is speaking to whom in group 
interactions (see the problems discussed in Section 4.4). The reason I also stress 
high quality equipment is that the lower quality ones that I had occasion to use 
did not have the sensitivity to pick up all or even half the conversations going on 
in a group interaction, let alone being able to disentangle multiple simultaneous 
conversations. 

It is also important to highlight here that although I tend to extract my examples 
from a limited number of recordings in Chapters 7 to 11, nevertheless the 
interpretations I offer are based on a much larger database as discussed in Section 
4.7. For example, in Chapter 8 and 10 I present conversations drawn from only one 
recording, Tape 05c, and in fact, I only recorded two interactions in RT05. The 
reason for doing this is that my observations of other card games and other 
contexts involving the participants tended to show the same patterns of code 
choice. Hence making numerous recordings of other contexts would only have 
produced the same type of data and an excessive transcription workload as noted 
in Section 4.4. In RT08 I had many more recordings from various contexts, but 
nevertheless these were also heavily supplemented with other data from other 
contexts also obtained through participant observation. Consequently I argue that 
like the data I present in Chapters 8 and 10, the data I present in Chapter 7 and 9 
is also representative of the patterns of code choice participants used in other 
contexts. 

Before moving into Chapter 5 where I describe in detail social life and social 
organization in these two RT, it is timely to provide information on a number of 
conventions and definitions that I will use in the following chapters. Those who 
are classified as Javanese (and who classified themselves as such) are RT 
members coming from various areas within Central Java, including the special 
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administrative district of Yogyakarta, while those classified as non-Javanese are 
those that come from regions other than Central Java, including East Java, West 

Java, Jakarta, and other provinces (see Kartomihardjo 1981 and Smith-Hefner 1983 
for an outline of some of the differences that exist between the varieties of 

Javanese spoken in East Java and those spoken in Central Java). 

To protect the identity of these participants I have done a number of things 
including changing the place of birth of the ethnic Javanese and changing the 
ethnicity of the non-Javanese participants (for example, someone who was from 
West Java might be discussed in the data as someone from South Kalimantan). I 
also changed the participants' real occupation, although finding occupations of 
the exact same status proved a little difficult. Nevertheless, I feel that this was 

needed since the information that I give in the following chapters contains so 

many personal details that not changing occupations, ethnicity, and so on could 
enable someone to identify individual participants if they wished to do so. In 
addition the photographs presented in the next chapter were not taken in the two 
RT being described here, but rather they were taken in another nearby RW where 
patterns of social activity were similar to those I report in the following chapter. 

Again, this was done so that someone could not identify the two RT or their 

members. 
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Chapter Five 

Social Interaction in Two RT 



Chapter 5: Social Interaction in Two RT 

5.0 Introduction 

In Section 2.5 it was argued that in order to establish what it meant to be a 
communicatively competent Indonesian considerable attention would need to be 
focused on the speech community, their daily social life, and the instances of talk 
that those under study engaged in during the course of their daily social life. It 
was argued that this needed to be done in order to obtain information on 
relationships that existed among members of these communities, that is, their 
social networks. In Sections 3.5 and 4.1 we added that considerable insights to 

this question could also be gained by doing a comparative study like that of 
Smith-Hefner (1983). With this in mind, this chapter examines some of the 
differences in social activity and social interaction within the two communities 

selected for the present study. The main questions to be answered can be 

summed up as follows: "Are there patterns of social interaction to be found in 

these two RT?", "If there are patterns, then are they same?", and "What elements 
contribute to the emergence of these patterns (if they exist)?". 

More specifically, Section 5.1 looks at some of the reasons for the formation of 

these two neighborhoods. In Sections 5.2, I then go on to look at the spatial layout 
of these communities and its relationship to social interaction. Section 5.3 then 

goes on to take an in-depth look at the relationships that exist between social 
interaction and factors like social organization of RTOS, the daily social life of its 
members, and the backgrounds, ethnicity and religion of its members. Following 
this, Section 5.4 does the same thing for RT08. Finally, Section 5.5 summarizes the 
patterns of social organization and social interaction found in these two RT and 

highlights their similarities and differences. 

5.1. Income levels and the formation of communities in Semarang 

In this section I look at the relationship between income levels and settlement 
patterns in Semarang and its subsequent relationship to the formation of RTOS 
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The high population density in Java has meant that land in many parts of the 

island is a scarce and often expensive resource. Semarang was no exception to 

this. Because of the scarcity of land and the subsequent high economic value 

placed on it, income is a major factor in determining where one lives. In Semarang 
this is reflected in the costing and provision of houses and land provided by both 
private and government land developers. For example, the houses built in real 
estate projects were classified by members of these two communities (as well as 
by other Indonesians from outside these communities) into Type model or type'. 
(Type will not be italicized hereafter.) These start from Type 21 and range to Type 
70 and above5. Type 21 is the smallest and least expensive; the building itself 

occupies only around 21m2  while the building and land together occupy around 

60m2. Type 21 have just two rooms and a bathroom. In contrast, Type 36 has a 
building that occupies 36m2, while the house and land may occupy around 90m2. 
These houses have three to four rooms and a bathroom. Type 70 are a construction 
that occupies around 70m2. The house and land may occupy as much as 210m2  

and they have around six rooms, a kitchen, and two bathrooms. 

Due to consumer demand and government regulations, Type 21 houses make up 

the majority of house/land packages found in most areas. Most real estate 

developments, both government and non-government, have to follow certain 

regulations that stipulate the ratio of Type 21 houses/land packages to the other 
more expensive types. For example, for every development there must be a ratio of 
something like ten Type 21 houses to every one to two of the more expensive 
models like Type 36 and Type 70. In the area we lived, for example, ten out of the 
twelve Rukun Tetangga (RT) found in the Rukun Warga (RW) we lived in were 
made up entirely of Type 21 houses. 

Type 21 houses are generally targeted towards Kelas Men en gah Ke Bawah 
(KMKB) "middle to lower income groups". The larger models are targeted towards 
those belonging to Kelas Menengah (KM) "middle income groups". In RT05 and 
RT08, household incomes ranged from around 100,000 rupiah to four million rupiah 
per month. In Australian dollars in 1996 - before the economic crisis of 1997-1998 - 

5 In the area this research was camned out in, Type 70 was the largest. However in other 
areas targeted towards those in the upper middle and upper income bracket, house/land 
packages may range up to Type 225/546 and above. Here the figures mean that the 
construction occupies 225m2  and the land occupied 546m2. 
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this translated to figures ranging between 55 and 2,200 dollars a month. Those 
families whose income was around 100,000 to 600,000 rupiah per month were 
classified by the group under study (and other Indonesians) as belonging to the 
KMKB. Those who were classified as belonging to KMKB included low ranking 
public servants and military personnel, small traders, becak drivers, public 
transport drivers, teachers, junior university lecturers, shop assistants, laborers, 
and private entrepreneurs like tailors. 

Typically these people lived in areas designed for this income level and hence 
lived in a Type 21 house. These houses would also most likely be surrounded by 
other Type 21 houses and be serviced by a small, often unsealed road (gang) of 
approximately two to three meters in width (see Plate 01 on the following page). 
Those in the upper income range of KMKB would often renovate their house. This 
was done by building on the land that was at the front and back of these houses 
and/or buying surrounding vacant land and then building on that land. 
Alternatively, they would do this by adding another story to their existing 
dwelling. 

In comparison, those whose family income ranged from 600,000 to around 1.5 
million rupiah per month were classified by the group under study as belonging to 
the middle income group (KM). These included those holding relatively senior 
positions in the public service, like judges, public prosecutors, senior lecturers, 
senior bank employees, local parliamentary representatives, medium sized 
traders/shop owners and service providers, and those who held relatively senior 
positions in private businesses, private universities and banks. Typically, these 
people lived in houses that were of Type 36 and above. These houses were also on 
average surrounded by other houses of the same type. That is to say, most often 
these types of houses (as with Type 21) were built side by side and not generally 
mixed. Hence, in the RW we lived there were two RT that had a majority of Type 
70 houses, including around twenty Type 70 houses and around twenty Type 36, 
while the remaining ten RT consisted of about 300 Type 21 houses. These areas 
would be serviced by a large road - often a jalan raya main road', being around six 
to nine meters in width (see Plates 02 and 03 on the following pages). This main 
road would also often service the narrower roads that went though the lower 
income RT. 

ti 



Plate 01 A typical low income RT in RW02 

Plate 02 The main road running through a middle income RT in RW02 
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Plate 03 A typical middle income house in RW02 

Not everyone of course fitted these classifications perfectly, or lived in an area that 
was in line with their economic status, and this was indeed the case in the two 
communities under study here. Sometimes you would have someone from KMKB 
living in a street that was mainly populated by those from KM; their house may be 
one of only a few that were Type 21. This was also true for areas that were 
typically KMKB, sometimes having one or two of the inhabitants that were very 
well-off. Their dwelling may consist of one or two Type 21 houses (joined together) 
that had been renovated with an extra story or two added. 

With these exceptions in mind the two communities represented in this study 
were fairly typical of the KMKB "middle to lower income group" and the KM 
"middle income group" described above. RT08 was made up primarily of people 
belonging to the KM (only six of its members fell into the KMKB) and most of the 
houses in this RT were Type 36 and Type 70. Members of RTOS, on the other hand, 
fell mainly into the KMKB (only three of its members falling into the KM) and all 
houses in this RT were Type 21. In other words, we can say that these two 
communities were initially formed largely as a result of an individual's or family's 
ability to buy or lease a house in a particular area. 
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5.2. Urban layout and interaction 

In the previous section we noted that RT05 and RT08 were initially formed largely 
as a result of an individual's or family's income level. It is also the case that some 
of the subsequent social interaction within these RT could also be related to the 
area and the type of houses that members of these two RT lived in. In this section 
I provide an illustration of this by describing some of the ways that urban layout 
produced and reproduced patterns of social interaction in RT05 and RT08. 

Social interaction in these two RT's was either expedited or hindered by the 
design of housing and the roads that serviced them. As pointed out in Section 5.1 
Type 21 dwellings took up little space in comparison to Type 36 and Type 70 
dwellings. In RT05, one had a new house and hence a new neighbor every five 
meters, while in RT08 this was every ten to fifteen meters. In RT08, the average 
yard/house width was around ten meters, while in RT05 this figure was only five 
meters. Houses in RT08 all had relatively high fences with gates, ranging from one 
and a half to two meters in height, while many of the houses in RTOS did not have 
fences at all. Those that did have fences - and these were only about a meter tall - 
often had no gate. 

It was also the case that most houses were built wall to wall, which meant little 
air circulation (see e.g. Plate 01 on the previous page). This was exaggerated 
further by the low roof design of Type 21 houses. Consequently, many of the 
inhabitants enjoyed going outside in the afternoon and evening, either sitting on 
their porch, or more often on the benches that lined the side of the road, where a 
cool breeze would often be blowing. The houses in RT08 provided a more pleasant 
climate inside. They were wider and taller, they had better air circulation, and 
often they would have either fans or air-conditioners. 

In RT05 the distance from one's house to the road was only two and a half to four 
meters, while in RTOB this figure ranged between five to seven meters. The 
distance between neighbors living on the other side of the road varied greatly 
between RT08 and RTOS. Houses in RTOS were separated by a gang "narrow 
road" that was only around three meters in width, while houses in RT08 were 
separated by a jalan raya "main road" that was around ten meters in width 
(compare for example Plates 01 and 02). This combination of the closeness of 
houses, climate, the distance of the house to the road, the absence of fences or 



gates, and their height, width, and length of the street in RT05, made it much 
more likely that one would have contact with a neighbor at some time during the 
day. For example, if one was relaxing, it was nearly impossible to avoid seeing 
your next two neighbors on either side of your house and those in front of your 
house. In RT08, on the other hand, the size of the houses, their distance from the 
road, their more climate-friendly structure and fixtures, and the width of the road 
tended to have the opposite effect: even when neighbors were relaxing at the 
front of their house on their porch it was unlikely that they would be seen or 
would see other neighbors. 

Having sketched out the economic situation of members of RTOS and RT08, 
together with spatial organization of these communities and its affect on 
interaction we can now move onto a more in-depth view of each RT. 

5.3. RTO5 

In this section I provide a more in-depth view of social organization and social 
interaction in RT05. In particular, Section 5.3.1 looks at the relationship of income 
levels to social activity in the RT. Section 5.3.2 looks further into the theme of 
social activity by taking a closer look at some of the common daily routines carried 
out by members of RTOS and their influence on social interaction. Finally, Section 
5.3.3 looks at some of the social identities and backgrounds of the members of this 
RT and relates it to social interaction in this RT. 

5.3.1. Social organization as a reflection of income 

This section looks at how income levels play a role in shaping social activity and 
consequently social interaction within RTOS. An important thing to keep in mind 
when reading this section is that for most residential areas of Indonesia the 
government pays little if any for roadwork, sewerage, waste-disposal, or for the 
upkeep of existing infrastructure. It is also the case that only minimal government 
funding - if any at all - is available for the well being of the sick and unemployed. 
Hence it was members of RTOS who were primarily responsible for things like 
lighting, sewerage, roads, beautification, security of their neighborhood (police 
patrols being non-existent), and the health and well-being of its members. 
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RTOS, whose members by and large were not able to pay a third party to do this 
work or to provide these services, had to carry out most of them themselves. 

These activities were generally coordinated through regular monthly RT meetings, 
which were divided along gender lines. One male from each household, usually 

the father, would attend one monthly meeting (Pert emuan Bapak-Bapak), which 
would start around seven-thirty to eight-thirty in the evening and continue until 
around ten-thirty (see Plate 04 below). One female from each household, usually 

the mother, would attend a different monthly meeting (arisan/pertemuan Ibu-Ibu), 
which would start at around seven-thirty in the evening and finish around nine. 

Plate 04 A male RT meeting in low income RT 

All members of RTOS would regularly attend these meetings. To show up would 
mean one could rukun "work together as a group toward the well being of the RT 
as a whole". To show up an RT meetings also meant that one enjoyed the 
company of other members of the RT and liked to interact with them frequently 
(suka kumpul). It was also the case that for those of RT05, these meetings were 
something looked forward too by most members. These meetings were seen as 
one more opportunity to strengthen and maintain the feeling of family 
(kekeluargaan) among members of this RT. On the other hand, to not show up at 
these meetings would bring censure from other members of the RT. This censure 
included gossip about the offending party, sometimes avoidance of interaction 
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with them, and difficulties in obtaining the necessary letters from the head of the 

RT. (These letters are vital for obtaining one's identity card - Kartu Tanda 
Penduduk or KTP as it is known - for organizing one's driver's license, and for 

carrying out other important administrative tasks.) For the men of the RT the 

outcomes of these meetings would mean continuation and participation in: 

Payment of monthly iuran RT - the compulsory payment of monies used for 

carrying out routine maintenance of RT infrastructure. 

Payment of sumbangan - these contributions are also compulsory, but they 

are not a monthly affair. They are required only when outlays for major works 

cannot be covered by the monthly iuran payments. Some of the things that 

may fall under this category include the paving of the RT's street, the 

cementing of drains, the construction of a guard post (pos kamling), or for 

general beautification work. 

Kerja Bakti - a weekly group working bee usually carried out every Sunday 

morning6. 

Ronda/sistim keamanan lingkungan (SISKAMLING) - a nightly security 

patrol. 

Any sporting/social events that were organized. At a minimum, this 

included participation in sports competitions among the RT making up 

RWO2 leading up to Independence Day celebrations. 

Participation in religious celebrations like the Islamic Halal Bthalal and the 

Christian Natalan 'Christmas'. 

For the women of the RT the outcomes of these meetings would mean 

continuation and participation in: 

6 In 1996 Indonesia had just celebrated its 50'  Anniversary as an independent nation. 
Government beatification programs and competitions (adipura) - paid for by the members 
of each RT - were part of this and led to kerja bakti being held every week. In the later 
parts of 1997 and during 1998 this changed to "as necessary". 
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Payment of monthly iuran sosial. This money, around 1000 rupiah, is used to 

pay for things like education about birth control methods, to 

provide/organize immunization for children, and to help out with 

medical/hospital expenses of members. For example, if a member's child 

was hospitalized, the women of the RT would visit this child and the mother 

of the child will be given food, drink, and money towards the cost of medical 

services. All members of the RT who are sick or have sick children are 

entitled to this. Finally, iuran sosial is used to pay for the cost of waste 

disposal. 

Payments of irregular iuran. This includes payment towards Independence 

Day and religious celebrations. 

Contribution to the monthly arisan. This is a system where one female from 

every household contributes around 1000 rupiah per month. At each arisan, 

one to two members' names will be drawn out of a bottle and they will 

receive the total amount of this arisan, that is to say, 1000 rupiah times 27 

households. Once every 27 months each member will get back this lump 

sum, which amounts to the total of their contributions over the 27-month 

period. The attractiveness of this system for many was its random allocation 

of these funds, which meant that a person may receive 27.000 rupiah well 

before they had made contributions that totaled this amount. 

Contributions to the RT's savings account. This is slightly different from 3, in 

that here it is like a bank and each member contributes some money. By 

doing so, they are eligthle to borrow the total amount of savings and pay this 

back with interest over a set period of time. Each year at Idul Fitri all 

borrowed moneys must be paid back. Following this, members receive back 

their contributions with the interest obtained from them and others who 

borrowed the money from this savings system in the past year. It should be 

noted here that this system together with the iuran, arisan and dasa wisma 

were generally compulsory and were regulated at the RWlevel on a monthly 

basis. This meant that the Ibu RT (the wife of the elected male head of the 

RT) attended the monthly RWmeetings and among other things reported on 

savings levels in her RT. 
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Payment and participation in Dasa Wisma. At each arisan all members make 
payments of around 1000 rupiah. During the following month, four female 
members of the RT are chosen to give an exhibition. This money is then 
given to them to offset their costs. These four people then have to work 
together and create an exhibition of something that they are good at doing. 
For example, if the four chosen were good at sewing, cooking, or making 
batik "wax and dye painting of cloth" they would get together and prepare a 
mini exhibition for the rest of the female members of their RT. At the 
exhibition these people may sell their goods to any of the female RT 
members who are interested in buying them. These exhibitions are held at 
an RT member's house and each month a new group and a new location is 
chosen to give an exhibition. 

Preparation of food and drink for any social/religious events. 

In the formal part of these meetings, much of what is discussed is done in 
sections. That is to say, the Ketua RT 'head of the RT' - or his wife in the case of 
arisan Ibu Ibu - would start the meeting off by stating the matters to be discussed 
and in what order. Each of the matters to be discussed would then be headed by 
the relevant elected member. In RTOS there was someone responsible for the 
following areas: 

Capital works, i.e. the planning, organization, and carrying out of all RT 
maintenance. 

Banking and keeping track of iuran sosial. This was done by an elected 
treasurer. 

• Dasa wisma. 

• Immunization and health related matters. 
• Sporting activities. 

• Youth affairs. 

The youth of this RT were also involved in their own arisan type RT meetings. The 
youth of this RT had two different regular monthly meetings; here youth included 
teenagers and those over twenty who were unmarried. The first was an arisan 
that discussed things like the organization and carrying out of group activities, 
how they would raise money to pay for these outings, sporting activities - 
especially inter-RT meets coming up to Independence day - and the organization 
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of activities -for the children who were of primary school age leading up to 
Independence Day. The second of these monthly meetings was attended by a 
group of Islamic youths and they discussed matters pertaining to religion. Most of 
this group's activities included organizing pen gajian "reading and interpretation 
of verses from the A1-Qur'an", organizing religious celebrations like Halal Bihal& 
for the youth of the RT, and fund raising activities, the proceeds of which were 
often donated to Islamic orphanages or pesantren "Islamic schools". This 
organization also had an elected head, a secretary and treasurer. 

Thus far, this section has illustrated how one's economic ability continues to 
influence social interaction within the RT. For example, we noted how the ability 
of members of a community to pay for the maintenance of infrastructure and 
facilities in the area and for the general health and well being of members of each 
community lead to certain reoccurring patterns like RT meetings, working bees 
and so on. In other words, economic ability shaped to some extent the nature of 
social activity and social interaction within this RT. Social organization at the RT 
level is of course only one of the factors that influences social interaction within 
this RT. Daily routines like going to work, coming home, looking after children, 
shopping, cleaning, leisure activities, and so on are also factors that need to be 
considered when establishing reasons for patterns of social interaction. 

Accordingly, the following section takes a look at the daily routines of members of 

RT05 and the patterns of social interaction that arise from these. 

5.3.2. Daily routines of members of RT05 

For the members of this RT05 the day would start between a quarter past four and 
five thirty in the morning, those who were devout Muslims getting up on Adzan 
"the Islamic call to prayer"  to either pray at home or at the mosque. (It was often 
only the males who went to the mosque in the mornings.) After prayer some 
would ngaji "read the Al-Quran" until daylight. Others, especially those who 
were unemployed, would go back to bed to catch a couple more hours of sleep. 
For those who were employed, after prayer they would have a meal and 
sometimes briefly momong "feed/play with/look after their young infants" - 
sometimes in the company of neighbors - and then prepare for work. After prayer 
the female heads of households - helped by their children - would wash dishes 
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and clothing and sweep or clean up their front yard and the road in front of their 

house. 

After finishing at around six or seven mothers would often spoon-feed their infants 

and their children who were under eight years old. This was usually done outside 

their house and in the company of neighboring mothers who would be doing the 

same thing. Fifteen of the 27 households in RT05 had children that were still 

spoon- fed. Following this mothers would then shop for the food that would be 

consumed that day. Some would shop at a small store that was attached to a 

house (waning) in one of the nearby RT, or if they had transport maybe go to the 

market (pasar). Most, however, shopped for these things from a lady who regularly 

came by on a bicycle. Due to the small distance between houses in RT05, 

members who shopped with this mobile fresh produce seller would often meet 

with a number of their female neighbors doing the same thing and chat. While 

shopping these mothers would often also have their children with them. At this 

time of day, then (i.e. 4:30am to mid-morning), interaction between female 

neighbors was frequent. 

After this, interaction among female members of this RT would be infrequent until 

around four in the afternoon. Before then mothers would be busy cleaning and 

cooking or taking a nap during the middle of the day. After rising from a mid-

afternoon nap mothers would then prepare a meal for their husbands who would 

be arriving at this time, that is, around two to three in the afternoon. Following 

this mothers would then again sweep or clean up the confines of their yard and 

the road in front of their house and prepare the evening meal. This usually meant 

heating up what had been cooked in the morning, or perhaps buying from one of 

the many passing food vendors later on in the afternoon or evening. Having done 

the cleaning and cooking for the day, the mothers who did not have very young 

children were free to relax within their home or to socialize with their immediate 

neighbors. 

For those who had infants, the daily pattern would be similar, although they 

would most likely have either a relative or neighbor, or for the more well off, a 

hired maid (pernbantu) to help out with many of the tasks described above. The 

only difference was that after getting up from their nap they would look after their 

infants, often in the company of their neighbors. For the six mothers of this RT 

who had paid employment, upon arrival from work around two to four in the 
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afternoon they would clean up the house and prepare the evening meal. Two of 
the six wives' husbands were both unemployed, so it was the fathers to some 
extent who did some of the tasks described above, although once the mother 
arrived from work, the husband would then relax and socialize with other male 
neighbors. Generally, then, for the mothers and children of RT05 the time of 
afternoon between three and Maghrib (the dusk prayer for those of the Islamic 
faith, usually occurs around five-thirty to six in the afternoon depending on the 
month of the year) represented another time when interaction between them was 
frequent. 

For the males of RTOS who had paid employment (there were six heads of 
household in RT05 who were either unemployed or worked on a very casual 
basis), they would return home from work between two and four in the afternoon. 
Upon arrival they would often take a nap, usually until around four-thirty. Upon 
getting up they would go out of their house and chat with any neighbors in the 
vicinity. This time of day was when they would kongko-kongko "sit and relax and 
chat" at their gateway or at the pos kamling "guard post". Upon emerging from 
their houses other members would join these persons (kumpul-kumpul) or go to a 
neighbor's house (nangga), usually where others would regularly gather. Most 
often this would then lead to some sort of activity, including playing cards, chess, 
marbles or taking turns singing karaoke, but it could just as often simply involve 
conversing (see Plate 05 on the following page, which shows the level of social 
activity in this RT at this time of day). 

Some males would also mom ong their child while conversing with neighbors. The 
younger, more energetic members would often play table tennis, badminton, 
volleyball or soccer at a nearby RW owned volleyball court or area set aside for 
sport (see Plate 06 below). Just as importantly, there were always spectators, 
usually from the initiating RT and often consisting of the older male members of 
the RT. In most cases, the instigators of this social interaction were the 
unemployed male members of the group and around six other male youths. These 
activities would continue until Maghrth. 
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Plate 05 Social activity in the afternoon in a low income RT 

Plate 06 An afternoon volleyball game among low income RT members 

After Maghrib the number of people who interacted increased in RT05. Those who 

may have worked extra-long hours at work or perhaps studied as well as worked 
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and who had not yet had a chance to socialize with their family and neighbors 
now did so. At this time of night, most houses have their doors, curtains, and 
gates wide open and this was a sign that anyone can visit or drop by. On a week 
night doors and so on remain open until around ten or eleven. It was often the 
case that this time was spent both with neighbors and members of the family. For 
example, while sitting out the front of their house (on one of the numerous 
benches that lined the edges of their road), they would chat with their neighbors 
while also watching over their children, who would be playing with other 
neighbors' children. 

It was also most likely that those chatting would be males. The females of this RT, 
including mothers and unmarried women of childbearing age, stayed within the 
confines of the home. There were only five mothers out of the twenty- five mothers 
in this RT who regularly gathered with immediate neighbors to chat at this time. 
The males of this RT noted that their wives and other mothers in the RT worked 
particularly hard in comparison to their husbands and hence were tired and 
wished to rest. Others also noted that it was not good for females to be out at 
night - at least outside of the immediate vicinity of their home - because this got 
them a bad reputation. That is to say, they would be spoken of as nakal "liked the 
company of other men who were not their husband". Remember here that at night 
most men were outside of their house and hence a female venturing out would 
most likely run into some males of the RT. Religion also influenced this perception. 
The majority of inhabitants were Moslems, and Islam teaches gender segregation 
among those who are not married and are not of immediate family, as further 
discussed below. 

Males also spent this time gathering in groups either at someone's house, or at 
the guard post (pos kamling) that was situated in the center of the RT (see Plates 
07 and 08 on the following page). Often those gathered would play cards, usually 
remi, a game which I never quite mastered and was not really allowed to play 
since I was entheng "not really much of challenge", at least for the more 
experienced players. Sometimes it may be a game of chess. There were always 
onlookers and others gathered around, some who may be teasing or annoying 
(ngodha/ngganggu) those playing, some coaching, some watching, while others 
conversed or strummed away at a guitar someone had brought along. 
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Plate 07 RT members gathering at their old pos kamiing after dark. 

Plate 08 RT members gathering at their temporary pos kamling after dark. 

It was also the case that those doing this would be regulars. The group playing 

cards would most likely include the unemployed members of the RT, a large 

number of youths and sometimes some of the other employed members of the RT. 
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On a weeknight this may go on until ten or eleven, and if it was Saturday night 
(malam minggu), then it may continue until three or four in the morning. If it was 
getting close to Independence day celebrations (i.e. in the months of June and 
July leading up to the August celebrations), there may be RT members either 
practicing their table tennis or participating in one of the inter-RT competitions. If 
it were a competition, then there would be a large crowd gathered, including most 
of the members of the RT - male and female - and members of other RT. 

Thus far this section has discussed some of the major factors that influenced daily 
social activity in this RT. The picture that is starting to emerge is one of frequent 
interaction among members of this RT outside the official type interactions 
discussed in Section 5.3.1. These of course are not the only factors that determine 
whether people interact or not. Much is also dependent on factors like ethnicity, 
gender, shared histories, and generation. More importantly, though, is to what 
extent that members of this RT share these "social identities" (Gumperz 1982b) 
and the expectations associated with these identities, since it is often these 
factors that determine whether people will interact or not (see e.g. the discussion 
in Section 2.2). The following section takes up these issues. 

5.3.3. Interaction: the role of ethnicity, life histories, and religion 

This section provides a sketch of the social identities of the members of RTOS and 
its relationship to patterns of social interaction within RT05. In particular, it looks 
at the shared history or background of members of this RT, the ethnicity of its 
members, and their religious persuasion. 

In RT05 the majority of inhabitants were all from areas within Central Java. Many 
of them came from rural areas, where many of the patterns of social interaction 
described in Sections 5.3.2 prevailed (see also H. Geertz 1961; Jay 1969; Smith-
Hefner 1983; Koentjarariingrat 1985, 112, 457-458). For example, in rural areas 
there was also a need to work together for the good of the community and the 
avoidance of any observable conflicts with neighbors (rukun). Family ties are also 
strong among many Javanese villagers, as espoused in the saying man gan ora 
man gan, nek kumpul It doesn't matter whether we eat or not the important thing 
is that we can remain together' (see for example Koentjaraningrat 1985: 457). 
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In this regard, the environment in RT05 was to some extent familiar and familylike. 
This RT often was talked of as keluarga besar RT05 "the big family of RTOS" and 
when discussing RTOS either in casual conversations or during RT meetings 
topics were often put in terms of their relevance or opposition to rasa 
kekeluargaan "the feeling of family" that existed within the RT. For those who had 
moved from the village to the city, once they had established a family relationship 
with their neighbors and were happy (kerasan) in the RT, they rarely considered 
moving again. In fact, twelve of the twenty-seven families of RT05 have lived in 
RT05 since its construction in 1988 and another ten had been living there since 
1992. For those who did move, they still kept close ties with those in RTOS and 
often came to visit and attend the monthly RT meetings. 

In terms of ethnicity, of the twenty-seven households within RT05, only three had 
members from outside of Central Java, and of these, two had a spouse that was 
from Central Java. The remaining household was made up of a husband and wife 
who were both from Medan, Sumatra. In comparison to the other households of 
RT05 where there was only one non-Javanese, this couple tended to interact less 
frequently with their neighbors. However, concluding that their ethnicity was the 
cause of this would be premature since both the male and female head of this 
particular household worked, the husband also studied part time, and they spent 
more time than other members of the RT at the Mosque and in other religious 
activities. Hence, they had less time to interact with their neighbors. 

The youth of this RT were also fairly homogenous in terms of ethnicity, with only 
two coming from outside of Central Java. Demographically, RT05 also had a large 
number of males in their late teens and twenties and this also contributed to the 
shared identities of this particular group of people within the RT, at least in 
comparison to RT08 (see Section 5.4.3 below), which had a much larger population 
of females in their late teens and early twenties relative to RTOS. In terms of 
numbers there were in fact only two girls in this age cohort in RT05, while their 
male counterparts numbered over ten. All of this group were Moslems. 

Summarizing the identities of the members of this RT thus far, we might say that 
generally they shared many identities (i.e. Javanese Moslems), outlooks (i.e. the 
value of family and rukun), and histories (i.e. their rural backgrounds). We might 
also argue that having these things in common was one further element that 
enhanced the close social ties that existed in RTOS. In other words, these factors 
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also helped to create and maintain the strong cohesion and patterns of frequent 
interaction within this RT. 

5.4. RTO8 

In this section I provide a more in-depth view of social organization and social 
interaction in RT08. In particular, Section 5.4.1 looks at the relationship of income 
levels to social organization in the RT and the consequent relationship social 
organization has with social interaction. Section 5.4.2 looks further into the theme 
of social interaction by taking a closer look at some of the most common daily 
routines carried out by members of RT08 and their influence on social interaction. 
Finally, Section 5.4.3 looks at some of the social identities and backgrounds of the 
members of this RT and relates it to social interaction in this RT. 

5.4.1. Social organization as a reflection of income 

This section examines the relationship between income levels, social organization, 
and social interaction within RT08. Following this, I then go on to compare the 
latter two elements with the social organization and social interaction found in 
RT05. 

RT08 was responsible for the same things as RTOS was, but due to the economic 
ability of the inhabitants and their longer working hours the social organization of 
the RT differed greatly to that found in RTOS. For example, in comparison to RTOS, 
most of the inhabitants of RT08 were employed and were well off by Indonesian 
standards, falling within the category of KM "middle class". Most members of 
RT08 also worked longer hours than those in RT05. Due to this, it was often the 
case that the male members would not show up to the monthly RT meetings, or at 
least this was the reason given for their lack of attendance. 

In fact, out of the 24 households in RT08, only 40 to 50 percent of the males would 
attend the monthly RT meeting (RT05 never fell below 95 percent). Although non-
attendance of RT meetings was always seen as a problem to be discussed at 
these meetings, nevertheless most members noted that it was difficult for people 
who had their time taken up by work and other commitments to regularly attend 
RT meetings. Hence this was as far as the matter went. In fact, some members 
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argued that it was not even necessary to gather on a monthly basis, saying that it 
was only necessary if there was pressing business to be discussed. 

In comparison to RT05 the formal part of these meetings was also less structured 
in terms of being divided up into sections. This was due in part to the non-
attendance of the persons responsible for the different sections of RT activity. In 
fact, within a twelve month period the head of the RT was absent from these 
meetings three times. This was something that members of this RT saw as 
amusing, while members of RT05 upon hearing this saw it as inconceivable. The 
lack of attendance on the part of those responsible for different sections of RT 
activity could also have been due to the infrequent socializing between RT 
members outside of RT meetings; for example, there was little participation in 
team sports by RT members. Hence, although there was someone responsible for 
the sports section of the RT, he had nothing to do and as a result was not 
compelled to attend RT meetings. To put it another way, he had nothing to report 
on because there were few members who participated in sports that required 
members to team up, train and require resources financial and otherwise from the 
RT. 

High income and longer working hours also led to many of the tasks that would 
usually be carried out by the men of the RT (as in RT05) being carried out by hired 
labor. For example, kerja bakti "RT working bee" and ronda "RT security patrol' 
were virtually non-existent in RT08, because members preferred to pay someone 
to clean and maintain public areas and to guard the RT at night. As noted earlier, 
males of this RT rarely participated in the sporting events leading up to 
Independence Day celebrations because they had no time to get together and 
train. Just as importantly, there were also no youth RT meetings in RT08, as was 
the case in RT05. As a result, RT08 performance in team events like volleyball was 
particularly bad compared to RT05 and other lower income RT, who often spent 
their afternoons practicing as a group. 

In comparison to the males of RT08, however, attendance by females of RT08 at 
the monthly female RT meetings (arisan) was high (usually 60 to 70%) despite the 
fact that many of these women also worked long hours. It was also the case that 
non-attendance at the arisan was also something that received more discussion 
and/or censure in the female meetings than in the men's. Females also more 
regularly participated in the organized activities than did their male counterparts. 
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For example, many would visit sick members of the RT if hospitalized, many 

participated in preparation of food and drink for religious and social activities, and 

nearly all attended the monthly Dasa Wisma. 

Like Section 5.3.1 on RT05, this section has illustrated how economic ability 

influences social interaction within RT08. In comparison to RT05, members of this 

RT were well off and subsequently did not need to interact with other members of 

their RT in activities that involved improving the RT's infrastructure. However, it 

should be noted that some members of this RT as well as most of RT05 did not see 

this as the reason. Rather, they thought that the men of RT08 did not rukun (work 

together for a common goal, get on) very well, nor did they suka kumpul (socialize, 

get together). Many of the members of RT05 and members of other low income RT 

would often comment that the people in RT08 were individu, tidak suka kumpul-

kumpul, sendiri-sendiri, gué gué lu lu, which roughly mean 'individualist', 'doesn't 

like socializing', 'keep to themselves', 'me and you and no us or we' respectively. 

This was not a positive comment and reflected their expectations about how 

social interaction should occur in an RT. Not being able to rukun and tidak suka 

kumpul represented marked behavior, or behavior to be avoided, according to the 

male members of RT05. 

As was the case with RTOB, social organization at the RT level is of course only 

one of the factors that influences social interaction within this RT. Daily routines 

like going to work, coming home, looking after children, shopping, cleaning, 

leisure activities and so on are also factors that need to be considered when 

establishing reasons for patterns of social interaction. Accordingly, the following 

section takes a look at the daily routines of members of RT08. 

5.4.2. Daily routines of members of RT08 

For members of this RT the day would start between four fifteen and five thirty in 

the morning. Those who were devout Muslims got up on Adzan Shubuh to either 

pray at home or at the mosque. There were three people from RT08 - all males - 

who regularly prayed at the mosque at this time. After prayer some would ngaji 

"read verses from the Al-Qur'an" again until daylight and then have a meal and 

prepare for work. Some of the fathers and mothers would care for (momong) their 

young infants briefly before departing for work. Six of the 24 households in this RT 
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had infants under the age of four. Unlike RT05, only some of the mothers would 
mom ong their children in the company of their immediate neighbors; many 
preferred to do this in the confines of their home or compound. Distance from other 
neighbors, as noted in Section 5.2, made it less likely that they would meet other 
neighbors doing the same thing. It was also more likely that many of the mothers 
in RT08 would have either a baby-sitter (sister) or maid (pembantu) who would 
mom ong for much of this time. Fourteen households in RT08 had at least one maid. 
Besides looking after the younger children, the maid(s) would also cook, clean, 
wash, iron and run errands for their employer. So, many of the daily tasks noted as 
being carried out by the mothers in RT05 were carried out by maids in RT08. 

Before departing for work at around seven to seven thirty in the morning, many of 
the mothers would shop for the food that would be consumed that day. Sometimes 
it would be the maid who would do this. Most shopped for these things from a 
woman who regularly came by on a bicycle. This time of day was one of the only 
times that the females of RT08 - both those who had paid employment and those 
that did not - interacted with one another. Interaction was often between those 
who lived close by. For example, there were three main areas within RT08 that 
were the locus of shopping and social interaction at this time of day. Those 
involved in interaction were all spatially close neighbors. 

After shopping, those that did not leave for work would cook food and/or do any 
cleaning up necessary in the house, if they did not have a maid to do this for them. 
Those that had finished these tasks may visit their nearby neighbors. The locus of 
visiting activity roughly fitted into the shopping patterns noted above. Interaction 
included visiting the neighbor's house and either sitting out on the porch or inside 
the house and conversing (the more 'intimate/close' you were with the one being 
visited the more likely you were of being asked inside the house). Intimacy would 
also be increased through a reciprocal exchange of food that had just been cooked 
or that had just been bought from the mobile produce seller or market (pasar); this 
was often the reason for the visits described above. Other females also 
occasionally accompanied one another when doing activities like shopping, 
business, and errands. They would also escort one another's children to school 
and/or pick them up afterwards, at least those with children who went to the 
same school as their child and whose child was of the same age and sex as their 
own. Sometimes some would also baby-sit their neighbor's children if the 
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neighbor had other things that needed to be done. This was especially the case 

for my wife and our neighbors living beside and in front of us. 

The mothers who had school aged children would then return home between 

eleven and twelve-thirty to meet and feed their children as they arrived home from 

school. Following this a nap would be in order, most getting up around two to 

three in the afternoon to prepare for their husband's arrival from work. After this 

mothers who did not have maids would then again sweep or clean up the confines 

of their yard and the road in front of their house and prepare the evening meal. 

Once mothers had finished all their tasks, those that enjoyed the company of their 

neighbors would again visit, following similar visiting patterns as described for 

mid-morning. 

In comparison to RT05, most of the male members of RT08 were employed and 

worked long hours. Many due to their university education and connections 

through their place of work worked two jobs (nyambi). There was only three males 

who were unemployed and two of these were pensioned public servants, who still 

carried out occasional paid employment. As noted above those males and female 

members of RT08 who had paid employment would return home between four and 

six in the afternoon. Male members who returned home at the earlier time would 

have a nap shortly after arriving home. Upon rising around five, they may play 

with their children, some taking their children for a motorbike ride (all but three 

members of RT08 owned a motorbike; see Appendix G). Others would tend their 

garden, and in the dry season this would sometimes include wetting down the 

road. If there was a neighbor doing the same thing, then they would perhaps chat. 

It was more often the case, however, that a maid would do the manual work and 

their employer would relax within the confines of their home. 

Those who got home later may not nap, while those who did take a nap would 

then get up just in time to bathe and prepare for Maghrib. This was the normal 

pattern in RT08, and compared with the hive of activity and social interaction 

found in RT05 at this time of day, RT08 could be likened to a 'ghost town', with 

little if any interaction between male members of this community. Comparison of 

Plates 01 and 02 in Section 5.1 or of Plate 05 in Section 5.3.2 with Plate 09 on the 

following page should give some idea as to the differences that exist in levels of 

social interaction among these two RT. All photos were taken in the afternoon 
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after four, although these same 'pictures' of social activity could often be seen if 
one visited either of these RT at different times of day. 

Many of the females of RT08 also had jobs and worked long hours. Only eight out 
of the twenty-four mothers in this RT did not have paid employment. Those that 
did work followed similar patterns to the men of RT08; that is, they would return 
home from work between three and six in the afternoon. For those who arrived 
earlier from work, an afternoon nap would be in order. After getting up they would 
prepare for the evening meal if they did not have a maid to do this for them. Unlike 
the mothers of RT05 who would take care of their charges it would be the maid or 
baby-sitter of the household who would do this in the afternoon. Those who had 
young children and worked always had hired one or more full-time caregivers who 
would be the primary caregivers to their young children. This hired help would 
either be a baby-sitter if the child was below four to five years, or a maid. At this 
time of day it was also more often than not that the maid or sister would look after 
these mothers infants since the mothers of RT08 were more likely to be engaged 
in some activity inside the home. Hence at this time of day there was little 
interaction between those females who had paid employment and other members 
of this RT. 

Plate 09 A middle income RT after four in the afternoon. 
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After Maghrib interaction did not increase, as was the case in RTOS. In fact, 
interaction with neighbors was at its lowest in the evening after Maghrib. Many of 
the members of RT08 preferred to watch television and/or spend time with their 
family doing other activities inside the home. (In RTOS, watching television was 
not a regular option since less than half of the households in RT05 owned 
televisions.) Some of the santri 'devout Muslims' of the community may spend the 
hour after Maghrib reading verses from the Al-Qur'an, or if they had prayed at the 
Mosque, conversing with other Muslims there until Isya, the final prayer of the 
day7, which occurs anywhere between a quarter to seven and a quarter past 
seven in the evening, depending on the month. Most of this community would be 
in bed by around nine on weekdays, except for some Muslims who would attend 
pengajian on Thursday nights (malam Jumat) until around ten o'clock. 

Apart from the couple of females mentioned earlier, in RT08 one was malu 
(Indonesian) or pekewoh (Javanese) "shy, embarrassed, or hesitant" to visit 
neighbors at the best of times and to do so after seven in the evening was not 
really appreciated. If one had some pressing business with a neighbor, for 
example, if one needed a letter from the head of the RT or the Secretary of the RT, 
then you would need to able to read the signs. That is to say, if the front gate and 
door was open and the curtains were not drawn, then it was safe to assume that 
you could call in on your neighbor. On the other hand, if none of these conditions 
were evident, then it was best not to visit. In RT08 it was very often the case that 
after about eight in the evening, the second of these situations applied. 

On Saturday night (malam Minggu) this community may retire a little later, 
perhaps between ten and twelve. But in contrast to RT05 this did not mean 
increased interaction with members of one's RT; instead members either carried 
out business outside of the RT or watched television within the confines of their 
home. The exception to this would be if there was either a badminton or chess 
match on between RT08 and another RT in the inter-RT competitions leading up to 
Independence Day celebrations. Here a couple of members of the RT (usually the 
youth) would participate in these mainly non-team events. Unlike in RT05, 
spectators from RT08 were few, numbering only three or four people. 

7 According to some, Isya is in fact the first prayer of the day, the new day beginning at 
the time between Maghrib and Isya. 
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Thus far this section has discussed some of the major factors that influenced daily 
social activity in RT08. The picture that emerges is one of infrequent interaction 
among the male members of this RT (both the youth and the male heads of 
household), and relatively frequent interaction among the female heads of 
household of this RT. Initially we might say that since members of this RT kept 
long hours of work, they did not have time to participate in the type of RT 
activities set out in Section 5.4.1. Certainly, this was often used as a reason to 
explain why most of the male members of this RT did not interact with the other 
male members of the RT outside of RT activities. If we examine the hours that 
members worked, it confirms these comments to some extent. Work hours for 
males and females in RT08 usually meant working from Monday to Saturday and 
generally leaving for work between seven and eight in the morning and returning 
home between four and six in the afternoon. In comparison to RT05, then, there 
does appear to be a reasonable difference in hours of work, up to four hours more a 
day, in fact. However, there was still time left for these members to interact if they 
indeed wished to, but nevertheless none chose to do so. In addition to the reasons 
already discussed the following section suggests some further reasons or barriers 
to frequent interaction. 

5.4.3. Interaction: the role of ethnicity, life histories, and religion 

This section provides a sketch of the social identities of the members of RT08 and 
its relationship to patterns of social interaction within RT08. In particular, it 
compares the information provided in Section 5.3.3 on RTOS with the life history or 
background of members of this RT, their ethnicity, and their religious persuasion. 

In comparison to RT05 there was only two areas that we could say members of 
this RT had in common. The first was that the majority of heads of households had 
been born and raised in towns and the second was that many had university 
education. However, ethnic background in this RT was less homogenous than in 
RT05. Of the twenty-four families living in this RT, nine had at least one of the 
spouses coming from outside of Central Java and four families had both husband 
and wife coming from areas outside of Java proper. As in RT05, there were some 
non-Javanese who tended to socialize more regularly than others, but for the 
males of this RT there was a strong tendency towards interacting with those of 
their own ethnicity (see e.g. Section 9.3). For the females this situation was a little 
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different, with those who had a male spouse from Central Java tending to interact 
more frequently with their ethnic Javanese neighbors than those that did not. This 
was in part because their frequent use of Javanese at home with their husbands 
and children put them in a position to use Javanese in their interactions with 
other female Javanese of this RT. It was also the case that those of non-Javanese 
ethnicity who had lived in RT08 the longest tended to interact the most and 
appeared to have integrated into the Javanese host community more effectively 
than those whose stay was only short term, typically around two years. In fact, 
another major difference with RT05 was the length of stay of inhabitants in RT08. 
Only nine families had lived in RT08 since it was formed in 1988. The rest of the 
population were transient and the longest new inhabitants would stay was 
around two years, the average time and often minimal period for which a house 
can be leased. 

This pattern of inhabitancy could be linked with the occupations of the 
inhabitants and would-be inhabitants. For example, many of the original 
population were relatively senior public servants who had since been transferred 
to other provinces and many of the newcomers were also senior public servants 
who had been transferred from other provinces. The people who owned our house 
were from North Sumatra, but they had only occupied the house for a couple of 
years and since then had been transferred to government posts in Kalimantan, 
Irian Jaya, and Sumatra. Our immediate neighbors were the children of original 
inhabitants, but their parents were rarely home, since their father a state 
prosecutor was transferred regularly and was currently living in Sulawesi. We 
might also suggest that having to move regularly was also not conducive to social 
integration and by extension interaction with neighbors. This high level of 
transience could also, I suspect, be a reason that attendance and participation in 
formal RT activities like meetings and social events was low on the part of the 
original inhabitants. In other words, perhaps they couldn't be bothered mixing 
with their neighbors seeing that in the near future these neighbors were likely to 
move. 

Demographically, RT08 also had a larger number of females in their teens and 
twenties than RT05 did and this also affected to some extent interaction with 
others of their own age, particularly males. Religious conviction was a 
determining factor here, because for those of the Islamic faith mixing freely with 
members of the other sex outside of religious events or school was not looked 
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upon positively. Gender segregation in Islam is seen as positive and one only 
needs to see how religious gatherings or prayers at the mosque are organized 
spatially to see this. For example, at the mosque males and females pray in 
separate parts of the mosque, females on the left and males on the right. This type 
of thing is also evident if we look back at how men and women have separate RT 
meetings. Gender segregation is also the case for those who attend Islamic 
religious schools in the afternoon. The few youth in this RT could be described as 
being devout in their religious beliefs and as a result did not interact with 
members of the opposite sex outside of these parameters. In addition to this and 
in contrast to RTOS, the youth of RT08 did not have a monthly arisan, nor was there 
an Islamic youth group. This also meant fewer opportunities for interaction when 
compared to RT05. 

It was also the case that in this RT the youth were more ethnically diverse than 
those in RT05 were. There were youth of similar ages from Sunda, West Java, 
Sulawesi, Northern Sumatra, Madura, East Java, and Semarang. This difference in 
ethnicity meant a different first language and sometimes a difference in religion. 
The youth from Sumatra were Christian, while the rest were Moslems. It was also 
the case that these youth and their parents preferred the company of others of the 
same ethnicity, the Sumatran youths and their parents seeking the company of 
other Sumatran Christians and the family from Sulawesi having frequent contact 
with friends and relatives from Sulawesi who also lived in Semarang. Hence unlike 
the youth of RT05 who were by and large all from within Central Java, those from 
RT08 had additional 'barriers' to interaction. 

In addition to this, the families from Christian backgrounds also kept dogs. This 
was also not conducive to visiting or being visited by Moslem neighbors because 
Islam teaches that dogs are dirty creatures that are associated with uncleanliness. 
Hence Moslems tend to stay clear of them if at all possible. In fact, one of the 
major problems that erupted in RT08 during our stay was due to dog ownership 
and the apparent disregard for Muslim neighbors on the part of a certain family 
who owned dogs. In this case, a Sumatran family of Christian background owned 
two dogs that were allowed to roam the street. One of these dogs enjoyed chasing 
and nipping at people who passed by. On a number of occasions the person 
nipped was a Moslem member of this RT. Since the owners never attended RT 
meetings - a point often complained about before this incident - the RT members 
could not voice their disapproval. A number of members had noted the problem to 
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the owners of the dogs, but these complaints were not attended to (some saying 
this was because these people felt they were of higher status than their neighbors 
and hence did not like to be told what to do). A number of neighbors maddened 

and offended (tersinggung) by this attitude took matters into their own hands and 
had the offending dog dog-napped; it was never seen again. 

Summarizing the identities of the members of this RT thus far, we might say that 
generally they shared few identities or shared experience in terms of ethnicity, 
language, or religion. We might also argue that having few things in common was 
one further barrier to producing the type of close social ties that existed in RT05. 
In other words, these factors also helped to create and maintain the weak social 
ties and patterns of infrequent interaction within RT08. 

5.5. Summary 

In this chapter I have set out some of the reasons for differences in social 
interaction within RT08 and RT05. One of the conclusions we can draw is that one 
of the major differences between RT is the frequency of interaction. To put this 
another way, in RT08 many of the relationships between members could be 
categorized as distant and non-familylike while in RT05 there existed close social 
and familylike ties between members. 

More specifically, Section 5.1 noted that the formation of these communities was 
largely a result of an individual's or family's ability to buy or lease a house and 
land in a particular area. Social interaction in these two communities was 
expedited or hindered by the design of housing and the roads that serviced them, 
as noted in Section 5.2. Sections 5.3.1 and 5.4.1 further illustrated the importance 
of a family's/individual's income in determining patterns of social interaction in 
these communities by examining infrastructure that was available to inhabitants 
and how this lead to certain social activities like RT meetings, working bees, 
security patrols and so on. It was noted that due to their higher income, members 
of RT08 did not need to rely on major help from other members of their RT, 
preferring to hire labor where necessary to do these activities. Hence, members of 
RT08 did not need to cultivate relationships with other members, apart from the 
minimal interactions described in Section 5.4.1. For the females of RT08, however, 
there was more interaction among them than was the case for the men. Male 
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members of RT05, on the other hand, due to their lower incomes, were more 

reliant on help or assistance - financially and physically - from other members of 

their RT. 

Sections 5.3.2 and 5.4.2 then went on to look at the daily social life of members of 
RT05 and RT08. Comparatively speaking, it was also shown that patterns of daily 
routines were different in both RT, and to some extent this was due to the 

different working hours of the members of these two RT. The resultant patterns of 
social interaction within these RT was similar to the patterns of social interaction 
painted in Sections 5.3.1 and 5.4.1, that is to say, frequent interaction among the 
male members of RTOS and infrequent interaction among the male members of 
RT08. We might also add here that for the males of RT08, out-of-RT contact with 

friends and relatives was more important than interaction with other members of 
the RT and this was certainly expedited by their ownership of motorcycles and 
cars. In contrast, the non-ownership of transport in RT05 made out-of-RT contact 
more difficult and this in turn meant a reliance on other members of the RT for 

recreation and social contact. For the females of RT08 it was noted that interaction 
was relatively more frequent than among the males. Unfortunately, due to 

problems pointed out in Section 4.6.2, there was little comparative data for the 

female population of RT05. 

Sections 5.3.3 and 5.4.3 went on to look at the influence of elements like life 
history, ethnicity, and religion on interaction within these two RT. Generally, it 
could be argued that in addition to the factors discussed in the previous sections 
these factors contributed to the frequent interaction found in RT05 and the 
infrequent interaction found in RT08. For example, it was shown that members of 
RT05 were more homogenous ethnically, religiously and inhabitancy wise than 
those from RT08. In addition to this, we can say that it appears that in both RT 
non-ethnic Javanese who had a spouse from Central Java and had lived in Central 
Java for an extended period of time tended to fit in (membaur) more effectively 

than those to whom none of these conditions applied, and this was perhaps 

helped along by their ability in Javanese. 

With some of the parameters that determine social interaction within these two 

communities now in place, we are in a better position to look at some of the 'ways 
of speaking' that exist in these two communities and the next chapter starts this 
process by looking at which codes are generally known and used in these RT. 
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Chapter Six 

Code Knowledge and Use in RT08 and 
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Chapter 6: Code knowledge and use in RT08 and RT05 

6.0 Introduction 

This chapter mainly looks at which codes are commonly known and used by 

members of the two RT (see Section 4.5.1 for what the term codes encompases). 

By doing this I can address the issue raised in Section 2.4 about whether members 

of this community who used a particular code were also competent in another 

code and hence had a choice. My definition of competence here is different to the 

definition for communicative competence, because I am only concerned with the 

question of whether these speakers had a knowledge and ability to use a number 

of codes (i.e. an ability to carry out monolingual conversations in a number of 

codes), rather than whether they had a knowledge and ability to use these codes 

appropriately. In later chapters I will then go on to consider how people choose 

among these codes. 

In Section 6.11 first consider to what extent members of RT08 and RT05 know a 

range of codes and can thus choose among them. To a great extent the evidence 

for this knowledge will come from observations of what codes the members 

actually used, so these same sections will also provide an introduction to what 

codes are used in the two RT, although not the basis for choosing which code to 

use when. As one would expect, the codes generally observed were in fact 

Javanese, whether ngoko and kromo Javanese (BJN and BJK respectively), and 

Indonesian, if more commonly non-standard Indonesian (NSI) than standard 

Indonesian (BI); for evidence on the latter see Sections 9.1 and 10.2. Some 

members of these RT may also know other codes (e.g. Buginese, Sundanese), but 

since these were hardly ever observed in interactions in these RT they need not be 

considered here. 

The fact that these codes are widely used in the community then raises another 

question; that is, to the extent any community members do not happen to know all 

of the main codes, why did they fail to learn one or more of them? This question 

will be dealt with in Section 6.2. Section 6.3 then summarizes the findings thus far. 

It is also important to note that the data in this and later chapters does not 

actually cover all members of the RT, but of course the aim of this thesis does not 

actually require this. Since my main concern is with inter-ethnic communication it 
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is sufficient that I was able to observe interactions involving most non-Javanese in 

these two communities, and the fact that these and other interactions I observed 

also involved many of the Javanese provides a basis for drawing conclusions not 

only about inter-ethnic interaction but also about interaction among the Javanese 

themselves. 

6.1. Code knowledge and use 

Section 6.1.1 considers the males of RT08, 6.1.2 the females of RT08, and 6.1.3 the 

males of RT05 (due to lack of data noted in Section 4.6.2 I do not discuss female 

interactions in RT05). In Section 6.1.4 I highlight some patterns of competence 

that appear common to all three groups. 

The information on each of these groups of speakers can be presented quite 

briefly, but in each case I back it up with a table characterizing the evidence on 

which these statements are based. The first column of each table lists off the 

participant's number (e.g. P2), and their pseudonyms. Those who are non-

Javanese are indicated by an "NJ" affixed to their participant number, hence 

P3NJ is non-Javanese while P2 is Javanese. These tables have the headings 

"ngoko Javanese", "kromo Javanese" (respectively BJN and BJK), and 

"Indonesian" (mainly non-standard varieties NSI, i.e. colloquial Indonesian. Apart 

from transcripts in the following chapters examples of these NSI forms can be 

found in Tables 01 through to 08 in Appendix E where I juxtopose them with their 

BI cognates). Evidence for the use of these three codes is placed under each of 

these columns and draws from data such as extracts presented in the following 

chapters, transcripts of my audio recordings described in Section 4.3 (these are 

found in Appendix C), and observations made by either me or my research 

assistants of the speech situations described in Section 4.2.2. 

There were also members of these two communities who were never recorded or 

observed using one or more of these codes (i.e. BJN, BJK, NSI) where they might 

have been expected to and thus I have reason to believe that they weren't 

competent in that code. Accordingly I have left the column blank for these people 

to indicate this lack of competence (some possible reasons for some of these 

speakers not being competent in all of these codes will be discussed in Section 

6.3). I should also point out that I assume that a number of Javanese are 
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competent in BJN. There are a number of reasons for suggesting that these adults 

are surely competent in Javanese; the first is based on previous research, which 

has shown BJN is often the first code a Javanese learns and hence those who 

were competent in BJK could also be assumed to be competent in BJN (e.g. Smith-

Hefner 1988a; H. Geertz 1961: 117). The second reason is based on my 

observations of Javanese children using BJN with their peers in these two 

neighborhoods (i.e. if they were competent, then we might argue that this was 

also likely for the adults, a number of whom had been socialized in Semarang). 

The reason why I was unable to gather data on BJN use by some Javanese will be 

discussed when I look at their daily social activities in Sections 7.4 and 8.2. 

6.1.1. Code use by males in RT08 

This section looks at code use by the males of RT08. The Javanese males (there 

were thirteen) generally knew and used BJN, BJK and NSI. All non-Javanese 

males (there were eleven) knew non-standard Indonesian (NSI). Only a few non-

Javanese adult males, such as Pak Adi (P7NJ) and Pak Tobing (P18NJ) knew BJN 

and BJK. In comparison many more of the non-Javanese male youth of this RT, 

such as Mas Zainal (P20NJ), Mas Syaifudin (P21NJ), Mas Diding (P24NJ), Mas 

Salim (P25NJ), and Mas Robi (P26NJ) knew and used BJN in interactions, 

although they did not appear to know BJK. In Table 02 below shows their 

competence in BJN, BJK, and NSI and list evidence for this. Those speakers who 

have no competence in one or more codes are easily found due to the blank 

squares beside their name. 

Table 02 Evidence for code knowledge and use among males inRT08 

Participant Javanese Indonesian 
Ngoko (BJN) Kromo (BJK) (typically NSI) 

P1 Assumed. Appendix F- Extracts 19 & 22, transcripts 
Pak Saryono Extract 13, for Tapes 44c & 49c, 

Observations of observations of other contexts, 
other contexts. interactions with me. 

P2 Appendix E- Table 15, Extract 08, Extract 21, 22 & 23, 
Pak Pujianto which lists forms used Appendix F - transcripts for Tapes 44c & 

in sections 455, 524, Extract 13 & 17, 49c, observations of other 
639 (side a) & sections observations of contexts, interactions with 
290 & 392 (side b) of other contexts. me. 
the transcript for Tape 
49c and sections 070 
(side a), 421, 449 & 501 
(all side b) of the 
transcript for Tape 44c.  
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Participant Javanese Indonesian 
Ngoko (BJN) Kromo (BJK) (typically NSI) 

P3NJ Pak Extracts 21 & 22, Appendix F 
Abdurrahman - Extracts 01, 02, 08 & 09, 

sections 100, 320 & 392 (side 
b) of the transcript for Tape 44 
& 49c, interactions with me. 

P4 Extracts 09, 10, 11 & Extract 09, Extract 24, transcript for Tape 
Pak Taufik 16 in Appendix F, Appendix F - 44 & 49c, interactions with 

sections 398 & 404 Extracts 16, me. 
(side b) of the observations of 
transcript for Tape 44c. other contexts.  

P5 Assumed Extract 09, Extract 20, observations of 
Pak Yusuf observations of other contexts, and 

other contexts. interactions with me. 
P6NJ Listening competence Listening Extracts 19 & 20, Appendix F - 
Pak Feizel only - transcript for competence only - Extract 09.5, sections 100, 320 

Tape 14c, son's section 455 of the & 392 (side b) of the transcript 
comments, transcript for Tape for Tape 49c, observations, 
observations. 49c, son's interactions with me, 

comments, 
observations. 

P7NJ Observations. Observations. Extracts 23 & 24, transcript for 
Pak Adi8 Tape 44 & 49c, observations of 

other contexts, interactions 
with me. 

P8NJ (me) (Limited competence), (Limited Transcripts for Tapes 01c, 12c, 
Pak Zainudin self-awareness. competence), self- 17c, 44c & 49c. 

awareness.  
P9 Extract 08, Extract 08, Extract 14, (see also Table 21 
Pak Joko Extract 09 & 14, Extract 09 & 14, in Appendix E), section 531 

transcripts for Tape section 531 (side a), (side a), 052, 246, 340, 398 & 
44c & 49c, 052, 246, 340, 398 & 410 (all side b) of the 
observations of other 410 (all side b) of transcript for Tape 44c. 
contexts, the transcript for 

Tape 44c.  

PlO Assumed. Observations. Observations, interactions 
Pak Mardiono  with me. 
P11 Transcripts for Tape Extract 14, Extract 14, (see also Table 21 
Pak Dono 44c, observations of transcripts for Tape in Appendix E), Sections 100, 

other contexts. 44c Observations of 320, and 392 (side b) of the 
other contexts. transcript for Tape 49c; 

sections 330, 350, 433 (side a), 
of the transcript for Tape 44c' 
observations of other contexts, 
early interactions with me. 

P12 Extract 14, transcripts Extract 14, Extract 14, (see also Table 21 
Pak Sugiono for Tape 44c, Appendix F - in Appendix E), transcripts for 

observations of other Extracts 12, 13 & Tape 44c, observations of 
contexts. 16, observations of other contexts, and 

other contexts, interactions with me. 

8 Although only 22 years old and unmarried Pak Adi was considered a head of household 
by other male heads of household since he had to attend RT meetings and functions. At 
these meetings and in other contexts involving RT males he was generally refered to as 
"Pak". 
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Participant Javanese Indonesian 
Ngoko (BJN) Kromo (BJK) (typically NSI) 

P13 Extract 14, transcripts Extract 14, Extract 14, Appendix F - 
Pak Tri for Tape 44c, Appendix F - Extract 09, (see also Table 21 

observations of other Extract 12, in Appendix E), transcripts for 
contexts. observations of Tape 44c, observations of 

other contexts. other contexts, and 
interactions with me. 

P14 Observations. Observations. Observations, interactions 
Pak Yudianto with me. 
P15 Assumed. Observations. Observations, interactions 
Pak Yulianto with me. 
P16 Observations. Observations. Observations, interactions 
Pak Nurholis with me. 
P17NJ Observations, interactions 
Pak Manurung with me. 
P18NJ Observations. Observations. Observations, interactions 
Pak Tobing  with me. 
P19 Assumed. Observations. Observations, interactions 
Pak Sumaryono with me. 
P20NJ Extract 30, Transcript Extract 30, Transcript for 
Mas Zainal (Pak for Tapes 14c, 21 & 30, Tapes lic & 22c, 
Feizel's son) Appendix E - Table 04, observations, interactions 

observations. with me. 
P21NJ Transcript for Tape Transcript for Tape 26c, 
Mas Syaifudin 14c, Observations, observations, interactions 
(Pak Feizel's with me. 
son)  
P22 & P23 These participant 

numbers are not used 
for males in this RT.  

P24NJ Observed. Transcripts for Tapes 06c & 
Mas Diding (My 08c, observations, most 
brother-in-law)  interactions with me, 
P25NJ Mas Observed Transcript for Tape 13c (see 
Salim (Pak P4 and P6's contrthutions), 
Abdurrahman's observations, interactions 
son)  with me. 
P26NJ Mas Robi Observed Observations, interactions 
(Pak Manurung's with me. 
son: Non- 
Javanese)  

6.1.2. Code use by females in RT08 

This section looks at code use by the females of RT08. The Javanese female heads 

of household in this RT (there were 14) generally knew and used BJN, BJK and 

NSI. The non-Javanese females (both the eight heads of household and children) 

generally knew and used BJN as well as NSI, although there are four exceptions, 

namely Bu Feizel (P7NJ), Abdurrahman (P14NJ), Bu Manunmg (P21NJ) and Bu 

Tobing (P20NJ). Table 03 below shows the competence of these members in BJN, 

BJK, and NSI and lists evidence for this. 



Table 03 Evidence for code knowledge and use among females in RT08 

Participant Javanese Indonesian 
Ngoko (BJN) Kromo (BJK) (typically NSI) 

P1 Bu Dono Observations. Observations. Observations, 
interactions with me. 

P2 Bu Indro Assumed. Extract 10, Transcript for Tape 
observations of other 18c, observations, 
contexts. interactions with me. 

P3 Bu Saryono Extracts 11, 13 & 28, Extracts 07 & 11, Extracts 11 & 28, 
Appendix F - Extracts 04, 14 transcripts for Tapes Sections 029 to 052 & 
& 15, transcripts for Tapes lOc & 27c, 534 of the transcript 
lOc & 27c, observations of observations of other for Tape lOc, 
other contexts. contexts. observations of other 

contexts, interactions 
with me. 

P4 Bu Yudianto Extract 12, transcripts for Section 305 of the Observations, 
Tapes lOc & 27c, transcript for Tape 27c, interactions with me. 
observations of other transcripts for Tape 
contexts. 27c, observations of 

other contexts 
P5 Bu Mugiono Assumed. Observations. Observations, 

interactions with me. 
P6 Bu Joko Extracts 26 & 27, Appendix F Extract 26, transcripts Transcripts for Tapes 

- Extract 06, 14 & 15, for Tapes lOc, 18c & lOc, 18c & 27c, 
transcripts for Tapes lOc, 18c 27c, observations of observations of other 
& 27c, observations of other other contexts. contexts, interactions 
contexts. with me. 

P7NJ Transcript for Tape 
Bu Feizel 27c, interactions with 

me, observations of 
other contexts. 

P8 Extracts 06, 12, 13 & 26 Extract 06 & 10, Extract 25, transcript 
Bu Nurholis transcripts for Tapes lOc, 18c transcripts for Tapes for Tape 18c (see also 

& 27c, observations in other lOc, 18c & 27c, Appendix E - Table 03, 
contexts. observations in other which lists NSI forms 

contexts. used in Tape 18c, 
observations, 
interactions with me. 

P9NJ Observations. Observations. Observations, 
Bu Taufik  interactions with me. 
PlO Extracts 06 & 07, Appendix F Transcripts for Tapes Observations, 
Bu Pujianto - Extract 18, transcripts for lOc, 18c & 27c, interactions with me. 

Tapes lOc, 18c & 27c, observations of other 
observations of other contexts. 
contexts, Table 15 to 21.  

P11 Transcripts for Tapes lOc & Transcripts for Tapes Transcripts for Tapes 
Bu Suntoro 18c, observations of other lOc & 18c, lOc & 18c, 

contexts. observations of other observations of other 
contexts. contexts. 

P12 Extract 11, Appendix F - Extract 11, Appendix F Observations, 
Bu Sugiono Extract 18, transcripts for - Extract 18, interactions with me. 

Tape lOc, 18c & 27c, transcripts for Tape 
observations of other lOc, 18c & 27c, 
contexts. observations of other 

I contexts. 
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Participant Javanese Indonesian 
Ngoko (BJN) Kromo (BJK) (typically NSI) 

P13 Assumed. Observed. Observations, 
Bu Roni interactions with me. 
P14NJ Observations. Extract 25, section 544 
Bu in the transcript for 
Abdurrahman Tape lOc, transcripts 

for Tapes lOc, 13c, 18c 
and 27c, observations, 
and interactions with 
me. 

P15 Observations. Observations. Observations, 
Bu Yulianto interactions with me. 
P16 Observations. Observations. Observations, 
Bu Tri  interactions with me. 
P17NJ Section 055 of the transcript Sections 120 & 279- 
Bu Kris for Tape 27c, transcripts for 294 of the transcript 

Tape lOc, observations of for Tape lOc, 
other contexts. observations, 

interactions with me. 
P18NJ Extracts 28 & 29, transcripts Observed. Extracts 28 & 29, 
Bu Zainudin for Tapes 04c & 40c Transcripts for Tapes 

0lc, lOc, 12c, 13c, 17c, 
18c, 19c, 27c & 40c, 
observations, most 
interactions with me. 

P19NJ Extracts 26 & 27, Appendix F Section 120 in the 
Bu Sumaryono - Extracts 04 & 06, transcript for Tape 

transcripts for Tapes lOc, 18c lOc, transcripts for 
& 27c, observations of other Tapes lOc, 18c, & 27c, 
contexts. observations, 

interactions with me. 
P20NJ Observations, 
Bu Manurung  interactions with me. 
P21NJ Section 208 of the 
Bu Tobing transcript for Tape 

lOc, observations. 
P22 Observed. Observed. Observations, 
Bu Matius  interactions with me. 
P23NJ Transcript for Tape 24, Transcript for Tape 24, 
Mbak Fatimah observations. observations, 
(Pak Feizel's interactions with me. 
daughter) 

 

P24 Extract 29, Transcripts for Observations. Extract 29, Transcripts 
Mbak Sull Tapes 19c & 40c, for Tapes 19c and 40c, 

observations. observations and 
interactions with me. 

P25 Extract 29, Transcripts for Observations. Extract 29, Transcripts 
Mbak Endang Tapes 19c, 40c & 43c, for Tapes 19c, 40c & 

observations. 43c, observations and 
interactions with me. 

Abdurrabman Observed. Transcript for Tape 
children (Non- 13c (see P26NJ's 
Javanese) contributions), 

observations, 
interactions with me. 
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Participant Javanese Indonesian 
Ngoko (BJN) Kromo (BJK) (typically NSI) 

Manurung Observed. Observations, 
children (Non- interactions with me. 
Javanese) 

 

P28 Mbak Tuti Transcript for Tape 04c, Observations. Sections 090, 345 & 
(Eu Zainudin's observations. 390 of the transcript 
friend) for Tape 04c, 

observations, 
interactions with me. 

6.1.3. Code use by male members of RT05 

This section deals with which codes were know and used by males in RT05. The 

nineteen Javanese males of RT05 generally knew and used BJN, BJK, and NSI. The 

four non-Javanese males of this RT knew non-standard Indonesian (NSI) and all of 

them knew and used BJN. However, only Pak Sudiman (P7NJ). Pak Hamzah 

(P20NJ), and Pak Abdul (P1NJ) knew BJK to any extent (evidence of Pak Abdul's 

competence was limited to just the few instances in the transcript for Tape 05c). 

Table 04 below shows the competence of these members in BJN, BJK, and NSI 

and lists evidence for this. 

Table 04 Evidence for code knowledge and use among males in RT05 

Participant Javanese  Indonesian 
Ngoko (BJN) Kromo (typically NSI) 

(BJK)  
P1NJ Extracts 31, 34, 36, 37 & 39, Limited. Extracts 36, 37, 38 & 40, transcripts 
Pak Abdul transcript for Tape 05c, for Tapes 05c & 46c, Appendix E - 

Appendix E - Table 09 lists Table 09 lists NSI forms used in Tape 
BJN forms used in Tape 05c as 05c as well as their BJN equivalents, 
well as their NSI equivalents, which were also used by Pak Abdul 
which were also used by Pak in Tape 05c, observations of other 
Abdul in Tape 05c, contexts, interactions with me. 
observations of other contexts, 
some interactions with me. 

P2 Extracts 15, 16, 17, 18, 32 & 37, Observed. Extracts 17 & 18 transcript for Tape 
Pak Liman Transcript for Tape USc, 05c, Appendix E - Table 11 lists NSI 

Appendix E - Table 11 lists forms used in Tape 05c as well as 
BJN forms used in Tape 05c as their BJN equivalents, which were 
well as their NSI equivalents, also used by Pak Liman in Tape 05c, 
which were also used by Pak observations of other contexts, 
Liman in Tape 05c, interactions with me. 
observations of other contexts.  
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Participant Javanese  Indonesian 
Ngoko (BJN) Kromo (typically NSI) 

(BJK)  
P3NJ Extracts 35 & 40, observations Extract 40, Observations, early 
Mas Putu of other contexts, some interactions with me. 

interactions with me. 
P4 Extracts 16, 17, 31, 33 & 35, Observed. Extract 38, transcript for Tape 05c, 
Pak Madi transcript for Tape 05c, Appendix E - Table 11 lists NSI 

Appendix E - Table 12 lists forms used in Tape 05c as well as 
BJN forms used in Tape 05c as their BJN equivalents, which were 
well as their NSI equivalents, also used by Pak Madi in Tape 05c, 
which were also used by Pak observations of other contexts, early 
Madi in Tape 05c observations interactions with me. 
of other contexts, some 
interactions with me.  

P5 Extracts 15, 16, 18, 31 & 33 Observed. Extracts 16, 18, 38 & 39 transcript for 
Mas Budi transcript for Tape 05c, Tape 05c, Appendix E - Table 13 

Appendix E - Table 13 lists lists BJN forms used in Tape 05c as 
BJN forms used in Tape 05c as well as their NSI equivalents, which 
well as their NSI equivalents, were also used by Pak Madi in Tape 
which were also used by Pak 05c observations of other contexts, 
Madi in Tape 05c observations early interactions with me. 
of other contexts, some 
interactions with me.  

P6 Observations, some Observed. Observations, early interactions with 
Mas Hem interactions with me. me. 
P7NJ Extracts 32, 33 & 34, transcript Observed. Appendix E - Table 10 provides a list 
Pak for Tape 05c, observations of of NSI equivalents to the BJN forms 
Sudiman other contexts, some used in Extract 15, 16 & 17, 

interactions with me. observations of other contexts, early 
interactions with me. 

P8 Transcript for Tape 05c, Observed. Transcript for Tape 05c, observations 
Mas Pras observations of other contexts. of other contexts, interactions with 

me. 
P9NJ (Me) Limited. Limited. Transcripts for Tapes 01c, 12c, 17c, 
Pak 44c&49c. 
Zainudin  
PlO Observed. Observed. Observed, interactions with me. 
Mas Sigit  
P11 Transcript for Tape 46c, Observed. Transcript for Tape 46c, Appendix E 
Pak Sudomo Appendix E - Table 14 lists - Table 14 lists NSI forms used in 

BJN forms used in Tape USc as Tape 05c as well as their BJN 
well as their NSI equivalents, equivalents, which were also used 
which were also used by Pak by Pak Sudomo in Tape 05c, 
Sudomo in Tape 05c, observations of other contexts, 
observations of other contexts  interactions with me. 

P12 Assumed Observed Observations, interactions with me. 
Pak Surono 

P13 Assumed. Observed. Observations, interactions with me. 
Pak 
Subagio  
P14 Pak Ali Transcript for Tape 46c, Transcript Transcript for Tape 46c, observations 

observations in other contexts. for Tape of other contexts, interactions with 
46c. me. 

P15 Assumed. Observed. Observations, interactions with me. 
Pak Join  
P16 Observed. Observed. Observations, interactions with me. 
Pak Subroto 
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Participant Javanese Indonesian 
Ngoko (BJN) Kromo (typically NSI) 

(BJK)  
P17 Assumed. Observed. Observations, interactions with me. 
Pak Yon  
P18 Assumed. Observed. Observations, interactions with me. 
PalcTikno  
P19 Assumed. Observed. Observations, interactions with me. 
PakAkbar  

P20NJ Observed. Observed Transcript for Tape 46c, 
Paic observations, interactions with me. 
Hamzah  

P21 Observed. Observed. Observations, interactions with me. 
Mas Sis  
P22 Observed. Observed. Observations, interactions with me. 
Mas Yono 
P23 Observed. Observed. Observations, interactions with me. 
Mas Jono 

6.1.4. Competence equals choice 

In summary, we can say that most of the Javanese and non-Javanese of these two 

RT were competent in two types of Javanese (BJN and BJK) as well as (at least) 

non-standard Indonesian (NSI), although there were some exceptions. 

Accordingly, barring the exceptions, in later chapters we won't be able to 

attribute the use of one code or another to the lack of knowledge of an alternative. 

Of course the exceptions raise another question, namely why haven't some non-

Javanese mastered Javanese to the extent other non-Javanese have? Is it just a 

matter of their not having lived in the area for a long enough period, for example, 

or might there be other factors that could perhaps relate to the determinants of 

code choice to be considered in later chapters? In other words, might failure to 

learn Javanese relate to lack of reasons to choose to use it? In the following 

section I address some of these questions. 

6.2. Becoming competent in Javanese 

In Section 6.11 noted that whilst some non-Javanese from RT08 and RT05 were 

competent in Javanese most often this was only in one variety, either BJN or BJK. 

In RT08 in particular there were some non-Javanese who did not appear to have 

mastered either variety of Javanese. This raises the question of why or what 

factors can be attributed to this apparent lack of competence in BJN, BJK or both 

on the part of some non-Javanese? This section addresses this issue in two ways; 

the first is to see if there is any relationship between the competence of these non- 
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Javanese with their length of stay in a Javanese speaking area. Secondly I go on 

to correlate the ethnicity of the spouse of those who were competent in BJN 

and/or BJK with those who were not in order to establish whether this might also 

have a relationship to becoming competent in Javanese. These comparisons are 

presented in tabular form on the following page followed by a discussion. (There 

is one table for the male non-Javanese of RT08, one for the female non-Javanese of 

RT08, and one for the male non-Javanese of RT05.) 

Table 05 Male non-Javanese of RT08: their language competence, time living 

in a Javanese speaking area, and the ethnicity of their spouse 

Participants and their ethnicity Language Length of Ethnicity of 
Competence stay in spouse 

Central 
Java (CJ)  

Pak Adi (P7NJ) an East Javanese NSI, BJN, BJK 9 Months unmarried 

Mas Diding (P24NJ) my brother-in-law a NSI, BJN 2 Years unmarried. 
Sundanese from West Java  

Pak Zainudin (P8NJ) an Australian (me). NSI, (limited 2 Years Sundanese 
competence in 
BJN & BJK)  

Pak Abdurrahman (P3NJ) a Maduranese NSI 2 Years Maduranese 
Mas Salim (P25NJ) NSI, BJN 2 Years unmarried 
Pak Manurung (P17NJ) a Batak from Sumatra NSI 8 Years Batak 
Mas Robi (P26NJ) NSI, BJN 8 Years unmarried 
Mas Zainal (P20NJ) Pak Feizel's son NSI, BJN 9 Years unmarried 
Mas Syaifudin (P1NJ) Pak Feizel's son NSI, BJN 9 Years unmarried 
Pak Feizel (P6NJ) a Buginese from Sulawesi NSI, (listening 9 Years Buginese 

competence in 
BJN & BJK)  

Pak Tobing (P18NJ) a Batak from Sumatra NSI, BJN, BJK 20 Years Batak 

Table 06 Female non-Javanese of RT08: their language competence, time 

living in a Javanese speaking area, and the ethnicity of their spouse 

Participants and their ethnicity Language Length of Ethnicity of 
Competence stay in spouse 

Central 
Java (CJ)  

Bu Abdurrahman (P14NJ) a Maduiese from NSI, 2 Years Maduranese 
Madura BJK: limited  

Bu Abdurrahman's two daughters NSI, BJN 2 Years unmarried 
Bu Zainudin (P18NJ) a Sundanese from West NSI, BJN, 3.5 Years Australian 
Java BJK  

Bu Kris an East Javanese NSI, BJN 6 Years Javanese 
(CJ) 

Bu Manurung 's three daughters NSI, BJN 8 years unmarried 
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Participants and their ethnicity Language Length of Ethnicity of 

Competence stay in spouse 

Central 

Java  

Bu Sumaryono (P19NJ) a Batak from Sumatra NSI, BJN 20 Years Javanese 
(CJ) 

Bu Taufik (P9NJ) a Sundanese from West Java NSI, BJK 20 Years Javanese 
(CJ) 

Bu Tobing (P21NJ) a Batak from Sumatra NSI 20 Years Batak 

Table 07 Male non-Javanese of RT05: their language competence, time living 

in a Javanese speaking area, and the ethnicity of their spouse 

Participants and their ethnicity Language Length of Ethnicity 
Competen stay in of spouse 

ce Central Java 

(CJ)  

Pak Abdul (P1NJ) a Banjamese from Kalirnantan NSI, BJN, 2 Years Sundanese 
(limited 
BJK)  

Mas Putu (P3NJ) a Balinese NSI, BJN 4 Years unmarried 
Pak Sudiman (P7NJ) a Sundanese from West NSI, BJN, 20 Years Javanese 
Java BJK  (CJ) 
Pak Hamzah (P20NJ) a Sumatran (Medan) NSI, BJN, 20 Years Sumatran 

BJK  

Looking at the competence of the non-Javanese and their length of stay in Central 
Java in the above tables suggests that there is little relationship between length 
of stay in Central Java and competence in Javanese. For example comparing the 
length of stay of people such as the Abdurrahmans with their children, Pak Adi, 

Mas Diding (all from RT08), and Pak Abdul (from RT05) shows large differences in 
competence despite these people staying in a Javanese speaking area for similar 
lengths of time. Similarly looking at those who stayed for longer periods of time 
(up to nine years) also showed no correlation with competence in Javanese; for 
example comparing the Feizels and the Manurungs with their children, or with Bu 
Zainudin (all from RT08) and Mas Putu (from RTOS) also shows large differences in 
competence despite these people staying in a Javanese speaking area for similar 
lengths of time. This was also the case for those who had stayed in Central Java 

for twenty years; for example there were large differences in the competence of 
people such as Pak Tobing, Bu Tobing, Bu Sumaryono, Bu Taufik (all from RT08), 
Pak Sudiman and Pak Hamzah (both from RT05). 

It is useful to highlight the fact that all of the children from non-Javanese families 

were competent in BJN whilst their parents often weren't. In fact the non- 
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Javanese youth of RT08 appeared to start using BJN shortly after arriving in 
Semarang, as did Pak Adi (from RT08) and Pak Abdul (from RT05). For example, I 
was in the unique position of being able to observe my younger non-Javanese 
brother in-law and Pak Abdul go from using NSI in inter-ethnic interactions with 
Javanese acquaintances to using all BJN in these interactions some two years 
later (see e.g. Extract 03 in Appendix F for an example of my brother-in-law's early 
inter-ethnic interactions). It is also interesting to note that a number of these 
people came from East Java; some might argue that the variety of Javanese there 
has enough similarities to make learning the variety of Javanese spoken in this 
area easy, at least in comparison to those who came from places like Sumatra or 
Sulawesi. However, as we have seen there were some from East Java like Pak and 
Ibu Abdunahman, who even after two years stay in this RT had little competence 
in BJN (compare this to Pak Adi's nine month stay in this RT). 

From the previous discussion we might suggest that length of stay in Javanese 
speaking area does not appear to be a decisive factor that influence a non-
Javanese's ability to acquire BJN. We can say this because there were a number 
of people who had lived for only a short time in a Javanese speaking area, but yet 
were very competent in BJN in some contexts (E.g. Pak Adi, Pak Abdul, Mas Putu, 
the Abdurrahman children, my brother-in-law, and Bu Zainudin). On the other 
hand, we had others who had stayed for similar periods and even up to twenty 
years, but appeared to have little competence in Javanese (e.g. the 
Abdurrahmans, the Feizels, the Manurungs, and Bu Tobing). 

Of course, there may be other reasons apart from length of stay that determine 
whether one becomes competent or not in Javanese. Ethnicity of spouse may also 
be a factor as noted in the introduction to this section. If we examine the Feizels, 
the Manurungs, the Tobings, the Abdurrahmans (all from RT08), and the Hamzahs 
(from RT05) we note that unlike the other couples where one partner was from 
Central Java, both partners were non-Javanese and just as importantly both were 
from the same non-Javanese area. As several of them noted, essentially this meant 
they both shared the same first language. The fly in the ointment for this 
argument, so to speak, is that some of these people (e.g. Pak Tobing and the 
Hamzahs) were competent in BJN and BJK, while the rest were not. Hence, it is 
hard to say whether it was not having a Javanese spouse that may have been a 
factor that could be correlated to their lack of competence in Javanese or some 
other factor. 
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If we look back to the discussion in Chapter 5 we might very tentatively suggest 
that there appears to be some relationship with frequency of interaction and 

competence in code choice. For example, as noted in Section 5.2 the male heads of 
household in RT08 tended to interact less frequently than did the female heads of 
household. As Tables 02 and 03 show the non-Javanese male heads of household 
tend to have little competence in BJN while the female non-Javanese heads of 
household do. This relationship also appears to hold in RT05 where the non-
Javanese were competent in Javanese and lived in an RT characterized by high 
levels of interaction between male heads of household (Section 5.3). Of course this 
raises a further question, namely is the apparent failure to learn codes on the part 
of some non-Javanese perhaps related to a lack of a need to use them, and thus to 
determinants of code choice? We will return to this question in Sections 9.3 and 

10.5. 

6.3. Summary 

As noted in Section 6.1 most members of the two RT, including many of the non-

Javanese, know and use BJN, BJK, and NSI (whether or not also BI), and so the 

following chapters need to account for how they choose among these three codes. 
Of course for those non-Javanese whose main shared code is only NSI, there may 
seem little choice, although considering that they have often been resident in 

Central Java (and more specifically in RTOB and RTOS) for longer periods of time 
than some who have come to learn Javanese, we might wonder to what extent 

their failure might reflect aspects of code choice, such as lack of reasons to choose 
BJN and/or BJK as codes. 

147 



Chapter Seven 

Code Choice in Interaction among the 

Javanese of RT08 



Chapter 7: Code choice in interaction among the Javanese of RT08 

7.0 Introduction 

Having established what codes people can choose from in Chapter 6, we can now 
go on to the question of how they choose one code over another. Although our 
main concern is with inter-ethnic communication, the fact that this will often 

involve the Javanese in these two RT may lead us to wonder how the inter-ethnic 
norms relate to the norms for interaction among the Javanese alone. We might 
consider interaction among Javanese either before or after inter-ethnic interaction 
involving non-Javanese. However, here I'll deal with it first because the earlier 
research discussed in Section 3.4 provides some basis for what to expect. The 

present chapter considers interactions among the Javanese in RTOB while Chapter 

8 deals with those in RT05. 

As Section 3.4 noted, some of the earlier research on Javanese found that when 

Javanese differed in age and/or status, the older and/or higher status person 

spoke BJN while the other responded in BJK. When interlocutors were similar in 
age and status, on the other hand, both spoke BJN if they were familiar with each 
other or else BJK if they were not (see e.g. Wolff & Poedjosoedarmo's (1982) 
account). In RT08 we similarly observed asymmetric BJN/BJK, symmetric BJK, 
and symmetric BJK. After examining examples of these in Sections 7.1, 7.2, and 7.3 
respectively in Section 7.4 we'll consider to what extent the choices are in accord 
with the earlier research discussed in Section 3.4. We also observed occasional 
use of non-standard Indonesian (NSI) among the Javanese, but in interactions 

involving codeswitching, which we'll consider in Section 7.5. Section 7.6 then 
provides an overall summary of the chapter. 

While the above seems a convenient approach to presentation, note that it does 
not actually reflect the actual course of the research. Although I was of course 
familiar with the earlier literature, I did not set out to directly test its hypotheses 
but rather to see what patterns and thus hypotheses would emerge from the data 
itself; see Section 4.5.4. Here and in later chapters, however, I am more concerned 
with readability than with taking the reader though the actual process of 
discovery. 
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7.1. Asymmetric exchange of ngoko (BJN) and kromo (BJK) Javanese 

This section looks at some of my data where asymmetrical patterns of code 

exchange could be seen (i.e. where BJN was reciprocated with BJK or vice-versa). 

Age as a variable refers to physical age in years. According to members of this RT, 

less than a five-year difference in physical age between people meant they were 

sebaya "of the same age". Status, on the other hand, refers mainly to economic 

status. The reason for this is that members of these RT saw economic status as 

the most important component making up 'status'. Essentially it includes income, 

the type of home owned, vehicle ownership or non-ownership, and how their 

house is furnished. Because some members of this RT also noted that occupation 

and education play a role in determining status I have also taken this into account. 

In this section I have summarized information on the status of participants and in 

the discussion I merely note that one is of higher status than the other. Detailed 

information on each of these participant's status can be found in Appendix G. It is 

also important to note that females were accorded the same status as their 

husbands and hence I often refer to their spouse's status. 

In line with transcription conventions described at the start of this thesis in the 

following chapters kromo Javanese (BJK) is indicated in extracts withgI 

underline, kromo inggil Javanese (BJKI) with double underline, ngoko Javanese 

(BJN) with bold, standard Indonesian (BI) with plain typeface, and non-standard 

Indonesian (NSI) with italics. Note that instances of BJN used with BJK are not 

generally treated as codeswitching because often these BJN forms do not have 

BJK equivalents and more importantly (and in line with earlier literature on the 

subject; e.g. Poedjosoedarmo 1968; Wolff & Poedjosoedarmo 1982; Errington 1986, 

1988, 1998) the existence of just one BJK form in an utterance was sufficient for 

informants to classify the utterance or interaction as BJK. 

Extract 06 below is of an interaction that occurred in a female RT meeting (arisan). 

Like all female RT meetings, this one took place in the front room (kamar tamu) of 

the host's house. Thirteen of the twenty-three female heads of households 

attended this meeting and all present were regulars (P7NJ and P15 arrived late 

into the recording). Ethnically, five of the participants were non-Javanese, while 

the other eight came from various areas around Central Java. Diagram 02 below 

shows the spatial setting of this speech situation. In this meeting, all participants 

sit on the floor since the furniture has been moved to make room for everyone. This 
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conversation is between Bu Nurholis (P8) and Bu Pujianto (P 10), who is close to 
thirty years older and also of higher status than Bu Nurholis. Their conversation 
starts about ten minutes into the recording and before the meeting officially starts. 
It is preceded by a conversation between Bu Abdunahman (P14NJ) and Bu 
Pujianto (PlO) about Bu Pujianto's grandchildren and the benefits of having male 
and female children. 

Diagram 02 An RT meeting in RT08 (Tape 27c) 

Extract 06 taken from Tape 27c (210) 

1 P10>P8 ya Bu Nurholis? (.6) nek wedo kan a.kuwis dhuwé buyut 
kuwi' 

2 P8>P1O L inggih ujané { ya nek wedo] 

3 P10>P8 { lah iya cah lanang memangé enak lah 
kuwi adhiké jatahé telung taun neh engko telung taun ku 

putu ok Lngono'L (.3) 

4 P8>P10 (menopo??) neh putu' 

5 P10>P8 L inqih adhiké kuwi wedo wis nduwé 

pacar kuwi' 

6 P8>P10 [oh o:h ma- sing cucuné anu nikah niku' 

7 P10>P8 [inggih' 
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F: :(i 

10 P8>P10 

11 P10>P8 

12 P8>P10 

13 P10>P8 

14 P8>P10 

English 

1 P10>P8 

2 P8>P1O 

3 P10>P8 

[berarti dhewékan' 

L lah iya (3) kuwi aku anu jatahé telung 

taunto ya' (1.3) 

lah niku boten kempal jenenqan? (3) 

piyé? 

[boten kempal jenengan' 

[apané' 

[nilcu cucune niku 

Yeah Bu Nurholis, if you have girls [you will quickly have 

grandchildren]. As you know I already have great grand 

children. 

Yes that's right, if you have female children then they are 

quickly married and have children. 

Yeah, its nice if you have male children, one of my male 

grandchildren has three years to go before he worries about 

marriage and children. 

Even more grandchildren. 

Yes, his younger brother already has a girlfriend. 

Oh o:h ma- your grandchild is going to marry? 

Yes. 

So, on their own? 

Yes, as it stands he will be up for marriage in three years. 

Now he doesn't lives with you? 

What? 

He doesn't live with you? 

Huh? 

Him the grandchild. 

4 P8>P10 

6 P10>P8 

6 P8>P10 

7 P10>P8 

8 P8>P10 

9 P10>P8 

10 P8>P1O 

11 P1O>P8 

12 P8>P10 

13 P1O>P8 

14 P8>P10 

As can be seen in the above interaction Bu Nurholis (P8) uses BJK, while her 
interlocutor, Bu Pujianto (PlO) uses BJN. For example, on lines 3, 5, and 9, Bu 
Pujianto uses the BJN form kuwi "that", while Bu Nurholis uses its BJK form niku 
on lines 6, 10 and 14. Bu Nurholis also appears to use inggih "yes" on line 2 to start 
an utterance, while Bu Pujianto tends to use the BJN form, lah iya "yes that's 
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right" (lines 3 and 9). On lines 10 and 12 Bu Nurholis also refers to Bu Pujianto 

using the BJK second person pronoun for "you", jenengan. Bu Pujianto on the 

other hand, never uses this form in interaction with Bu Nurholis, preferring to 

either use her name, or to not address her at all (the research assistant recording 

this noted that non-verbal cues like gaze or touch often fulfilled this function). 

Looking at other exchanges in this speech situation there are also many other 

instances of this type of asymmetrical exchange between these two speakers. For 

example, Bu Nurholis uses the BJK form kulo 'I/me" when referring to herself in 

interaction with Bu Pujianto (see e.g. the conversation preceding the above 

extract in the transcript for Tape 27), while Bu Pujianto uses the BJN form aku 

"I/me" to refer to herself (see e.g. line 9). In addition to this, Bu Pujianto uses the 

BJN forms opo "what", ora "no/not", kumpul "to gather together" when speaking 

with Bu Nurholis (see e.g. the conversations shortly before and shortly after the 

one described above), while Bu Nurholis uses the BJK equivalents, respectively 

menopo, (m)boten and kempai on lines 4, 10 and 12 in Extract 06 above). 

In other interactions that involved Bu Pujianto (PlO) and other Javanese female 

heads of household, such as Bu Saryono (P3), a similar pattern of exchange 

existed. For example, in Extract 07 on the following page, which is taken from the 

same speech situation as Extract 06, Bu Pujianto uses BJN while Bu Saryono uses 

BJK. In terms of relative status and age Bu Saryono is twenty-six years younger 

and of lower status than Bu Pujianto. This conversation follows shortly after the 

one in Extract 06, and is preceded by a conversation about Bu Pujianto's health 

and in particular her kidney problems. 
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Extract 07 taken from Tape 27c (246) 

1 P3>P10 nek Mas kulo ginjelé siji tok niku Bu' 

2 P10>P3 [1akusiji 

{ tok1 memang' 

P3>P10 { anu boten sing siji mernang dari bawaan' 

4 P10>P3 [oh' 

5 P3>P10 [sing sijine 

niku kering' (.4) cilik nqoten loh terus do- sing? { (???) 

6 P10>P3 {nduwéku 

dijiku ih siji ok' gari siji 

7 P3>P10 [ o:h lah niku masih enom Mas 

kulo qarwané Mbak Nun 

8 P10>P3 L lah ono wong sing dhuwé 

ginjel telu ngandel ra' 

9 P3>P10 [ lah engqi1i' 

English 

1 P3>P10 If [we change the topic to] my husband, he only has one 

kidney Bu. 

2 P10>P3 Yeahthat's alllhave [too]. 

3 P3>.P10 Urn not that one [kidney had to be removed], its hereditary. 

4 P10>P3 Oh. 

5 P3>P10 One of the them is small and shriveled [i.e. doesn't work] heh, 

and with the one that (???). 

6 P10>P3 Mine was removed heh, one heh [I] have one left. 

7 P3>P10 O:h yeah stiil young is my husband and Mbak Nur's husband. 

8 P10>P3 Heh [did you hear about] the person who has three kidneys? 

Do you believe that or not [i.e. we don't have enough and 

others have too many]? 

9 P3>P10 Yeah. 

As with Extract 06 there are asymmetries of code exchange; for example, on lines 

2 and 8 Bu Pujianto (PlO) uses the BJN forms aku "I/me" and ra "no/not", while 

Bu Saryono (P3) uses the BJK equivalents of these forms kulo (lines 1 and 7) and 
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niboten (line 3). In addition to this Bu Saryono consistently used other BJK forms, 

which marked her turns as BJK, while there were none present in any of Bu 

Pujianto's turns. In summary, it would appear that the use of BJK by the two 

younger and lower status participants (Bu Nurholis and Bu Saryono) to address 

their interlocutor (Bu Pujianto), and their interlocutor's subsequent replies in BJN 

suggests that in interactions among these people status and age determine code 

choice. 

7.2. Symmetric exchange of kromo Javanese (BJK). 

This section looks at some speech situations where BJK was exchanged 

symmetrically in interaction. Interestingly, we'll find that this symmetrical 

exchange of BJK occurs even where there are considerable differences in age 

and/or status, contrary to the previous section and to what some of the earlier 

research (e.g. Wolff & Poedjosoedarmo 1982) might lead us to expect (see Section 

3.4). 

Extract 08 represents a conversation that occurred during a male RT meeting in 

RT08 and like all RT meetings this one took place in the front room (kamar tarnu) 

of the host's house. At the time of this recording, nine of the total of ten 

participants had arrived: Pak Yusuf (P5) arrived five minutes after this 

conversation. Those present were regulars at this and other formal RT activities 

(they represent less than half of the male heads of household in this RT). Of the ten 

participants present four were non-Javanese, as can be seen in Diagram 03 on the 

following page, which shows the spatial setting of this speech situation. 

This interaction is between Pak Pujianto (P2) and Pak Joko (P9) and occurs about 

30 minutes into the recording. It is preceded by a group conversation about Pak 

Kris's attempts at securing some repayments for the material bought from him on 

credit by the RT in order to build the guard post. The conversation in this extract 

concerns another member of the RT, who to the surprise of the members of this RT 

had made his payment toward the guard post (40,000 rupiah) after a very long 

period of time during which he never paid any of his other RT social contribution 

commitments. 
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Diagram 03 An RT meeting in RT08 (Tape 49c) 
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Extract 08 taken from Tape 49c (554) 

1 P2>P9 ya Pak inqkang telpon Pak Tri Ldospundi (.2) qriyo nikuL 

(.5) 

2 P9>P2 wah meh mbayarmalah 

3 P2>P9 Lnbayar'-ya4. 

4 P9>P2 L >ingqih nikukulo> 

cegat niku mbayaz-pas nilaku niku kulo cegat ok Pak' 

English 

1 P2>P9 Yeah Pak the person who phoned Pak Tn, what's the story 
about that house. 

2 P9>P2 Wow, [he] wanted to pay would you believe. 
3 P2>P9 [He] paid, really? 
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4 P9>P2 Yeah, I stopped in front of him, [he] paid straight away when I 

stopped in front of him heh Pak. 

The above interaction is characterized by the symmetrical exchange of BJK, and at 

other times during this recording, they also exchanged other BJK forms, which 

marked their exchange as BJK rather than BJN. For example, in section 455 of the 

transcript for Tape 49c, Pak Pujianto uses dereng "not yet", while Pak Joko uses 

gadhab "to have", griyo "house" (which was also used by Pak Pujianto in the 

above transcript), niku "that", and sinten "who". In section 524 of the same 

transcript Pak Pujianto also uses the form wonten "there is/exists". It is also 

interesting to note here that apart from being older than Pak Joko, Pak Pujianto is 

also of much higher status, but nevertheless both exchanged BJK, rather than, 

say, Pak Pujianto addressing Pak Joko in BJN and receiving BJK as we might 

expect after reading some of the literature discussed in Section 3.4. Of equal 

importance here is the fact that all of the BJK forms had BJN equivalents (see 

Table 11 in Appendix E) and these participants knew these codes (Table 02). 

Hence if status and age were important they could have used these codes to index 

these differences. The fact that they didn't would suggest that we can rule out 

status and age as determinants of code choice in interactions among these two 

participants. 

Turning now to another interaction involving Pak Joko (P9), there is Extract 09 

below where he is now interacting with Pak Yusuf (P5). This interaction also 

occurs during the same RT meeting that Extract 08 was taken and it starts about 

35 minutes into the recording and shortly after Pak Yusuf's somewhat late arrival 

at the meeting. It is preceded by a short interaction with P6NJ (see Extract 02), 

who basically asks how he is and where has he been. Pak Yusuf hadn't attended a 

meeting nor paid his social contributions for seven months, nor had he paid 

toward the construction of the guard post. The interaction is punctuated with a 

nervous laughter from Pak Joko who knows that what he and Pak Taufik are doing 

(i.e. trying to get money from Pak Yusuf) will be a sensitive matter for Pak Yusuf, 

who is not well-off and does not have the amount of money that they (and the RT) 

is asking for. 
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Extract 09 taken from Tape 49c (628) 

1 P4>P5 Pak Widodo itu' (9) 

2 P5 Yusuf'(9) 

3 P9>P5 mriki nyidil wonten niku (2.2) 

4 P5>P9 (??? ??? ???) tak nggené niki riven hehehe (.4) gantian 

inggih. 

5 P9>P5 ngqih(2.2) 

6 P4>P5 lah nek niku rak Pak Widodo? (.8) 

7 P5>P4 {diganti  kulo géanko'1 

8 P9>P5 { tapi sanggup ingqih bapaké' (.5) 
9 P5>P4 arep kulo cicil toh ingqihkulo cicil (3.0) 

10 P4>P5 apa sing juku dalemé Pak Yusuf (.7) { hehehehehe] 

11 P5>P4 { (mboten??)kulo' (1.8) 

12 P4>P5 nggih Pak Wi Pak Widodo mawon to wongé (1.2) 

{ (??? ??? ???) 

13 P5>P4 { sing dalem Pak Widodo kulo mboten kerja' 

14 P9>P5 LwongPak  

Widodo kulo tagihi mriko? 

15 P5>P9 mboten ampun malah  kulo si::ng { diseneni manqké 
16 P9>P5 {ahhehe] Llah 

terus' (2.5) 

17 P9>P9 aku warn nagih rono mala4 hehe (2) 

18 P4>P4 1ah ge emben aku ketemu (.2) 

19 P5>P9&P4 mangké malah ampun Pak kulo malah kesalahan manqké' 
20 P9>P5 

ingqih hehe (.2) 

21 P4>P5 ya mu.ngkin perjanjian Pak Widodo dengan Pak Yusu± 

22 P5>P4 L 
inqgih' 

23 P4>P5 L "woh masa kowé manggon kono malah ento kabeh" 

(.3) 

24 P9>P5 a::: inggih' (.2) 

25 P5>P9 malah nyeneni jenenqan inqqih? hehe 
26 P9>P5 L hehehehe (2.0) jek 

iurané okehniki loh marahé' 
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27 P5>P9 Linqqih.iiikitaknyidilniki 

riven Pak' 

English 

1 P4>P5 That [money is from] Pak Widodo? 

2 P5 Yusuf. 

3 P9>P5 Here he [Pak Yusuf] said he would pay it off [i.e. the seven 

months he is in arrears for social contributions]. 

4 P5>P9 (??? ??? ???) I'll pay the [social contributions] first hehehe, 

[then when that's finished I'll] change [and pay my 

contributions for the guard post], what do you think? 

5 P9>P5 OK. 

6 P4>P5 Ah if [we are talking about] that [house], that isn't Pak 

Widodo's? 

7 P5>P4 I only recently moved in. 

8 P9>P5 But he is able to pay heh [i.e. Pak Widodo can afford to pay the 
arrears and towards the guard post]? 

9 P5>P4 I want to pay it off heh, I'll pay it off. 

10 P4>P5 Was it you who bought the house? Hehehehehehe. 

11 P5>P4 No,notme. 

12 P4>P5 Yeah Pak Wi Pak Widodo was the one heh [who bought the 

house, that Pak Yusuf is now living in]. 

13 P5>P4 Its Pak Widodo's house, I don't have a job. 

14 P9>P5 I'll go and ask Pak Widodo to pay the contributions. 

15 P5>P9 Please don't, the result will be that he'll get mad at me. 
16 P9>P5 Ah hehe. So [what do we do about the guard post]? 
17 P9>P9 I'm game enough to go and ask [Pak Widodo] to pay 

contributions, but I couldn't be bothered hehe. 
18 P4>P4 The other day I run into him [i.e. Pak Widodo]. 
19 P5>P9&P4 Later, the result, please Pak [if you approach Pak Widodo] 

then I'll be in trouble. 

20 P9>P5 0: yeah hehe. 

21 P4>P5 Yeah maybe the arrangements between Pak Widodo and Pak 
Yusuf. 

22 P5>P4 Yeah [I'm listening, go on]. 
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23 P4>P5 [If asked to pay by you, Pak Widodo might say] "what do you 

mean, you live there, yet I'm the one who has to pay". 

24 P9>P5 O:::yeahhehehe. 

25 P5>P9 In fact, [then] he can get mad at you heh [instead of me] hehe. 

26 P9>P5 Hehehehe, the problem is, is that [your] social contributions 

haven't been paid. 

27 P5>P9 Yeah ok. This [house, i.e. the one he is living m] I'll pay this off 

first Pak 

The above interaction is characterized by a symmetrical exchange of BJK; for 

example, Pak Yusuf (P5) and Pak Joko (P9) both use the BJK forms niki "this" 
(lines 4 and 26), inggth "yes" (lines 4, 5, 20, 24, and 25) and kulo "I/me" (lines 14 
and 15). In the above interaction there is also some evidence that would suggest 
Pak Taufik (P4) also symmetrically exchanges BJK with Pak Yusuf (P5). For 
example, Pak Taufik uses forms associated with BJK utterances, including niku 
"that" (line 6), (i)nggih "yes", and mawon "only" (line 12), while Pak Yusuf uses 

kulo "I/me", niboten "no/not", inggTh "yes". (It is also noteworthy that on line 21 
Pak Taufik used NSI; such matters of codeswitching will be treated in Section 7.5). 
Looking briefly at the relative age and status of the participants in Extract 09 I 
note that there are even larger differences in the status and age of the participants 
than in Extract 08. At 28 years of age Pak Yusuf is the youngest participant among 
the three. In fact, he is 32 years younger than Pak Taufik and 36 years younger 
than Pak Joko. In terms of status, both Pak Joko and Pak Taufik are of higher 

status than Pak Yusuf. Since there are in fact BJN equivalents for these BJK forms 
(see Table 16 in Appendix E) and these participants knew these codes (Table 02) 

we can also argue that if status and age were important for these people they 
could have used these codes to index these differences. The fact that they didn't 
would suggest that we can rule out status and age as a determinant of code 
choice in interactions among these people. 

There were of course many other Javanese heads of household who exchanged 
BJK in their interactions with one another. For example, Pak Taufik (P4) 

exchanged BJK with Pak Joko (P9) (see Extracts 10 and 11 in Appendix F) and Pak 
Sugiono (see Extracts 13 and 16 in Appendix F). Pak Sugiono (P12) exchanged BJK 
with Pak Tn (P 13) (see Extract 12 in Appendix F) and Pak Joko (P9) (see Extract 19 
in Appendix F). In addition to Appendix F, Appendix C also provides additional 

examples if one wishes to examine the original recording transcripts. For example, 
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Tapes 44c and 49c provide many examples of these patterns of exchange (mainly 

BJK) used in interactions among the Javanese male heads of household from 

RT08. In contexts outside of RT meetings, for example in conversations at the 

guard post, at working bees and at badminton matches, I also observed these 

male heads of household exchange BJK among themselves as well as with other 

as yet unmentioned members. Pak Saryono was another person who regularly 

exchanged BJK with heads of household such as Pak Taufik. For example, they 

both used niki, "this", niku "that", kulo "I/me", dereng "not yet", pinten "how 

much", sinten "who", wonten "there is/exists", and so on, all of which have BJN 

equivalents (see Tables 15 and 16 in Appendix E), which they both knew (Table 

02). 

Looking briefly at these people's status and age also shows that Pak Saryono is 

close to twenty years younger than Pak Taufik and also of lower status than him, 

but despite these differences they exchange BJK, which suggests that in 

interactions among them status and age were not determinants of code choice. 

For the others there were only differences in either status or age but not both; for 

example, Pak Tri and Pak Sugiono were of similar age but of vastly different status 

(Pak Tri was easily the wealthiest person in RT08). Pak Taufik and Pak Joko were 

also of similar age but differing status: Pak Taufik was the higher status person in 

this pair. Since these two pairs also exchanged BJK despite differences in status 

we can say that status does not appear to determine code choice in interactions 

among them. 

Pak Taufik and Pak Sugiono represented a pair who were of similar status, but of 

differing ages (Pak Taufik was 15 years older than Pak Sugiono) and since they 

also exchanged BJK we can say that age does not appear to be a determinant of 

code choice in interactions between them. In fact, of the six pairs there was only 

one (Pak Sugiono and Pak Joko) where status and/or age could not be easily ruled 

out as determinants of code choice. This was because their relative status and age 

did not fit easily into a comparative framework; for example, Pak Joko was older 

but of lower status in terms of income, material possessions and education. 

Nevertheless that fact that status and age weren't determinants of code choice in 

their interactions with others would make it hard to maintain that it was in 

interactions among them. 
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Turning now to a number of female interactions that occurred during RT meetings, 
we have Extract 10, where Bu Nurholis (P8) is interacting with Bu Indro (P2). This 
interaction takes place during an RT meeting that occurs four months prior to the 
one that the interactions in Extracts 06 and 07 were taken. Fifteen of the twenty-

three female heads of households attended this meeting (P15 was a domestic 

maid and only present for long enough to pay her boss's contributions). With the 
exception of P21NJ, most present were regulars. Ethnically six of the participants 
were non-Javanese, while the other nine came from various areas around Central 
Java. Diagram 04 on the following page shows the spatial setting of this speech 

situation. The conversation occurs about twenty-five minutes into the meeting 
and is preceded by a group conversation discussing Bu Indro's move to Pemalang. 

Diagram 04 An RT meeting in RT08 (Tape 18c) 
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Extract 10 taken from Tape 18c (427) 

1 P8>P2 { pindah pundi toh Bu' (.4) 

2 P2>P8 neng Pemalang Bu' 

P8>P2 L o:h? >sedanten'> (.4) 

.4 P2>P8 injjih? Bu' { hehe 

5 P8>P2 {o::h?/ 

6 P19>all { jadi? (1.5) ke Pemalang? (.2) ikut suami tugas di sana? (.6) 
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7 P11 wis dikeluarkan' (This utterance occurs in parallel to the 

conversation occurring on lines 1 to 5) 

8 P19 L ml dikeluarkan dulu' 

9 P18 L 
he'eh 

10 P13? [keluarkari dulu' 

11 P18 [ ya menciing{ dikeluarkan'] 

12 P2 { nanti saya kurang 

berapa:: 

13 P11? [clipotongwae'(.3) 

14 P19 lihat berapa yang' 

15 P6 [ya dikeluarkan Bu Indro aja { engga usah 

endakusah (???) ok' 

16 P19 { he'eh' (.2) jadi 

Bu Indro (1.2) { kurangnya? 

17 P8>P2 { Bu Indro jyuwun séwu tanggalé? tanggal 

pinten Bu' (.3) nanti kulo maturBu RT soalé? Bu RT -deren 

nqerto4 (.3) 

1$ P2>P8 Oh manqké nek anu? kulo maturBu::? Nurholis ingqih? (.7) 

pasthinipun' (.4) 

19 P8>P2 >tanggalé pinten { nanti kulo matur> Bu 1-RT'] 

20 P2>P8 { sekitar tanggal? lima belasan injjih' (.7) 

21 P8>P2 limabela:s' 

22 P2>P8 [injjih? insya'Allah? 

English 

1 P8>P2 Where are you moving to Bu? 

2 P2>P8 To Pemalang Bu. 

3 P8>P2 Oh, everyone? 

4 P2>P8 YeahBuhehe. 

5 P8>P2 O:h. 

6 P19>P2 Its happening [your move], to Pemalang, [your] going with 

your husband to a new job there? 

7 P11 Ok [we have to] to draw the [arisan]. 

8 P19 [Yeah] draw [the arisan] first. 

162 



9 P18 Heeh. 

10 P13? [Yeah] draw [the arisan] first. 

11 P18 Yeah its best to draw [the arisan]. 

12 P2 How much willlowe? 

13 P11? Just reduce it [by the contributions that you owe]. 

14 P19 Have a look at how much that is. 

15 P6 Yeah draw [the arisan], Bu Indro its not necessary its not 

necessary (???)heh [to pay anything]. 

16 P19 He'eh, so Bu Indro is short [how much in her contributions]? 

17 P8>P2 Bu Indro, excuse me the date, what date [are you moving] Bu? 

I'll tell Bu RT [i.e. the wife of the head of the RT] because Bu 

RT doesn't yet know [your plans]. 

18 P2>P8 Oh later if urn, I'll tell [you] Bu Nurholis how about that? The 

exact [date you'll pass on the information to Bu RT]. 

19 P8>P2 What date, I'll tell Bu RT? 

20 P2>P8 Around the 151h  yeah. 

21 P8>P2 The fifteenth. 

22 P2>P8 Yeah, Allah willing. 

In the above interaction the participants exchange BJK and the self-abasing BJKI 

form matur "to tell" (often referred to as kromo andhap: see e.g. Keeler 1984: 356; 

Wolff & Poedjosoedarmo 1982: 39-40). In terms of relative status and age Bu 

Nurholis is ten years younger than Bu Indro and of much lower status. As with the 

previous male interactions there are BJN equivalents for most of the BJK forms 

(see Table 17 in Appendix E) and they knew these forms (Table 03). Hence we can 

say that the exchange of BJK despite large differences in status and age suggests 

that status and age are not determinants of code choice for these people. It is also 

interesting to note here that the only asymmetrical usage is where Bu Indro the 

older and higher status person attaches the BJK suffix pun to the base pasthi to 
form the word pasthinipun "the exact/precise". Bu Nurholis on the other hand, 

always attaches the BJN suffix" é" to bases like tanggal "date" on lines 17 and 19. 

In other words, if age and status were important determinants of code choice in 

interactions among these two people we would expect that Bu Indro would be 

using the suffix "é", while Bu Nurholis would use the BJK suffix pun. 

Turning to another pair of female heads of household who regularly exchanged 

BJK we have Extract 11, which represents an interaction between Bu Sugiono 
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(P12) and Bu Saryono (P3). This interaction occurred during the same RT meeting 

as described in Extracts 06 and 07 in Section 7.2. This interaction occurs some ten 

minutes into the recording. Here Bu Saryono builds on a conversational exchange 

between Bu Pujianto (PlO) and Bu Abdurrabman (P14NJ) about a demonstration of 

household wares carried out by a family member of Bu Pujianto. 

Extract 11 taken from Tape 27c (205) 

1 P3>P12 iki ujané nek demo kih rnalahkulo botenngabari Bu 

Warno hi: lali wis tak jatah iki ko' (.6) kialen i.toh (.2) 

niku filergias (1.8) toples toplesan' (.3) 

2 P12>P3 anudasawisma (??? ??? ???)' 

P3>P12 L dasa wisma nun enten 

peralatan' (6) wong wis tak kei wektu dewé dewé' 

(1.6) kan katah ngono sing arep demo tak antreni iso 

(???)' (2.8) 

4 P3>P12 perawatan:: tubuh' (.5) ujané ku1opp anu? (1.1) 

ngerasaké' (1.3) 

5 P18NJ>P3 demo apa Bu (.7) 

6 P3>18NJ anululuran terusdikei masker' (6) 

7 P18NJ>P3 ohiya'(.2) 

8 P3>P18NJ&P12 dimasker saawaké (.3) 

9 P18>P3&P12 saya sudah' (1.7) 

10 P3>P18NJ di Sanggar Pun? (.2) 

11 P18NJ>P3 bukan(1)mertua saya duluhehe 

12 P3>P18NJ L o:::h hehe (.6) 

13 P3>P12&P18NJ biasané kan kalog Griyo Griyo terus { ko ono demo 

diajak teman saya lima belas ribu] 

14 P18NJ>P3&P12 { kan saya juga 

suka itu ada e: perawatan kecantikan itu' (2.0) 

15 P3>P18NJ&P12 pakai mandi sauna' (1.1) 

16 P3>P12 niku toh dipanasi saawak dikei jas koyo jas gudhé Bu 

wah sumu buwanget' (1.4) 

.11 P12>P3 tencr Griyo' (.6) 

13 P3>P12 tencr Griyo dadiné niku ning umah sing Purl 

Anjasmoro' (.4) 



19 P12>P3&P18NJ yang datang ke rumah' (.2) 

20 P3>P12 engqih (.6) nek Griyo kan mriku:' (.3) 

21 P12>P3 engqh(.2) 

22 P3>P12 kulo nek biasog mriku' (.5) 

23 P12>P3 heeh' (.2) 

24 P3>P12 krimbat' 

English 

1 P3>P12 I should have let Bu Wamo know about the tupperware 

demonstration [that PlO and P14 are talking about] but I 

forgot, even though I wrote it down. 

2 P12>P3 Was it [a demo] at dasa wisma [see Section 5.3.1 for an 

explanation of dasa wisma] (??? ??? ???)? 

3 P3>P12 Dasa wisma has already had [one of the scheduled 

businesses come in and give a] kitchenware 

demonstration. [All of these businesses] have to be 

scheduled, there are so many businesses that are lining 

up to give demonstrations [at dasa wisma]. 

4 P3>P12 Beauty therapy, actually I have tried it. 

5 P3>P12 I've already had beauty therapy [at one of these 

demonstrations]. 

6 P18NJ>P3 What sort of demonstration Bu? 

7 P3> 18NJ [My skin] was given a mask like a facemask [and my 

face] a facemask. 

8 P18NJ>P3 Oh yeah. 

9 P3> 18NJ&P12 My whole body was given a mask. 

10 P18>P3&P12 I've already [had a beauty treatment]. 
11 P3>P18NJ At Sanggar Purl (the name of a beauty salon). 
12 P18NJ>P3 No my mother in law he he. 

13 P3>P18NJ O:h. 

14 P3>P12&P18NJ Usually heh, if at Griyo Griyo [beauty salon], heh there's 

a demo, [says my friend] I am invited [there] by my 

friend, [and it costs] fifteen thousand [rupiah for a 

beauty treatment]. 

15 P18>P12 Yeah, I also like beauty therapy. 
16 P3>P18&P12 [You] use a sauna? 
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17 P3>P12 You know your whole body is heated [in the sauna and] 

your given a jacket like- a large jacket Bu, wow it is 

unbelievably hot. 

18 P12>P3 At Griyo [beauty salon]. 

19 P3>P12 Yeah at Griyo. So the one who visits your home is at Pun 

Anjasmoro. 

20 P12>P3&P18 The one who comes to [your] home? 
21 P3>P12 Yeah if [it is] Griyo [that we are talking about] its over 

there [down the road] heh. 

22 P12>P3 Yeah. 

23 P3>P12 Usually I go there [to Griyo]. 

24 P12>P3 Heeh. 

25 P3>P12 [For] a facial. 

In the above interaction there is evidence of some symmetrical BJK exchange 
between Bu Sugiono (P12) and Bu Saryono (P3). In terms of relative age both 
participants are of similar age; Bu Sugiono (P12) is 42 years and Bu Saryono (P3) is 
41 years. In terms of relative status, Bu Sugiono (P12) is of higher status than Bu 
Saryono (P3). As with the interaction between Bu Nurholis and Bu Indro, the 
existence of BJN equivalents for the BJK forms used and the fact that they knew 
these forms (see Table 18 in Appendix E and Table 03 in Section 6.1) suggests 
that status is not a determinant of code choice. 

The fact that Bu Sugiono used little BJK in the above interaction may raise 
questions as to whether this extract is representative of her interactions with Bu 
Saryono. However, a number of informants noted that Bu Sugiono was a person of 
few words (this was seen as a very positive attribute), who always used BJK 
when involved in interaction with Javanese female heads of household of this RT, 
such as Bu Saryono (P3), Bu Joko (P6), Bu Nurholis (P8), Bu Yulianto (P15), Bu 
Yudianto (P4) and Bu Mugiono (PlO). Of these Bu Sugiono was older and of higher 
status than Bu Nurholis and Bu Yudianto and hence we can say that in 
interactions among these people status and age did not appear to determine code 
choice. We can also say that status does not appear to be an important 
determinant of code choice in interactions between Bu Sugiono and Bu Joko 
because BJK was exchanged despite Bu Joko's lower status. For the remaining 
two it is difficult to determine whether status and age influence code choice 
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because Bu Sugiono was older but of lower status than Bu Yulianto, and younger 
but of higher status than Bu Mugiono. 

It is also worthy of note here that Bu Sugiono's occasional use of Indonesian in 
Extract 11 above may raise questions as to whether this might be better treated in 
Section 7.5 on codeswitching. However, I have chosen to present it here because 
the involvement of Bu Zainudin (P18NJ), who was a peripheral/sometime 
immediate non-Javanese participant, may have influenced code choice (i.e. 
codeswitching was related to persons involved rather than other factors). For 
example, Bu Sugiono (P12) may have had her doubts about the ability of Bu 
Zainudin to understand BJK and hence used Indonesian in order to include her in 
the interaction. 

Thus far we have looked at male and female interactions where BJK was 
exchanged symmetrically. Surprisingly many of these interactions were among 
participants who differed in either status or age or both and this would suggest 
that status and age are not important determinants of code choice in interactions 
among these people. Of course many male and female interactions among the 
Javanese heads of household of this RT were also characterized by the use of BJN, 
and we will cover this in the next section before re-evaluating the bases for code 
choice in Section 7.4. 

7.3. Symmetric exchange of ngoko Javanese (BJN) 

This section looks at some speech situations where BJN was symmetrically 
exchanged in interactions among the Javanese heads of household of this RT. As 
with the previous section we will find that contrary to some of the previous 
research (e.g. Wolff & Poedjosoedanno 1982) these symmetrical exchanges of BJN 
occur even when there are considerable differences in age and/or status of the 
participants. 

In RT08 I rarely observed and never recorded any of the male heads of household 
exchanging BJN. In fact, Pak Nurholis (P16) and Pak Yudianto (P14) and Pak Dono 
(P11) and Pak Yudianto (P14) were the only two people I observed exchanging 
BJN. In terms of status and age Pak Yudianto is older and of higher status than 
Pak Nurholis and Pak Dono was of the same age but of higher status than Pak 
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Yudianto. Hence we can also suggest that status and age do not appear to be 
determinants of code choice in interactions among these pairs of speakers. 

On the other hand, there were a number of female members whose interactions 
were characterized by the exchange of BJN. Extract 12 below represents such an 
interaction where Bu Nurholis (P8) is interacting with Bu Yudianto (P4). This 
interaction takes place during the same RT meeting that Extracts 06 and 07 in 
Section 7.1 were taken, and the conversation starts after Bu Feizel is queried 
about her lateness arriving. (She explains that she did not receive the invitation, 
which are usually delivered a day or less prior to the meeting to the RT member's 
house by the host's children). 

Extract 12 taken from tape 27c (319) 

1 P4>P8 aku ya deloki' (.6) 

2 P8>P4 lah sopo anaké Bu Yulianto kih ngundtzaziganaklnr.(.1) tak 
delok (.1) En (Bu Yulianto's daughter) nge'i undha.ngan ning 

anakku "loh aku meh ning Bu Pujianto aku meh meh ngithn 

undhangazi mom ngono "oh iyo aku ke1iru undhangané" 
[unbroken double underline indicates said while laughing] 
hehe' (.2) 

3 P4>P8 oh oh ora mudheng' 

English 

1 P4>P8 [Yeah] I saw her place [empty]. 

2 P8>P4 Now who was it, Bu Yulianto's child was the one who gave 

the invitation to my child [not P4's child], I saw En (Bu 

Yulianto's daughter) give an invitation to my child [Bu 

Yulianto's child said] "I'm going to Bu Pujianto's, I want want 

to give [her] an invitation" so [she] said, [she also said] "oh 
I've got the invitations mixed up" hehe. 

3 P4>P8 Oh oh [I] didn't know that. 

As can be seen in the above extract Bu Nurholis (P8) and Bu Yudianto (P4) 
symmetrically exchange EJN forms. There are also BJK equivalents for these forms 
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(see Table 19 in Appendix E), which they both knew (Table 03) and when this 
information is considered in conjunction with information about their relative 
status and age - Bu Nurholis is of similar age but lower status than Bu Yudianto - 
it leads us to the conclusion that status does not appear to be a determinant of 
code choice in interactions among these two. 

Bu Nurholis also used BJN in her interactions with Bu Saryono (P3) as can be seen 
in Extract 13 on the following page, which was recorded in an RT meeting that 
occurred some six months prior to the RT meeting from which the previous extract 
was taken. In this meeting 14 of the 23 female heads of households attended and 
all present were regulars. Ethnically, six of the participants were non-Javanese, 
while the other nine came from various areas of Central Java. Diagram 05 below 
shows the spatial setting of this speech situation. The extract occurs about thirty 
minutes into the meeting and is preceded by a group conversation where they 
agree that they do not need to decide now what food will be cooked for the 
Independence Day celebrations. 

Diagram 05 An RT meeting in RT08 (Tape lOc) 
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Extract 13 taken from Tape lOc (630) 

1 P3>P8 oh iya Bu Nuxholis ge enling rewangi aku ngqih balita (.5) 

2 P8>P3 rewangi opo? 

3 P3>P8 L rewangi masak balita' (1.7) 

4 P8>P3 aku(??? ???) rewangi' (.3) 

5 P3>P8 aku soalé rak iso sesok Bu1. 

fi P8>P3 [ohemohsisan rak wis 

ngono masaké jenengan aku melu rewangi ngono' (.3) 

aku emoh nek kon masak' (.3) 

7 P19>P3? masakkacangijo(.3) 

8 P13?>P3 meh kanggo opo toh? (.3) 

9 P19&P3>P13? ibalital' 

10 P19>P3 [rak dhuwé wektu rak ono wektu' 

II P3>P8 L aku panciné 

dhuwé kuwi' (.9) 

12 P8>P3 rak usah emoh aku Bu? (.1) jenengan takbantu ngono 
waé lah (.1) aku dheweké ra iso masak meh bantu opo 
bantu bantu ngususi kacang ijo bantu bantu marut kelopo 
ngono' (.7) aku nolak ora kepenak aku ujané' 

7 P19>P3? 

Oh yeah Bu Nurholis, tomorrow help me heh, with the 
infants (each month the RW holds immunization and health 

checks for the infants. Each time this happens a member 

from one of the eight RT in this RW has to take a turn to 
cook for the infants who are brought by their mothers). 
Help with what? 

Help with the cooking [for] the infants. 

I (??? ???) help. 

My problems is that I can't [cook] tomorrow Bu. 

Oh it's like this, [I] really don't want to, [ok] you do the 

cooking and I'll come along to help, what about that? I 
don't want to if I'm the one who is told to cook. 

Is it cooking green lentil porridge? 

English 

1 P3>P8 

2 P8>P3 

3 P3>P8 

4 P8>P3 

5 P3>P8 

6 P8>P3 
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8 P13?>P3 For what heh? 

9 P19&P3>P13? [For] the infants. 

10 P19>P3 [I] don't have the time, [I] don't have the time. 
11 P3>P8 I have the pans [i.e. you take them and cook]. 
12 P8>P3 That's not necessary I don't want to [cook] Bu. I'll help you 

what about that? I can't cook [i.e. my cooking is terrible], 
[I'll] help with whatever, help out washing the lentil and 

help out grating the coconut heh. Actually, I refuse [not 

because I don't want to help], but because I don't feel right 
[about cooking seeing I am a terrible cook]. 

The above interaction between Bu Nurholis (P8) and Bu Saryono (P3) is 
characterized by the symmetrical exchange of BJN, with the exception of a couple 
of BJK forms, namely enjing "early morning", nggih "yes" (line 1) and jenengan 
"you" (lines 6 and 12), which in this case do not turn the exchange into a BJK 
exchange. The reason I suggest that this is not a BJK exchange is that other forms 
more commonly associated with BJK were not used in this interaction nor any of 
their other interactions that I observed or heard about. Perhaps this usage can be 
explained if we consider what these BJK forms may have been doing. For 
example, one informant noted that Bu Saxyono's use of BJK here was perhaps a 
way of flattering her interlocutor, since the utterance was really a face threatening 
act. That is, Bu Saryono was not asking for help, but rather telling Bu Nurholis to 
help. (Section 7.5 further discusses matters of codeswitching). 

It is also interesting to note that Bu Saryono (P3) is some twelve years older than 
Bu Nurholis (P8) and also of higher status. The fact that there are also BJK 
equivalents for most of the BJN forms, which they both knew (see Table 20 in 
Appendix E and Table 03 in Section 6.1) suggests that status and age may not be 
important determinants of code choice in interactions among these two people. Bu 
Saryono also exchanged BJN with Bu Joko as can be seen in Extracts 14 and 15 in 
Appendix F. These people were of similar age but Bu Saryono was of higher 
status. As with the previous two extracts there were also many BJK equivalents 
for these BJN forms, which they knew (see e.g. Tables 19 & 20 in Appendix E, 
Table 03 in Section 6.1) and again this would suggest that status is not a 
determinant of code choice in interactions between these two people. 
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Thus far we have looked at male and female interactions where BJN was 
exchanged symmetrically. As with Section 7.2 many of these interactions were 
among participants who differed in either status and/or age and this would 
suggest that status and age are not important determinants of code choice in 
interactions among these people. Accordingly the following section looks at other 
factors that may have lead to the code choices described in Sections 7.2 and 7.3. 

7.4. Person-related bases for code choice 

The preceding three sections have presented examples of the asymmetrical 
exchange of BJN/BJK and of the symmetric exchange of BJK and of BJN. From 
Section 7.1 we saw that the asymmetric exchange of BJN and BJK was in accord 
with what Wolff and Poedjosoedanno (1982: 4-5, 15) suggested, that is that 
inequalities in status and/or age often lead to asymmetrical code exchange. When 
we looked at symmetric exchanges of BJK and BJN, however, we saw that either 
of these could also be between people differing considerably in age and/or status. 
Even though earlier research, such as that of Bax (1974), Errington (1985), and 
Smith-Hefner (1983) have already reported that this type of pattern is also found in 
Javanese speaking communities, nevertheless we are still faced with two 
questions, namely (1) why age or status differences only sometimes seems to lead 
to asymmetrical BJN/BJK, and (2) when it doesn't, what is the basis for choosing 
to use BJN symmetrically or else BJK symmetrically? 

In preparing to consider these questions we can first note that code choice does at 
least seem to depend on the people involved, much more than on such other 
possibilities as the topic or purpose of the interaction. For example for the male 
Javanese heads of household the symmetrical exchange of BJK described in 
Section 7.2 could also be observed at badminton games, preparations for religious 
and Independence Day celebrations, conversations at the guard post, or at 
working bees. A similar story of consistent use of a particular code with the same 
person despite differences in location or topic could also be seen in my data for 
the female Javanese heads of households. 

Thus to the extent we were able to observe interactions among the same pairs of 
people, each pair tended to stick to the same code choice. The foUowing matrices 
actually show which choice was made by each pair; separate matrices are used 
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for the men and women of RT08 because we seldom observed interactions 

between the two. The matrices are actually half matrices with the names on the 
diagonal; simply read across from one name or down from the other to find which 
code they generally use with each other. The asymmetric choices are shown as 
either BJK/BJN or BJN/BJK, where the first is the code used by the person at the 
top of the column and the second is the code returned by the person at the end of 
the row. 

Table 08 Code choice among male Javanese of RT08 

(P1) Pak 

Saryono 

BJK (P2)Pak 
Pujianto 

(P4) Pak BJK BJK 

Taufik 

BJK (P5)Pak BJK BJK 

BJK 

Yusuf 

BJK (P9) Pak BJK BJI( 

BJK BJK 

Joko 

BJK (P 10) Pak BJK BJK 

BJK BJK BJK 

Mardiono 

BJK (P11) Pak BJK BJK 

BJK BJK BJK BJK 

Dono 

BJK (P12) Pak BJK BJK 

BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK 

Sugiono 

BJK (P13) Pak BJK BJK 

BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK 

Tn 

BJK (P14) Pi BJK BJK 

BJK BJK BJK BJK 

BJN 

BJK BJK BJK 

Yudianto 

BJK BJK BJK 

Yulianto 
BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK 5E1 

BiN Nurholis 
BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK [ 19ii 

Sumaryono 
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Table 09 Code choice among female Javanese of RT08 

(P1)BuDono 

BJK I (P2) Bu Indro 

BJK BJK (P3) Bu 

Saryono 

(P4) Bu BJK BJK 

BJN Yudianto 

BJK (P5) Bu BJK BJK BJK 

BJK 

Mardiono 

BJK (P6) Bu Joko BJK BJK 

BJN 

BJK BJK (PB) Bu BJK BJX 

BJN 

BJK/ BJK/ 

BJN 

BJK/ 

Nurholis 

BJK/ (P 10) Bu BJK/ BJK/ BJK/ 

BJN BJN BJN BJN 

BJK 

BJN 

BJK 

BJN 

BJK 

BJN 

BJK 

Pujianto 

BJK (P11)Bu BJK BJK BJK 

BJK BJK BJK BJK BJN/ 

Suntoro 

BJK (P12) Bu BJK BJK BJK 

BJK BJK BJK BJK 

BJK 

BJN/ BJK 

Sugiono 

BJK (P13) Bu Roni BJK BJK BJK 

BJK 

BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJN/ BJK BJK BJK (P15) Bu 

BJK Yulianto 

BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJN/ BJK BJK BJK BJK (P16) Eu 

BJK Tn 

EJK 53K BJK BJK BJK BJK 53K BJN/ BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK I  (P22) Bu 

BJK Matius 

You can see that all instances of asymmetric exchange involved Bu Pujianto, who 

in fact uses BJN with all other woman she was observed speaking to, but always 

received BJK in return. What is distinctive about Bu Pujianto is that she is the 

oldest woman in RT08. I suppose it would be possible to imagine that this 

asymmetrical pattern might be used (and could continue in the future to be used) 

with just the very elderly, but the more obvious interpretation might be that Bu 

Pujianto is old enough to follow and expect an obsolescent pattern of code choice 

that was more prevalent some twenty years ago among people of her social 

background, when Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo (1982) undertook their study. 

Bringing in other data from my interviews with Bu Pujianto and other older 

generation speakers supports this interpretation. For example, these older 

generation speakers (i.e. those in their sixties to mid seventies) often noted that 

older speakers needed to be diajeni (respected). In terms of code exchange, this 

meant they could give BJN and receive BJK from their younger interlocutor. 
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For none of the other pairs - male or female - was there any evidence that age and 
status made a difference. One can nonetheless consider whether the choice 

between BJN or BJK was in accord with a pattern common to the earlier research 
on Javanese (see Section 3.4), namely whether differences in familiarity lead to 

these symmetrical exchanges of BJN and BJK. The rest of this section will take up 

this issue by looking at how frequently the Javanese of this RT interacted 
amongst themselves in this RT during the course of their daily activities. 

I have chosen to talk in terms of frequency of interaction, rather than 'familiarity' 
for a number of reasons. The first is that it could be argued that things like 
intimacy or familiarity are often the result of frequent interaction. In other words, 
we would expect those who never interact or rarely interact with others to be 
neither familiar nor intimate with them. On the other hand, for those who 

frequently interact we would expect that they could be classified as familiars or 
intimates. The second reason for choosing this term is that, although Chapter 5 
did not give any quantitative measure of frequency of interaction, nevertheless it 
did show how each of the RT and their members were orientated towards certain 
levels of interaction; for example females interacted more frequently than males. 
Just as importantly, informants often noted that one of the criteria for intimate 

relationships, in this case friends (teman) or good friends (sehabat), was frequent 
interaction (sering bergaul). Hence, using frequency of interaction as a factor for 
judging social relationships is also appropriate from the perspective of members of 
this community. 

Let's first consider the males who exchanged BJK symmetrically. Looking at the 
daily routine of Pak Pujianto (P2), who exchanged BJK with Pak Joko (P9) in 

Extract 08 (Section 7.2), I note that although he was a pensioner and in fact the 
eldest member of this RT, nevertheless he never missed one of the RT meetings 
during the length of my research. He also very occasionally attended working 
bees, and was always present at Independence Day celebrations and religious 
celebrations held in the RT, like the end of fasting month Halal Bihalal gathering. 
However, apart from these occasions, he rarely interacted with his neighbors, 
even those who were his immediate neighbors. The main reason for this was that 

he kept himself busy by running a stationary and photocopying shop attached to 
his house. He looked after this shop from around eight in the morning until five in 
the evening everyday, although sickness sometimes meant that his son would do 
this. We might say that his daily routine kept him reasonably busy, but not to the 
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extent that it made it difficult to socialize with his neighbors should he have 
wanted to. His neighbors who lived directly in front of him (to his left was an 
empty house and to his right was an empty garage attached to a shop) were in 
fact also pensioners and might expect them to also have to spare time to socialize. 
However, Pak Joko (P9 from Extract 09), who was one of them, was also busy from 
about six in the morning until five in the afternoon tending his small business. 
Hence, they had little chance to interact during normal working hours. 

In any case, from my conversations with Pak Pujianto I got the impression that he 
did not particularly like to mix with Pak Joko. The first clues to this came when I 
was asking Pak Pujianto who else I should practice my Javanese with. He 
suggested Pak Saryono due to him being from Solo, but directly warned against 
seeing Pak Joko, who he said would not know. He hastened to add that his own 
expertise was due to his education, his city upbringing, and royal background (he 
had the title of Raden). In other words, he was saying that since Pak Joko was 
from a rural area, had no education apart from primary school, and no royal 
background, he had no expertise in Javanese. Perhaps the lack of interaction 
between them was in fact avoidance of interaction as a result of Pak Joko not 
being able to speak to Pak Pujianto in a way that Pak Pujianto saw as appropriate. 
As noted in Section 4.5.3 and 4.7, earlier research on Javanese suggests that 
avoidance is one way of showing disapproval. In RT meetings they rarely broke off 
from the main group discussion into a private separate conversation: the 

conversation presented in Extract 09 is in fact the only example of an extended 
interaction. This can be compared with other interactions with younger non-
Javanese, like Pak Abdurrabman, where they interact over many turns (see e.g. 
Extract 05 in Appendix F, or the interaction shortly following it in the transcript for 
Tape 49c). Whatever the personal reasons for not interacting with Pak Joko, 
nevertheless they rarely interacted outside of RT activities. 

Turning now to the daily routine of another member of the RT who tended to use 
BJK in his interactions with Pak Joko we have Pak Yusuf (PS in Extract 09). Pak 
Yusuf almost never attended RT functions or Independence Day celebrations, and 
in fact, this was the only RT meeting that he attended during my stay in RT08. In 
terms of his daily activities, Pak Yusuf worked organizing passports from Monday 
to Saturday and had departed for work by seven in the morning and only returned 
home at around four in the afternoon (the immigration office closed at three, but 
was located an hour's ride from RT08). After returning home from work, Pak Yusuf 
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often spent his afternoons playing chess at a neighboring RT, where his brother 
Pak Widodo lived (he noted that he went to another RT to play chess since there 
was no one in RT08 who was around at this time of day). 

I also suspect that he may have in fact found a chess partner with Pak Joko, but as 
the poorest member of the RT Pak Yusuf might have been sun gkan "embarrassed" 
to impose on Pak Joko. For example, he may have thought that the wealthier were 
also a lot busier than he and hence had no time to play. This reason was in fact 
given by other members of the RT when noting why they thought Pak Yusuf's wife 
never attended female RT activities. It was also the case that avoiding 
interactions with Pak Joko, who often collected monies on the RT's behalf, meant 
that Pak Yusuf did not have to make contributions toward the upkeep of RT 
infrastructuie and so on. In summary, Pak Yusuf almost never interacted with 
other members of this RT, including Pak Joko. He also lived at the opposite end of 
the RT to Pak Joko, which also made encounter unlikely while one was going 
about chores around the house and so on. 

Pak Taufik (P4), the other person who exchanged BJK with Pak Yusuf in Extract 
09, in fact lived about sixty meters down the road from Pak Yusuf. Nevertheless, I 
never saw or heard of Pak Taufik interacting with Pak Yusuf on a regular or any 
other basis. Like Pak Joko and Pak Pujianto, Pak Taufik had little time to interact 
with his neighbors. However, this was more a result of his strong religious 
conviction (Pak Taufik was a Muslim) and work commitments, rather than 
avoidance due to other reasons. As noted previously, although Pak Taufik was 
retired, he still worked as a lecturer in a number of private universities around 
Semarang. This kept him busy from around seven in the morning until three in the 
afternoon. Outside of work hours, most of his spare time was spent in religious 
activities, including ones associated with the local mosque. 

As he noted, although one's time and place of death are Allah's secret, and one 
should prepare for death by carrying out Allah's wishes from an early age, 
nevertheless the likelihood of death does increase with age, particularly once in 
your sixties and suffering from heart problems. Due to this, Pak Taufik spent much 
of his time doing things that would help accumulate ama! "good points" (as 
against the bad points he has received for his dosa "sins") that would count in his 
favor when it was his time to pass on (dipanggil). These good deeds that he 
carried out included increasing his worship (takwah) of Allah by frequenting the 
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mosque precisely at the time or before Adzan. Here he would pray and regularly 

lead fellow Moslems in prayer, that is, to be the Imam. He also frequently attended 

weekly pen gajian held on Thursday nights (these were not usually attended by 

other members from this RT), and he attended any Islamic celebrations that 
occurred in the neighborhood. In addition to this, his wife also noted that he 

would also often read the Al-Quran for long periods of time leading up to the dusk 
prayer and would frequently pray in the middle of the night. 

In addition to this, Pak Taufik also did a lot of voluntary work at the mosque, and 
was in fact the head of the committee of mosque trustees. His duties included 
organizing the collection of donations, the organization of celebrations, the 

distribution of zakat and fitra9 , and the slaughter and distribution of goats and 

cattle at Idul Adha, which falls on the tenth day after Muslims make the 

pilgrimage to Mekah. He also assisted in the running of the afternoon Islamic 

school held at the mosque. Hence, although he attended just about every RT 
meeting and arranged RT activity during my stay, outside of these activities he 

had little time to spend in interaction with neighbors, including Pak Saryono, who, 
as we noted earlier exchanged BJK with Pak Taufik. 

Thus far, we can see a picture of infrequent interaction among the male members 
of this RT who used BJK, despite some either having time to interact if they 
wished, or even living next door. This same situation was most often the case 

with the other male Javanese heads of household in this RT who exchanged BJK. 
For example, Pak Saryono frequently worked overtime, often until seven or eight in 
the evening, and hence had no time to socialize with neighbors. In fact, his front 
gate and front door was often shut by seven thirty in the evening, giving the 
message to anyone who wanted to visit to come back another time. Pak Tn (P13), 
Pak Sugiono (P12), Pak Dono (P11), Pak Yulianto (P15), and Pak Sumaryono (P19) 

also had similar working hours, with Pak Sumaryono and Pak Yulianto often 

working out of town for months at a time. This also meant that they rarely if ever 
socialized with other members of the RT. Pak Tn, Pak Yulianto, and Pak Sugianto 

9 At the end of Ida! Fitri, the fasting month, in order to finish the cleansing process, all 
Moslems who carried out the fast must donate two and a half kilos of uncooked rice to the 
poor, or the equivalent in money. This donation is called Fitra. Zakat on the other hand, is 
the two and a half percent of one's yearly income that is rightfully the possession of the 
poor. 



although working in town, nevertheless also rarely attended RT meetings and 

activities. 

In contrast to the males who infrequently socialized, the two pairs who exchanged 

BJN - Pak Yudianto and Pak Nurholis, and Pak Yudianto and Pak Dono - did tend 

toward more frequent interactions. For example, Pak Yudianto and Pak Nurholis 

frequently socialized in the afternoons and in the latter stages of this research 

they in fact started to run a daytime business together. Pak Yudianto and Pak 

Dono also interacted a number times a week when they, others, and myself played 

badminton in the evenings. 

Turning now to the interactions among the Javanese female heads of households, 

we'll first consider those who exchanged BJK before looking at those who 

exchanged BJN. In Extract 10 in Section 7.2 we had Bu Nurholis (P8) exchanging 

BJK with Bu Indro (P2). This pair rarely interacted despite the fact that Bu Indro 

lived directly opposite Bu Nurholis and that they were both original members of 

this RT. One of the main reasons for this lack of interaction was that Bu Indro left 

for work very early in the morning and returned home at around six in the evening. 

In the evenings, Bu Indro spent her time looking after her four children, while on 

weekends the family often went on picnics out of town (she also did not attend RT 

activities as regularly as Bu Nurholis). They also had no opportunity to interact in 

the earlier morning when shopping, because Bu Indro had her maid do the 

shopping with the fresh produce seller, who passed by each morning. Bu Nurholis 

also rarely if ever shopped with this fresh produce seller and preferred to shop in a 

nearby RT. Hence, outside of RT forums, which both regularly attended, they 

rarely had any opportunities to interact. 

In Extract 111 described the exchange of BJK between Bu Sugiono (P12) and Bu 

Saryono. Looking at their daily activities I note that Bu Sugiono worked at the local 

council, departing for work at around seven in the morning and returning home at 

around three or four in the afternoon. From what her neighbor Bu Taufik said, I 

gather that after returning home Bu Sugiono either had a rest until around five or 

six or organized her three children. Hence we might say that Bu Sugiono had little 

opportunity to interact with Bu Saryono. Lack of opportunity was also 

compounded by the location of their houses: Bu Sugiono lived about a hundred 

and fifty meters down the road from Bu Saryono. This meant that there were no 

opportunities to interact as next door neighbors on weekends. It is also the case 
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that since Bu Sugiono left for work before the fresh produce seller arrived in the 
morning there were also few opportunities to run into each one another while 
shopping. 

From the information I have given on Bu Sugiono thus far we can also say that she 
had little opportunity to interact with her immediate neighbors, namely Bu 
Yullanto, who was an original member of the RT, and Bu Matius, who was a 
recent arrival at RT08. (When they did interact they exchanged BJK.) It was also 
the case that they, like Bu Sugiono, both worked and left home early in the 
morning and returned home at around five in the afternoon. Hence they also had 
limited opportunity to interact with each other. Bu Matius and Bu Yulianto did 
frequently shop in the early morning, but outside of this and formal RT activities 
they did not interact. Perhaps one of the reasons for this could be put down to 
their different religions: Bu Matius was a Christian, while Bu Yulianto was a 
Moslem. 

Turning now to the interactions where the Javanese female heads of households 
exchanged BJN (Section 7.3)1 described interactions between Bu Yudianto and Bu 
Nurholis (Extract 10) and Bu Nurholis and Bu Saryono (Extract 11). In contrast to 
her rare interaction with Bu Indro, Bu Nurholis interacted frequently with Bu 
Yudianto and Bu Saryono. This was despite Bu Yudianto and Bu Saryono living 
some distance from Bu Nurholis. For Bu Yulianto and Bu Nurholis their 
opportunities to interact frequently were expedited by their husbands' close 
friendship and the fact that they had children of similar ages, who received 
religious lessons at Bu Nurholis's house three times a week. Bu Saryono's 
youngest child was also of the same age as Bu Nurholis's child and he also 
attended these religious classes. It is also the case that Bu Saryono's child was in 
the same class at the same school as Bu Nurholis's boy and they took turns in 
taking them to and from school. In addition to this Bu Saryono also frequently 
relied on Bu Nurholis to accompany her on RT business like collecting social 
contributions that were in arrears and so on. 

Another person who Bu Saryono exchanged BJN with was Bu Joko. In terms of 
their daily activities Bu Saryono did not work for an income and Bu Joko 
occasionally helped out in her husband's business, which was located just across 
the road from their house. It was also the case that Bu Joko lived directly next 
door to Bu Saryono and they both regularly shopped in the early morning at the 



same location with the fresh produce seller. They also often organized RT 
business together, especially matters relating to cooking. In addition to this, they 
had Sons of the same age at junior high school, who were friends and often my 
and Pak Dono's opponents in our evening games of badminton. Bu Saryono also 
regularly asked Bu Joko to take care of their house when they went away, and 
sometimes when their son stayed behind, Bu Saryono would g-ive Bu Joko some 
food to be cooked for her son. In summary they had many things in common and 
interacted on a daily basis. 

What the discussion thus far suggests is that code choice in the intra-ethnic 
interactions that occurred in RT08 appears to be in accord with early suggestions 
(see Section 3.4) that differences in familiarity lead to different code choices, 
although not just between people of similar age and status. For example, it would 
appear that the males and females who rarely interacted with certain other 
Javanese males and females also always used BJK in these interactions with 
them. Interactions between those who exchanged BJN for BJK also appeared to 
be infrequent. On the other hand, some of the females, apart from regularly 
attending RT activities, also had other opportunities to interact outside of these 
forums. Most, like shopping, were a result of their daily social life. Those who had 
most opportunities to interact with other Javanese female members of the RT also 
tended to exchange BJN in their interactions. To some extent we might say that 
for those who tended toward the use of BJK, their work commitments, their 
location, their situation at home, their religious beliefs, and for some, their short 
term residency, gave them Little opportunity to interact with their neighbors. For 
others, infrequent interaction was a result of their financial situation, like Pak 
Yusuf, or a disagreement with other members of the RT, like Pak Yuiianto and Pak 
Nurholis. 

Before moving on to look at other bases for code choice I should also note that 
whereas relative familiarity seems to account for the choice between BJN or BJK, 
there also seems to be some suggestion of possible correlation with gender as 
well, and from the RT08 data alone it's not clear to what extent the correlation 
might be significant. While the RT08 women seem to choose between BJN and 
BJK according to whether they are closer or more distant respectively, we see that 
most pairs of RT08 men simply interact in BJK. Is this really because the men tend 
to interact less in this RT, or might it actually be typical male behavior, or perhaps 
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typical just of older males, regardiless of familiarity? Looking at male interactions 
in RTOS in the next chapter will shed more light on this. 

7.5. Codeswitching and other bases for code choice 

The previous section demonstrated that in interactions among familiars BJN was 
used while BJK was used in interactions among those who were more socially 
distant (i.e. those who infrequently interacted). Although this person-related 
explanation of code choice is appealing, nevertheless it does leave open the 
question of why Indonesian was also used in some interactions among the 
Javanese. In preparing to address this issue it is perhaps prudent to remind the 
reader that code choice is not always a product of context and indeed choosing a 
code can also create contexts as noted in Sections 2.3 and 2.4. As noted in Section 
2.4 much of the work on codeswitching has concentrated on this aspect of code 
choice and in this section I will draw on some of this work in order to interpret the 
use of Indonesian in otherwise Javanese conversations. 

Gumperz (1982a: 73) has noted that some of the non-identity functions of code 
choice, include quotation, reiteration, qualification and so on. Auer (1988: 199) has 
also noted that codeswitching within an utterance is often used to signal a 
change in the frame of the ongoing activity, for example, it is used to signal that 
we have finished an interview and are now into a casual conversation. Auer also 
notes that codeswitching can be used to highlight the fact that one is changing 
modes from one of giving information to one of evaluating it, or to signal that one 
is reformulating one's utterance. Some of these functions of codeswitching appear 
to exist in the Indonesian context; for example Errington (1998: Ch. 10) has 
demonstrated that codeswitches from Javanese to Indonesian or vice-versa can 
indicate that the frame has changed from personal and subjective orientated to 
one where the speaker is offering an impersonal, objective evaluation of a topic 
from the perspective of an expert. A switch from Indonesian to Javanese, on the 
other hand, was argued to change the frame to a personal, subjective, and non-
expert one. 

If we take these non-identity functions of code choice into consideration we can 
account for the use of NSI in Extract 14 below, which is taken from an RT meeting 
that occurred some five months latter than the one discussed in Extracts 08 and 
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09. Those present were regulars except for Pak Tn (P13), the host, who only 
attended meetings when it was in fact his turn to be the host, which meant he 
attended once every 18 months or so. Diagram 06 on the following page shows the 
spatial setting of this speech situation. Of the eleven participants present, three 
were non-Javanese. This conversation involves four participants, Pak Sugiono 
(P12), Pak Joko (P9), Pak Tn (P13) and Pak Dono (P11) and it occurs about 50 
minutes into the recording and is preceded by a group conversation about the 
RT's night watchman, who rarely did what he was paid to do. 

Diagram 06 An RT meeting in RT08 (Tape 44c) 

Extract 14 taken from Tape 44c Side B (052) 

1 P12>P9 mpunnokokélampuné'(.3) 

2 P9>P12 ya mpun nokoké Jampu dingku10 tukuké? ding 

(.2) 

3 P12>P9 tempat jual itu' 

4 P9>P12 [lenten1(.2) 

5 P12?>P9? (??? ??? ??? ???) (.2) 

6 P9>P12 kunciwonten gembogé wis tak ke'i tambah kuncino? 

siji1,- (.1) kula siji kuncino lorokula siji??) 
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7 P12>P9 incr  

(???).1.niku (???) 

8 P9>P12 L kulo ngontrolé? (1) ngontrolé nek 

lampuné murub? kuwi teko' 

9 P12>P9 L tapitenqrikodisediani 

buku' (1.0) 

10 P9>P12 lah gek talc suruh mungkin belum niku? kulo mung 

ngenteni laxnpuné murub maiem niku mboten murub 

wis ngalih' 

11 P12>P9 L ya disediani buku tanda tangan berikutnya dia 

juga tandatangan.i kita juga tandatangan pas yang gilir-

gilir perikso? (.6) .Lkimcinya ditanya di mana gitui. 

12 P9>P12 kuncin6hulo nggawané siji:' ({ P12 lah nciqih) sing siji 

nggo kulo:' (.2) 

13 P12>P9 lah ngqih' (.1) niku soalé nggo jagani nek ndeké pas 

lungo neh ganti jadwa::1' (.8) jam segini masuk'l (.4) lapor 

ke Pak Sugi' (??? ???)4 (.8) 

14 P11>P12 {mending- 

15 P9>P12 {ncTqih{(???) 

16 P12>P9 { (??? ??? nemu??) (3) 

17 P11>P12 endakanuaja' (.8) Pak Joko kan ngatur tohhabis 

jagongan (.1) kalau dia datang Pak Joko buka jeglek' nanti 

diabsennya itu? (.1) tandatangan aja' (.5) 

18 P13>P9/11/12 saiki keluhané niki ujané keno jogo numpak tanggaan 

{ dadi lungo ngono loh' 

19 P9>P11/12/13 { (??? ??? ???) lah niku sing niku' (.1) lah maksudé: niku 

lahmung niteni Jaznpu lampu kuwi murub { sing jogo 
0110' 

20 P13>P9/11/12 { lah iya 

padahal nek murub ono' (1.7) 

21 P9>P11/12/13 angger murub lampuné teko' nek mboten murub ora 

teko' (.8) muloné jam wau jam medal jam rolas nqoten' (.2) 

ora murub ora teko:' (.4) nek nek murub teko' ngoten ko 

soalé anuné enggonkulo:' 
22 P11>P9/12/13 L tekteké (tuk tuksenng?) 

nggih? sezing krungu' 



23 P9>P11/12/13 L engqih tengteng.Lengqih 

tengtengL 

24 P11>P9/12/13 L soalnya metuné jam wolunan toh (.3) 

25 P13>P9/11/12 kaé lampu mat.ikaé teng teng teng tenga:h' 

26 P9>P11/12/13 Lencrcrihsok 

kulo medang nqoten ngqih sok miaku aziu nek sok tak-

tak omong omong kulo sedelo nqoten sok sok 
- 

{ 1' 
27 P13>P9/11/12 { ya? 

saya usulkan dibuat sistem laporan saja nggo kontrol gitu 

Pak' (.1) bentuknya apa lah monqqo lah secara teknis' 

English 

1 P12>P9 [You] already bought the light? 

2 P9>P12 Yeah of course I brought the light. I bought it (???). 
3 P12>P9 The shop [over there]. 

4 P9>P12 [Yeah] there is [a light]. 

5 P12?>P9? (??? ??? ??? ???) (.2) 

6 P9>P12 There is [a key] the lock has one, plus one [more spare] key 

right. I [have] one right, there are two keys, I have one. 
7 P12>P9 Oh yes (???)that (???). 

8 P9>P12 I check, check if the lights on, he [the night watchman] 
shows up. 

9 P12>P9 But is there a [sign-in] book there [at the guard post]? 
10 P9>P12 I already told [the guard], maybe he hasn't yet [signed it].  I 

only wait for the light to go on at night, if the light is not on 

[that means he] has already left. 

11 P12>P9 Yeah we have to put a sign-in book [there], and then he 

must sign it, we also sign it whoever's turn it is checks the 
[book] and ask him where the keys are [i.e. if he hasn't got 

them then he isn't guarding the RT]. 
12 P9>P12 I take one key ({ P12 that's right) this one is for me. 
13 P12>P9 Yes that's right, that's just in case he goes [early] again, 

[and his brother] takes over [for example] at such and such 

a time arrives and reports to Palc Sudi (??? ???). 
14 P11>P12 It's better- 
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15 P9>P12 Yes. 

16 P12>P9 (??? ??? meet??). 

17 P11>P12 No what about this, Pak Joko right? Organizes this right 

after this meeting, if he comes Pak Joko opens the door [to 

the guard post] after that the guard signs in, just his 

signature. 

18 P13>P9/11/12 Now the problem is, [the guard] has to guard but he is 

never here, [he's] always gone. 

19 P9>P11/12/13 (??? ??? ???) Now this, this one, that means only wait for 

the light the, light to go on, the guard is there. 

20 P13>P9/11/12 Yes that right, if the light is on he is there. 

21 P9>P11/12/13 Every time the light is on [means he] comes. If it isn't on 

[he] hasn't shown up, so earlier when he comes to work at 
twelve right, if it's not on [the light], [he] hasn't come [to 

work], if if it's on [he] showed up like that, because the 

electricity [for the light] comes from my house. 

22 P11>P9/12/13 The tek tek (tuk tuk often?) yeah [can] often [be] heard10. 
23 P9> P11/12/13 Yeah tengteng yeah tengteng. 

24 P11>P9/12/13 The guard arrives at around eight, right. 

25 P13>P9/11/12 That's right the light goes out, [and he goes on patrol]. 
26 P9>P11/12/13 Yeah, I like to wait [at the road] like that yeah, [I] like to 

walk and talk for a moment [with the guard] like that. 
27 P13>P9/11/12 Yes. I propose that we just make a reporting system for 

checking [whether the guard does his job] heh Pak. 

Whatever format you like go ahead with the 

implementation. 

As can be seen in the above interaction on lines 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 12, Pak Joko 
(P9) and Pak Sugiono (P12) exchange BJK, while on lines 3, 10, 11, and 13 they use 
or alternate between NSI and BJK. Looking further down this interaction we see 
that Pak Dono (P11) and Pak Tri (P13), who also exchange BJK with Pak Joko, also 
codeswitch to NSI (respectively lines 17 & 24, and lines 20 & 27). In terms of the 
ages of participants there was Pak Joko (P9) aged 64, Pak Sugiono (P12) and Pak 
Tri (P13) both aged 45, and Pak Dono (P11) aged 41. As noted in Section 7.2 it is 

10 Tek tek, tuk tuk, and tengteng is the sound that the guards make when on patrol and is 
made by them hitting a piece of iron against the fences of the residences in this RT. 
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difficult to correlate differences in status and age to Pak Joko's and Pak Sugiono's 
code choice when interacting as conversational partners because one is older but 
of lower status. This is also the case if we examine interactions between Pak Joko 
and his other two interlocutors Pak Dono and Pak Tn. However since status and 
age have thus far not appeared to be determinants of code choice in these 
people's other interactions it might be hard to maintain that this was any different 
in their interactions here. The fact that there are many BJK and BJN equivalents 
for the NSI forms used and vice-versa and that these participants knew these 
forms (see Table 21 in Appendix E and Table 02 in Section 6.1) would also support 
the assumption that status and age are not determinants of code choice in this 
interaction. 

On the other hand, if we were to look just at the first three turns of the interaction 
we might initially suggest that Pak Sugiono's use of NSI offers some evidence that 
status was an important determiner of code choice for Pak Sugiono. The reason for 
suggesting this is based mainly on earlier research by Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo 
(1982: 57-60, 62-63), which notes that Indonesian is sometimes used if one 
interlocutor has made an inappropriate code choice (based on an inappropriate 
judgment about relative status and/or age). However it is hard to substantiate 
once we look further down the conversation where Pak Sugiono reverts back to 
BJK (we could say similar things about Pak Joko's and Pak Tn's use of NSI). Pak 
Dono's use of NSI (lines 14 & 17) doesn't fit Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo's (1982) 
earlier argument at all because although Pak Dono is a ratified bystander, he is not 
really responding to Pak Joko but rather putting forward a solution to the problem 
being discussed by Pak Sugiono and Pak Joko. 

Having ruled out the use of NSI as a strategy to show that a participant's code 
choice wasn't ratified we can now take into consideration the non-identity 
function of code choice when trying to account for the use of NSI in above 
interactions. Following Enrington (1998: 180)1 suggest that the use of NSI on lines 
10, 11, 17 and 27 might have reframed their ongoing activity from one of 
interaction among familiars (but not friends) to one of an impersonal and objective 
evaluation or summation of the previous interaction (see also Errington 1988: 180). 
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7.6. Summary 

From the previous discussion we found that in RT08 asymmetrical code 

exchanges based on differences in relative status and/or age of participants was 

in this RT, at least, an obsolescent pattern of code exchange only being used by 

the very elderly. We also noted that symmetrical exchanges of BJN or BJK were 

now the norm in interactions among the Javanese of this RT (Sections 7.2 & 7.3) 

and suggested that the choice of either BJN or BJK wasn't generally determined 

by factors like location or topic, but rather by familiarity (Section 7.4). It is also 

useful here to highlight the fact that this was not a one way relationship, that is, 

that a certain context requires a certain code, since we could also say that the use 

of either BJN or BJK could create context. For example, we might suggest that 

BJN exchanged between Javanese may carry a meta-message, which essentially 

says, "we are friends", while the use of BJK in interaction may indicate a distant 

relationship or in some cases an unwillingness to become friendly. Certainly 

comments gleaned from my conversations with Javanese from this RT support 

this notion as do the results of questionnaires distributed to them in the final two 

months of fieldwork (see Sections 4.5.3 and 5.7). 

Section 7.5 in fact went on to provide examples of the context-creating ability of 

code by looking at instances where a speaker codeswitched from Javanese to 

Indonesian in interaction in order to reframe their stance (i.e. objective, evaluative, 

expert) toward the information that they gave. In Section 7.4 I also raised the 

possibility that the tendency for males to use BJK in interaction and the tendency 

for females to use BJN might have been gender based. In the following chapter I 

address this issued by looking at interactions among the male Javanese of RT05 

where frequency of interaction and familiarity among members was greater than 

in RT08 (see Section 5.3). 
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Chapter 8: Code choice in interaction among the male Javanese of RT05. 

8.0 Introduction. 

In turning now to RT05, where we were only able to observe interactions among 

males, we wouldn't want to assume that the norms of communication must be the 

same as those in RT08, considering the great social differences between the two 

RT (see Chapter 5). Accordingly we'll first consider what patterns seem to apply 

to interaction in RT05 itself, though we will then consider how these patterns 

might relate to what we observed for RT08. 

What we found in RTOS, in fact, was that each pair normally interact 

symmetrically in either BJN all the time or BJK all the time; no instances of 

asymmetrical exchange of BJK/BJN were observed. Only the use of BJN was 

actually recorded on tape; Section 8.1 presents some examples of this. Section 8.2 

then goes on to consider when (or as it turns out, between whom) the use of BJN 

and BJK was actually observed, and what the basis for the choice seems to be and 

how it relates to that in RT08. Section 8.3 then considers code switching involving 

NSI and Section 8.4 summarizes the findings for intra-ethnic communication 

among the Javanese of RT05 and how it relates to those in RT08. 

8.1. Some examples of symmetrical BJN 

This section looks at some speech situations where BJN was symmetrically 

exchanged in interactions among the Javanese males of this RT. In considering 

these examples we can also see whether these interactions are constrained by 

factors such as status and/or age. For example, if Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo's 

(1982) earlier findings still hold in this RT, then we might expect these exchanges 

to occur only among those who are of similar age and similar status. (As with the 

previous chapter, BJN is indicated in the transcript with bold, BJK with bold 

underline, standard Indonesian (BI) with plain typeface, and non-standard 

Indonesian (NSI) with italics.) 

Extract 15 below represents an interaction between Pak Macli (P4) and Pak Liman 

(P2). This interaction occurs during one of the card games that occurred in the 

mid-afternoon to dusk period in RT05 (see Section 5.3.2). The game being played 



here is called remi (the rules of which are still unclear to me). Basically, each 

player is dealt a hand of cards, the remainder being placed in the middle of the 

group. At each turn the relevant player has the choice of either picking up a card 
from the stack, or alternatively putting down a card or a number of cards and then 
picking up a number of cards that have been previously thrown out by other 

players. This particular card game occurred in the guestroom of one of the 
member's houses, although as noted in Section 5.3.2 this could just as easily have 
been further inside the house, or at the guard post. 

There were four players and five other participants involved in this speech 

situation. Of the four players, three are Javanese, that is, Pak Liman (P2), Pak Macli 
(P4), and Mas Budi (P5), and the fourth player, Pak Abdul (P1NJ) is a non-
Javanese. The players are sitting in a circle with the other participants situated 

roughly between them, as can be seen in Diagram 07 below. Within the speech 
setting of which the game is the central focus, four of the participants are non-
Javanese (P1NJ, P3NJ, P7NJ, and P9NJ). This conversation occurs near the end of 
the tape and just after the end of a hand and the end of a game, with Pak Liman 
having lost for the third time during the afternoon's card session. 

Diagram 07 A card game at a neighbor's house in RT05 (Tape 05c) 

I kitchen door 

'coffee' 'chair I 
Pil 

sofa 

_ 

+0: 
Recorder 

[chair 0 
ce 
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Extract 15 taken from Tape 05c (649) 

1 P2>P4 ra iso akuwiskabehkh.iokL 

2 P4>P2 L nah loh wis murni nah 

loh' 

P2>P4 L kowé anggep kalahé mbari joker terus arep buwazig 

aku ra iso 

.4 P4>P2 [hee:e: 

5 P2>P4 L tetepora iso toh Pak teteppakai4.- (.4) 

English 

1 P2>P4 I coukln't [get more points] none of these were any good. 
2 P4>P2 Nah [look your cards now] it's a complete set [with the joker I 

have given you] hey. 

3 P2>P4 You think I have lost all the time because I didn't have the 

joker, [but in fact] it was because I couldn't throw out when I 

wanted to. 

4 P4>P2 Hee:e:. 

5 P2>P4 Still can't [throw out the cards I wanted to] hey Pak, [since] 
the ones I needed were in use. 

The above interaction between Pak Liman (P2) and Pak Macli (P4) is characterized 
mainly by the exchange of BJN (the exception is the use of NSI on line 5: matters 
of codeswitching will be discussed in Section 8.3). Of note here is their use of the 
first person pronoun a.ku and the second person pronouns kowé and mu. The use 
of these forms contrasts significantly with the non-use of these forms in most 
interactions among the Javanese males of RTOS, who used the BJK form kulo 
"I/me" to refer to themselves and either the kin term Pak or Pak plus name to refer 
to their interlocutor. 

At this point it is also interesting to see whether the use of BJN here is 
constrained by the relative status and age of these two people. (As with Chapter 7 
the following discussion merely notes whether one participant is of higher status 
than the other: Appendix G gives detailed information on each of these 
participant's status.) Whilst both participants are in fact of similar status, Pak 
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Macli (aged 36) is some twenty years younger than Pak Liman. This would 

suggest that the use of BJN here is not constrained by the age of participants, 

since if it were we might expect Pak Macli to give BJK forms and receive BJN from 

Pak Liman. They fact that there are BJK equivalents for most of the BJN forms (and 

vice-versa) that they used and that they also knew them supports this 

interpretation (see Table 26 in Appendix E and Table 04 in Section 6.1.3). 

BJN was also exchanged symmetrically between other speakers in other speech 

situations. For example at volleyball games and at the guard post in the evenings 

Pak Subroto exchanged BJN with Mas Hem, Mas Yono, and Mas Jono. It is also 

the case that these interactions were not constrained by either status or age 

because apart from being 20 years older than these youth, Pak Subroto was also of 

higher status than Mas Hem, Mas Jono and Mas Yono. (Some members of this RT 

maintained that youth did not have any status while others noted that they had 

the same status as their fathers. Here, however, this is not really a problem 

because Pak Subroto was also of higher status than these three youths' fathers.) I 

should also note that the younger members of the RT, such as Mas Budi, Mas Pras, 

Mas Jono, Mas Yono and so on, all symmetrically exchanged BJN among 

themselves despite differences in their relative status (i.e. their parents status). 

The evidence thus far would suggest that interactions among these Javanese 

were not constrained by status and/or age. There were many other instances of 

symmetrical BJN usage in this RT and the following extracts provide a couple 

more examples of this, although these two won't serve to demonstrate one way or 

another whether status and/or age act as constraints on code choice. Extract 16 

shows an encounter involving Pak Liman (P2) and Mas Budi (P5) that occurred in 

the same speech situation as the previous extract was taken. The interaction 

occurs about ten minutes into recording and just before the end of a hand where 

Mas Budi is teasingly asking Pak Liman whether he needs a card that Mas Budi 

has just taken off the stack. 

Extract 16 taken from Tape 05c (140) 

1 P5>P2 1iki ral' (.5) 

2 P2>P5 1' kowé opol ojo njagaké aku:' 

3 P5>P2 [hehehehehehehe 
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and a few seconds later 

g P5>P2 

5 P1NJ>P5 

6 P5>P1NJ 

7 P1NJ>P5 

8 P3?>all 

9 P2? 

g P5>P2 

11 P2>P5 

12 P5>P2 

ko ketmu { man men man men 

{ Mas Bud] 

dua lima masuk' 

L { udah' 

{ yu berangkat yu 

{ heran herari' (1.1) 

rokokmu enthek loh Mbah' (.4) 

heeh pancen enthek ok (1.3) 

marahi mu met ra dianggo ok percumah mumet ol? (.1) 

English 

1 P5>P2 [You need] this [card] or not? 

2 P2>P5 What are you doing don't check me out all the time. 
3 P5>P2 Hehehehehehehe. 

and a few seconds later 

4 P5>P2 Gee since the start of the game ails you get is negative scores. 
5 P1NJ>P5 MasBud? 

6 P5>P1NJ [I] got twenty-five points. 

7 P1NJ>P5 That's it? 

8 P3?>all Hey got to go hey. 

9 P2? [I can't] believe it. 

10 P5>P2 Your smokes are empty gramps. 

11 P2>P5 None left mate. 

12 P5>P2 [Your] smokes give [you] a headache [rather than making you 
calm], they're useless. 

In the above interaction both participants appear to exchange BJN forms as they 
did at other times during this speech situation (see e.g. sections 397, 553, and 570 
of the transcript for Tape 05c). They also regularly exchanged BJN in other 
contexts that I observed. As with the previous interactions, they also frequently 
exchange BJN first and second person pronouns in interactions throughout this 
tape, as they did on other occasions that I observed them interacting. 
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As noted above, establishing whether this interaction is constrained by factors 

such as status and/or age is more difficult than in the previous examples. At 20 

years of age Mas Budi (P5) is 36 years younger than Pak Liman (P2). In terms of 

status we might say that because Mas Budi was the son of the wealthiest person 
in RTOS (Pak Sudomo), Mas Budi was of higher status than Pak Liman. Of course 
this makes the task of determining whether status and age are determinants of 
code choice much harder since Mas Budi's higher status may be offset by Pak 
Liman's seniority, which might mean that they are essentially equals. Their 

apparent symmetrical exchange of BJN might support this interpretation. 

However, as noted earlier, some members of this RT also maintained that youth 
like Mas Budi had no status and thus Pak Liman would be the higher status and 
older person in this interaction. The fact that there are BJK equivalents for most of 
the BJN forms used here and that Mas Budi knew them (see Table 22 in Appendix 
E and Table 04 in Section 6.1.3) nevertheless suggests that the difference in status 
and age are not important, for if they were we might expect to see Mas Budi using 
BJK and Pak Liman replying in BJN. Hence an alternate interpretation of their 

symmetrical use of BJN might be that status and age are not important 

determinants of code choice in interaction among these two. 

Looking at another context during this card game involving Mas Budi (P5), Extract 
16 has him now interacting with Pak Madi (P4). This interaction occurs around ten 
minutes into the recording and is preceded by Pak Abdul teasing Pak Macli by 
asking Pak Macli if cards Pak Abdul is throwing out are the ones Pak Macli needs. 

Extract 17 taken from Tape 05c (192) 

PS To joker ok1ya1 hahaha { ha 

2 P4>P5 { kowé mau wis njipuk toh? 
3 P5>P4 L e::::h 

durung toh ya::' 

4 P4>P5 Lohya'(.g) 

5 P5>P4 iya::' (.9) sik sik sing nibuwaké' (2.1) 
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English 

P5 Oh the Joker hey, yeah hahahaha. 

2 P4>P5 You just picked up [the Joker] didn't you? 
P5>P4 E::::h not yet hey. 

4 P4>P5 Oh yeah [is that right]? 

5 P5>P4 Yeah, hang on, hang on [who] threw out? 

As can be seen in the above extract both Pak Madi and Mas Budi use BJN, as is 
the case in other interactions during this speech situation (see e.g. section 071 of 
the transcript for Tape 05c). Similar to the previous interactions, they also 
frequently exchange BJN first and second person pronouns in interactions 
throughout this tape, as they did on other occasions that I observed them 
interacting. Looking at the participants' relative status and age we encounter 
similar problems to Extract 15. For example in this interaction at 20 years old Mas 
Budi (P5) is 16 years younger than Pak Madi (P4), but perhaps of higher status (if 
Mas Budi's father's status is taken into account) or of lower status if youth were 
not accorded any status. 

Hence we can also interpret the symmetrical exchange of BJN between Pak Madi 
and Mas Budi in two ways. The first interpretation is that Pak Macli's seniority 
was offset by Mas Budi's higher status, this meaning that they were essentially 
equals, which in turn required BJN. Alternatively Mas Budi had no status and was 
thus of lower status and younger than his interlocutor, which means that status 
and age were not determinants of code choice in interactions between these two. 
If they were we would expect Mas Budi to use BJK and Pak Madi to use BJN (Mas 
Budi did in fact know these BJK equivalents: see Table 23 in Appendix E and 
Table 04 in Section 6.1.3). 

This pattern of symmetrical BJN exchange could also be observed in other 
interactions involving Pak Madi and other youth of this RT, such as Mas Hem and 
Mas Pras, who was Mas Budi's older brother. It is also the case that Pak Liman 
exchanged BJN with Mas Hem and Mas Pras; for example, at other card games 
that occurred a few months earlier I observed BJN being exchanged between Mas 
Hem and Pak Liman, including the first and second person pronouns discussed 
earlier. As with the previous discussion we cannot determine whether status 
and/or age are constraints on code choice in these interactions because Mas 
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Hem's and Mas Pras's fathers were both of higher status than Pak Liman and Pak 
Macli. 

The discussion thus far provides little evidence that the symmetrical exchanges of 
BJN were constrained by status and/or age. Of course this raises the question as 
to what other factors can be attributed to this pattern of code choice. In the 
following section where I will discuss some symmetrical exchanges of BJK I will 

also explore possible reasons for these code choices. 

8.2. Person-related bases for code choice 

This section lists the male members of RT05 who exchanged BJK before then 

going on to consider why certain members exchanged BJK and others BJN. Data 
on BJK usage is largely based on observations, rather than data obtained from 
audio recordings. I regularly observed around seventeen adult male Javanese from 
this RT (there were 35 Javanese adult males in RT05), and all of them used BJK 
with at least a couple of these people. 

In preparing to consider why certain people exchanged BJN and others BJK I 

should start by noting that, as in RT08, code choice seems to depend on the 
people involved, much more than on such other possibilities as the topic, location 
of the interaction, time of day, and so on. For example the exchanges described in 
Section 8.1 could also be observed at different times of day and in different 

locations when these participants were engaged in activities like chatting, 
watching television, playing video games, playing chess, playing volleyball, 
playing badminton, guarding the RT, or at working bees. This was also the case 
for the exchanges of BJK that will be discussed below. Hence to the extent I and 
my research assistants were able to observe interactions among the same pairs of 
people, each pair tended to stick to the same code choice. 

Table 10 on the following page shows who each RT member exchanged BJK and 
BJN with. (Table 25 in Appendix E lists a number of the BJK forms used by these 
people as well as their BJN equivalents.) As with Section 7.4 the table is 

essentially a half matrix with the names on the diagonal; simply read across from 
one name or down from the other to find which code they generally use with each 
other. To briefly comment on this table, I note that Pak Sudomo (P11), Pak Surono 
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(P12), Pak Subagio (P13), Pak Joni (P15), Pak Yon (P17), Pak Tikno (18), and Pak 

Akbar (P 19) exchanged BJK with everyone except for their sons. Pak Liman (P2) 
and Pak Macli (P4) exchanged BJK with everyone except for Mas Budi (PS), Mas 
Hem (P6) and in interaction between themselves. Mas Yono (P22) and Mas Jono 
(P23) exchanged BJK with everyone except when interacting with Mas Budi (P5), 

Mas Hem (P6), Mas Pras (P8), Mas Sigit (PlO), Mas Sis (P21), and Pak Subroto 
(P16). Mas Budi (P5) exchanged BJK with everyone except Pak Liman (P2), Pak 

Math (P4), Pak Sudomo (P11 and his father), Mas Hem (P6), Mas Pras (P8 and his 

Table 10 Code choice among male Javanese of RT08 

Pak Liman 

(P2) 

BJN 1 Pak Madi 

(P4) 

BiN BJN Mas Budi 

(P5) 

Mas Hem BJN BJN BJN 

(P6) 

BJN Mas Pras BJN BJK BJN 

BiN BiN Mas Sigit BJK BJK BiN 

BJK BJN 

(P 10) 

BJN Pak Sudomo BJK BJK BJN 

(son) 

BJN 

(son) 

BJK 

(son) 

BJK 

(P11) 

BJK Pak Surono BJK BJK BJK 

(son) 

BJK BJK BJK BJK 

(P12) 

BJK Pak Subagio BJK BJK BJK 

BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK 

(P13) 

BJK Pak Joni BJK BJK BJK 

BJN BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK 

(P15) 

BJK Pak Sub] BJK BJK BJK 

BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK 

(P16) 

BJK Pak Yon BJK BJK BJK 

BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK 

(P17) 

BJK PakTllio BJK BJK BJK 

(P18) 
BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK BJK Pak Akbar 

(P19) 
BJK BJK BJN BJN BJN BJN BJK BJK BJK BJK BJN BJK BJK BJK I  Mas Sis (P21) 
BJK BJK BJN BJN BJN BJN BJK BJK BJK BJK BJN BJK BJK BJK BJN Mas Yono 

(P22) 
BJK I  BJK BJN BJN BJN BJN BJK BJK BJK BJK BJN BJK BJK BJK BJN BJN I  Mas Jono 

(P23) 
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brother), Mas Sigit (PlO and his brother), Mas Sis (P21), Mas Yono (P22), and Mas 
Jono (P23). Mas Hem exchanged BJK with everyone except Pak Liman, Pak Macli, 
Pak Subroto, Pak Surono (his father), Mas Budi, Mas Pras, Mas Sigit, Mas Jono and 
Mas Yono. 

Section 8.1 demonstrated that BJN can be exchanged symmetrically regardless of 
age and status differences. Here we'll show that the same seems to be true of 
symmetric BJK before we go on to consider why some pairs of interlocutors prefer 
BJN and others BJK. The interactions of the highest status person in this RT, Pak 
Sudomo (P11), were characterized by symmetrical exchanges of BJK. This is easily 
seen by dividing his interlocutors into two groups; those who are younger than he 
is, and those who are of similar age (Pak Sudomo is 52 years old). The first group 
consists of Pak Madi (aged 36), Pak Subroto (aged 40), Pak Tikno (aged 38), Pak 
Akbar (aged 39), Pak Yon (age 40) and Pak Joni (aged 33), and the second group is 
made up of Pak Liman (aged 56), Pak Subagio (aged 50) and Pak Surono (aged 57). 
We can say that for those in the first group both status and age are not 
determinants of code choice, since if they were we might expect to see these 
younger and lower status participants addressing Pak Sudomo in BJK but being 
replied to in BJN (see e.g. Section 3.4). For the second group we can say that 
status does not appear to be a determinant of code choice either because if it were 
we might expect these lower status participants to address Pak Sudomo in BJK 
and be replied to in BJN. 

Table 10 also showed us that Pak Subroto exchanged BJK in interactions with Pak 
Joni, who was both younger and of lower status than Pak Subroto. Hence, for this 
pair we can also suggest that status and age aren't determinants of code choice. 
Pak Subroto also exchanged BJK with Javanese of similar age including Pak Math, 
Pak Tikno, Pak Akbar and Pak Yon. All of these people were of lower status than 
Pak Subroto and this suggests that in interactions among these people status is 
not a determinant of code choice. To make a few more comparisons I note that 
although of similar age, both Pak Akbar and Pak Yon were of higher status than 
Pak Tikno and Pak Math, but despite these differences in status they exchanged 
BJK. In summary there is no evidence that suggests that age and status were 
constraints on code choice. 

When trying to establish why some pairs preferred BJN and other BJK we can, as 
with Section 7.4, also consider whether the choice between BJN or BJK were 
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constrained by familiarity. The rest of this section will take up this issue by 
looking at how frequently the male Javanese of this RT interacted during the 
course of their daily social life. (I again use 'frequency of interaction' rather than 
'familiarity' for the same reasons set out in Section 7.4.) Looking first at the daily 
routines of the speakers who used BJN in their interactions, that is, Pak Liman, 
Pak Madi, Pak Subroto, Mas Budi, Mas Pras, Mas Hem, Mas Jono, Mas Yono and 
Mas Sis, I note that only Pak Subroto and Pak Madi were employed. Pak Liman 
was a pensioner, Mas Hem and Mas Sis were unemployed and Mas Budi, Mas 
Pras, Mas Jono, and Mas Yono were university students. For Pak Liman, the early 
part of the day, that is, until about ten or eleven in the morning, was taken up 
snoozing on his couch at home, especially if he had played cards till around eleven 
or twelve the night before. After getting up he would often go to see what Pak 
Abdul (a non-Javanese) was doing, or go and play billiards with his other retired 
workinates until midday. 

Following this, he would again frequently link up with Pak Abdul, Mas Hem, and 
a number of students like Mas Budi and his two older brothers (Mas Pras and Mas 
Sigit), who by then had returned home from university classes. As noted in Section 
5.3 this time of day often meant a game of cards or marbles until about five. During 
this time others like Pak Madi would arrive from work at around one or two in the 
afternoon and join in or watch. After about seven in the evenings this group would 
then again get together at either Pak Abdul's house or at the guard post and again 
play cards or chess until around eleven or twelve. At this time, these people 
would sometimes be joined by Pak Subroto, Pak Tikno, Pak Subagio, and Pak 
Sudomo, although Pak Subroto, Pak Tikno, Pak Subaglo and Pak Sudomo would 
rarely stay on after nine since they had to work the next day. 

What we can see from this brief discussion is that Pak Liman interacts on a daily 
basis for long periods of time with other Javanese speakers like Pak Madi, Mas 
Budi, and Mas Hem. As noted in previous sections, he exchanges BJN with all of 
these speakers. With other Javanese, such as Pak Subroto, Pak Tikno, and Pak 
Sudomo, his interactions were not as frequent, nor as long, and as noted above, 
they were mainly for brief periods in the evenings and were characterized by the 
symmetrical exchange of BJK. 

The main reason that Pak Sudomo did not interact frequently with other Javanese 
such as Pak Liman was that he worked long hours. This was also the case for Pak 
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Subagio to some extent, although the situation of his house, which was located on 
the corner of two lanes, meant that he was also often considered a menther of 

another RT. Thus in addition to the formalized RT activities that he attended he 
also had some of these same responsibilities in this other RT. As one might expect 
this also took up some of his spare time that could have been used to socialize 

with members of this RT. 

On the other hand, although Pak Tikno and Pak Subroto did not have the same 

responsibilities as Pak Subagio and Pak Sudomo, nevertheless their work situation 
made it difficult to interact on a regular basis with other members of the RT. The 
main reason for this was that they were shift-workers, and so they often were 

sleeping or working when many of the activities discussed above were going on. 
As noted in Table 10 these four people generally exchanged BJK with their 

Javanese neighbors, the only exception being Pak Subroto's interactions with Mas 
Hem, Mas Jono and Mas Yono. If we look closer at these four people's interaction 
patterns and in particular their hobbies, we find that they were lovers of 
volleyball. In the dry season, and in fact in the afternoons that it didn't rain during 
the wet season, these four could often be found playing volleyball together on 
workdays and weekends. In fact, when working day shift, it was often Pak 
Subroto who would rally up the other youth of the RT to play after four in the 
afternoon. Hence, here we can say that these four interacted on a regular and 

often daily basis in comparison with Pak Subroto's interactions with the other 
members with whom he exchanged BJK. 

The final two Javanese members of this RT used BJK in their interactions, even 

though they were original members of the RT who lived next-door to each other. 
These two people, Pak Surono and Pak Akbar, rarely interacted either with one 
another or with other members of this RT. This was not due to a problem between 
them or them and other members however, but due to other reasons; for example, 
Pak Surono worked from nine in the evenings until five in the morning as a 

security guard. Hence, like Pak Subroto and Pak Tikno he was either sleeping or 

working when most of the activities like cards, chess, marbles and so on were 
occurring. 

Pak Akbar, on the other hand, was a devout Muslim and spent most of his spare 
time after returning home from work at three in religious activities. For example, 
he often helped out at the afternoon religious studies for children held at the local 
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mosque. He also regularly prayed there for the dusk and evening prayers, and 
often he would stay and chat to others after the dusk prayer until the evening 
prayer. In addition to this, Pak Akbar regularly attended Thursday evening 
pen gajian (gatherings where certain versus of the Al-Qur'an would be recited and 
interpreted), and on Saturday and Sunday mornings he would often go to study 
with a local Islamic religious leader. Hence, Pak Aithar's religious activities meant 
that he had few opportunities to interact with other members of this RT. 

What the discussion thus far suggests is that there is a link between frequency of 
interaction among members of this RT and their code choice, and that this norm 
for interaction is very similar to that which exists in RT08. For example, it would 
appear that those who interact on a daily basis and for extended periods tend to 
use BJN in interaction, while those who have less occasion to interact tend to use 
BJK. Finally, a number of the participants discussed in this and the previous 
section sometimes codeswitched between BJN and NSI in intra-ethnic interaction. 
In the following section I provide some examples of this together with some 
possible reasons for this codeswitching. 

8.3. Codeswitching and other bases for code choice 

The previous section demonstrated that in interactions among familiars BJN was 
used while BJK was used in interactions among those who were more socially 
distant. As highlighted in Section 7.5 code choice is not always determined by 
context and indeed instances of codeswitching are often explained in terms of the 
contexts that they create and in particular the social relationships that their use 
can imply. This section takes this tack in order to interpret instances of 
codeswitching to Indonesian in otherwise Javanese conversations. 

Extract 18 on the following page represents such a conversation, which involves 
Mas Budi (P5) and Pak Liman (P2), who we have seen usually exchange BJN. This 
interaction occurs during the same card game that the previous extracts were 
taken and starts just after participants are dealt another hand of cards: Pak Liman 
had lost the previous hand and was teased about this by Mas Budi and myself. 
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Extract 18 taken from Tape 05c (283) 

1 P5>P2 itu dituka.r { aja (.1) itu loh' 

2 P2>P5 { dituka.r ya kenapa' (1.0) 

3 P5>P2 nek main mesti ngono kalah mesti ngono' (.1) ndak pernah 

joker ok Pak' 

4 P2>P5 Lmemangjatalzka:lab'(.4) 

5 P5>P2 >wis njajal nyoh tak kei joker nyoh?> yo wis (???)' 

English 

1 P5>P2 Exchange [hands with that one] that [might help]. 
2 P2>P5 Why should [I] exchange hands. 

3 P5>P2 If [you] play its always like that [i.e. you act like you are an expert 
player], [when you] loose it's like that [too]. You've never got the 
joker heh. 

4 P2>P5 [No] its [just my] turn to loose. 

5 P5>P2 Yeah ok, here I'll give you a joker here, that'll do  

Most of the above interaction between Pak Liman (P2) and Mas Budi (P5) is 
characterized by the exchange of BJN, however Mas Budi's first turn on line 1 is in 
NSI and on line 3 he codeswitches from BJN in the first tonal unit to NSI in the 
second tonal unit "ndak pernah joker ok Pak". In trying to interpret the use of NSI 
here I can firstly point out that as with other interactions there were BJN 
equivalents for the forms ndak "no/not" and pernah "ever" (respectively ora and 
tau) should Mas Budi have wished to use them (see Table 25 in Appendix E). 
Hence he did have a choice of which code he used. 

To again thaw on Auer's (1988: 199) and Errington's (1998: Chs. 8-10) work, here I 
suggest that Mas Budi's (P5) use of NSI on line 1 functions to frame his talk as 
coming from an expert (Mas Budi had won most of the card gaines that day and 
thus had claim to such skill) and objective on line 3 (it was also the case that Pak 
Limari had indeed never got the joker in any of his hands during the afternoons 
session of cards). Pak Liman's (P2) responses including his use of what can be 
classified as either BJN or NSI (line 2) support this interpretation in that he does 
not accept this advice from an expert (line 2) since he still feels he is an expert 
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card player, albeit one whose turn it is to have a bad run (line 4). We can also 
account for Pak Liman's use of NSI "tetep pakai" in line 5 of Extract 15 (Section 
7.1) in a similar way by interpreting it as an objective evaluation of events. 
Alternatively, drawing on Gumperz's (1982a: 73) work we could suggest that he 
was reiterating the first part of his turn. 

The example given above illustrates codeswitching as alternation between BJN 
and NSI within one utterance. There are, of course, instances of alternation 
between utterances and these often occurred when participants were counting 
scores (see e.g. section 220 in the transcript for Tape 05c). These instances of 
codeswitching can also be interpreted as functioning to frame the speaker's 
stance toward the information that they gave as objective and evaluative. 

8.4. Summary 

From the previous discussion we found that in RTOS the code choice was not 
determined by differences in relative status and/or age of participants (Sections 
8.1 and 8.2), topic or location, but rather by familiarity (Section 8.2). For example, it 
would appear that the males who rarely interacted with their Javanese 
counterparts also always used BJK in their interactions with them. On the other 
hand, the males who regularly interacted were also the ones who used BJN in 
interactions. 

As with Section 7.6 we could also turn this on its head so to speak and say that 
code usage also created contexts. Again my conversations with Javanese from 
this RT and the results of a questionnaire distributed to them supported this 
notion (See e.g. Sections 4.5.3 and 4.7). For example, many judged the relationship 
of participants who used BJK to their interlocutor as baru ken al/ken al tapi tidak 
akrab "recently acquainted/just acquaintances", while instances of BJN exchange 
were judged as representing interactions amongst those who were friends 
(teman/teman dekat/sehabat). Section 8.3 then went on to look at actual instances 
where code could be seen to be creating contexts by looking at how 
codeswitching from BJN to NSI changed the frame of an ongoing activity from one 
of a conversation between friends to one where a speaker was indicating their 
stance toward the information that they gave. 
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Finally, I should note that the norms for code choice found in this RT closely 
resembled those that existed in RT08 and hence in answer to the question raised 
in Section 7.4 about the possibility that the tendency for male Javanese to use BJK 
in interaction and the tendency for females to use BJN might have been gender 
based can be addressed. Essentially we can argue that although the norms of 
RTOB could perhaps differ from those of RT08, we might have reason to prefer the 
simple solution that seems common to both - that BJN signals closeness and BJK 
distance - rather than to imagine that there might be an additional factor 
operating in RT08, namely that RT08 males generally use BJK regardless of 
distance. 
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Chapter Nine 

Inter-ethnic Interactions in RT08 



Chapter 9: Inter-ethnic Interactions in RT08. 

9.0 Introduction. 

We're now ready to get to the main point of the thesis, namely how inter-ethnic 
interactions, involving non-Javanese, work in Semarang. Again we should not 

initially assume that the norms for inter-ethnic interaction must necessarily be 
similar to those among the Javanese alone and since it is conceivable that the 

non-Javanese residents could perhaps not be fully integrated into the community 
and tend to follow other (e.g. their first language) norms. In any case we'll 

consider the inter-ethnic interactions in themselves before comparing them with 
what happens among the Javanese alone. Again the two RT are considered 
separately, RT08 in the present chapter and RT05 in Chapter 10. 

In RT08 we were able to observe interactions involving 25 non-Javanese 
residents, including eleven men and fourteen women. Some of these interactions 
were in (non-standard) Indonesian (NSI) and some in ngoko or kromo Javanese 
(BJN or BJK). Examples are presented in Sections 9.1 and 9.2 respectively while 

Section 9.3 goes on to consider what might be said about the bases for code 

choice. Section 9.4 then goes on to consider codeswitching, before Section 9.5 

summarizes the results thus far. 

9.1. Indonesian (BI) and non-standard Indonesian (NSI) 

In Section 6.1 we saw that not all the non-Javanese in RTOB have learned 
Javanese. As one would expect these non-Javanese simply use Indonesian for 
inter-ethnic communication, although usually NSI rather than BI as will be seen in 
Extracts 19 to 22 below. One might simply ignore these examples as not involving 
code choice, although as noted in Section 6.3 one might wonder to what extent 

their not learning Javanese might represent something of a similar choice. 

Extract 19 represents a conversation between Pak Feizel (P6NJ), a Buginese from 
Sulawesi and Pak Saryono (P1), a Javanese from Kiaten in Central Java. It took 
place during the same RT meeting described in Extracts 08 and 09 in Section 7.2. 
Pak Feizel and Pak Saryono began their conversation about 25 minutes into the 

meeting after a group discussion about the problems of getting in contact with 
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some of the owners of residences in this RT (in order to obtain contributions 
toward the building of the new pos karnling "guard post"). As noted in Chapter 6, 
"NJ" is attached to participant numbers to indicate non-Javanese, e.g. P3NJ. 

Extract 19 taken from Tape 49c (410) 

1 P4>P6NJ na semua rnbuat berapa lembar nanti akan di (Pak??? ???) 
dapat (??? ??- ) tanda tangariL 

2 P6NJ>P4 [>ha itu difoto copy aja> ndak 

papa lah (.2) {(???)] 

3 P1>P4 { kemarin saya dikasib nomeré Pak punyanya 

Pak L(?fl)' (.2) yang ngisi:: (.4) 

4 P6NJ>P1 >Situmorang> Pak Situmorang (.5) 

5 P1>P6NJ iya {Situmorang1] 

fi P6NJ>P1 { >kalau tahu alamatnya dikirim Pak Situmorang mbayar 
itu> dulu orangnya bagus DULU 

Z P1>P6NJ L kasih telpomiya hubungi 

telpon nggakngaziu nggakini nyampaiJ.- 

B P6NJ>P1 [nggaknyaznbung 

P1>P6NJ L 
nggakangkat angkat dia' (1.0) 

English 

1 P4>P6NJ Right for all those [who haven't yet paid] make up [some 

letters] and later they can be (Pak ??? ???) can (??? ??- ) be 
signed. 

2 P6NJ>P4 Ha just photocopy [the one letter, i.e. no need to do up 

separate ones], that will do, (???). 
3 P1>P4? The other day I was given the [phone] number of Pak, whose 

[number] Pak (???),the one who lives. 

4 P6NJ>P1 Situmorang, Pak Situmorang? 

5 P1>P6NJ Yeah Situmorang. 

6 P6NJ>P1 If we knew his address we could send it and he would pay, he 
used to be very good [on money matters concerning the RT, 
"used to" being the operative words]. 
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7 P1>P6NJ [I] was given his phone number and I tried to get in touch, but 

I had no luck. 

8 P6NJ>P1 Wrong number? 

9 P1>P6NJ [No] no-one answered the phone. 

The above interaction is characterized by the exchange of NSI; for example, on 
lines 6 and 8 Pak Feizel (P6NJ) uses the NSI verbs mbayar "to pay" and 
nyambung "to connect", and the negator nggak "no/not". On line 7 Pak Saryono 
(P1) also uses the negator nggak and non-standard forms like kasih "to give" and 
nyampai "to reach", and the filler (ng)anu, which also adds to the non-standard 
nature of the Indonesian being used (see e.g. E. Anderson 1983; Lukmana 1997; 
Poedjosoedarmo 1978). 

It is also interesting to note here that some of the NSI forms mentioned could also 
be classified as BJN (bold italics indicates this) and this might suggest this is an 
instance of codeswitching. However there are a number of reasons for maintaining 
that the forms in bold italics are NSI rather than BJN in this case. For example, 
nggak "no/not" is the only form that has clear BI and BJN alternatives 
(respectively tidak/tak and ora), the rest have either no alternatives (e.g. nganu) or 
only BI alternatives (e.g. nyambung). It is also the case that for the other 
Indonesian forms used like kalau "if/when", itu "that", orangnya "the person" and 
so on, there are clear BJN alternatives (respectively nek, kuwi/kaé, wongé), which 
would also support the interpretation that the utterance is NSI rather than one 
characterized by codeswitching. 

Turning to another interaction that occurred during an RT meeting there is Extract 
20 below in which Pak Feizel (P6NJ) is now interacting with Pak Yusuf (PS), a 
Javanese from Klaten in Central Java. This interaction occurs about ten minutes 
after the one portrayed in Extract 19 above, and immediately after Pak Yusuf s 
somewhat late arrival. The interaction is preceded by a group discussion about 
those who never or rarely attend RT meetings. (By coincidence Pak Yusuf is 
actually one of the people who this group discussion referred to.) 
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Extract 20 taken from Tape 49c (626) 

P6NJ>P5 mari mari mari man (.2) sini Joh sini sini (.3) 

P5>P6NJ ya sudab sini ala' (.4) 

P6NJ>P5 yayaya(1.0)lamatalcjumpakita { ya? 

P8>P20 { Sus (1.2) Sus (calls the 
maid to ask her to bring an extra glass of tea) 

P6NJ>P5 >giinana kabar> (.2) 

P5>P6NJ saya nyicil Pak' (.4) 

P6NJ>P5 iya ya (1.2) gimana repot kasihkan dulu y4  (1.4) 

'syukunlahJ1 

English 

1 P6NJ>P5 Please please please please [sit down here beside me] here 
friend here here [sit down here beside me]. 

2 P5>P6NJ Yeah that's fine, here [beside you] is fine. 

3 P6NJ>P5 Yeah yeah yeah [that's it] its been a long time since we've run 
into on another heh. 

4 P8>P20 Sus, Sus (calls the maid to ask her to bring an extra glass of 

tea). 

5 P6NJ>P5 So what has been happening? 

6 P5>P6NJ I'll pay installments [for the social contributions that I am in 
arrears] Pak. 

7 P6NJ>P5 Yeah yeah [that's fine] so have you been busy, [oh] you want 
to pay your dues first, praise be to God [that's great]. 

As with the previous example, this interaction is characterized by the exchange of 
NSI. For example, on lines 1, 5, and 7 Pak Feizel (P6NJ) uses forms that can be 
associated with NSI like loh (often used to add emphasis to what someone says), 
giznana "how", and kasilikan "to give to". On lines 2 and 6 Pak Yusuf (P5) also 
uses forms associated with NSI, like aja "only", and nyicil "to pay in installments". 

Moving to interactions involving another, yet undiscussed non-Javanese menther 
of this RT, we have Extract 21. This conversation took place during the same RT 
meeting represented in Extract 19 and 20 above. Within this speech event Pak 

1 
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Abdurrahman (P3NJ), who comes from the Island of Madura in East Java, is 

interacting with Pak Pujianto (P2), an ethnic Javanese from Purwokerto in Central 

Java. I argue that these participants are of different ethnicity and do not share the 

same variety of Javanese based on the comments of the participants themselves 

and other informants. This interaction begins about three-quarters of an hour after 

the meeting officially started and is preceded by conversation about payment of 

monthly social contributions and payment for the guard post from Pak Yusuf (P5 

and the person discussed in Extract 20 above). 

Extract 21 taken from Tape 49c (651) 

1 P3NJ>P2 dulu waktu ngambil alasannya ndakpunya rumah' 

2 P2>P3NJ [Ia/i iya (.4) 

3 P3NJ>P2 karena diberi temyata disalahgunakan ')1 hehe (.9) 

4 P2>P3NJ lab terusmungkin' (1.0) tidak diapaapakan rumah itu 

dibiarkan loh Pak itu nggakkenyang ma/a/i keluar uang' 

5 P3NJ>P2 [iya 

rumputnya sampai sekian tu (.9) nanti bisa nut upi rumahnya 

rumputnya ({ P2>P3 iya) di depannya (.1) (clicks tongue) (.2) 

rumah Sampdoria rumputnya sudah tinggi' (.9) ngrusak 

pandangan J.ya (??? ???) 

English 

1 P3NJ>P2 When [the owner's father] went to the housing commission, 

he said his son didn't own a home [and as a civil servant was 

eligible for a cheap house and loan]. 

2 P2>P3NJ Yeah that's right. 

3 P3NJ>P2 Because [he the owner] was given the house, it turned out he 

didn't appreciate it (???)hehe. 

4 P2>P3NJ Yeah and nothing was done with it [i.e. not leased], just left 

there Pak, it doesn't make any money and in fact cost [the 

owner] money. 

5 P3NJ>P2 Yeah the grass [at the front] is that high, if it isn't taken care 

of it will block out the house from the front (P2>P3 yeah), the 
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grass [in front] of the Sampdoria place is already tall, makes 

the neighborhood look bad heh (??? ???)? 

As with the earlier examples, the above interaction is characterized by an 

exchange of NSI; for example, on lines 1 and 4 they use ndak "no/not" and nggak 
"no/not" respectively. In addition to this, they use other forms associated with 
NSI, including ngambil "to take" (line 1), malah "in fact", (line 4), tu "that", nut upi 

"to block out", ngrusak "to damage/break/spoil" (line 5). 

Moving to another interaction involving Pak Abdurrahman (P3NJ), we have 

Extract 22 below where he is now interacting with Pak Saryono (P1). This in the 
same RT meeting that Extract 14 in Section 7.5 was taken from and occurs some 
five months latter than the one discussed in the previous extracts. This interaction 

starts about one hour after the recording started and follows a group conversation 
about the difficulties of getting in contact with a particular member of the RT, who 
hasn't paid any of the RT dues in the last two years. 

Extract 22 taken from Tape 44db (258) 

1 P3NJ>P1 ya kalau kebetulan ketemu lagi ya? (.2) saya beritahu 

ditunggu Pak Pak Saiyono' kaya { gitu aja ya' (.9) 

2 P2>P3NJ { iya gitu aja'l 

.3 P3NJ>P1 ada perlu gitu ya? (4.9) 

4 P1>P3NJ kalau saya enggaada bisa caz-i Pak Feizel >gitu loh>' (2.0) 

kalau enggak ketemu saya (P3 { iya) Pak Feizel punya 

catatannya' (3.1) 

English 

1 P3NJ>P1 Yeah if [I] meet [Pak Agus] again heh, I'll let him know that 

you are waiting for him, something like that heh? 

2 P2>P3NJ Yeah that will do. 

3 P3NJ>P1 There's something [he] needs to see you about something like 

that heh? 
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4 P1>P3NJ If I'm not around [he] can look for Pak Feizelheh, if he doesn't 

see me (P3 yeah). Pak Feizel has the records [of how much he 

is behind in his monthly social contributions]. 

The above interaction is characterized by the exchange of NSI, for example, both 
participants use the forms gitu "like that" (lines I and 4) and a number of other 
forms associated with NSI, such as kaya "like", ala "only", engga "no/not", and 
can "to look for". 

There are also some non-Javanese who do in fact have some competence in 
Javanese. Even so, some of them have also been observed using NSI for inter-
ethnic interaction, as can be seen in the following two extracts. Extract 23 
represents an interaction that occurred during the same RT meeting as the Extract 
19 and 20 were taken and is between Pak Adi (P7NJ), who is from Surabaya in 
East Java, and Pak Pujianto (P2). According to them and other informants they do 
not share the same ethnicity or variety of Javanese, hence this also represents an 
inter-ethnic, rather than intra-ethnic interaction. And indeed, if they both were 
Javanese, it would seem very strange for them to use NSI with each other. This 
conversation follows a group conversation concerning getting in contact with non-
resident homeowners by telephone and the best time to do this (in order to keep 
telephone expenses down). 

Extract 23 taken from Tape 49c (440) 

1 P2>P7NJ kalau hari besar lberapa (.5) 

2 P7NJ>P2 hari besar? (.6) mi apa (.1) dua puluh Lima persen 'ma1aban1 

(1.1) 

3 P2>P7NJ minggii J,gitu ya 

And a few seconds later 

4 P2> P7NJ lewat Telkom .Lya-.L { lewat Tellcom 

5 P7NJ>P2 { ya lewat Telkom disanthungkan ke 

Telkom 'Lgitu'L (.3) 

6 P2> P7NJ kalau sendiri gini ya wa:h berat hehehe { hehe 
7 P7NJ>P2 { iya? kita 
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nanggu::rzg hehe (1.2) kan mereka kan nggaktahu tahu tahu 
masuk rekeningnya dia gitu ajal- 

English 

1 P2>P7NJ If it's a public holiday how much [is the discount]? 
2 P7NJ>P2 Public holidays urn, actually only twenty-five percent [of the 

normal tariff]. 

3 P2>P7NJ Sundays are also like that yeah? 

And a few seconds later 

4 P2>P7NJ Via the operator yeah? Via the operator? 

5 P7NJ>P2 Yeah via the operator [the caller] is connected by the operator 
like that yeah. 

6 P2>P7NJ If [you had to pay for the call] yourself, wow expensive 
hehehehehe. 

7 P7NJ>P2 Yeah, we are the one who pay hehe. But they don't know heh 
[if we reverse charge] all they see is the bill, that's the way to 
do it. 

The above interaction between Pak Adi (P7NJ) and Pak Pujianto (P2) is, like the 
previous extracts, characterized by the exchange of NSI. For example, on lines 3, 5, 
and 7 they both use the NSI form gitu "like that". In addition to this, Pak Pujianto 
uses the NSI form gini" like this", while Pak Adi uses other forms associated with 
NSI, like malahan 'actually" (line 2), nan gg-ung "bear the burden", nggak 
"no/not", and aja "only" (line 7). 

Pak Adi also exchanged NSI with other Javanese members of the RT, as can be 
seen in Extract 24 below. In this extract, which is taken from the same RT meeting 
as Extracts 19 and 20, Pak Adi (P7NJ) is now interacting with Pak Taufik (P4), 
another RT member from Central Java. 

Extract 24 taken from Tape 44db (325) 

1 P7NJ>P4 ma/ak di tempat saya nggaktaHtJ? 
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2 P4>P7NJ L apanya' (.4) 

3 P7NJ>P4 yang yang punya rumah itu' tidak taliu sekarang berada di 
mana gitu lob Pak' (.9) 

4 P4>P7NJ lah terus? (4) 

5 P7NJ>P4 yaini saya juga mau tanyakan kemarin:: (.1) bu1an kemañn 

tub juga waktu dia datang ke sini juga mau tanyakan ada 

biaya? wajth' 

6 P4>P7NJ L heeh' 

7 P7NJ>P4 L hams bayar kan' (.1) ada kenaikan dua 

puluh gitu lob Pa:k (.4) artinya saya dibagi dua puluh jadi 
empat pulu:h' (.4) nah maksud' Pak? (.3) yang punya rumah 
ml? (.3) juga nibayar' (.8) ya nanti ya nunggu informasi 
berikutnya aja:' (.8) soalnya? (.2) ml (??? ???) mutuskan yang? 

Pak siapa' siapa itu ya' (.6) yang punya rumah itu' (.3) 
-NGGAKADA1 dia nggak ada di sini' (.4) Semarang nggak 

ada' >dengar dengar> pernilik di Jakarta::' (1.1) saya terus? 
ma/au repotnya nanti saya juga tanya { dulu:'] 

8 P4>P7NJ { kalau ada apa 
apa? 

9 P7NJ>P4 lab ya rencana itu mungki.n a:h Januari itu loh Pak' kan ({ 
P4>P7 .iya) kelihatannya ada hasilnya (.2) 

10 P4>P7NJ {heeh 

11 P7NJ>P4 { ditambah atau tidaknya nah itu loh Pak' (???) (.3) 
12 P4>P7 belum tahu itu ya' (.4) 

13 P7>P4 heeh say- kelihatan itu? (1.1) perjanjiannya enam bulan itu 
terus setelah itu ada hubungan' (.6) 

14 P4>P7 jadi: itu kan nanti kan menyankut (.9) untuk kampung' jadi 
kalau nggak kalau (.3) untuk perbaikan jalan jalan itu yang 
punya rumah disuruh baya::r' (.4) nanti kena a.ziu pengontrak 
seruh bayar (kontan?) sama satpam ya harus bayar' (.6) 

15 P7>P4 iya hams { bayar' 

16 P4>P7 { yang punya rumah hams bayar' kecuali kalau 
tujuh belasan itu kan kas RT 
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English 

1 P7NJ>P4 

2 P4>P7NJ 

3 P7NJ>P4 

4 P4>P7NJ 

5 P7NJ>P4 

6 P4>P7NJ 

7 P7NJ>P4 

8 P4>P7NJ 

9 P7NJ>P4 

10 P4>P7NJ 

11 P7NJ>P4 

12 P4>P7NJ 

13 P7NJ>P4 

14 P4>P7NJ 

At our place [we] don't even know. 

Don't know what? 

We don't know where the person who owns the place [we are 
leasing] is now hehPalc. 

Go on. 

Yeah the other day I wanted to ask, last month when he [my 

boss] arrived, I wanted to ask him [what we do about] 

compulsory contributions [for the RT]. 

Heeh. 

It has to be paid doesn't it? There was an increase of twenty 
thousand rupiah [in the tariff for the guard post] right Pak? 
That means I pay twenty and the total is forty thousand 

rupiah, [I] mean- Pak the person who owns this house [i.e. the 
one we are leasing from] also pays. Ok [if that's the case I'll 
wait for some more information, because, (??? ???) decided 
the one who, Pak who who, the person who owns that house 
[i.e. the one we lease] isn't here. They aren't here, they aren't 
in Semarang, [I] heard the owners were in Jakarta, so what do 
I do, [if I pay now] then it could be a problem for me later 
[since the owners may not reiniburse me. So] I'll ask my boss 
first [who is in direct contact with the owners]. 

What happens when there is a problem [with the house or 
contract]? 

Yeah maybe the plan is to [wait] till January Pak ({ P4>P7 
yeah) to see if [the business] is successful. 

Heeh. 

This will determine if [the lease] is renewed Pak. 
You don't know yet heh? 

Heeh I- it looks like that, the [lease] agreement is for six 

months and after that [our boss] will be contacted [by the 
owner]. 

So the problem of [paying for] the guard post involves all 

menthers of the RT, so if it isn't if-, for the repair of the [RT's 
road, owners of houses [in this RT] have to contribute. Later 
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the lessee [also] has to contribute cash and for the guard [i.e. 
his wages] [lessee's] have to contribute. 

15 P7NJ>P4 Yeah have to contribute. 
16 P4>P7NJ The owners have to pay [for any building of infrastructure in 

this RT], the only thing they don't have to contribute towards 
is the Independence Day celebrations. 

As with the previous extracts this conversation is also characterized by the 
exchange of NSI, for example, they both used the NSI form nggak "no/not" (lines 1 
and 14), puny-a "to have/to own" (lines 3, 7, 14, 16) and bay-ar "to pay". They also 
use fillers like anu (line 14) and affective particles like lob (lines 3, 7, 9, and 11), 
which are also associated with NSI. 

Few of the inter-ethnic interactions among the female heads of household of this 
RT were conducted in NSI and in fact, of the inter-ethnic interactions among the 
females of this RT that I have data on only four non-Javanese (Bu Abdurrahman 
from Madura, Bu Tobing from Sumatra, Bu Manurung from Sumatra, and Bu Feizel 
from Sulawesi) consistently used NSI in their interactions with the female 
Javanese heads of household. Aside from Bu Abdurrabman, who did know BJK, 
this use of NSI was generally not because they preferred to but rather because 
they didn't have a choice, as we saw in Section 6.1.2. 

Extract 25 below illustrates one of Bu Abdurrahman's (P14NJ) interactions with 
Bu Nurholis (P8), a Javanese female head of household. This interaction occurred 
in the same female RT meeting that Extract 06 was taken. This conversation 
occurs around forty minutes into the meeting and is preceded by a conversation 
concerning change being required from P19NJ for the lottery (arisan). 

Extract 25 taken from Tape 27c (700) 

1 P14NJ>P8 berapa sib ny-id itu? (.1) yang untuic Lebaran besok Halal 
Bihalal' 

2 P8>PI4NJ L terserah pokoké sepuluh ribu' 
3 P14NJ>P8 Lenggaberapa 

sepuluh? (1.1) banyaknya berapa' (.5) 
4 P8>P17NJ pokoknya keseluruhan berapa' (.8) 
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5 P17NJ>P14NJ e: sepuluh ribu lah yanyidil pertama lima ribu' (1.4) 
6 P14NJ>P17NJ saya nanti aja lah Bu' 

z P8>P14NJ L besok aja ko gampang 

English 

1 P14NJ>P8 So how much are the installments for the end of the fasting 
month celebration? 

2 P8>P14NJ Up to you, [the total] is ten thousand [rupiah]. 
3 P14NJ>P8 No how much ten [thousand rupiah] I all together [i.e. one 

person pays how much] how much? 
4 P8>.P17NJ Basically how much all together? 
5 P17NJ>P14NJ Five thousand e: ten thousand now the first installment is 

five thousand. 

6 P14NJ>P17NJ I'll just pay later Bu. 

7 P8>P14NJ Later will do that's easiest. 

As can be seen, most of the above interaction between Bu Abdurrahrnan (P14NJ) 
and Bu Nurholls (P8) is in NSI. For example, both use forms associated with NSI 
like sib, which is a particle used to emphasize the preceding word or utterance, 
nyidil "to pay by installments" (line 1), enggak "no/not" (line 3), aja "only", and 
kok, which in this case is a particle used to add emphasis to the preceding 
utterance (line 7). It is also interesting to note that on line 2 Bu Nurholis has used 
the BJN suffix"é" on the word pokok giving it the appearance of BJN. The reason 
why a Javanese would use BJN to a non-Javanese will be taken up in Section 9.3, 
while the following section looks at inter-ethnic interactions where Javanese was 
used. 

Before concluding this section it is also very interesting to note that the data 
presented here has shown no instances of interaction where solely BI is used. In 
other words, when Indonesian was spoken it appears that NSI rather than BI is 
the unmarked choice. In fact, in all of my recordings from this RT there were no 
instances of BI being solely used in interaction or for address. On the other hand, 
NSI forms could always be found within these utterances whether they were 
casual conversations or monologues addressing other menthers of the RT. In data I 
recorded outside RT08 and RT05 there were also few instances of a conversation 
or monologue in BI. For example, NSI forms could be found in all of my recordings 
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of university lectures and forums (see e.g. Tapes 03c, 09c, 31c, 32c), university 
departmental meetings (see e.g. Tapes 15c, 16c), speakers in business forums (see 
e.g. Tape 29c), and religious gatherings including sermons and pengajian "Koran 
reading and interpretation gatherings" (see e.g. Tape 07c, 26c). In addition, NSI 
was the most common form of Indonesian used in my twenty hours of recordings 
of radio broadcasts (which included talkback radio, doctor-patient consultations, 
competitions and so on) and my forty hours of video recordings of television 
broadcasts (excluding news broadcasts, but including interviews of officials and 
well known public figures like singers and actors). Accordingly, in the following 
sections I will only refer to NSI since it appears to be the unmarked choice in 
conversational contexts. 

9.2. Javanese. 

This section illustrates which varieties of Javanese were used in the speech 
situations described in Section 4.2.2. Extract 26 is taken from the same RT that 
Extract 13 was taken. (It was recorded some six months prior to Tape 27c from 
which the previous extract was taken.) In this interaction we have Bu Nurholis 
(P8) now interacting with Bu Sumaryono (P19NJ) from Sumatra. This conversation 
occurs about twenty minutes into the meeting and is preceded by a conversation 
about who has paid up their money for the Independence Day celebrations and 
who it is difficult to get payment from. 

Extract 26 taken from Tape lOc (265) 

1 P6>all terussinten melih' (1.2 secs) 

2 P8>afl Bu Robi karo Pak Robi iki yo dijaluki ya: angel wis ra usa/i 
waé opo? (.4) Pak Indro:: sampal Pak Jati Pak Tobing Pak Yuli 
podo angel waé? (1.2) 1.orang6 nggak bayar tenan4 

3 P6>P8? L wolulas 
Bu mung dadi (Dani??) { (sebagaian??) (???) (pergi??)'] 

4 P8> all { kok aku ujané males 1'dadi males 
kon nariki ora dilcei sebelahku yo ngono ora dikei?1 

{ sebelahku'l 

L oh iya 

L 
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Z P19NJ>P8 { sing nggoné dheweké akeh sing ora bayar' 
B P8>P19NJ Lakeh kok sing 

podo ora gelem bayar oh'> (.2) -aku bari Bu Yon wis kuwi ra 

bayar wis ngonoJ. 

English 

1 P6>all Ok who else [hasn't yet paid]? 
2 P8> all Bu Robi and Pak Robi yeah are difficult to get anything from 

blow it, what if [we] don't bother [with them], Pak Incho down 
to Pak Jati, Pak Tobing, Pak Yuli all of them are difficult, they 
don't pay at all believe me. 

3 P6>P8? Only eighteen Bu have paid up (Dani?) (only some?) (???) 
(went?). 

4 P8>all Actually I couldn't be bothered, [I] am not interested in being 
asked to go and collect money [for the celebrations to the 
place next door since] they don't give me any. Yeah that's the 
story, they don't give me any (the people she refers to are a 
number of females who are boarding at a house next door to 
Bu Nurholis). 

5 P6>P8 Oh yeah. 

6 P8>P6 Yeah the one's living beside me. 
7 P19NJ>P8 [Actually] there are plenty of [people] who own and live in 

their houses [in this RT] who haven't paid. 
8 P8>P19NJ There are in fact plenty who don't like paying. Me and Bu Yon 

have already tried, [but they] didn't pay, yeah its like that. 

As can be seen on lines 7 and 8 in the above interaction, Bu Sumaryono (P19NJ) 
and Bu Nurholis (P8) exchange BJN. This is also the case if we look at Bu 
Suamaryono's interaction with Bu Joko (P6), a Javanese from Pemalang in Central 
Java, in Extract 27 below. This interaction occurred in the same RT meeting that 
the conversation in Extract 26 was taken and occurs about fifteen minutes into the 
meeting. It is preceded by a conversation involving these two, Bu Saryono (P3) 
and Bu Nurholis (P8), about the difficulty of getting funds (ten thousand rupiah) 
from some female members of this RT towards the preparation of food for 
Independence Day celebrations. This particular exchange focuses on one member, 

218 



Bu Suntoro (P11), who always pays and helps in the preparation, but never 
attends on the day. 

Extract 27 taken from Tape lOc (260) 

1 P6>P19NJ Bu Sumaryono kih apal iki (.1) 

2 P19NJ>P6 L apal akuapal' (.4) a:h (.1) 

sanggi.ip bayaré gampang? tekoné ra tahu:: ha{ haha 
3 P6 { hahaha 

English 

1 P6 >P19NJ Bu Sumaryono rementhers the [story heh, i.e. that Bu Sudjadi 
always pays and helps, but never comes] 

2 P19NJ>P6 Yeah remember I remember, able [to help out], always pays, 
[but] never comes hahaha. 

3 P6 Hahaha. 

As with Extract 26, this interaction is also characterized by the exchange of BJN 
on lines 1 and 2. In addition to exchanging BJN with Bu Joko and Bu Nurholis, Bu 
Sumaryono (P19NJ) also frequently exchanged BJN with Bu Saryono (P3) as can 
be seen in Extract 04 in Appendix F. 

Turning briefly to three more non-Javanese female heads of household, there is Bu 
Taufik (P9NJ - a Sundanese and the wife of Pak Taufik discussed in Extract 24), 
who exchanged kromo varieties of Javanese (BJK) with Javanese female heads of 
household on the many occasions I and my research assistants observed her in 
interaction. For example, in her interactions with Bu Nurholis, Bu Joko, Bu 
Saryono, and Bu Matius she exchanged BJK. Another inter-ethnic interaction 
worth commenting on is that between Bu Zainudin (my wife) and her best friend 
Tuti in the transcript for Tape 04c (Bu Zainudin is P18NJ and Thti is P27). In this 
speech situation both tend to use BJN in their interaction as they did on the other 
occasions that I observed them interact. Turning to Bu Kris, who comes from 
Gilimanuk in Bali, there are also a number of instances in my data where she uses 
BJN in her interactions with the Javanese female heads of household and her 
Javanese employees (she and her husband own a motorcycle spare parts shop). 
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For example, section 055 of the transcript for Tape 27c shows her exchanging BJN 
with Bu Saryono (Bu Kris is P17NJ in this transcript while Bu Saryono is P3). 

Before concluding, I should also comment on code choice in a number of male 
inter-ethnic interactions that I regularly observed or participated in but did not 
record. The first is Pak Nurholis, who in his interactions with Pak Adi (P7NJ) 
exchanged BJN. Some of my own interactions with a number of male Javanese 
heads of household were also characterized by the exchange of BJN, for example, 
my interactions with Pak Dono during badminton games that occurred in the 
second year of fieldwork. It was also the case that when I was a ratified 
bystander, Pak Dono, Pak Nurholis, and Pak Yudianto (P14) also used BJN. Apart 
from these contexts however, there were no other occasions that I observed, 
recorded, or heard of BJN being used in inter-ethnic interactions involving the 
male heads of household of RTOB. 

There were, however, many instances of BJN being used in inter-ethnic 
interactions among the youth of this RT and their peers, such as, on the many 
occasions I observed or overheard my Sundanese brother-in-law interacting with 
his Javanese peers. This was also the case when I observed the four children of 
the Manururig's and the three children of the Abdurrabman's interacting with 
their Javanese peers. The four children of the Feizel's also regularly exchanged 
BJN with their Javanese peers as can be seen if one examines the transcripts for 
Tapes 14c (see P20NJ and P21NJ's contributions), 21c (see P20NJ's contributions), 
24c (see P23NJ's contributions), and 30c (see P20's contributions). In Section 9.4 I 
will present an example of this in connection with codeswitching. 

9.3. Person-related bases for code choice 

This section looks at why the participants discussed in Sections 9.1 and 9.2 used 
the codes that they did. When considering this question I should note that as with 
earlier chapters code choice appeared to depend more on the people involved than 
on where the interaction was taking place or what the conversations was about. 
For example my observations of male inter-ethnic interactions over a range of 
contexts, such as badminton games, preparations for religious and Independence 
Day celebrations, conversations at the guard post, interactions at working bees 
and so on showed that they consistently used these codes. This was also the case 
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for the female inter-ethnic interactions. Hence this would suggest that these 
codes were the unmarked choice among people of this RT and that code choice 
seems to depend on who is talking to whom, so (outside of the code switching 
situations to be discussed in Section 9.4) clearly it must have something to do 
with people rather than location of interaction, topic and so on. 

Tables 11 and 12 on the following pages summarize who each of these people 
exchanged BJK, BJN, and NSI with. As with Sections 7.4 and 8.2 these tables are 
essentially half matrices with the names on the diagonal and by reading across 
from one name and down from the other one can find which code they generally 
use with each other. However, those parts of the half matrices which involve only 
Javanese (the right halves) have been "cut off" because that would simply repeat 
information already given in Section 7.4. Note that the use of a question mark in 
these tables indicates that I have no data on a pair's code choice (some of the 
reasons for this have been discussed in Section 5.4, i.e. infrequent interaction, and 
this will be further discussed below). "FL" is an abbreviation for first language, for 
example, Sundanese. Where I have sometimes put in more than one code, for 
example where I have put in both BJN and NSI for the pair Bu Zainudin and Bu 
Sumaryono, this means that I have data on both (their particular case will be 
discussed in Section 9.4). Where I have data on parent-children pairs I have 
included it but I will not discuss it further as it falls outside the parameters of this 
thesis topic. 

As will be seen in Table 11 there is a clear tendency for the non-Javanese male 
heads of household (i.e. all those with the kin term "Pak" prefixed to their name) 
to use NSI in inter-ethnic interactions and this is perhaps not surprising since 
many were not competent in Javanese (the only exceptions being Pak Adi and 
myself). On the other hand, Table 12 clearly shows a higher incidence of non-
Javanese female heads of household using BJN and of these all had a choice 
between either NSI or BJN (The female heads of household are indicated with the 
kin term "Bu" prefixed to their name). It is also obvious from these tables that the 
non-Javanese youth of this RT (indicated by either "Mas" of "Mbak" prefixed to a 
name) prefer to use BJN with their Javanese peers, but prefer to use NSI with 
most heads of household. There is also the interesting occurrence of some non-
Javanese pairs (e.g. Bu Sumaryono and Bu Kris, and Mas Diding and Mas Zainal) 
exchanging BJN where they had the choice of using NSI (the code we might 
expect for this type of interaction); reasons for this will be discussed below. 
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Table 11 Code choice in inter-ethnic interactions among the males of RT08 

P3NJ Pak 

Abdurrahman 

P7NJ Pak 

Adi 

NSI P8NJ Pak 

Zainudin 

NSI NSI P17NJ Pak 

Manurung 

NSI NSI NSI P18NJ Pak 

Tobing 

NSI NSI NSI ? P20NJ Mas 

Zainal 

NSI NSI ? ? NSI/ P21NJ Mas 

BJN/ Syalfudin 

FL? 

NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI/ NSI P24NJ Mas 

BJN Diding 

? NSI ? I  ? ? ? NSI P25NJ Mas Salim 

NSI PGNJ Pak 

Feizel 

NSI NSI 

NSI NSI 

NSI NSI 

NSI NSI 

NSI NSI/ 

FL? 

NSI NSI/ 

FL? 

NSI NSI 

FL ? 

NSI ? ? NSI ? ? NSI NSI NSI ? P26NJ Mas Robi 

NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI P1 Pak Saryono 

NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI ? NSI NSI NSI ? ? P2 Pak Pujianto 

NSI NSI NSI NSI ? NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI P4 Pak Tauk 

NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI ? NSI ? ? PS Pak Yusuf 

NSI NSI BJX NSI NSI BJX NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI P9 Pak Joko 

NSI NSI ? NSI ? ? NSI ? ? ? ? PlO Pak Mugiono 

NSI NSI NSI 

BJN 

NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI ? ? P11 Pak Dono 

NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI ? ? 

? 

P12 Pak Sugiono 

NSI NSI NSI NSI ? ? ? ? NSI NSI P13 Pak Tn 

NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI ? ? P14 Pak Yudianto 

NSI NSI 7 NSI ? ? ? ? ? ? ? P15 Pak Yulianto 

NSI NSI 

BJN 

NSI ? ? NSI NSI NSI NSI ? P16 Pak Nurholis 

? ? 

BJN BJN  

? ? 

BJN BJN BJN BJN BJN 

Other Javariese e.g. 

peers, such as 

university friends 
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Table 12 Code choice in female inter-ethnic interactions in RT08 

P7NJ Bu Feizel 

NSI I P9NJ Bu 

Tauflic 

NSI NSI P17NJBu 

Kxis 

NSI NSI NSI P18NJ Bu 

Zainudin 

NSI NSI NSI NSI P14NJ Bu 

Abdurabman 

NSI NSI NSI/ NSI NSI P19NJ Bu 

BJN Sumaryono 

? ? NSI NSI ? P20NJ Bu 

Manurung 

? ? NSI ? ? ? P21NJBu 

Tobing 

? ? NSI NSI ? ? ? P23NJMbak 

Fatimah 

? ? ? NSI FL! ? ? ? NSI Abdurrahrnan's 2 

NSI I  daughters 

? ? ? NSI NSI ? ? ? ? ? Manurungs3 

daughters 

NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI ? ? ? ? ? P1 Bu Dono 

NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI ? ? ? NSI ? P2 Bu Indro 

NSI BJK NSI/ NSI ? NSI ? ? ? P3 Bu Saryono 

BJ1I BJN BJN 

NSI BJX NSI NSI NSI NSI ? ? ? ? ? 

NSI ? NSI NSI NSI NSI ? ? ? ? ? P5 Bu Mardiono 
NSI BJK ? NSI ? ? ? ? ? ? P6 Bu Joko 

BJN 

NSI NSI NSI ? ? ? NSI NSI P8 Bu Nurholis 

BJN BJN BJN 

NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI ? ? ? ? ? PlO Bu Pujianto 

? NSI NSI NSI NSI ? ? ? ? ? P11 BuSuntoro 
NSI BJK NSI NSI NSI NSI ? ? ? ? ? P12 Bu Sugiono 

? BJK 7 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? P13BuRoni 

NSI BJK NSI j  NSI NSI NSI 7 ? ? 7 ? P15 Bu Yulianto 

NSI 7 NSI NSI NSI NSI 7 ? ? ? ? P16 Bu Tn 

NSI BJK NSI NSI NSI NSI 7 7 ? 7 ? P22 Bu Matius 

7 7 7 BJN/ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? P24MbakSuli 

NSI 

7 ? 7 BJN/ ? ? 7 ? ? 7 ? P25 Mbalc Endang 
NSI 

? ? 7 ? ? 

I  BJN I  BJN 

Other Javanese e.g. peers, 
BJN BiN BJN BJN such as university friends 
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Considering our earlier discussion in Section 7.4 which showed that status and 
age weren't constraints on code choice we also need to consider this here before 
moving onto consider other reasons why certain pairs of interlocutors preferred 
BJN and others NSI. Tables 11 and 12 show that there are no asymmetrical code 
exchanges in inter-ethnic interactions and we might suggest that this provides 
evidence that status and age were not determinants of code choice in these inter-
ethnic interactions. Looking briefly at a number of pair's relative status and age 
supports this. (The definitions of status and age remain the same as in the 
previous chapters.) For example, if we look at the relative status and age of some 
of the participants who exchanged NSI in Section 9.1 (Appendix G has details) we 
find that Pak Saryono (P1 from Extract 19) and Pak Yusuf (P5 in Extract 20) are 
both younger and of lower status than Pak Feizel (P6NJ). However despite these 
differences in status and age they exchanged NSI, rather than the lower status 
participant giving standard forms of Indonesian (BI) and receiving in return non-
standard forms, as was suggested might occur in section 3.5. (there were in fact 
many possible BI forms for the NSI forms actually used as can be seen in Table 01 
in Appendix E.) This same pattern of symmetrical exchange of NSI can also be 
seen in Extracts 21 and 23 where Pak Pujianto (P2), a person of royal background, 
is the older and higher status participant in his interactions with Pak 
Abdurrahinan (P3NJ - also of royal background) and Pak Adi (P7NJ) respectively. 
Symmetrical exchanges of NSI were also seen in the remaining three extracts from 
this RT despite differences in the relative status and/or age of the participants. 

Before considering other factors I should also look at the inter-ethnic interactions 
where Javanese was used. In Section 9.2 we had Bu Sumaryono (P19NJ) as the 
older and higher status person in her interaction with Bu Nurholis (P8) in Extract 
26, and as the higher status person in her interaction with Bu Joko (P6) in Extract 
27. Despite these often large differences in age and/or status participants 
symmetrically exchanged BJN, rather than the younger and/or lower status 
participant, replying in a kromo variety of Javanese (BJK) as early literature on the 
use of Javanese has suggested happens in interactions among Javanese (see 
Section 3.4). Both Bu Nurholis and Bu Joko could certainly have substituted BJN 
with BJK, since they in fact know some of the BJK equivalents that would have 
marked their utterances as BJK rather than BJN (see Table 03 in Section 6.1). In 
short, to the extent that I have data on Javanese and Indonesian usage in inter-
ethnic interactions in this RT these exchanges were symmetrical despite 
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differences in the status and/or age of participants, even in cases where one of the 
participants was of royal background (see also Extracts 01 to 09 in Appendix F). 

As with Sections 7.4 and 8.2 we can also consider whether the choice between 
Javanese or NSI was in accord with Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo's (1982: 68-69) 
earlier research, which showed that the use of Javanese in inter-ethnic 
interactions could be linked to familiarity (see Section 3.3). Considering that 
Section 5.4 pointed to a higher frequency of interaction among the females of RTOS 
than among the males of RT08 we can suggest that this perhaps correlates to the 
higher use of BJN among females in this RT. The rest of this section investigates 
this question by looking at how frequently members of this RT interacted during 
the course of their daily activities. (I again use frequency of interaction' rather 
than 'familiarity' for the same reasons set out in Section 7.4.) 1 start this process by 
considering the non-Javanese who had no other choice but to use NSI since it is 
possible that similar factors may account for why they haven't learned Javanese. 

Looking at the daily routine of Pak Feizel (P6NJ from Extracts 19 and 20 in Section 
9.1)1 note that although he lives in Semarang, he works in Boyolali and commutes 
back and forth every day, six days a week. This translates to around a two-hour 
drive in each direction, which has him leaving for work at around six in the 
morning and arriving home at around five in the evening. After arriving home he 
would often spend the time between then and dusk attending to matters that 
relate to his business venture. For example, he could often be seen repairing his 
business's aging vehicle in the late afternoon or on Sundays (see e.g. Extract 9.5 in 
Appendix F). As devout Muslims, he and his wife would also spend much of their 
time in the evening after Maghrib (the dusk prayer) reciting verses from the Al-
Qur'an before retiring. Of course, he did have some spare time for socializing on 
Friday afternoons when he returned home early from work, or on Sundays, but this 
was usually spent with his family, rather than with neighbors. For example, on 
Sundays they would sometimes go somewhere for a picnic. On other occasions 
this would include relatives, and would be arranged during a monthly gathering 
attended by his families relatives who were now also living in Semarang. 

We might say that Pak Feizel's busy schedule left him very tired and with little 
time to interact with other members of RT08. In fact, he often noted this 
apologetically in RT meetings (see e.g. section 240 in the transcript of side b of 
Tape 49c). He did, however, regularly attend RT meetings (although not every 



one), religious celebrations like Halal Bihalal, and Natalan, and the Independence 
Day celebrations. He also regularly participated in the preparations for these 
events. However, apart from these occasions, Pak Feizel did not interact with 
other male heads of households or other members of this RT. We can also say that 
this infrequent interaction was also a result of his economic ability and in general 
that of the other members of this RT, which as we noted in Sections 5.4.1 and 5.5 
meant he did not need to interact, since there were few RT contexts, formal or 
otherwise, that required the participation of RT members. 

In summary, although Pak Feizel was considered a good member of RT08 due to 
his frequent participation in the RT activities mentioned above, this interaction 
might add up to an encounter with an RT member once a week at the most. If he 
were a member of RT05 on the other hand, and kept his interaction with other 
members at the same levels, he would be considered as someone who wasn't 
akrab "close/friends". He would also most likely be labeled as someone who 
couldn't get on with other members of the RT (nggak bisa rukun). Alternatively, he 
might also have been perceived as someone who thought he was of more worth 
than others and didn't need others (sonibong), and in general someone who didn't 
like socializing (nggak suka kumpul/berbaur) and who wasn't friendly (tidak 
ramah) (see e.g. Sections 5.3.1, 5.3.2, 5.3.3, and 5.5). 

Turning now to Pak Abdurrabman (P3NJ from Extracts 21 and 22 in Section 9.1), 
there is a similar lack of interaction with other members of RT08. As with Pak 
Feizel, Pak Abdurrabman regularly attended RT meetings, religious celebrations, 
such as Haled Bihalal and Natalan, and the Independence Day celebrations. He 
also regularly participated in the preparations for these events. However, apart 
from these occasions, Pak Abdurrabman did not interact with other male heads of 
households or other members of this RT. As a pensioner, one might expect that he 
had a lot of time on his hands for interaction with neighbors. In some respects he 
did, and he could sometimes be seen sitting on his porch with his wife in the 
afternoons after four. The problem of course was that at this time of day, nobody 
from RT08 had returned home from work and hence he had no one else to interact 
with, apart from his wife and children. During the rest of the day and night, he 
spent most of his time either in his house or at the mosque. This was because his 
age and his bad health (which included chronic asthma, a bad heart, and high 
blood pressure) meant that he needed to spend more time sleeping or resting, and 
just as importantly, more time carrying out religious activities. 
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He needed to devote his energies to religious activities since he knew that his 
advanced age (by Indonesian standards) and his ill health increased the likelihood 
of his death11. Because of this, he spent much of his time doing things that would 
help accumulate good points (arnal) that would count in his favor when he did 
pass away. These good deeds that he carried out included increasing his worship 
(takwah) of Allah by doing the five compulsory prayers (sholat fardlu) at the 
mosque (asthma permitting), rather than at home. They also included extra 
religious activities (sunah), including reading from the Al-Qur'a.n and extra prayers 
(sholat sunah), which were in addition to the five compulsory prayers. These 
sholat sunah were often carried out between one and three in the morning, as he 
explained, and this, at least according to his wife, was why he regularly slept 
through much of the day. Pak Abdurrahman and his family also moved frequently 
between provinces and this also played a part in their choice of using Indonesian 
in interaction. That is to say, seeing they were going to move in the near futuie 
they did not see much point in learning to use Javanese. We could also argue that 
like Pak Feizel his economic status meant he had less need to interact with his 
neighbors. 

Pak Tobing and Pak Manurung interacted even less with their neighbors than Pak 
Abdurrahman and Pak Feizel. They very rarely participated in the few formally 
organized RT activities, and they never socialized with their neighbors outside of 
these activities. For Pak Tobing this was perhaps a more conscious choice since 
although he did work long hours (returning on dusk) he did have the opportunity 
to interact in the evenings, for example, attend RT meetings, but chose not to. He 
also had Saturday afternoons and Sunday's off, but would often spend this time 
organizing the building of a new house in another area of Semarang. For Pak 
Manururig it was even more difficult to regularly interact with his Javanese 
neighbors, since he in fact worked in Kalimantan and only returned home with his 
wife every few months (his four children minded their house). During my stay he 
did have stints of over a month, but nevertheless never used the opportunity to 
attend RT functions or socialize with his Javanese neighbors, preferring to spend 
the time with his friends and relatives who were also from Sumatra. As a Christian 

11 The topic of death and the need to be prepared for it, even if we are young and in good 
health, was often the topic of Friday sermons given at the mosque or at Thursday night 
recitation and interpretation of verses from the AI-Qur'an (pen gajian). 
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he also kept a couple of dogs, which made it difficult for his mostly Muslim 
neighbors to visit him should they wish (see the discussion in Section 5.4.3). 

It would appear that the males who almost never interacted with their Javanese 
counterparts also had no choice as to which code they used (i.e. just NSI). To put 
this another way we might say that since they never interacted with their 
Javanese counterparts it is perhaps not surprising that they never learned 
Javanese, which would have then given them a choice of code in inter-ethnic 
interactions. 

Turning now to those non-Javanese who did in fact have a choice as to which 
code they used, I note that the last two non-Javanese male heads of household 
interacted a little bit more frequently with their Javanese neighbors. For example, 
apart from regularly attending RT meetings also participated in other RT events, 
such as the sporting competitions held in the lead up to Independence Day 
celebrations, Pak Adi also worked shorter hours than the other male heads of 
households in this RT. As a live-in salesperson he also spent much of his spare 
time either socializing with the Javanese store persons who also lived at the 
business premises located beside our house, or with his next-door neighbor Pak 
Nurholis, who also liked to chat in the afternoons after he had finished his work. 
Interestingly enough, as noted previously he exchanged BJN with these people, 
rather than the NSI he exchanged with the other male non-Javanese heads of 
households who he rarely interacted with outside formal RT events. 

I also had many opportunities to interact with the Javanese male heads of 
households, at least within the parameters set out in Section 5.4 (see also Section 
4.2.2). For my efforts I was sometimes spoken to in Javanese (usually BJN), and in 
fact the more frequently I was a participant (mostly as a ratified bystander) in 
conversation where the other participants were Javanese, the more often 
conversation was held in Javanese (either BJN or BJK depending on who was 
speaking to whom). Hence as in the case of Pak Adi, we might also suggest that 
my frequent interaction with Javanese lead to a variety of Javanese being used to 
me and around me rather than NSI. My interactions with Pak Dono, who was of 
higher status and 13 years older than me, also support this observation. For 
example, in initial interactions we exchanged NSI, but as avid players of 
badminton we began to regularly interact in the evenings. With each subsequent 
interaction, Pak Dono used more BJN in his interactions with me, and for that 
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matter with the other non-Javanese present (these were mainly Mas Zainal, Pak 
Feizels' son and members from RTOS). 

If there is in fact some relationship between frequent interaction and the use of a 
variety of Javanese in inter-ethnic interactions, we might expect to see the non-
Javanese females who had a choice of either using Indonesian or Javanese also 
interacting frequently with those who they used Javanese with. Looking at Bu 
Sumaryono (P19NJ) first, we see that she is in fact the next door neighbor of Bu 
Nuxholis (P8), the Javanese she exchanged BJN with in Extract 26. Of equal 
importance is that they are both original inhabitants of the RT and hence have 
been neighbors for the last eight years. This gave them more opportunities to 
interact than with neighbors who had only stayed in this RT for the two to three 
year period of their lease. It is also worthy of note that despite Bu Sumaryono's 
work commitments that had her leaving at around six in the morning and 
returning home at around four to five each afternoon, nevertheless she almost 
never missed any of the RT activities described in Sections 6.4.1 and 5.4.2. 

In addition to this, Bu Sumaryono also had repeated opportunities to socialize 
with her female Javanese counterparts, mainly on Saturdays and Sundays. For 
example, on these days she shopped at the fresh produce seller who cycled by 
every morning and stopped in front of Bu Taufik's house. On these occasions she 
met with some of her Javanese neighbors who also shopped with this produce 
seller, thus providing another opportunity to interact and chat. According to 
observations made by my research assistants, on the occasions that there were a 
lot of Javanese, she would use EJN. These Javanese included nearby neighbors 
like Bu Matius, Bu Yulianto, Bu Sugiono, Bu Yudianto, Bu Tobing's Javanese maid 
(Bu Tobing left for work early in the morning), and Javanese members from the 
nearby RT. On other occasions when there were fewer Javanese participants and 
more non-Javanese shopping, like Bu Zainudin (P18NJ) and Bu Taufik (P9NJ), then 
Bu Sumaryono often preferred to use NSI. Outside of RT activities and the morning 
shopping, Bu Sumaryono rarely socialized with other members of this RT. 

Bu Taufik (P9NJ and the person who exchanged BJK with her female Javanese 
neighbors) lived on the other side of Bu Sumaryono and was also an original 
member of this RT. Bu Taufik also shopped at the produce seller who went by 
each morning; in fact, the produce seller stopped out the front of her house almost 
every day. This gave her an opportunity to interact and chat almost everyday with 
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her Javanese neighbors who also shopped. Those that were regulars included Bu 
Yulianto (an original member of the RT), Bu Matius, Bu Yudianto (an original 

member of the RT), Bu Tobing's maid, plus a number of female Javanese from a 
nearby RT. There was also Bu Sugiono (an original member of the RT), who 

shopped on Saturdays and Sundays (she left for work at 6:30 am on the other days 
and hence had her maid do the shopping). The above occasions represent the 
most regular opportunities that Bu Taufik had to interact with her Javanese 

neighbors; in the afternoons she rarely socialized as she would be taking care of 
her two school aged grandchildren and her nephew, who were all living with her 

and her husband. 

Of interest here is the fact that while other female non-Javanese used BJN, Bu 
Taufik used BJK. I suspect the reason for this is that she used BJK to her younger 
interlocutors in order to elicit BJK in return, a code that she thought was 

appropriate to her age. Her responses and comments to the questionnaire she 
filled in strongly support this interpretation; for example, one of the things that 

constantly came up when she commented on why there was BJK in a transcript 
was that the person being spoken too was older and hence had to be diajeni 
"respected", while also noting that it was quite normal to expect the older person 
to, in return, reply in BJN. However as we have seen BJN is used among younger 
generation speakers to signal familiarity and had she used BJN to signal 

familiarity this may have resulted in her Javanese interlocutor replying in BJN, 

which as she noted would not be appropriate to someone of her age. Hence to 

make sure this did not happen, but to also signal some type of familiarity, she 

chose to use BJK with those she had frequent occasion to interact with. 

The final two non-Javanese female heads of household who had a choice of using 
either Javanese or Indonesian in interaction were Bu Kris (P17NJ) and Bu Zainudin 
(P18NJ). Looking at Bu Kris first we see that she had been living in this RT for the 
last six years. Her immediate neighbors were Bu Saryono (P3 and the person she 
frequently exchanged BJN with in RT meetings), Bu Joko (P6 who in RT meetings 
exchanged NSI with her, but in other contexts exchanged BJN), and Bu Pujianto 
(PlO who she usually exchanged NSI with). They all owned houses in this RT and 
had been living here for the last four years. As the owner of a hardware shop Bu 
Kris worked long hours, normally from eight in the morning till five in the 
afternoon. Nevertheless, she was also a regular at all RT activities. Bu Kris also 
had various other opportunities during the day to socialize with a number of her 
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Javanese neighbors, most notably in the early mornings when the fresh produce 
seller mentioned above stopped at the front of Bu Saryono's (P3) house. Here Bu 
Pujianto (PlO), Bu Joko (P6), Bu Saryono (P3) and herself would shop and chat. 
Outside of these contexts however, she did not interact with other members of the 
RT. 

Bu Zainudin (P18NJ) was a short-term member of this RT and at the time of 
recording Tape 27c had only been living in RT08 for eight months. Bu Zainudin 
was a regular at all RT activities and she did not work for an income and hence 
had more opportunities to interact with her neighbors, at least more than those 
who did work for an income. She shopped with the fresh produce seller at the 
front of Bu Abdurrahman's house, or at the front of her house everyday but by a 
stroke of fate most of her immediate neighbors who shopped in the morning with 
the fresh produce seller were also non-Javanese, including Bu Abdurrahman, the 
two children of the Manurung's, and occasionally Bu Feizel (P7NJ). The only 
Javanese members of this RT who shopped at this location were Bu Feizel's next-
door neighbor Bu Dono and as was more often the case her Javanese maid. On 
these occasions code choice was always NSI whether it was among non-Javanese 
or Javanese. Bu Zainudin also frequently interacted with her immediate Javanese 
neighbor, Bu Nurholis and as we saw in Table 12 they exchanged BJN. 

In Section 9.2 we also discussed Bu Zainudin's use of BJN in interactions with 
Tuti, a Javanese who had been her work-mate for two years and her best friend for 
that time when she was living in Semarang. We also noted that a similar situation 
of BJN exchange existed in inter-ethnic interactions among non-Javanese youth, 
such as Mas Zainal, his brother and sister, the Abdurrahman and Manurung 
children, and my brother-in-law and their Javanese peers. These people also 
interacted with one another on a regular basis at university, home, and on other 
social occasions. 

Before concluding this section we also need to look at the non-Javanese females of 
this RT who generally did not have a choice between Javanese and Indonesian. 
Bu Feizel, who exclusively used NSI in inter-ethnic interaction, was an original 
member of this RT. As discussed above her immediate neighbors were also other 
non-Javanese and/or short terms lessees. She worked for an income leaving at 
around seven in the morning and returning at around three to four in the 
afternoon. Despite her work commitments, she was also a regular at RT activities 
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and meetings. As noted earlier, she would only occasionally shop in the mornings 
on weekdays (this was because she left for work at around the same time the 
produce seller would arrive), but would often shop on Saturdays and Sundays. In 
the afternoons she rarely if ever interacted with her neighbors or anyone else from 
this RT, and weekends were often spent with friends from outside of this RT or 
with their relatives as noted earlier. In summary, although she was a regular in RT 
activities, she had little occasion (even though there were plenty of opportunities) 
to interact with her Javanese neighbors outside of these contexts. We might go as 
far to say that Bu Feizel appeared not to want to interact more with her Javanese 
neighbors and in turn this did not require her to use or learn Javanese. 

Bu Abdurrahman (P14NJ) on the other hand did have some competence in both 
Javanese (BJK) and NSI, yet as we have seen chose not to use Javanese. She was 
also a short-term member of this RT and at the time of the recording of Tape 27c 
had been living in this RT for nineteen months. Bu Abdurrahman was a regular at 
all RT activities and she did not work for an income and hence had more 
opportunities to interact with her neighbors if she wanted. She did in fact 
regularly interact with some, but most frequently this was with another non-
Javanese, Bu Zainudin, who lived opposite her. They visited one another a number 
of times each day and on these occasions exchanged NSI (see e.g. Tape 13). They 
also shopped with the fresh produce seller at the front of Bu Abdurrahman's house 
or at the front of Bu Zainudin's house, but as noted earlier this provided few 
opportunities to interact with neighbors of Javanese ethnicity. Bu Abdurrahman 
also very occasionally interacted with their immediate Javanese neighbor, Bu 
Nurholis and on these occasions they exchanged NSI. 

What the discussion thus far suggests is that there is some link between 
frequency of interaction among members of this RT and their code choice. For 
example, it would appear that those non-Javanese who never interacted with 
their Javanese counterparts were the very same people who never had a choice of 
codes and could only resort to NSI. On the other hand, apart from regularly 
attending RT activities (which amounted to more than two opportunities a month 
to interact, compared to the males' one), the females who did appear to have a 
choice between Javanese and Indonesian also had other opportunities to interact 
outside of these forums; most, like shopping, were a result of their daily social 
activities. Those who had most opportunities to interact with their Javanese 
counterparts also tended to use either BJN or BJK in their interactions with them. 
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In some ways, we might say that for those who tended toward the use of NSI, 
their work commitments, their location, their situation at home, and for some, their 
short-term residency, gave them little opportunity or need to learn Javanese. Their 
environment at work may have compounded this, where at least for the males, as 
heads of sections they had their own offices and were hence isolated from the 
Javanese conversations that went on around them. This was certainly the case for 
Pak Feizel as his son noted, and for people like Pak Manurung who worked in 
another province (where the local language would not have been Javanese), this 
would have been even more the case. In summary we might suggest that the non-
Javanese who didn't learn Javanese didn't do so because they didn't really have 
any use for it. 

Before moving onto the next section which considers the contextualization 
potentials of code choice in inter-ethnic interactions in this RT I should comment 
on two matters. The first is the use of BJN in interactions involving pairs of non-
Javanese and the second concerns the apparent relationship between gender and 
code choice. When trying to account for the BJN usage among non-Javanese pairs, 
such as Bu Sumaryono and Bu Kris, and Mas Diding and Mas Zainal, I note that 
the existence of other Javanese interlocutors might have influenced the first pair, 
but not the second (since I was the only person around when they exchanged 
BJN). What is common to these two pairs, or at least to the persons who initiated 
the switch to BJN, is that they both have lived for long periods of time in Java and 
perhaps this has become their unmarked code for interaction with peers. 

Note that the discussion in this section does not totally rule out the possibility 
that code choice interacts with gender (e.g. that men might perhaps prefer NSI 
regardless of closeness). Hence some of what the following chapter does is to see 
if data from RTO5 may help bear on this point. 

9.4. Codeswitching and other bases for code choice 

As with other sections that looked at codeswitching (e.g. Sections 7.6 and 8.3) this 
section looks at instances of codeswitching from Indonesian to Javanese and vice-
versa and interprets them from a standpoint that acknowledges that code can also 
create context rather than just be just a product of context. The first two extracts 
that I look at (Extracts 28 and 29) in this section illustrate a somewhat different 
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type of codeswitching than described in Sections 7.5 and 8.3 because this time 

participants are switching from NSI to BJN and back into NSI (i.e. NSI is the 

unmarked code between these participants) rather than vice-versa. The last 

extract (Extracts 30) shows a similar type of switching to that reported in 

Chapters 7 and 8. 

In preparing to look at these instances of codeswitcbing it is useful to reframe our 

findings in the previous chapters to make more explicit the context creating 

properties of code. For example, the previous discussion alerted us to the fact that 

those who interacted frequently tended to use a different code than those who did 

not. We could reframe this somewhat and say that code was also being used to 

indicate personal relationships along the dimension of familiarity or histories of 

interaction. Certainly the results of questionnaires distributed to members of this 

RT (see Sections 4.5.3 and 4.7) would suggest that the use of BJN by a non-

Javanese to a Javanese may carry a meta-message, which essentially says, "we 

are friends" (see also the discussion of Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo's 1982 work in 

Section 2.3). Conversely, not using Javanese in interaction with one's Javanese 

interlocutor may indicate a distant relationship or in some cases an unwillingness 

to become friendly. Put in terms of Gumperz's (1982a) work, we might say that 

BJN and NSI are "contextualization cues", which allow participants to show and 

interpret intent, in this case along the dimension of familiarity. 

With this framework in place we can go onto look at Extract 28 where we have Bu 

Saryono (P3) interacting with Bu Zainudin (P18NJ) a Sundanese from West Java. 

This interaction occurs during the same RT meeting discussed in Extract 25 and 

occurs about fifteen minutes into the recording. It is preceded by an interaction 

about a new member of the RT who has leased a house next door to P18NJ and 

opened a business that requires frequent trips by heavy trucks into the RT. 

Extract 28 taken from Tape 27c (170) 

1 P18NJ>P3 toh Bu (.2) itu katanya kan adik (.1) itu Joh Bu adik saya itu 

kan waktu pertama kali bawa barang itu minta itu minta 

tolong sama adik saya soalnya engga ada laid laid yang mau 

ngangkut ngangkut nurunin itu adik saya ditolong' (.2) dia (.3) 
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dia ngangkut itu malam malam itu bawaké ke ruma:h? terus 

dia 

2 P3>P18NJ L jenengé ngerepotké tonggo kokngono kuwi jenengé' 

P18NJ>P3 L ya 

soalnya engga ada siapa siapa waktu itu { sib Bu' haha 

4 P3>P18NJ { lab salahé wong 
gowo barang ra nggowo { wong piyé' 

5 P18NJ>P3 { ya adik saya kasihan " engga apa 

apa ditolong" terus dia bilang katanya mi (.3) resminya sib 

mulai pindah tanggal dua puluh dua lDesentherl' katanya' 

6 P3>P18NJ L 
belum bayar ko jtuL barn uang muka' 

7 P18NJ>P3 Lheemkatanya 

resminya tanggal dua dua nanti' 

8 P3>P18NJ [nanti dua puluh dua itu 

nanti bayamya' 

9 P18NJ>P3 L heem katanya gitu 

English 

1 P18NJ>P3 Heh Eu he said [my] younger brother right, [I] mean my 

younger brother right, the first time when goods were brought 

[by truck to next door], [they] asked asked for help from my 

brother because there were no men to lift and unload [the 

truck]. [So] my younger brother helped, he, he lifted [their 

merchandise of the truck] and carried it into the house. 
2 P3>P18NJ Hem that's called inconveniencing the neighbors, that's what 

doing that is called. 

3 P18NJ>P3 Yeah the problem was at that time there wasn't anybody 

around (i.e. becak drivers etc. who later on were paid to do 

this). 

4 P3>P18NJ Yeah well that's the problem of the person who brought the 

goods, gee [how stupid] not [also] bringing someone with [to 

do this]. 
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5 P18NJ>P3 Haha yeah my younger brother felt sorry for them [he thought] 

"it doesn't matter I'll help", and he said they will formally 

move in on the 22 Id  of December is what they said. 
6 P3>P18NJ [The lessee] hasn't yet paid heh, [he] has only put down a 

deposit. 

7 P18NJ>P3 Yeah they said it will be formalized on the 22 d  of December. 
8 P3>P18NJ [Oh] later on, on the 22  Id  of December [they] are going to pay. 
9 P18NJ>P3 Yes he [my younger brother] said that. 

As can be seen on line 1 Bu Zainudin uses both BJN and NSI before reverting back 
to NSI on lines 3 and 5. Her interlocutor Bu Saryono (P3) uses BJN on lines 2 and 4 
before reverting back to NSI on lines 6 and 8. Drawing on the previous discussion 
we might say that Bu Zainudin's use of the BJN affix "é" on line 1 was perceived 
by Bu Saryono as an attempt to change the relationship from one where they saw 
each other as just members of the RT, to a friendlier relationship. This then 
triggered a switch to BJN by Bu Saryono, who after two turns felt that her BJN 
was not being reciprocated and hence may have felt she had misinterpreted Bu 
Zainudin's intent, and so she subsequently switched back to NSI. 

Discussing this particular interaction with Bu Zainudin, she assured me that her 
use of the BJN affix "é" was not to try and get the relationship closer with Bu 
Saryono, since she didn't like her. I was not in the position to ask Bu Saryono 
directly why she used BJN, but analysis of her other interactions in Tape lOc and 
Tape 27c and of interactions between the Javanese alone suggested there might 
be some truth in the argument that the use of a BJN form by Bu Zainudin was 
interpreted by Bu Saryono as an invitation for the formation of a closer 
relationship. 

An alternate reading of how code choice was intended and interpreted in this 
interaction can be arrived at if we take into consideration the wider context of the 
topic being talked about. Essentially this concerned the behavior of a new 
neighbor who wasn't well received by many members of RT08, including Bu 
Zainudin, and hence we might suggest that the use of BJN was a strategy for 
getting Bu Saryono on side. This interpretation finds some support if we look at Bu 
Saryono's responses on lines 2 and 4 where she does appear to take up Bu 
Zainudin's concern about the unneighborly behavior of the people under 
discussion. (Bu Zainudin proposed no explanation herself for this particular 
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interaction, although on other occasions noted that she did use BJN with people 
like her friend Tuti as a sign of their friendship and to signal friendship.) 

Looking at another inter-ethnic interaction involving Bu Zainudin (P18NJ) there is 
Extract 29 below, which was recorded in the kitchen of her house when she, Suli 
(P24 a Javanese from Central Java and our family's live-in maid), Endang (P25, a 
Javanese from Central Java and a neighbor's maid), and Zelfi (P4NJ, a Buginese 
and the neighbor's maid's boss's daughter) were cooking wajit "a sweet made 
from coconut, palm sugar and glutinous rice". This particular conversation is 
preceded by an interaction where Mbak Suli is teasing Mbak Endang and saying 
that she likes to joke around. 

Extract 29 taken from Tape 40c (213) 

1 P18NJ>P25 I'enggal' itu' kurazigkurangapa kuranggulo? (.6) 

>he { eh ketoké jeh kurang> 

2 P25>P18NJ { kuranggulo?] 

3 P24>P18NJ L heeh kuranggulo' (1.0) 

4 P4NJ>P18NJ kuranggula' (2.0) 

5 P18NJ>P24 sama kei santané kuduné (3.3) heh (.1) ben nganu 

jangan pakai wajit kayak di kampung loh itu wajit sing:::: 

kering >itu tahu engga? 

B P24>P18NJ L sing bunder bunder dhisik 

7 P18NJ>P24 Lheeh 

(.4) 

B P24>P18NJ itu buatnya nggakdi kampung dthuat di sini { hehehehehe 
9 P18NJ { hehehe 
10 P25>P18NJ di kampung ndak{ pemah buat ndakl 
11 P24>P25 {ikiDangikihehe 

12 P25 L (??? ??? {???) 

13 P18NJ>P25 {>ndak 

maksudnya 1'kanl'> <nek mantenan? di kampung ki 

wajité 1'gedh6 gedh6:1 ngono kuwi ya? 

14 P3>P18NJ Liya'(.4)tapinggalr 

pernah buat' 
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English 

1 P18NJ>P25 Heh it hasn't hasn't enough enough sugar heh? That looks 

like it hasn't enough. 

2 P25>P18NJ Not enough sugar? 

3 P24>P18NJ Heeh not enough sugar. 

4 P4NJ>P18NJ Not enough sugar. 

5 P18NJ>P24 As with the grated coconut [we] should add some more. 

Heh let it be ah don't make it like the wajit [you find] in 

[your] village heh, this wajit is the dry type, you know what 

I mean or not? 

6 P24>P18NJ [Do you want them] rolled up first? 

7 P18NJ>P24 Heeh. 

8 P24> P18NJ Its not being made in the village, but here hehehehehe 

9 P18NJ Hehehe. 

10 P25>P18NJ In [my] village [we] never make [wajit like this] nope. 

11 P24>P25 Here Dang here hehe. 

12 P25 (??? ??? ???). 

13 P18NJ>P25 No, what I mean right [is that] if at a wedding in the village 

the wajit is very big like that heh. 

14 P25>P18NJ Yeah [I know what you mean], but [I've] never made them. 

In this interaction Bu Zainudin (P18NJ) uses both BJN and NSI within an 
utterance (lines 1, 5 & 13), while SuJi (P24) uses BJN in her turns on lines 3 and 6, 
before reverting back to NSI on line 8. In contrast to her interaction in Extract 28, 
Bu Zainudin noted that in this one she was trying to make the relationship 
between her and Suli more friendly and family-like. Hence we can suggest that in 
this interaction, at least, BJN was used to try to indicate how she felt about Sull. 
Suli, on other hand, noted that she did not like using Javanese with non-Javanese, 
especially the female heads of households in this RT. This was because she 
thought BJN would not be appropriate nor were BJK varieties because she did not 
know the level of competence of her non-Javanese interlocutors in these other 
varieties of Javanese. Hence, this explains Suli's use of NSI when initiating a turn 
with Bu Zainudin. 

From the discussion thus far we might suggest that as with interactions among 

the Javanese of this RT, in inter-ethnic interactions code choice appears to be one 
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salient element for conveying and interpreting intent on the part of the non-

Javanese speakers of this community, although there is some evidence (e.g. 

Extract 28) that suggests conventions for interpreting these contextualization 

cues might not be shared. In particular, BJN and NSI are used by non-Javanese to 

indicate (or index) history of interaction and/or one's affective stance towards a 

Javanese interlocutor. Of course if BJN is used to indicate familiarity and NSI is 

used to indicate unfamiliarity, then this raises some interesting questions relating 

to the code choices found in Extract 30 below. For example, in this extract the 

interactants are in fact friends yet in this interaction there is some use of NSI. In 

this extract Mas Zainal (P20NJ) is interacting with two of his ethnic Javanese 

friends, Joni (P2) and Guruh (P3). (This interaction occurs at Joni's house in his 

bedroom around ten in the morning.) 

Extract 30 taken from Tape 30c (227) 

1 P1NJ>.P2&P3 Jane anu okdipas paské aziuiki id (1.19) kuwi jek >ini 

kan> dua taun kuliah' (.87) dua taun kuliah Ttiga taun 

lagilah1 (.53) jadi sak- (1.31) sebelum kulialmya bubaritu? 

(.66) ijik iso dikumpulké ya nek wis (.43) nek wis bar 

kuliah mestiné wis kerjo neng neng ngendi okyo' 

2 P3>P1NJ&P2 [waii 

wis dhuwé bojo ho hehe 

3 P2>P1NJ&P3 [(laughs) (1.87) be:rarti: renca- 

taun dua ribu satu' (.78) 

4 P3>P2&P1NJ ia iyo koyo sing cewek cewek hi do nduwé bojo 

5 P2>P3 [(laughs) (.8) yo:: ra p0 OpO' 

6 P1NJ>P2&P3 [asal- (.56) sing cilik 

cilik waé ({ P2 ya masih??) wis podo nduwé bojo wis 

diangkuti rak uwis'  (laughs) 

7 P3>P1NJ&P2 [mungkin neng { kené toyo' 

8 P2>P3&P1NJ {wis 

momongan' (1.43) 

9 P1NJ>P2&P3 I maiahl wis jek nongol momongan (laughs) 
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10 P2>P1NJ&P3 [singanak 

siji wis loro barang' (1.6) sing iki rung nduwé anak 

nduwé anak siji hehe 

English 

P1NJ>P2&P3 Actually [if I] calculate [my time at tJni], you know. Its still, 

[us for example] there is still, two years studies, two years 

studies, say another three years. So before [our] studies are 

finished, [I] still have to [work out what subjects to repeat], 

then if studies are finished [I] should be able to get a job, 

[but] where yeah? 

2 P3>P1NJ&P2 Hah [we'll] already be married ho hehe. 

3 P2>P1NJ&P3 (laughs) That means the plan is for the year 2001. 

4 P3>P2&P1NJ (Yes all our female [classmates] already have husbands ??). 
5 P2>P3 (laughs) Yeah that's ok. 

6 P1NJ>P2&P3 As long as (restarts utterance), [even] our younger female 

[classmates] ({ P2 yeah and [we] still??) already have 

husbands [and we haven't even got girlfriends yet]. 
7 P3>P1NJ&P2 Maybe even the young girl next door [already has a 

husband]. 

8 P2>P3&P1NJ [In fact she] already has an infant to take care of. 
9 P1NJ>P2&P3 In fact, she already has an infant. 

10 P2>P1&P3 [Actually], those who before already had an infant now 

have two, those who didn't have an infant now have [and 

we haven't even got a girlfriend] hehe. 

As can be seen on line 1 Mas Zainal (P20NJ) alternates between BJN and 

Indonesian. Drawing again on insights about code choice offered in Section 2.4 we 
can firstly reiterate that code choice has other, non-identity functions. Following 
the lead of Gumperz (1982a: 73) and Auer (1988: 199), who demonstrated that 

codeswitching could be used to show that one was quoting, reiterating, 

qualifying, changing modes from giving information to evaluating it and so on, we 
might interpret Mas Zainal's use of Indonesian in line 1 as a qualification or 

exemplification of his previous utterance in BJN (see e.g. Errington 1998: 159 for a 
similar example). Alternatively, or perhaps in addition to this, we could also 

interpret this codeswitch as reframing his utterance from personal to objective. 
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Another hint, so to speak, that NSI is not used here to indicate social distance or 
unfamiliarity is the fact that its use is rare in this speech situation and stands out 
in an interaction that is otherwise characterized by the exchange of BJN. 

Thus we might suggest here that whilst BJN perhaps indicates familiarity and 
NSI unfamiliarity we need to qualify this by noting that these codes, and in 
particular NSI, can also be used for other conversational purposes. 

9.5. Summary 

In the previous discussion we saw that in inter-ethnic interactions either NSI or 
Javanese (either BJN or BJK) could be used (Sections 9.1 & 9.2). In looking at why 
members of this RT used a particular code we noted that code choice appeared to 
depend on who was speaking to whom rather than factors like topic, location, 
status or age (Section 9.3). In Section 9.4 I then went on to look at how code 
created context and suggested that code choice appeared to be one salient 
element for conveying and interpreting intent on the part of the non-Javanese 
speakers of this community. In particular we saw that BJN and NSI could be used 
to indicate a number of things, including participants' history of interaction and 
their affective stance towards each other. We also saw that in one case (Extract 
28) these conventions might not be shared, while in others code could be used to 
provide information about the type of activity that a speaker is engaged in (such 
as whether it is exemplifying or pointing to what is to betaken as objective or 
personal opinion). In Section 9.3 I also raised the question of whether the 
tendency for males to use NSI in interaction and the tendency for females to use 
BJN might alternatively have been gender based. In the following chapter I 
address this issued by looking at inter-ethnic interactions among the males of 
RT05, where frequency of interaction and familiarity among male members was 
greater than in RT08 (see Section 5.3). 
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Chapter Ten 

Male Inter-ethnic Interactions in RT05 



Chapter 10: Male Inter-ethnic Interactions in RT05. 

10.0 Introduction. 

This chapter takes up the issue raised in the Section 9.5, namely whether male 
heads of households in another RT where social organization is significantly 

different use NSI regardless of familiarity. We wouldn't want to assume that the 

norms for interaction that were drawn on in interactions in RTOS amongst the 

Javanese themselves also hold in inter-ethnic interactions in RTOS. Accordingly 

we'll first consider what patterns seem to apply in male inter-ethnic interactions 
in RTOS before then considering how these patterns might relate to what we 

observed in RT08. 

What we found in RTOS, in fact, was that three of the four non-Javanese males 
regularly used BJN in inter-ethnic encounters. Only the use of BJN was actually 

recorded on tape; Section 10.1 presents some examples of this, while Section 10.2 
looks at the use of Indonesian. In Section 10.3 I go on to consider when (or as it 
turns out, between whom) the use of BJN and NSI was actually observed, and 

what the basis for the choice seems to be and how it relates to that in RT08. 
Section 10.4 then considers codeswitching involving BJN and NSI and Section 10.5 
summarizes the findings for inter-ethnic interaction among the males of RTOS and 
how it relates to the inter-ethnic interactions that occurred in RT08. 

10.1. Ngoko Javanese (BJN) 

In this section I give some examples of the use of BJN found in male inter-ethnic 
interactions that occurred in the speech situations described in Section 4.2.2. As 
with Chapter 8 these examples are all taken from the card game represented by 
Tape 05c. Extract 31 below represents an interaction between Pak Abdul (P1NJ) 
from Kalimantan and Pak Macli (P4) a Javanese born and raised in Semarang. 
Leading up to this particular interaction Mas Budi (PS) had just won the previous 
hand and Pak Math had done badly. Pak Abdul, considered a good card-player by 
other members of the RT, is offering advice - tongue in cheek - to Pak Macli, who 
is considered the worst player of the group. 
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Extract 31 taken from Tape 05c (313) 

1 PINJ>P4 ojo mendet Pak Macli (.1) baiiaya Pak' (.6) > keduk ra wis 

Pak'> (1.0) Pak Math? ojo mendet loh' (.4) 

2 P4>P1NJ { iya' (.3) 

3 P5 { wab keduk sajané loh arep arep tak keduk sik' 

4 P1NJ>P4 >kedukPak> keduk' 

5 P4>P1NJ L nanti ncthisiic waé:: 

5 P1 NJ> P4 L keduk keduk 

Pak Macli 1'keduk keduk keduk kok lo:hl' lo::h' (.5) 

7 P4>P1NJ wis ben lab' 

$ P1NJ>P4 L maksudé piyé { (???) kedukhahahaha (.7) 

R P4>P1NJ {labiya'] e::::h 

10 P1NJ>P4 L asem ainan sik okasé okasem hahaha (3.0) 

11 P4>P1NJ nunggu siji thok iki' (2.3) 

12 P1NJ>P4 anu- { tak nggolek iki ok] 

131 P4>P1NJ { Ilci nggolek siji ineneh kih' (.9) nggolek as siji 

néh ki (3.7) 

English 

1 P1NJ>P4 Such a player as yourself shouldn't need to pick up a card of 

the stack Pak Math. Its a dangerous move Pak, discard and 

pickup instead12  Pak. Heh, Pak Math did you hear me, I said a 

player like yourself doesn't need to take a card off the stack. 

2 P4>P1NJ Yes. 

3 P5 Blast, should have been able to discard and pick up [some 

good ones] right in front of you, I'll discard and pickup now. 

4 P1NJ>P4 [come on] Pak discard and pickup, [come on] discard and 

pickup. 

5 P4>P1NJ Yeah later, wait a moment first. 

12 To save space I have translated keduk as "discard and pickup". But in this card game it 
really means something like "put down some cards so you can pick up some that others 
have thrown out" and sometimes "come on put down some cards so you can pick up some 
that others have thrown out", the difference depending on the use of prosody. 
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6 P1NJ>P4 [Come on] discard and pickup, [come on] discard and pickup 

father, [come on] discard and pickup, [come on] discard and 

pickup, [come on] discard and pickup. What did you throw 

that card away for? 

7 P4>P1NJ Ah not to worry it's already happened. 

8 P1NJ>P4 What do you mean by (???) doing that? (laughs) 

9 P4>P1NJ Yeahe::::. 

10 P1NJ>P4 What a bummer for you, I was holding the ace that you 

needed, what a bummer (laughs). 

11 P4>P1NJ I just need one more card. 

12 P1NJ>P4 I'm waiting for this one heh. 

13 P4>P1NJ Look at my hand, I just needed one more card. 

With the exception of the BJK form mendet "to take" on line 1 and the Indonesian 

forms nanti "later" (line 5), and nunggu 'to wait" (line 11), the above interaction is 

characterized by an exchange of BJN (Section 10.4 will discuss possible reasons 

for the use of Indonesian and BJK in this interaction). It should also be noted that 

most of these BJN forms have Indonesian equivalents (see Table 05 in Appendix 

E), which they knew (see Table 04 in Section 6.1.3) should they have wished to 

use them. 

Looking at another interaction among heads of household there is Extract 32 

below. In this interaction we have Pak Liman (P2), a Javanese born and raised in 

Semarang interacting with Pak Sudiman (P7NJ), who is a Sundanese from Bogor 

in West Java. This conversation occurs about 40 minutes into the recording and is 

preceded by the end of another hand, which Pak Liman lost. 

Extract 32 taken from Tape 05c (630) 

1 P7NJ>P2 nek mau ngeduk buwanganmuwolu:' 

2 P2>P7NJ L ora iso: mau >kudu 

buwa.ng akif> 

3 P7NJ>P2 L wolu buwangané he::m' 

4 P2>P7NJ [oh mau' 

5 P7NJ>P2 [heeh 
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English 

1 P7NJ>P2 If you wanted to put down and pick up others' cards earlier, 

then you should have thrown out the eight. 

2 P2 >P7NJ No I couldn't earlier. In fact, I should have thrown cards out. 

3 P7NJ>P2 You should have thrown out the eight. 

4 P2>P7NJ Oh earlier? 

5 P7NJ>P2 Yeah. 

The above interaction is characterized by the exchange of BJN, most of which 

have Indonesian equivalents, which they knew should they have wished to use 

them (see Table 05 in Appendix E and Table 04 in Section 6.1.3). 

Turning to another interaction that involved a different Javanese and Pak Sudiman 

(P7NJ), we have Extract 33. In this extract Pak Sudiman is now interacting with 

Pak Madi (P4). This conversation is preceded by much bluffing on the part of Pak 

Madi (P4) and Mas Budi (PS), another ethnic Javanese, about the great cards they 

have. 

Extract 33 taken from Tape 05c (600) 

1 P1NJ>P4 wah joker Pak Madi' (1.3) 

2 P4>P1NJ kepiyé::: toh iki' 

3 P1NJ>P4 L asal manut sama saya dapat joker Pak 

Madi' (.1) 

4 P5 enthodhewé'(.l) 

5 P4 wah malah enak ol? (.8) 

6 P2 {wahiki' 

7 P4>P7NJ { iki dikeduk waé oh' 

B P7NJ>P4 L iki nek iki dadi' 

, P4>P7NJ [lahiya:'(.l) 

English 

1 P1NJ>P4 Wow [you got] the joker Pak Madi. 

2 P4>P1NJ What do you reckon about this one heh? 
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3 P1NJ>P4 As long as you do what I say [you'll] get the joker Pak Madi. 

4 P5 [He] got it himself. 

5 P4 Uhuh, its actually great heh. 

6 P2 Wow look at this one [that I just picked up]. 

7 P4>P7NJ I'll put down my cards here and pick up the discarded ones 

that will do. 

8 P7NJ>P4 This [card] if [you pick up] this [card] you will have a set. 

9 P4>P7NJ Yeah that's right. 

As with the previous two extracts this interaction between Pak Madi (P4) and Pak 

Sudiman (P7NJ) is characterized by the use of BJN forms that also have 

Indonesian equivalents, which they knew should they have wished to use them 

(see Table 05 in Appendix E and Table 04 in Section 6.1.3). 

Before looking at inter-ethnic interactions that involved youths of this RT, it is 

interesting to look at code choice in an inter-ethnic interaction where both speaker 

and interlocutor are non-Javanese. Extract 34 below represents such an 

interaction where Pak Abdul (P1NJ) is interacting with Pak Sudiman (P7NJ). This 

encounter occurs just after Pak Sudiman arrives at Pak Abdul's house and at the 

same time that Pak Liman (P2) is being relentlessly teased about losing the last 

hand and the last game. Here Pak Abdul, after urging Pak Liman (atheit tongue in 

cheek) not to take the comments of others seriously, then proceeds to tease him by 

inviting Pak Sudiman to give Pak Liman a hand to win the game. (The joke here is 

that Pak Sudiman is known as an even unluckier player than Pak Liman.) 

Extract 34 taken from Tape 05 (368) 

1 P8>P7NJ Pak dhéSudi?(.1) 

2 P1NJ>P7NJ Pak Sud? (.8) { Pak Sud (.6) Pak Sud menangké ndhisik Pak 

(.9) 

3 P5 {alah 

4 P7NJ>P1NJ abhottoh(.1) 

English 

1 P8>P7NJ Uncle Sudi. 

'a. 



2 PINJ>P7NJ Pak Sud, Pak Sud, Pak Sud [can] you help [this bloke] to win 

this game before you do anything. 

3 P5 Damn. 

4 P7NJ>P1NJ [The competition] is too good isn't it. 

As was the case in Pak Abdul's (P1NJ) and Pak Sudiman's (P7NJ) interactions 

with Javanese interlocutors, in this interaction they also use BJN, despite the fact 

that it is the first language of neither. As with previous extracts they knew the 

Indonesian equivalents for the BJN used by them should they have wished to use 

them. For example, menangké "to win something on someone's behalf", ndhisik 
"to do something first before doing something else", abhot "difficult", and toh 

"isn't it", could have been replaced with the Indonesian equivalents men an gkan, 

dulu, berat, and kan respectively. Strangely enough, the exchange of BJN in this 

type of inter-ethnic interaction did not appear to be infrequent in this RT, as I 

frequently noted in my observations of other interactions that involved Pak 

Sudiman, Pak Abdul, and other non-Javanese youth of this RT. I will provide 

further examples of this in Section 10.4, where I look at codeswitching. 

Thus far I have only looked at interactions among the male heads of household 

where BJN was used. Of course there were also interactions among the male 

Javanese heads of household and younger Javanese males where BJN was used 

and Extract 35 below represents such as interaction. This interaction is between 

Pak Macli (P4), who is a Javanese, and Mas Putu (P3NJ), who is a Balinese. On this 

occasion Mas Putu is just an onlooker, although on other occasions he would be a 

player. This conversation occurs after a new hand of cards has been dealt and 

each of the players and onlookers are speculating about who has a good hand and 

where the jokers might be. 

Extract 35 taken from Tape 05c (100) 

1 P3NJ>P4 iki ra?{ joker Tailand Pak' 

2 P1NJ>P4 { yang pegang anuPak' (.1) piyé Pak' 

P4>P1NJ&P3NJ L sik iki waé 

{ iki waé 

4 P5>P3NJ { joker Hongkong' (.2) 

5 P 1NJ loh Joh lo::h' (.1) 
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fi P3NJ>P4 nggo jogo jogo to Pak Macli' (.9) 

English 

1 P3NJ>P4 What about this one Pak? It's the Thailand Joker [i.e. 

not the Joker]. 

2 P1NJ>P4 Who has the joker Pak? What do you reckon Pak? 

3 P4>P1NJ&P3NJ Hang on, this one will do, this one. 

4 P5>P3NJ The Hong Kong Joker [i.e. not the Joker]. 

5 P1NJ Heh, heh, heh [what are you taking that card for?]. 
6 P3NJ>P4 That one just in case hey Pak Math. 

As with earlier interactions we have another non-Javanese, in this case, Mas Putu 
(P3NJ), using BJN (lines 1 and 6) to Pak Madi (P4), who then reciprocates in BJN 
on (line 3). As with the previous extracts all of these forms had Indonesian 
equivalents, which they knew should either have needed to use them (see Table 

05 in Appendix E and Table 04 in Section 6.1.3). I should also note here that I often 
observed this pattern of code choice in Mas Putu's interactions with other 

Javanese male heads of household, like Pak Liman. It is also the case that BJN 

was exchanged in situations where role relationships were reversed, that is, 
where the older person was non-Javanese. For example, I frequently observed 
Mas Budi (P5) and Mas Hem exchanging BJN with Pak Abdul (P1NJ) and Pak 

Sudiman (P7NJ). Often this was alternated with Indonesian, and I will provide an 
example of this by looking at one of Mas Budi's interactions with Pak Abdul when 
I consider codeswitching in Section 10.4. 

Before moving on to the look at the use of Indonesian, it is useful to discuss the 
use of BJN that I observed in inter-ethnic interactions involving just the youths 
from this RT. I frequently observed Mas Budi (P5), an ethnic Javanese and Mas 
Putu (P3NJ), a Balinese, exchanging BJN in their interactions. This was also the 
case in interactions between Mas Putu and another Javanese, Mas Hem. Table 06 
in Appendix E gives an example of some of the BJN forms that I heard them 
exchange in their interactions and their Indonesian equivalents. 



10.2. Indonesian 

This section looks at some speech situations where Indonesian was used as a 

code in inter-ethnic interaction. Of note here is the fact that during the card game 

discussed in the previous section, few interactions were carried out wholly in 

Indonesian. When Indonesian was the primary code used this was often when 

talk involved me (see e.g. the start of the recording) or when talk involved adding 

up scores, as will be seen when I discuss codeswitching in Section 10.4. 

In other inter-ethnic interactions that occurred in other speech situations that I 

observed but did not tape Indonesian was sometimes also the code. For example, 

in interactions at the guard post and during badminton games Pak Sudomo, a 

Javanese, and Pak Abdul, the non-Javanese discussed earlier, tended to exchange 

Indonesian. This was also the case when Pak Sudiman, the non-Javanese 

discussed in the previous section, interacted with Pak Sudomo. Pak Sudomo also 

exchanged Indonesian with Pak Hamzah (a Sumatran from Medan) when chatting 

at working bees, when watching volleyball matches, and when chatting after RT 

meetings. In interactions with other Javanese heads of household, such as Pak 

All, who was his immediate neighbor, Pak Hamzah also tended to exchange 

Indonesian. This was generally the case when Pak Hamzah interacted with the 

Javanese youth of this RT, although one evening I did observe him alternating 

Indonesian with BJN when chatting to a nunther of Javanese youth sitting outside 

his house. Before looking at codeswitching, however, I should also note that Pak 

Hamzah's interactions with other non-Javanese like Pak Abdul, Pak Sudiman, and 

Mas Putu were also characterized by Indonesian. 

Before moving on to looking at the bases for code choice I should also point out 

that when Indonesian was used in inter-ethnic interactions among those 

discussed in this section it was most often NSI: standard Indonesian (BI) 

appeared to be reserved for activities such as score taking, as will be seen in 

Extract 40 (see Section 10.4), or for reporting monetary matters at RT meetings 

(see the transcript for Tape 46c). 
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10.3. Person-related bases for code choice 

This section looks at why the participants discussed in the previous two sections 

used the codes that they did. In considering this matter I should note that to the 

extent that we were able to observe these participants in interaction they 

consistently used the same codes with the same people despite differences in 

topic, location, time and so on. For example, the code choices reported in Section 

10.1 could also be found in other speech situations, such as conversations at the 

guard post, conversations held while watching television or playing video games, 

conversations that went on during games of chess, volleyball and badminton, at 

working bees, and so on. 

Hence as with the previous chapters we can see that code choice seems to be 

dependent on who is talking to whom, and thus (outside of the code switching 

situations to be discussed in Section 10.4) clearly these code choices must have 

something to do with people rather than the location of interaction, topic and so 

on. Table 13 on the following page summarizes the code choice of each pair of 

interactants discussed thus far, including myself (P9NJ) as well as the actual 

residents of the RT. As with Tables 11 and 12 to find out who spoke which code to 

whom simply read across from one name and down from the other to find a pair of 

speaker's code choice. Where two codes are indicated and separated by a 

diagonal line this does not mean that the pair asymmetrically exchanged codes 

(as was the case in Chapter 7), but rather indicates that this pair although moving 

towards heavy BJN usage still use NSI when needed. 

Looking at Table 13 there are some striking differences in the use of BJN and NSI; 

for example, Javanese such as Pak Sudomo (P11) through to Pak Joni (P15) and 

Pak Yon (P17) through to Pak Akbar (P19) only ever use NSI with non-Javanese, 

while Javanese such as Pak Liman (P2) through to Mas Sigit (P 10), Pak Subroto 

(P12), and Mas Sis (P21) through to Mas Jono (P23) mainly use BJN with non-

Javanese. Another especially interesting point to note concerning Table 13 is the 

fact that of the five non-Javanese, all but one of them (Pak Hamzah P20NJ) used 

BJN with each other on some occasions. 



Table 13 Code choice in male inter-ethnic interactions in RT05 

P1NJ Pak 

Abdul 

BJN/ P3NJ 

NSI Mas Putu 

BJN/ BJN/ P7NJ Pak 

NSI NSI Sudimari 

BJN/ BJN/ BJN/ P9NJ Pak 

NSI NSI NSI Zainudiri (me) 

NSI BJN/ NSI NSI P20NJ  Pak 

NSI Hainzah 

BJN/ BJN/ NSI P2 Pak Liman 

BJN NSI BJN NSI 

BJN/ NSI P4 Pak Madi 

BJN BJN BJN NSI 

BJN/ NSI P5 Mas Budi 

BJN BJN BJN NSI 

BJN/ NSI P6 Mas Hem 

BJN BJN BJN NSI 

BJN/ NSI PS Mas Pras 

BJN BJN BJN NSI 

BJN/ NSI PlO Mas Sigit 

BJN BJN BJN NSI 

NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI P11 Pak Sudomo 

NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI P12 Pak Surono 

NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI P13 Pak Subagio 

NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI P14 Pak All 

NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI P15 Pak Joni 

BJN/ NSI BJN NSI NSI P12 Pak Subroto 

NSI 

NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI P17 Pak Yon 

NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI P18 Pak Tikno 

NSI NSI NSI NSI NSI P19 Pak Akbar 

BJN/ P21 Mas Sis 

BJN BJN BJN BJN NSI 

BJN/ P22 Mas Yono 

BJN BJN BJN BJN NSI 

BJN/ P23 Mas Jono 

BJN BJN BJN BJN NSI 
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Since all participants mentioned in Table 13 had a choice between the use of NSI 
and BJN (further evidence about the participants' competence can be found in 

Section 6..1.3), we cannot say that the use of one code instead of the other was 

due to lack of choice, as was the case in RT08. It is also the case that to the extent 
that I have data on Javanese and Indonesian usage in inter-ethnic interactions in 
this RT these exchanges were symmetrical despite differences in the status 
and/or age of participants (see Appendix G for information on the relative status 
and age of the male members of this RT). 

As with Sections 7.4, 8.2 and 9.4 we can also consider whether the choice 
between BJN or NSI was in accord with Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo's (1982: 68-69) 
earlier research, which showed that the use of Javanese in inter-ethnic 

interactions could be linked to familiarity (see the transcript in Section 2.3). The 

rest of this section investigates this question by looking at how frequently 
members of this RT interacted during the course of their daily activities. (I again 
use 'frequency of interaction' rather than 'familiarity' for the same reasons set out 

in Sections 7.4.) 

Starting with the daily activities of the pairs of speakers who preferred BJN in 
inter-ethnic we see that Pak Abdul is in fact unemployed and has been since his 
arrival in Semarang eighteen months earlier. Also of note is that although he has 
two children and his wife works from around seven in the morning till five in the 
afternoon, he had few child rearing responsibilities after about ten in the morning 
when his three-year-old son was often cared for by male friends who visited him 
after that time; his eldest was at school and after school he would be left to play 
with the other children of the RT. Pak Abdul did not have many household chores 
either, since his wife paid someone to do their washing and ironing, and since 

they did little cooking themselves, preferring to buy food from the food vendors 

who periodically went by. Hence, after about ten in the morning Pak Abdul had 

little to do. This time was mostly spent with the Javanese he exchanged BJN 

with, including pensioners like Pak Liman, semi-employed like Pak Macli, or 
university students who spent much of their day at home (e.g. Mas Budi, Mas 

Pras, Mas Sigit and Mas Putu, another non-Javanese). On my frequent visits to 
this RT during this time of day these people could be found either playing cards, 
marbles or video games, watching a sports competition on television, listening to 
music, karaoke singing, or just chatting. Except for marbles, which was played in 
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the empty lot beside Pak Abdul's house, most of these activities were carried out 
inside his house. 

Before other members of the RT started arriving home from work at around two to 
three in the afternoon, Pak Abdul and Mas Putu would either take a nap and get 
up at around three-thirty or four, or would continue playing cards if they were 
already involved in a game. If they were playing cards, other members of the RT 
like Pak Macli, Pak Sudiman, and Mas Hem would come to either watch or play. If 
they took a nap, upon getting up they would often become involved in a game of 
volleyball until shortly before dusk with other members of the RT, especially those 
Javanese who they exchanged BJN with, such as Pak Subroto, Mas Hem, Mas Sis, 
Mas Jono, and Mas Yono. Others like Pak Liman, Pak Sudiman, and Mas Budi 
would come and watch. After Isya (the Islamic prayer time occurring at around 
seven in the evening) non-Javanese such as Pak Abdul, Pak Sudiman, and Mas 
Putu could more often than not be found chatting or playing cards or chess at the 
guard post with the same Javanese that they interacted with earlier on in the day. 
Many other members of this RT often joined them, and there were regularly more 
than fifteen people sitting around and interacting. 

During the lead up to Independence Day Celebrations, Pak Abdul, Mas Putu and I 
would often be playing badminton with Mas Hem, Mas Sis, and a number of other 
youth from this RT. Others, like Pak Sudiman, Pak Liman, Pak Math, Mas Budi, and 
his two older brothers, would come along and watch. On weekends, these non-
Javanese involved themselves in similar activities, that is, cards, volleyball, 
badminton, chess and so on with the same Javanese that they frequently 
interacted with during weekdays. For example, on Saturday nights Pak Abdul's 
house was often the hub of activity, with many other members of the RT coming to 
either play cards or watch a game in progress. In summary, much of these non-
Javanese's daily social life involved interactions with the Javanese that they also 
chose to exchange BJN with. 

Turning to the daily activities of Pak Hamzah, the one non-Javanese who usually 
used NSI in his interactions with Javanese, I note that he rarely interacted with 
them or any other members of the RT for that matter, except during the formalized 
RT activities like meetings, working bees, and so on. I should be quick to add that 
this was not because he did not wish to, but rather because of his work and study 
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commitments, which took up most of his time (he was upgrading his diploma to a 
degree). 

Looking at the other pairs of people who used NSI a similar picture of longer 
working hours, if often shift work, prevented many of the other Javanese of this RT 
interacting with their non-Javanese neighbors. For example, Pak Sudomo noted 
his job, as the head of a section, frequently required him to come home late, 
leaving him tired and less inclined to socialize in the evenings. As can be seen in 
Table 13 his interactions with non-Javanese members like Pak Abdul, Pak 
Sudiman, Pak Hamzah, and Mas Putu were in NSI. 

What the discussion thus far suggests is that there is a link between frequency of 
interaction among members of this RT and their code choice. For example, it 
would appear that in inter-ethnic encounters, those who interact on a daily basis 
tend to use BJN in interaction, while those who have less occasion to interact tend 
to use Indonesian. We might say that for those non-Javanese who tended toward 
the use of BJN, the social organization found in this RT and their daily social life 
gave them many opportunities to learn BJN (although this by itself was not the 
reason for its use in inter-ethnic interactions). Pak Abdul represents an especially 
striking example of this considering that he had only arrived in Semarang a year 
and a half earlier and yet through frequent interaction had already became a 
heavy user of BJN. 

We might go on to suggest that as in RT08 (see Section 9.4), being competent in 
BJN allowed these non-Javanese to use BJN as a contextualization cue that 
indicated that they wanted to continue in a friendly relationship with their 
Javanese neighbors. The data I obtained through my conversations and informal 
interviews with some of the non-Javanese males tended to support this 
interpretation. For example, several of them talked of relationships in terms of 
whether they were "cs" (close/friends) or not and when explaining what it meant 
to be "cs" they noted that it meant the same thing as being akrab "close" and that 
the more often one interacted with someone the more cs or akrab they became. 
They went on to say, that the more cs one was with their Javanese neighbors the 
higher likelihood, or need to use BJN in interaction with these people. To 
continually use Indonesian in interactions with a Javanese one has frequent 
occasion to interact with would be interpreted by the Javanese interlocutor as 
wagu or kagok "strange/not appropriate", or worse, nggak ramah "not friendly". 
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In other words, using Indonesian would not be an accurate reflection of their 
relationship. 

Finally in answer to the question raised at the end of Chapter 9, namely was it the 
case that males in RT08 used NSI regardless of familiarity, we can suggest that 

this was most likely not the case. The is because the non-Javanese males of RT05 
who rarely interacted with their Javanese counterparts favored NSI in their 

interactions with them, as did the male head of household in RT08, and that the 

males of RT05 who frequently interacted preferred BJN just like a number of the 

females from RT08 did. Hence, since non-Javanese males in RTOS were heavy 
users of BJN, we can say that BJN use is not related to gender but more likely 
related to familiarity. 

10.4. Codeswitching and other bases for code choice 

Having established a relationship between familiarity and code choice, and then 
framed this in a way that acknowledges the context creating ability of code choice 
and in particular how BJN and NSI can be used as a contextualization cues to 
indicate familiarity and unfamiliarity respectively, still leaves uninterpreted cases 
where NSI is used among those who the previous section has shown to be 

familiars. For example, what of Extracts 36 through to 40 (presented below) where 
both BJN and Indonesian are used (often within the same utterance) among those 
who we have characterized as friends, who usually exchange BJN? As with 

Sections 7.5, 8.3, and 9.4, this section treats these as instances of codeswitching 
and interprets them from a standpoint that acknowledges that code can also 

create context. 

Looking first at interactions among heads of household we have Extract 36 below. 
In this interaction Pak Abdul (P1NJ) is interacting with Pak Liman (P2). This 

interaction occurs about twenty-five minutes into the recording and is preceded 
by Mas Budi (P5), a Javanese, chuckling to himself about the two Jokers that he 
has just been dealt. 

255 



Extract 36 taken from Tape 05c (433) 

1 P5 hehe {he 

, P1NJ>P2 {hehe T wab Joker (P4 ya) dua1 Pak Liman piyé jal ra:: 

wis' benjot tenan nek ngené hehe (.1) 
3 P7NJ>P1NJ enthekyo 
4 P1NJ Lhehehe(.1) 

English 

1 P5 Hehehehe. 

2 P1NJ>P2 Hehe wow IMas Budij got two Jokers (P4 yeah). Pak Liman 
how are you/we going to get out of losing this game also now 
you/we are finished hehe. 

3 P7NJ>P1NJ Finished yeah. 

4 P1NJ Hehehe. 

As can be seen on line 2 Pak Abdul (P1NJ) alternates between Indonesian and 
BJN when talking to Pak Liman (P2). If we again take into account Gumperz's 
(1982a), Auer's (1988), and Errington's (1998) insights, we might say that the use 
of Indonesian dua "two" on line 2 frames what Pak Abdul (P1NJ) says to Pak 
Liman (P2) as an objective evaluation or report of the situation. His use of BJN, on 
the other hand, reframes the interaction as personal and subjective but just as 
importantly as one that happens between those who have rapport (i.e. are 
friends). 

Extract 37 represents another interaction between these two speaker where there 
is an alternation between BJN and NSI, only this time there is more codeswitching 
between utterances than within an utterance. This extract is of a conversation 
that occurred shortly after the above conversation in Extract 36 and it starts close 
to the end of another hand, with some of the participants commenting on who will 
win and others boasting that they will win. 
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Extract 37 taken from Tape 05c (470) 

1 P1NJ>P4 iki ra? (1.1) { na::h tutupké ra wis Pak' (1.2) 
2 P4 { nah] buwanç/ (.5) 
3 P1NJ>P5 waii ngga mau ngentheni satus sekhet ok' 
4 P5>P1NJ [kuranglimang 

{ atus keno' 

5 P4 { ah nut up kabeh ditutup kabeh ra wis' (.1) 
6 P1NJ hehehehehe(.2) 

7 P2> all [wah malab wis' 

B P1NJ>P2 [wah malaii dapat sera- lima 

puluhan tho Pak' 

P2>P1NJ L kabeh do wedi::' (.2) 

10 P5 wah adhuh ning ngendhi 1-tho iki kertuku 5) 

11 P1NJ>P4 wis th- ndak usah lihat Pak Madi tutupké ra wis Pak' 

English 

1 P1NJ>P4 This [card] or not? Now win the hand that will do Pak. 
2 P4 Yes [here it is], [I'll] throw it out. 
3 P1NJ>P5 Would you believe that [he] doesn't want to [close the game 

now], he is waiting so that he will get 150 points instead. 
4 P5>P1NJ Needs five hundred [points]. 

5 P4 Ah everyone finish up, finish up everyone what about that. 
6 P1NJ Hehehehehe. 

7 P2>all Shit, its game over actually. 
8 P1NJ>-P2 Wow, actually [he P41 got one hundred heh, around fifty points 

heh Pak. 

9 P2>P1NJ Everyone is now scared [of losing the game]. 
10 P5 Shit where is, here is my card [the one I need]. 
11 P1NJ>P4 Come on, no need to look [at the card you just picked up] Pak 

Madi, [just] win the game [since you already have a winning 
hand], how about that Pak Madi. 

As can be seen on line 8 Pak Abdul (P1NJ) initiates a turn, which is essentially 
NSI followed by Pak Liman's (P2) response in BJN. (As with earlier extracts there 
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are also BJN equivalents for the Indonesian forms used and vice-versa should 
either participant have wished to use them: see Table 07 in Appendix E.) Again 
we might argue that Pak Abdul's use of the Indonesian dapat sera- lima puluhan 
"got one hundred eh around fifty [points]" is an objective evaluation of the 
situation, rather than a meta-message about his social identity in relation to Pak 
Liman. 

This objective or evaluative use of Indonesian is perhaps best illustrated in the 
following extended dialogue (Extract 38), which is bounded by mainly BJN usage. 
This interaction occurs fairly early in the recording and at the end of a hand. The 
conversation involves mainly the players, including Pak Madi (P4), Pak Abdul 
(P1NJ), Pak Liman (P2), and Mas Budi (P5), and one of the onlookers, Mas Pras 
(P8), who is Mas Budi's older brother. Pak Abdul is the scorekeeper in this hand. 

Extract 38 taken from Tape 05c (061) 

1 P1NJ>P4 mati lima belas Pak Madi' 
2 P4>P1NJ L oh iya mati lima belas' 

3 P5 Lkurang  
tiga puluh' (.5) 

4 P2? pakai kal{ kulator 

5 P5 {(ohya{???) 
6 P4>P4 { lima enam tujuh { delapan senibilan 

sepuluh lima 

7 P8>P2?&P1NJ? { berapa Pak Liman' 
(1.5) 

8 P1NJ>P8 dua ratus sepuluh' (.1) 
9 P4>P1NJ seratus lima' (.2) 

10 P5>P4 berapa 

11 P4>P5 [seratus lima:' (.1) 

12 P1NJ>P4 belum Pak Liman { kachek tiga lima Pak '(.6) 
13 P4 { wandurung'] 
14 P5>P4 isih durung' 
15 P4>P5 Lbelum'(.S) 

16 P5>P4&P1NJ padahal nutuprong atus loh' (.1) 
17 P1NJ>P4 Pak Madi masih akeh ok (1.3) 
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English 

1 P1NJ>P4 [You] wasted fifteen [points] Pak Macli? 

2 P4>P1NJ Oh yeah fifteen points. 

3 P5 [I] went down thirty [points]. 

4 P2? Use a calculator [to add up the scores] 

5 P5 Oh yeah (???) 

6 P4>P4 Five six seven eight nine ten five. 

7 P8>P2 How many [points did you get] Pak Liman? 

8 P1NJ>P8 Two hundred and ten. 

9 P4>P1NJ [I got] one hundred and five [points] 

10 P5>P4 How many? 

11 P4>P5 One hundred and five. 

12 P1NJ>P4 Not yet [enough points to win] Pak Liman [still] a needs 

thirty five points Pak. 

13 P4 Wow not yet. 

14 P5>P4 Still or not yet? 

15 P4>P5 Not yet. 

16 P5>P4&P1NJ Actually [you] could have won [if] you got two hundred 

points 

heh. 

17 P1NJ>P4 Pak Macli has still [got] a long way to go [to win the game] 
heh. 

As can be seen in the above extract the whole exchange is carried out in 
Indonesian when talking (objectively) about each other's scores. It is only in Line 
13 that some BJN begins to be used and this is essentially the point where the 
conversation moves from official scoring to a more personal level (i.e. interaction 
among friends) where the interactants begin to tease one another. 

Turning now to interactions involving heads of household and the youth of this RT 
we have Extract 39. This interaction involves Mas Budi (PS) and Pak Abdul (P1NJ) 
and occurs during the card game described in previous sections. It starts close to 
the end of another hand when other participants are speculating that Mas Budi 
will most likely win again. 
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Extract 39 taken from Tape 05c (122) 

1 P5 aduh enthek ih (1.8) 

2 P4 wab kewer kewer iii' (.2) 

P1NJ>P4&P5 Mas Budi nutupiki' (.8) 

4 P5>P1NJ belum dapat toh? (.1) dapat ndhisik takbuwang' (1.4) 

5 P5 a::: yo wis lbar1 (.1) 

6 P8>P4 ngko sik (.5) kertuné ngené ngené oh' (.5) 

7 P4>P8 iya to' (.1) (pointing to one of his cards) 

8 P9 heeh' (.1) 

9 P4 ha:h(.1) 

10 P1NJ>P5 wis mendhet waé Mas Budi' (.2) kesuwen ok 

English 

1 P5 Wow I'm finished. 

2 P4 Oh [you are] bluffing13. 

3 P1NJ>P4&P5 Mas Budi is going to win this. 

4 P5>P1NJ You haven't yet got [the cards you want] heh. Pick up first 

[and use your turn then] I'll throw out some [i.e. the ones 

you really want]. 

5 P5 A::: yep [got the one I want game] over. 

6 P8>P4 Wait a minute, your cards are like this [terrible]. 

7 P4>P8 What you think about this one? 

8 P9 Heeh. 

9 P4 Ha:h. 

10 P1NJ>P5 Just pick one up champ, hah too late. 

On lines 3 and 10 Pak Abdul (P1NJ) speaks to Mas Budi (P4) in BJN and BJK, 

while Mas Budi replies to Pak Abdul using both BJN and Indonesian forms (e.g. 

line 4). As with earlier extracts there are BJN equivalents for the Indonesian forms 

used and vice-versa should either participant have wished to use them and they 

13 Kewer kewer is appaiently an expression that means something like "I am not 
listening", or like whistling when someone is saying something you don't believe or are 
sick of hearing. In this instance, P4 has used it in response to P5's previous comment 
about him being out of the game. 
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did know these (see Table 08 in Appendix E and Table 04 in Section 6.1.3). The 
one BJK form mendhet "to take" used by Pak Abdul on line 10 (and discussed 
further below) also has BJN and Indonesian equivalents, respectively 

njupuk/jukut and (ng)ambil, should Pak Abdul have wished to use them. As with 
the previous extracts Mas Budi's use of Indonesian in line 4 could be interpreted 
as objective, evaluative, and expert orientated, while his subsequent alternation 
into BJN contains the personal, subjective, and rapport part of the message. 

At this stage it is also convenient to take up on the use of the BJK form mendhet 
"to take" by Pak Abdul in the above interaction and in line 1 of Extract 31 in 
Section 10.1 where Pak Abdul (P1NJ) used this form to Pak Macli (P4) in an 
otherwise BJN utterance. The original transcriber of this tape (who was a menther 
of this RT) said it was used to respect Pak Macli since he was older than Pak 
Abdul. In other interactions (such as line 10 of Extract 39 above), however, Pak 
Abdul uses mendhet to a younger player, hence contradicting the statement that 
it is used to defer to older interlocutors. Looking at other interactions in this tape, 
we also find Pak Abdul using the BJN equivalent of mendhet, jukut, when 
interacting with speakers who are much older than Pak Math. For example, in 
section 623 of the transcript for Tape 05c he uses this form to Pak Liman a 
Javanese aged 56 years. Hence it is doubtful that mendhet is used here to signal 
that Pak Abdul respects or is deferring to Pak Macli due to his age. 

The literature, on the other hand, describes mendhet as a non-honorific kromo 
form meaning "to take", which is sometimes used as part of a high speech either 
to those of superior status, or to those unfamiliar to us (see e.g. Errington 1988: 90-
91, 93, 99). We can rule out status as the reason for this usage since Pak Abdul is 
of higher status than Pak Math; that is, it would need to be Pak Madi saying 
mendhet, rather than the other way around. Our discussion in Section 10.3 about 
these players daily activities prevents us from saying that they were unfamiliar 
and other member of the RT classified them as "Cs" (good friends) and people who 
regularly used BJN to each other. Hence, we can also say that the usage of 
mendhet is not to signal unfamiliarity. 

One of my transcribers from outside this RT offered an alternate interpretation of 
this usage saying that its use was not due to any status or age differences, but 
rather to the general light-hearted and friendly nature of the conversation, where 
participants and observers frequently teased (nggoda) others. Accordingly the use 
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of mendhet here was seen as a way of mocking or teasing Pak Madi about his lack 
of card playing talent. We can say that it was effective as an instance of teasing, 
firstly because both participants knew that they were friends and did not offer any 
respect to each other in normal interaction; their normal code for interaction was 
BJN. Secondly, they both knew that Pak Abdul was clearly of higher status than 
Pak Madi. The use of mendhet instead of BJN jukut, or the Indonesian form anzbil 

(which was also used on occasion during this card game; see e.g. section 382 in 
the transcript for Tape 05c), was hence out of the ordinary and represented what 
Scotton (1986: 403-407) would refer to as "marked" usage. However, by co-
occurring within the "frame" (Goffman 1974; Tannen 1993a, 1993b) of the regular 
teasing that went on during this game, it functioned as a contextualization cue 
that changed the tone of the utterance to "I am teasing", rather than "we are 
unfamiliar" or "I am deferring to you". 

Before summing up this section on code choice in male inter-ethnic interactions, it 
is interesting to note that as with Section 10.1. there were interactions where 
codeswitching occurred even when both participants were non-Javanese. For 
example in Extract 40 below we have Mas Putu (P3NJ), who is a non-Javanese 
youth from this RT interacting with Pak Abdul (P1NJ), who is a non-Javanese 
head of household. This interaction occurs just after a new game has started and 
Pak Abdul starts the interaction by boasting to Mas Putu that he hasn't had to use 
any skill yet, but already has a number of sets that will score him points. 

Extract 40 taken from Tape 05 (029) 

1 P1NJ>P3NJ belum apa-apa udah masuk sangono loh' (1.3) delapan 
puluh ilma' 

2 P3NJ>P1NJ L 1wahiki1' (.7)tinggal nutupké iki Pak' (.3) 

English 

1 P1NJ>P3NJ [I] haven't done anything yet and I already have this much, 
eighty five points. 

2 P3NJ>P1NJ Wow [look at] this [card], all that is left is to declare that 

you've won. 



As with the previous extract there are clear Indonesian alternatives for the BJN 
terms used (which these speakers knew as noted in Section 6.1.3), for example, 
sangono "as much as this" (line 1), lId "this", and nutupké "to shut" (line 2), could 
have been replaced with segitu, nih, and nutupkan respectively. We can also say 
this about the Indonesian forms used by both participants. For example, the forms 
belum 'not yet", apa-apa "anything", udah "already", masuk "entered", delapan 
puluh Jima "eighty-five (line 1), and tinggal "left (line 2), could have all been 
replaced with BJN forms; respectively durung, opo-opo, wis, miebu, wolungpuluh 
limo, and keri/kari. Again we might interpret Pak Abdul's alternation from 
Indonesian to BJN and then back to Indonesian in line 1 as a strategy to indicate 
which part of the message is to be interpreted as purely evaluative (i.e. the 
Indonesian) and which part contains the meta-message that indicates and 
reaffirms the existence of rapport between these two participants. Mas Putu's 
(P3NJ) reply on line 2 of this extract, which went from BJN to Indonesian and then 
back to BJN, could also be interpreted in a similar way. 

10.5. Summary 

In the previous discussion we saw that in inter-ethnic interactions either NSI or 
BJN could be used (Sections 10.1 & 10.2). In looking at why menthers of this RT 
used a particular code we noted that code choice appeared to depend on who was 
speaking to whom and how frequently they interacted, rather than factors like 
topic, location, status or age (Section 10.3). We went on to say that, as argued in 
earlier chapters, in inter-ethnic interactions in this RT code choice appeared to be 
one salient element for conveying and interpreting intent and in particular we saw 
that BJN and NSI could be used as a contextualization cue to indicate how a 
person viewed their relationship with their conversational partner (i.e. casual 
acquaintances or friends). Section 10.4 then went on to look at other 
contextualization potentials of code choice and suggested that a speakers' code 
choice could also provide their conversational partner with information about the 
type of activity that they were engaged in, such as whether it is exemplifying, 
pointing to what is to be taken as objective or personal opinion, and for teasing. 

Before concluding it is important to point out that in Section 4.5.4 we 
hypothesized that there was a relationship between frequency of interaction and 
language choice. This hypothesis appears to hold in both RT and in both intra- 
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ethnic and inter-ethnic interactions. There are also a number of interesting 
parallels that can be drawn between inter-ethnic and intra-ethnic interactions. For 
example, in both RT it appears that in intra-ethnic interactions among the 
Javanese unfamiliar relationships require BJK and BJK is used to signal 
unfaniiliaiity just as unfamiliar relationships require NSI or are signaled by its use 
in inter-ethnic interactions. We also saw that familiar or friendly relationships 
required BJN or were signaled by its use in intra-ethnic and inter-ethnic 
interactions, while codeswitching from Javanese to NSI was often used to change 
the frame of ongoing activity from a casual conversation between friends to an 
expert objective evaluation (Table 14 below illustrates this relationship). 

Table 14 Code choice in intra-ethnic and inter-ethnic interactions in two RT 

RELATIONSHIP/FRAME INTRA-ETHNIC INTER-ETHNIC 

Unfamiliar BJK NSI 

Familiar BJN BJN (sometimes BJK with older 

generation speakers, such as 

Eu Taufik from RT08) 

Expert, Objective, Codeswitching Codeswitching from Javanese 
Evaluative from Javanese to to NSI 

NSI 

Other parallels can be found if we look at the use of first and second person 
pronoun usage. For example, in inter-ethnic interactions among unfamiliars NSI 
saya "I/me" was used for self reference, while Bu/Pak or Bu/Pak plus name was 
used to refer to one's interlocutor. In intra-ethic interactions the respective forms 
were BJK kulo "I/me" for self reference and Javanese/Indonesian Bu/Pak, Bu/Pak 
plus name or sometimes BJK (p en)jenengan was used to refer to one's interlocutor. 
On the other hand, in inter-ethnic interactions among familiars the NSI/BJN forms 
aku "I/me" and kamu "you" were most commonly found, while in intra-ethnic 
interactions the respective BJN forms were aku and kowé. 

It is perfectly understandable why these parallels might exist: as inter-ethnic 
relationships become close people learn BJN and thus end up following the intra-
ethnic pattern. If relationships don't become close, however, they don't have as 
much occasion to learn either type of Javanese, and so they only have NSI to fall 
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back on. NSI thus ends up the inter-ethnic equivalent of the intra-ethnic BJK. This 
being so, non-Javanese have little incentive to learn BJK because they would only 
use it where NSI will do instead (the exception to this being Eu Taufik for reasons 
discussed in Section 9.3). Rather than imagine that these parallels are coincidental 
we might say that this provides us with evidence that suggests that these two 

communities can in fact be classified (following Hymes (1972b) and my argument 
in Section 2.5) as one speech community that draws on the same norms for 

signaling and interpreting intent. The following chapter brings more evidence to 
bear on this suggestion by looking at the use of prosody in interaction in these RT. 

Finally I should also note that whilst there were a number of occurrences of non-

Javanese interactions being characterized by the use of BJN, at this stage I can 

only guess the reasons for this. For example, in Chapter 9 I noted that Mas Zainal 
and Mas Diding used BJN in a context where there were no other Javanese 

nearby and hence we could most likely rule out presence of other Javanese as a 
factor leading to this usage. This is in fact also the case for a number of the 
instances of BJN usage I observed in RT05; for example, at a game of badminton 
held outside of RT05 and well out of earshot of the two Javanese who 

accompanied us, Paic Abdul and Mas Putu also used BJN. One common element 
that both these interactions did have was that it was between familiars and that 
both pairs were engaged in teasing, which might suggest that on these occasions 
BJN was used as another contextualization cue (apart from the use of prosody, 
smiles and laughter) that framed the ongoing activity as "teasing". 
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Chapter Eleven 

Prosody and Miscommunication 



Chapter 11: Prosody and miscommunication 

11.0. Introduction 

In considering to what extent norms for the interpretation of intent were shared 
among members of these two RT, this chapter looks at the use of prosody in some 
inter-ethnic interactions that occurred among its members. Section 11.1 starts this 
process by looking at the use of prosody in conversations that occurred in RTOS 
and RT08 before relating it to the use of code in these two RT. Section 11.2 then 
goes on to look at some examples of miscommunication that occurred in one of 
these RT, and I then go onto look at how people from different ethnic backgrounds 
tended to accommodate towards their interlocutors' ways of using prosodic 
features such as silence. Section 11.3 summarizes the chapter by noting the 
relationship between prosody and the patterns of code choice and its bearing on 
the suggestion that members from these two RT shared norms for conveying and 
interpreting code choice in interaction. 

11.1. Prosody and its relation to code choice 

In this section I summarize some of my findings on the use and interpretation of 
prosody in interactions in RTOS and RT08. In preparing to look at this I should note 
that these findings are based on analysis of around thirty hours of conversations 
recorded in 26 speech situations that involved members of these RT (see e.g. 
Tapes Olc, 04c-06c, 08c, 10c-14c, 17c-24c, 26c-27c, 40c, 43c, 44c, 46c, and 49c in 
Appendix C on the accompanying CD-ROM). 

Between and within both neighborhoods there were some differences in the use of 
prosody but in general these differences paralleled the different patterns of code 
choice reported in the previous four chapters. For example, inter-ethnic 
interactions among those who exchanged NSI (e.g. the males of RT08) were also 
characterized by the use of inter-turn pauses of between three tenths of a second 
to one second or more, as can be seen in Extract 41 (which is the same as Extract 
24 from Section 9.1). 
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Extract 41 taken from Tape 44db (325) 

1 P7NJ>P4 malab di tempat saya nggaktaHtJ? 

2 P4>P7NJ L apanya' (.4) 

3 P7NJ>P4 yang yang punya rumah itu' tidak tahu sekarang berada di 

mana gitu loh Pak' (.9) 

4 P4>P7NJ lab terus? (.4) 
5 P7NJ>P4 ya ml saya juga mau tanyakan kemarin:: (.1) bu1an kemarin 

tuh juga waktu dia datang ke sini juga mau tanyakan1' ada 

biaya? wajib' 

6 P4>P7NJ [heeh' 

7 P7NJ>P4 L hams bayar kan' (.1) ada kenaikan dua 

puluh gitu loh Pa:k (.4) artinya saya dibagi dua puluh jadi 
empat pulu:h' (.4) nah maksud' Pak? (.3) yang punya rumah 

mi? (.3) juga mbayar' (8) ya nanti yanunggu informasi 
berikutnya aja:' (.8) soalnya? (.2) mi (??? ???) mutuskan yang? 

Pak siapa' siapa itu ya' (.6) yang punya rumah itu' (.3) 
NGGAKADA- dia nggak ada di sini' (.4) Semarang nggak 

ada' >dengar dengai> pemilik di Jakarta::' (1.1) saya terus? 

malah repotnya nanti saya juga tanya { dulu:'] 
8 P4>P7NJ { kalau ada apa 

apa? (1.5) 

9 P7NJ>P4 lab ya rencana itu mungkin a:h Januari itu loh Pak' kan ({ 
P4>P7 iya) kelihatannya ada hasilnya (.2) 

10 P4>P7NJ {heeh 

11 P7NJ>P4 { ditambah atau tidaknya nah itu loh Pak' (???) (.3) 
12 P4>P7 belum talau itu ya' (.4) 

13 P7>P4 heeh say- kelihatan itu? (1.1) perjanjiannya enam bulan itu 
terus setelah itu ada hubungan' (.6) 

14 P4>P7 jadi: itu kan nanti kan menyankut (.9) untuk kampung' jadi 

kalau nggak kalau (.3) untuk perbaikan jalan jalan itu yang 
punya rumah disuruh baya::r' (.4) nanti kena aim pengontrak 
seruh bayar (kontan?) sama satpam ya hams bayar' (.6) 

15 P7>P4 iyaharus{bayar' 

16 P4>P7 { yang punya rumah hams bayar' kecuali kalau 
tujuh belasan itu kan kas RT' 
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English 

1 P7NJ>P4 

2 P4>P7NJ 

3 P7NJ>P4 

4 P4>P7NJ 

5 P7NJ>P4 

6 P4>P7NJ 

7 P7NJ>P4 

8 P4>P7NJ 

9 P7NJ>P4 

10 P4>P7NJ 

11 P7NJ>P4 

12 P4>P7NJ 

13 P7NJ>P4 

14 P4>P7NJ 

At our place [we] don't even know. 

Don't know what? 

We don't know where the person who owns the place [we are 

leasing] is now heh Pak. 

Go on. 

Yeah the other day I wanted to ask, last month when he [my 

boss] arrived, I wanted to ask him [what we do about] 

compulsory contributions [for the RT]. 

Heeh. 

It has to be paid doesn't it? There was an increase of twenty 
thousand rupiah [in the tariff for the guard post] right Pak? 

That means I pay twenty and the total is forty thousand 

rupiah, [I] mean- Pak the person who owns this house [i.e. the 
one we are leasing from] also pays. Ok [if that's the case I'll] 

wait for some more information, because, (??? ???) decided 

the one who, Pak who who, the person who owns that house 

[i.e. the one we lease] isn't here. They aren't here, they aren't 
in Semarang, [I] heard the owners were in Jakarta, so what do 

I do, [if I pay now] then it could be a problem for me later 

[since the owners may not reimburse me. So] I'll ask my boss 

first [who is in direct contact with the owners]. 

What happens when there is a problem [with the house or 

contract]? 

Yeah maybe the plan is to [wait] till January Pak ({ P4>P7 

yeah) to see if [the business] is successful. 

Heeh. 

This will determine if [the lease] is renewed Pak. 

You don't know yet heh? 

Heeh I- it looks like that, the [lease] agreement is for six 

months and after that [our boss] will be contacted [by the 
owner]. 

So the problem of [paying for] the guard post involves all 

members of the RT, so if it isn't if-, for the repair of the [RT's 

road, owners of houses [in this RT] have to contribute. Later 
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the lessee [also] has to contribute cash and for the guard [i.e. 
his wages] [lessee's] have to contribute. 

15 P7NJ>P4 Yeah have to contribute. 

16 P4>P7NJ The owners have to pay [for any building of infrastructure in 

this RT], the only thing they don't have to contribute towards 

is the Independence Day celebrations. 

Although there is some latching and overlapping (indicated by the use of" L" and 

"{" respectively) in the above interaction (e.g. lines 1-2, 7-8) between Pak Taufik 
(P4) and Pak Adi (P7NJ) from RT08, nevertheless the majority of inter-turn and 
intra-turn pauses are in the range of between three tenths of a second to one 
second or more (e.g. lines 2-5, 1116)14.  

In contrast, in inter-ethnic interactions where participants exchanged BJN (e.g. 
many of the females of RT08 and the males of RTOS) there appeared to be a 
tendency to prefer to overlap or latch, that is, they preferred to use ways of 
interacting where there was hardly any perceivable silence between the end of 
one speaker's turn and the start of the next speaker's turn, as can be seen in 
Extract 42 below (which is the same as Extract 32 from Section 10.1). 

Extract 42 taken from Tape 05c (630) 

1 P7NJ>P2 nek mau ngeduk buwanganmu wolu:' 
2 P2>P7NJ [ora iso: mau >kudu 

buwang akil> 

3 P7NJ>P2 [wolu buwa.ngané he::m' 

4 P2>P7NJ Lohmau' 

5 P7NJ>P2 [heeh 

English 

1 P7NJ>P2 If you wanted to put down and pick up others' cards 

earlier, then you should have thrown out the eight. 

14 P7NJ'S turn on line 15 can arguably be treated as a back-channel like "heeh", rather 
than a turn introducing further information. 
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2 P2>P7NJ No I couldn't earlier. In fact, I should have thrown cards out. 
3 P7NJ>P2 You should have thrown out the eight. 

4 P2>P7NJ Oh earlier? 

5 P7NJ>P2 Yeah. 

It is also the case that in both of these extracts as in many other inter-ethnic 
interactions inter-turn pauses tended to be symmetrical, that is, if one person 
latched so did the other, and if one person used longer pauses their interlocutor 
followed suit. These regularities in the use of prosody and in particular the use of 
silence help demonstrate that there was little evidence of miscommunication 
caused by members having different norms for the use and interpretation of 
silence. Other methodologies used for checking interpretation of intent (see e.g. 
Sections 4.5.3 and 4.7) tended to support this; for example, barring a number of 
exceptions that I will discuss in the following section I rarely heard or heard of 
gossip relating to participants who had been involved in inter-ethnic interactions 
in this RT. Just as importantly, most of these members people continued to attend 
the organized RT activities, such as RT meetings, Dasa Wisma, RT celebrations, 
communal visits to the sick. Those who socialized outside of these routine RT 
activities also continued to do so and hence kept playing card games together, 
chatting at the guard post, playing badminton together games, and so on. In other 
words, they did not avoid future interactions, which as noted in Section 4.5.3 and 
by members of these RT themselves was often a strategy used if serious 
miscommunication had occurred in an interaction. 

11.2. Miscommunication and accommodation 

In this section I first look at a couple of cases of miscommunication that occurred 
due to participants having different expectations about how prosody and code 
should be used in interaction before looking at what more commonly happened in 
cases where there appeared to be differences in expectations. 

A very good example of miscommunication can be seen if we examine some of Pak 
Feizel's (P6NJ from RT08) inter-ethnic interactions. (Here I will only discuss this 
rather than also provide an example since these instances of miscommunication 
only become apparent over considerable stretches of discourse.) Analysis of Tape 
49c highlighted that fact that he differed markedly in his "ways of speaking" from 
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that of his male Javanese neighbors. For example, he spoke much more quickly 
than his Javanese neighbors did. His conventions for indicating end of turn 
included a slowing down on the last tonal unit, rather than using a final falling 
intonation and/or a lowering of pitch as they tended to. He also preferred shorter 
inter-turn pauses than his ethnic Javanese neighbors did. The end result was that 
he would often dominate a conversation (see e.g. transcript 49c). 

Talking with some Javanese members of this RT also revealed some negative 
comments about Pak Feizel; for example, that he was a government official 
(sehabat) and a big shot (orang gedé) who didn't care much for other members of 
this RT, especially the less affluent ones who were making these comments. I 
wonder whether this impression came partly from his style of interaction, which 
could have been perceived as pushy. However, I am less convinced that Pak Feizel 
intended his utterances to be interpreted in this way. Analysis of conversations 
with his in-group (see e.g. Tapes 14c and 20c) and of his children's conversational 
style (see e.g. Tapes lic, 14c, 21c, 22c, 24c, 26c, 30c) revealed that in intimate 
situations this was in fact his and his family's preferred conversational style. In 
some cases, this apparent unfriendliness was perhaps compounded by Pak 
Feizel's use of NSI in inter-ethnic interaction, rather than BJN. As we noted in 
Section 9.4, it is the latter code which indicates that someone is friendly or wishes 
to be friendly with their interlocutor. Hence, we might say that his message had 
been interpreted, at least by some Javanese members of this RT, in a different 
way than he intended. 

There were other possible instances of miscommunication and Extract 28 from 
Section 9.4 is perhaps a good example where code choice is concerned; an 
apparent misunderstanding led to a switch from NSI to BJN that was not 
reciprocated and thus was discontinued. However, as noted in Section 11.1, such 
misinterpretations of intent due to different expectations about the use of prosody 
and code appeared to be the exception rather than something that commonly 
occurred in the interactions that I audio-recorded in this RT. Where code choice 
was concerned this was further supported by my sequential analysis of 
conversations, which showed that participants' code choices were generally 
ratified (e.g. if one person used BJN then so did the other). As earlier literature on 
code choice among Javanese (see e.g. Wolff 1976: 225-227) has shown, this is a 
often good sign that a message has been interpreted as intended. 
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We may wonder whether the rarity of such misinterpretations of intent were in 
fact due to the ability of speakers in this RT to "accommodate" (Coupland & Giles 
1988, Genesee & Bourhis 1988; Giles & Smith 1979; Giles & Coupland 1991) 
towards the ways of speaking of their conversational partners. My analysis of 
transcripts of inter-ethnic interactions that occurred in RT meetings (i.e. Tapes 
lOc, 18c, 27c, 44c, 49c) and in other contexts showed that accommodation was 
common in inter-ethnic interactions and hence where differences in turn-taking 
conventions appeared to result in a hiccup in interaction, these differences were 
often quickly corrected, that is, both the Javanese and non-Javanese would 
quickly move back towards the same pattern of turn-taking as their interlocutor 
(see for example my comments in the analysis of Tape lOc involving interaction 
among P19NJ and P3). 

Another example of this type of conversational behaviour can be seen when 
looking at the analysis for Tape 17c, where Bu Zainudin (P18NJ) is interacting 
with a new Javanese acquaintance, Mbak An (P30). (Again I only discuss this 
rather than provide examples also, since these instances of accomodation only 
become apparent over considerable stretches of discourse.) In the initial 
interaction, Bu Zainudin interprets a pause of more than three tenths of a second 
as relinquishing the floor, while her Javanese acquaintance operates on much 
longer pauses of up to one second. The end result was that Bu Zainudin initially 
did all the talking. However, as time went on Bu Zainudin started to wait longer 
before taking another turn and her interlocutor started to not wait as long, the end 
result being a more equal distribution of turns. 

11.3. Summary 

In this chapter we have seen how the use of inter-turn pauses tends to correspond 
with the use of code, for example latches co-occur with BJN, while longer pauses 
co-occur with NSI (Section 11.1). In Section 11.2 we went on to note that in 
interaction the use of pause was generally symmetrical (Pak Feizel's case being 
the exception), which suggested that there would be few instances of 
miscomrnunication due to differing norms for the use and interpretation of silence. 
We found this to generally be the case and noted a tendency for conversational 
partners to accommodate towards each other's use of prosodic features such as 
silence. This ability to accommodate can also obviously be seen if we turn back to 
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our findings on code choice, which showed that many non-Javanese had 
accommodated toward their Javanese interlocutors by using BJN, rather than NSI. 
Because there were few instances of miscommunication we can also suggest that 
this provides further support for the argument put forward in Section 10.5, namely 
that these two communities can be classified as one speech community that 
draws on the same norms for signaling and interpreting intent. 
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Chapter Twelve 

Conclusions: Code Choice and 

Communicative Competence 



Chapter 12: Conclusions: code choice and communicative competence 

12.0. Introduction 

After reviewing how this thesis has proceeded (in 12.1)1 will summarize the key 
findings (in 12.2) and their implications (12.3). 

12.1. A brief recapitulation 

As set out in Chapter 1, the main aim of this research was to explore what it 
means to be communicatively competent in Indonesian in terms of code choice 
and prosody. The reasons for doing this research were pedagogically related. One 
the one hand we noted that the lack of available information on what it means to 
be communicative competent in Indonesian had a number of implications for 
current proficiency rating scales, such as the ASLPR for Indonesian (Ingram, 
Wylie, & Woollams 1996, Wylie, Ingram, & Woollams 1996). On the other, we also 
noted the lack of emphasis on the role of prosody and code choice in interactions 
highlighted a need to revise the theoretical model upon which these proficiency 
scales were based. We went on to suggest that since one of Indonesian's 
purported functions is as a language of inter-ethnic interaction, then one way of 
obtaining information to address this question would be to look at inter-ethnic 
interactions in Indonesia. We also argued that looking at inter-ethnic interactions 
had similarities to the types of situations that foreign students would find 
themselves in when in Indonesia. In other words, they like other Indonesians may 
often be classified as outsiders by members of other Indonesian ethnic groups and 
consequently in interactions among foreign students and Indonesians the use of 
Indonesian may be the umnarked code choice. 

The theoretical approach taken in Chapter 2 to address this question was a blend 
of a number of well known approaches used for studying the social uses of 
language, including Hymes' (1972b, 1974a) "Ethnography of Communication", 
Gumperz (1982a) and associates' "Interactional Sociolinguistics", Myers-Scotton's 
(1993a) "Markedness Model" of code choice, and Gumperz's (1982a), Moerman's 
(1988), Auer's (1988, 1995, 1998) and associates' approach to interpreting code 
choice in real time situated interaction. Essentially this blend meant utilizing 
approaches that demonstrated how contextualization cues like code choice and 
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prosody were used in real-time interaction to signal intent and to interpret 

meaning while also demonstrating how they related to the wider speech 

community, in other words, how the use of these contextualization cues helped 

create or dissolve speech communities and how this was related to the daily 
social life of the members of these communities. 

In Chapter 3 we went on to see if there had been any research already carried out 
in Indonesia using similar approaches to the ones offered in Chapter 2. In general 
we found that little of the research had taken as its starting point a speech 

community in the sense described in Chapter 2, nor had many of these studies 
integrated approaches like the etimography of communication and micro-

interpretive approaches. Of the studies that did this, none had looked at inter-
ethnic interactions, and in general we noted that research on inter-ethnic 
interactions in Indonesia was very limited. We then went on to note that despite 

these holes in our research base, what had already been done was nonetheless 
invaluable and provided some ideas about some of the types of patterns of code 

choice one may find and also some strategies for investigating them. 

Chapter 4 then introduced the reader to the research site and how I went about 
collecting data, analyzing it, and checking its validity. I also noted some of the 
major problems I encountered during this fieldwork, including the problem of 
transcribing from a linear recording, and my failure in collecting sufficient data on 
female interactions in RTOS to make good comparisons with their male 

counterparts and the males and females of RT08. 

Chapter 5 reported the first part of my findings and in particular it described 

social life and its influence on social interaction in RT05 and RT08. One of the main 
conclusions was that frequency of interaction among members of each RT 
appeared to be one of the major differences between RTOS and RT08. We noted 
that the most important factor contributing to these differences was most likely 
the income and occupation of members of these RT. Other factors that also 

contributed to the difference in interaction patterns, included religion, 

demographic patterns, life history, ethnicity, length of stay in the RT, and ethnicity 

of spouse. In addition, we noted that in RT08 many of the relationships between 
members could be categorized as distant and non-familylike, while in RTOS there 
existed close social and familylike ties between members. Chapter 6 went on to 
look at what codes members of these two RT knew and used. Chapters 7 through 
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to 10 looked at particular examples of code choice (intra-ethnic interactions in 
Chapters 7 and 8, and inter-ethnic interaction in Chapters 9 and 10) and then 
account for how they choose among these codes, while Chapter 11 looked at the 
use of prosody in interaction and how this related to code choice. 

12.2. Findings on code choice and prosody 

Chapter 6 demonstrated that in general most members of these RT knew a 
number of codes and hence had a choice of which to use. While the ultimate 
concern of this thesis was with inter-ethic interaction, Chapters 7 and 8 first 
examined interaction among the Javanese alone. Here we found that patterns of 
ngoko Javanese (BJN) and kromo Javanese (BJK) usage generally weren't 
influenced by factors such as location of interaction, topic or even status and age, 
as Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo's (1982) earlier research on Javanese has reported 
(the exception being Bu Pujianto's use of Javanese in RT08), but rather were used 
to signal closer and more distant relationships respectively. In light of other 
research on Javanese these findings are not surprising and serve merely to 
reinforce arguments presented in Bax (1974) and Smith-Hefner (1983), whose work 
allowed us to question assumptions that the asymmetrical exchanges of Javanese 
due to factors such as status existed anywhere else but within royal Javanese 
circles. As Errington (1985) has shown, even within these royal Javanese circles 
modernization and in particular increased access to education and more equal 
distribution of wealth has lead to major shifts in the factors underlying the use of 
Javanese among different generations of Javanese nobility. 

Chapters 9 and 10 then went on to examine code choice in inter-ethnic 
interactions and we found that when Indonesian was spoken, non-standard 
Indonesian (NSI) - i.e. colloquial Indonesian - was by far the most common code 
(as was the case when Indonesian was used amongst the Javanese). This finding, 
however, was overshadowed by something much more interesting, namely the 
use of BJN in inter-ethnic contexts. This finding is at odds with much of the early 
literature on code choice in the Indonesian context, which suggested that a 
variety of Indonesian is the appropriate code in inter-ethnic contexts 
(Kartomihardjo 1981 and Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo 1982 being the only 
exceptions). We went on to demonstrate that the use of either BJN or NSI in inter-
ethnic interaction wasn't related to factors such as location, topic, status or age, 
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but rather it was intimately linked with daily social life of the members of these 
RT. For example, we saw that BJN was used among those who frequently 
interacted, while NSI was used among those who interacted less frequently. 

The fact that most non-Javanese who knew Javanese did not know or use BJK 
also nicely illustrated the relationship between social life and code choice in these 
two RT. Those non-Javanese who did not know BJK did not in fact need to learn it 
since they already knew NSI, which could indicate unfamiliarity or an 
unwillingness to be friendly just as well as BJK did in interactions amongst the 
Javanese themselves. Put another way we can say that NSI has come to serve this 
function (i.e. indicating unfamiliarity) because the people involved haven't got 
close enough to learn Javanese, that is, it's an understandable historical 
development rather than just an arbitrary, conventional choice. 

Chapters 7 to 10 also described a number of instances of codeswitching, which 
demonstrated the context creating qualities of code. Some of the examples of 
codeswitching were from BJN to NSI in conversations between friends and we 
argued that rather than serving to renegotiate affective stance (e.g. from friends to 
just acquaintances) these instance of codeswitching served to reframe the 
ongoing activity from an activity between friends to one where one person was 
giving an evaluative, qualitative or expert opinion. In summary we argued that 
code was one of the most salient elements for conveying and interpreting intent in 
interactions in these RT, in particular for indicating things such as previous 
history of interaction, affective stance towards one's interlocutors, information 
about the type of activity that they were engaged in (e.g. whether it was 
exemplifying, pointing to what is to be taken as objective and so on). 

Of equal importance was the finding that these two RT appeared to share similar 
norms for conveying and interpreting code choice and this also appeared to be the 
case when we looked at the use and interpretation of prosody in these two 
communities in Chapter 11. We found few occasions where different expectations 
about the use of these elements lead to miscommunication in inter-ethnic 
interaction. Hence we were able to say that since members of these two 
communities shared norms for conveying and interpreting intent through the use 
of code and prosody, then to a certain extent these two RT represented a single 
"speech community". We also noted a strong tendency for inter-ethnic 
interactions to be characterized by accommodation to each other's way of 
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speaking, as most notably demonstrated in the non-Javanese's use of BJN in inter-
ethnic interactions. 

Part of being a communicatively competent in this community, then, includes the 
ability to choose a code that indicates how one feels about their interlocutor, and 
the ability to accommodate towards or learn the code used by the host 
community. 

12.3. Implications 

There are two main implications that these findings have for Indonesian language 
programs. First of all we can argue that in light of these findings future versions of 
the ASLPR for Indonesian should pay more attention to the relationship between 
code choice and social meaning. For example, it might need to reconsider its 

argument that the use of a regional language such as Javanese was not due to a 
lack of NSI equivalents (Woollams 1996: 12): as we have seen, its use is frequently 
motivated by other factors. Given the importance of also being able to 

accommodate to an interlocutor's use of prosody we might also expect that future 
versions of the ASLPR might be improved by taking this into account when 

theorizing about the nature of language and what makes up a speaker's 
communicative competence. How this might actually work in practice will require 
further research. 

Secondly we found that when Indonesian was spoken, non-standard Indonesian 
(NSI) was by far the most common code. Viewed in light of discussions about 

which variety of Indonesian should be the focus of Indonesian language programs 

(see e.g. E. Anderson 1983, 1984; Lukmana 1997; Sneddon 1990), we can argue 

that instead of BI, NSI would appear more suitable as the basis of a speaking and 
listening program. This finding, however, needs to be viewed in light of the fact 
that BJN was also frequently used in inter-ethnic contexts, something which is at 
odds with much of the early literature on code choice, which suggested a variety 
of Indonesian is the appropriate code in inter-ethnic contexts (Kartomihardjo 1981 
and Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo 1982 being the only exceptions). Accordingly, we 
can suggest here that rather than arguing about which variety of Indonesian 

should be the focus of a speaking and listening program, it is more appropriate to 
rephrase the issue in a way that takes into account the social functions of 



language, such as how code choice is often a manifestation of daily social life or of 
human social needs. 

Thus questions like "Which variety of Indonesian should we teach?" need to be 
replaced with questions like "What are the parameters of social meaning that the 
use of one code over another will have?", or alternatively "What are the 
parameters of social meaning that non-accommodating language use has, as 
opposed to accommodating language use?" Indeed, it would appear that when 
living in an area like Semarang where there is one dominant regional language 
(Javanese), to use Indonesian with a Javanese one has frequent opportunity to 
interact with is at best inappropriate and at worst may send negative signals to 
one's interlocutor. For example, the use of Indonesian in this context may be 
interpreted as meaning that one is not really friends or does not wish to engage in 
future interactions. Of course, trying to incorporate regional languages and 
regional varieties of Indonesian into Indonesian language programs might be 
premature without further evidence, as will be noted below, and it would certainly 
require resources currently unavailable. However this does not mean that they 
will not become available in the future: Black and Goebel (in press & forthcoming) 
and Goebel and Black (in preparation), have already made proposals about how 
multimedia resources can be designed for teaching sensitivity to code choice in 
the Indonesian context. 

Finally I should conclude by noting that this research has been done in just two 
communities in a certain area of Indonesia. What the situation may be in other 
areas of Indonesia is still in need of future investigation. Certainly in areas like 
Eastern Indonesia where there are many languages spoken in one area (see e.g. 
Taylor 1983: 15-16) or where language shift toward a variety of Indonesian is 
taking place (see e.g. Abas 1987; Lowenberg 1992; Nababan 1980, 1985; 1991; 
Taylor 1983; Florey 1990; Kuipers 1998) one might find a situation where code 
choice is less important for indicating a speaker's affective stance. This, however, 
is an area that needs further investigation, as do the questions of what happens in 
intrafamilial interactions, what happens in cross-gender inter-ethnic interactions 
in these RT (or perhaps more generally in other regions of Indonesia), what 
happens in female interactions in RTOS, why or under what conditions some non-
Javanese prefer to use BJN amongst themselves, and finally, what happens in 
inter-ethnic interactions in the workplaces of members' of these RT (or perhaps 
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more generally in Indonesian workplaces) where hierarchy may be a more 
important factor in interaction. 
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