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1. Introduction

Within the humanities and social sciences discussions about community are common. For
example, discussions continue about how to conceptualize groups and community in political
science (e.g. Anderson, 1983), anthropology (e.g. Appadurai, 1996; Barth, 1969; Wenger, 1998),
social theory (e.g. Bauman, 2001; Bourdieu, 1977; Giddens, 1984), cultural studies (Ang, 2003;
Hall, 1996; Werbner, 1997), and sociolinguistics (e.g. Blommaert, Collins, & Slembrouck, 2005;
Eckert, 2000; Holmes & Meyerhoff, 1999; Hymes, 1972). Similarly, there have been laments about
the decline in community (e.g. Putnam, 2000), solutions to such declines (e.g. Putnam, Feldstein,
& Cohen, 2003; Wise, 2005), and the social construction of problematic communities (e.g. Collins,
Noble, Poynting, & Tabar, 2000; Poynting, Noble, Tabar, & Collins, 2004; Tsuda, 1999). A common
thread in much of this work relates to how community is built and maintained at the local level given
increasing population diversity. As a question concerning the relationship between action and social
structure sociolinguists have been especially active in further theorizing and demonstrating how
talk and meta-pragmatic talk contribute to processes of identity and community (re)production and
with it the linguistic differentiation between groups and/or communities (e.g. Agha, 2007; Bucholtz
& Hall, 2004b; Inoue, 2002; Irvine, 2001; Irvine & Gal, 2000; Ochs, 1988; Wortham, 2006).

In this paper I draw inspiration from the work of these scholars along with that of those
working in the area of communities of practice COP, semiotic registers SRs and processes of social
identification to demonstrate how notions of community are built through everyday narratives of
problematic encounters with neighbours in an Indonesian RT “ward”, which is essentially one street
and the households found in that street. I argue that in such narratives this meaning-making process
relies upon locally produced understandings of language-context relationships (e.g. Wortham,
2006) and publicly circulating ideologies about language and social identity in Indonesia (e.g.
Goebel, 2008a).

2. Semiotic Registers and Social Identification

Drawing on the work of Agha (2007), Wenger (1998), and Wortham (2006) my main argument
in this section is that concepts such as community, identity, culture and language are difficult, if
not impossible, to separate. This work is partly grounded in an ethnomethodological agenda which
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aims to describe the orderliness of social practices where language usage in the form of situated
talk is part of such practices (e.g. Antaki & Widdicombe, 1998; Gafaranga, 2001; Sacks, 1995;
Schegloff, 2007b). This has a number of benefits and allows for less speculation about participants’
interpretations of ongoing talk because they frequently have to show each other through each turn
at talk that they are orienting to each others’ utterances. Thus, methodologically, sequential analysis
of turns at talk allows us insights into how participants come to some shared understanding of the
situated meaning of ongoing talk.

In developing this perspective, scholars of language socialization (e.g. Ochs, 1988; Schieffelin
& Ochs, 1986) have demonstrated that such talk also produces indexical relations between setting,
activities, persons, topics, utterances, prosody, gesture, affective stance, et cetera. In this sense
language is much more than just linguistic forms. In his work on SRs Agha (2007) has further
clarrifed the dynamics of this process as it relates to issues of stability, variation, change, and
cultural reproduction more generally in private and public spaces. He defines a Semiotic Register
(SR) as a category of signs that includes both linguistic and non-linguistic signs, such as personas,
affective stances, place, space, et cetera. The links between these signs and the SR of which they
are a part are such that the use of one sign—whether linguistic or non-linguistic—implicates the
Semiotic Register(s) to which it belongs (Agha, 2007: 81; see also Ochs, 1996 on this).

SRs should also be viewed as emergent. For example, signs only become signs if those used
by a sender are recognized by the receiver. In looking at this process in a little more detail we can
look at Wortham’s (2006) work on social identification and time-frames. He notes that in initial
situated encounters (the shortest time-frame) newcomers do not have a fixed identity vis-a-vis other
participants. Because of this all participants draw upon some of the signs that make up a particular
longer-term SR to signal and interpret identity. Whether and to what extent a sign (say Sign A)
becomes used for social identification in subsequent speech situations depends upon the extent to
which a number of other signs (say Signs B and C) indexical of the SR being invoked co-occur in
a way that helps confirm participants’ interpretation of Sign A in the initial interaction.

In ethnomethodological terms we are talking about whether this usage is ratified in
conversation (e.g. Gafaranga, 2001; Gafaranga & Torras, 2002; Torras & Gafaranga, 2002). In
cases where the usage of signs is not ratified—that is sign usage appears contrary to a particular
participant’s “frames of expectation” (e.g. Goffman, 1974; Tannen, 1993)—such disjunctures can
often be observed empirically with reference to stops in ongoing talk, requests for clarification,
and so on. Indeed, as Wortham (2006) points out this process closely resembles Gumperz’s (1982)
notion of “conversational inference” and these signs resemble “contextualization cues”. If such
social identification is ratified in initial encounters, it then becomes a resource to be appropriated
in subsequent interactions (developing time-frame). Thus, over time identity as one sign within a
SR can become solidified in a local setting. In this sense, we can see much of what is commonly
referred to as “culture” and “norms” in anthropological and linguistic anthropological work (e.g.
Barth, 1969; Geertz, 1973; Hymes, 1972; Moerman, 1988; Ochs, 1988; Philips, 1983).

Another reason why SRs should be seen as emerging is that the very nature of SR production
means that the constellation of signs making up a SR will change in a speech chain (that is, from
speech event to speech event) because place, participants, affective stance, et cetera will differ from
one speech event to the next (e.g. Agha, 2007; Wortham, 2006). Hence, meaning is a product of the
negotiation of meaning between a number of participants in a particular setting (cf. Wenger, 1998).
In this sense, then, SR formation always draws upon pre-existing signs from other SRs that exist
within a system of SRs (e.g. Agha, 2007).

Continued interaction over time and across speech events, however, allows for some linguistic
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signs from an emerging SR to become reified and associated with particular types of persons,
settings, social practices, and so on. In other words, despite the emergent nature of SRs, some
become more stable and perdure over time through processes of enregisterment, defined here as:

... [S]ociohistorical processes ... whereby diverse behavioral signs (whether linguistic, non-
linguistic, or both) are functionally reanalyzed as cultural models of action, as behaviors
capable of indexing stereotypic characteristics of incumbents of particular interactional roles,
and of relations among them.” (Agha, 2007: 55).

In addition to being a product of face-to-face semiotic encounters across speech events, the
enregisterment of SRs can be a result of meta-pragmatic discourses about language usage and
users found in dictionaries and prescriptive grammars, more widely accessible books on etiquette,
novels, newspapers, magazines, radio, and television (e.g. Agha, 2003; Inoue, 2004). In the case of
representations of language use in the media, the signs linking language use to performable social
personas and relationships are harder to falsify or question (Agha, 2007: 74—77). This is so for
two reasons. The first is that this type of speech chain does not allow the type of questioning and/
or ratification of such stereotypes that are possible in face-to-face talk. Secondly, the audience of
such representations is also much larger. Competence to perform or comprehend SRs varies from
person to person because populations are geographically dispersed and access different forms of
media. That is, they have different trajectories of socialization (e.g. Agha, 2007; Fairclough, 1995;
Friedman, 2006; Ginsburg, Abu-Lughod, & Larkin, 2002; Spitulnik, 1996).

While this points to the fragmented nature of people’s understanding of signs, such as linguistic
tokens and/or utterance that are part of a SR, these divergent trajectories also represent different
processes of enregisterment which produce competing SRs (Agha, 2007). Indeed, while there will
always be dominant SRs within a system of such registers—especially those that are institutionally
authorized, as in the case of use of signs associated with a Standard Language in state-owned/run
schools and broadcasters (e.g. Spitulnik, 1998)—there will also, necessarily, be competing SRs
(e.g. Agha, 2007; Schieffelin & Doucet, 1998). Indeed, it is familiarity with signs or fragments of a
SR that allows differentiation with signs from other SRs (e.g. Irvine, 2001; Irvine & Gal, 2000).

3. Narrative Analysis

One of the main points about SRs is that they should be viewed as emergent because signs
only become signs if those used by a sender are recognized by the receiver. In cases where sign
usage is not recognized such disjunctures are often seen through stops in ongoing talk, requests
for clarification, and importantly for this section, talk that identifies the offending party as socially
deviant. In other words, such sign usage appears contrary to a particular participant’s “frames of
expectation” (e.g. Goffman, 1974; Tannen, 1993). In addition to seeing such disjunctures between
expectation and experience in real time conversations—as in the case of accounts of intercultural
interaction (e.g. Gumperz, 1982; Tannen, 1984)—scholars of narrative have also observed that such
disjunctures can be seen through narrative accounts of past interactions with others (e.g. Briggs,
1996; Georgakopoulou, 2007; Ochs & Capps, 2001).

For example, Ochs and Capps (2001) point out that the within everyday conversational
storytelling the life events that get most attention are often those that are unusual, problematic, and/
or run counter to personal or community expectations. Such narratives are also an activity described
as “socialization to use language” (Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986) which raises participants’ awareness
about other’s and/or community expectations, while at the same time providing ideas about what
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would have been appropriate and/or ways of coping with the problem (e.g. Ochs, 2004).

As this work on conversational narrative has shown us, such social identification often relates
to moral evaluations. Ochs and Capps (2001: 45-46), for example, argue that in many stories that
recount personal experience there is a protagonist whose actions have run counter to the teller’s
expectations of how interactions should unfold. As such the teller tries to position themselves as
moral, polite or well-behaved in contrast to the protagonist. In other words, talk about others tells
us about conceptions of self on the part of the teller (e.g. Geogakopoulou 2007: 119—-120).

Just as importantly, as Georgakopoulou (2007) has shown, such narratives also provide
participants insights into just how community is defined, especially in terms of who are members
and how they can be identified through their following of perceived norms of interaction (see also
Coupland, Garrett, & Williams, 2005). In this sense, we can say that conversational narratives or
small stories (cf. Georgakopoulou, 2007) simultaneously socially identify participants while also
producing what those working in the tradition of the ethnography of communication refer to as
“norms” (e.g. Hymes, 1972, 1974). Indeed, as Wortham’s (2006) work has reminded us, the joint
emergence of categories like identity, classroom interactional norms, academic learning, et cetera is
part of everyday interaction.

Processes of social identification thus refers to how participants and non-present others
are positioned vis-a-vis others in situated interaction (e.g. Berman, 1998; Davies & Harre, 1990;
Georgakopoulou, 2007). Such interactions generally produce a category or a “membership category
device” (e.g. Antaki & Widdicombe, 1998; Hester & Eglin, 1997; Sacks, 1995; Schegloff, 2007b),
which usually presupposes the existence of binary opposites (see also Billig, 1999). Membership
categories are part of the category of signs that make up a locally emerging SR (Agha, 2007,
Wortham, 2006). While interactions among unfamiliars generally also relies upon the appropriation
of signs from pre-existing SRs for initial social identification, over time it is the locally emerging
SRs that increasingly become drawn upon for social identification projects (Wortham, 2006). Hence,
locally emerging categories along with other signs are available to participants to appropriate and
recontextualize as “emblems” of identity in subsequent interactions (Agha, 2007: 233-277).

Just as the production of talk, norms and the social identification of others is often a joint
exercise whereby hearers—as one participant category—help actively produce a speakers’ talk
and embodied actions (e.g. Goodwin, 2007; Goodwin & Goodwin, 2004), not all participants have
the same role. For example, some participants have the rights to tell about newsworthy stories
while others may have the rights to evaluate such stories (e.g. Georgakopoulou, 2007). Just as
importantly, participant roles and the structure of such narratives emerge through joint participation
in an ongoing conversation and are depended on who is doing the telling and their prior trajectories
of interaction (Georgakapoulou 2007: 71).

For example, in contrast to narratives elicited though interviews, in conversational narratives
one person may tell about experience while another evaluates such experience. Moreover, the
assigning of such participant roles—such as colluder, ratifier, evaluator, et cetera—often draws
upon participants prior interaction with each other where such roles may have become routinized
and thus indexed to particular participants (Georgakapoulou 2007: 70—77). Similarly, the learning of
other types of conversational activities (e.g. collusion, ratification versus contention, disagreement,
delegitimation) will also be dependent upon one’s trajectory of socialization (Georgakapoulou
2007: 70-77).

Of interest here also is the relationship between work on narrative and work on reported
speech (e.g. Berman, 1998; Clift & Holt, 2007; Errington, 1998b; Georgakopoulou, 2007). For
example, many narratives contain reported speech or are indeed defined as stories because they
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contain reported speech. Of relevance to this paper, however, is the common observation that while
the way in which talk is reported in terms of language choice, prosodic features and so on may not
represent what was actually said nor how it was said, nevertheless it often tells the hearer how the
teller feels about the particular talk, the event, and/or the speaker being reported (e.g. Briggs, 1996;
Clift & Holt, 2007; Georgakopoulou, 2007; Ochs & Capps, 2001). In this sense, reported speech
can be talked of as represented speech (cf. Agha, 2007: 32).

In concluding this section we can say that examining ward members’ talk about others across
speech events may provide insights into which signs make up a locally emerging SR within this
ward, and how identity, social conduct and social relations fit into such a SR. An increasingly
common approach to such talk can be found in studies of small stories. Such narratives are
commonly identified based on the existence of talk about disjunctures in experience (including
the representation of talk of those involved or responsible for such disjunctures) and evaluations
of such experience. Moreover, a useful approach to temporalization—another key element used in
identifying narratives (e.g. Labov, 2006 [1972]; Ochs & Capps, 2001)—is to also consider talk that
occurs in other settings outside of situated narratives. In doing so, we are able to place such situated
narratives in a larger history or trajectory of interactions among participants (cf. Georgakopoulou,
2007).

4. Fieldwork: Repertoires, Timescales and Socio-Historical Data

In this section I am mainly concerned with providing an account of the fieldwork setting and
my methods. In doing so, I will emphasize how data sets from different timescales were gathered
and analyzed while also presenting information on linguistic repertoires.

4.1 Fieldwork

In terms of local timescales, the data that I will be basing my analysis was gathered during
two-and-a-half years of fieldwork in two Rukun Tetangga (RT) “Wards” in Semarang, Indonesia
(reported in Author 2000, 2002, 2005, 2008b). Geographically the neighborhoods where I carried
out this research were located in the newly urbanizing fringes of the northern part of Semarang.
These two neighborhoods were located within fifty meters of each other and were part of a larger
administrative unit called a Rukun Warga “neighborhood”, which was made up of twelve wards. As
one would expect in large city (with around 4 million inhabitants) the members of both these wards
came from diverse religious, ethnolinguistic, educational, economic, occupational and experiential
backgrounds.

After obtaining informed consent my research assistants and I observed and recorded the
conversations of 88 of the 167 residents who lived in these wards, including 29 who reported being
non-Javanese (15 men, 14 women) and 59 who reported being Javanese (30 men, 29 women). The
types of settings that I and my research assistants participated in and observed, included: monthly
ward meetings, weekly working bees, social functions and celebrations, religious gatherings,
sporting events, and neighbor to neighbor conversations.

Sixty hours of conversations were recorded by mainly non-Javanese research assistants in
interactions with their Javanese neighbors and peers. The reason that I chose mainly non-Javanese
rather than Javanese research assistants was because they were more likely to be involved in inter-
ethnic interactions in these primarily Javanese wards. Preference was given to recording naturally
occurring group interactions—that is, those that would have occurred whether they were being
recorded or not—for at least an hour. These recordings were then transcribed with the help of
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Indonesian research assistants and participants of these interactions. Part of this process involved
classification of linguistic forms and interpreting language alternation, both of which were quite
problematic, as I point out below.

4.2 Classification of lexical signs

Transcription has been described as an ideological act (e.g. Edwards & Lampert, 1993; Green,
Franquiz, & Dixon, 1997; Ochs, 2006 [1979]; Roberts, 1997): my classification of language forms
in these transcripts is no different. For example, initial classification was based on the extent to
which lexical forms approximated or deviated from standard forms found in dictionaries (e.g.
Echols & Shadily, 1992; Prawiroatmojo, 1989, 1993), and other descriptions (e.g. Errington, 1985;
Poedjosoedarmo, 1968; Uhlenbeck, 1978). Where Javanese is concerned I initially drew upon
distinctions between ngoko, madya and krama Javanese, which are reportedly identifiable by the
presence or absence of particular words and affixes (e.g. Wolff & Poedjosoedarmo, 1982: 29), as
illustrated in Table 1.

Such distinctions also come with descriptions of their relationship to situated social conduct.
For example, ngoko is described as a language level or “style” (cf. Errington, 1988; Errington,
1998b) used among familiars, friends, and the language of the self. With a vocabulary of around
one thousand words, non-ngoko forms such as madya, have been described as “other-oriented”
language (e.g. Errington, 1998b) and language used among non-familiars. Krama is reportedly the
language used on formal occasions and speeches, and for conversations among, or to, nobility (e.g.
Errington, 1988; Poedjosoedarmo, 1968; Wolff & Poedjosoedarmo, 1982: 17-39).

Table 1 Examples of words and affixes indexical of Javanese speech levels

Krama Madya Ngoko Gloss

meniko niki, niku, niko iki, kuwi, kaé this, that, that over there
menopo nopo opo what

wonten enten ono, néng there is/are, in/at/on
badhé ajeng arep will/wish/intend

Adapted from Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo (1982: 30)

In addition to the main vocabulary sets noted above there are two others: the first, labelled as
krama inggil, literally ‘high Javanese’, consist of words and terms of address that honor or elevate
the addressee and his or her actions (e.g. Errington, 1988; Wolff & Poedjosoedarmo, 1982). The
second set, called krama andhap, consisted of words that humble the speaker and their actions. It
should also be noted that many Javanese often only make the distinction between bahasa sehari-
hari or bahasa kasar (“everyday language” or “crude language™) and basa or basa halus (“cultured
language” or “polite language”) (e.g. Bax, 1974; Errington, 1985). Moreover, as Bax’s (1974),
Errington’s (1985), Smith-Hefner’s (1983) and Goebel’s (2000) studies have shown, the types of
symmetrical exchanges shown in a) and b) of Diagram 1 may be just as common as the more
widely known and studied asymmetrical exchanges in ¢) (e.g. Berman, 1998; Errington, 1988;
Geertz, 1960; Keeler, 1987; Siegel, 1986; Uhlenbeck, 1978; Wolff & Poedjosoedarmo, 1982).

Problems with my categorization of linguistic tokens based on the above previous work became
increasingly obvious as I worked with different members of the two wards when transcribing
and classifying language forms. Consider, for example, the following text of a Javanese female
speaking in a ward meeting (Extract 1). The person who spoke this utterance classified it as ngoko
Javanese. However, other language consultants from this ward pointed out that it was a mixture of
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Javanese and Indonesian. For example, on line 1 there is the Indonesian form sampai “until” and
ngoko Javanese forms podo “same”, angel “difticult/hard”, waé “just”. Interestingly the Indonesian
form has a ngoko Javanese equivalent tenan. Given this speaker’s self-classification as a Javanese
(whose first language was Javanese) we might expect that she knew this form.

Diagram 1  Symmetrical and Asymmetrical Exchanges of Javanese

a) Interlocutors familiar and of same status NGOKO <€—>» NGOKO
b) Interlocutors unfamiliar and of same status KRAMA <€<—>» KRAMA
¢) NGOKO used by status superior (in terms of age, occupation, education, wealth, noble background)

KRAMA used by status inferior (often plus self-effacing KRAMA ANDHAP forms and other-
elevating KRAMA INGGIL forms)

Extract 1 Codeswitching, codemixing or a new code?

1 Pak Indro sampai Pak Jati Pak Tobing Pak Yuli podo angel waé.
Mr Indro until Mr Jati Pak Tobing Pak Yuli same hard just
Pak Indro down to Pak Jati, Pak Tobing, Pak Yuli [all of them] are just as difficult.

2 Orangé nggak bayar tenan.
Person + cohesive reference  don’t  pay Really
They don’t pay ever.

Of equal interest is her use of an Indonesian form orang “person’ affixed with “é”, a Javanese
form used, among other things, to indicate an utterance’s relationships with the subject of prior talk
(line 2). The Indonesian form does have a Javanese form wong, which this speaker was recorded
using in other contexts. In lines 1 and 2 there are also forms that could be equally classified as
Javanese or Indonesian (e.g. nggak “no/not/don’t” and the kin terms used to talk of other people,
namely Bu and Pak used to address women and men respectively).

More generally, there is lexicon common to both languages. Indeed some of Indonesian’s
lexicon has been adopted from Javanese, and the reverse is also true (e.g. Errington, 1998b;
Poedjosoedarmo, 1982). Moreover, the introduction of new language forms into Indonesian also
begs the question of whether these items should also be classified as Javanese or other regional
languages because of their new status. For example, words such as resmi “official” and kantor
“office” don’t have any Javanese equivalents with Indonesian-Javanese bilingual dictionaries
presenting them as both Indonesian and Javanese (e.g. Sudaryanto, 1991).

In attempting to address some of these issues Gafaranga’s and Torras’s ethnomethodological
approach to language alternation provided some very useful insights into how we might go about
classifying language alternation practices (e.g. Gafaranga, 2001; Gafaranga & Torras, 2002; Torras
& Gafaranga, 2002). In particular, Gafaranga’s and Torras’s (2002) framework is especially useful
for providing some initial means for the categorization of situated talk. I have italicized initial
because the categories—as I use them in the following chapters—do leak, especially when viewed
as a social practice linked with prior and future interactions.

Consider for example Extract 2 which, in line with a purely ethnomethodological agenda,
provides no information about participant identities or their language choices (e.g. Gafaranga
2001). I use the following to indicate prosody, tempo and pause: a period “ . ” is used to indicate a
perceivable silence, while numbers in brackets indicate silences from three tenths of a second and
more; an apostrophe “’” indicates final falling intonation; a question mark “ ? ” represents final
rising intonation; two arrows ““ > ” surrounding talk are used to indicate that this talk is faster than
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the previous and subsequent talk; and I use a series of colons ““ : ” to represent a sound stretch. A
plus “+” surrounding talk indicates that the volume has been increased relative to the previous
and subsequent talk while a “# > hatch is used to indicate a decrease in volume. I use “=" to

2

indicate latching, that is, where there is no perceivable pause between turns; and I use “ {” to
indicate overlapping talk. The bold italic underlined numbers in the far left column indicate points

of analysis.

Extract 2 No classification

Participant A

1 BuTobing #kui loh# . +ditarik?+ That Bu Tobing, asked by someone
2 wong kan? ngga pernah ketemu yo [for monetary contributions she] can
3 ndhéwéké karepé kih?. lepas ngono never be found, yeah [her]

4 loh soko tanggung jawab #RT iki individual wish is to not take any

5 ndhéwéké kih emoh# = RT responsibilities, [she] is not interested.
Participant B

6 = lho ojo Well don’t live here (???) (?27)

7  manggon néng kéné { (???)

Participant A

8 { anu opo Ah what is it, [she] has never shown
9 ndhéwéké ora tahu teko loh?. kan? up, [you] aren’t allowed.

10 yanggak boleh ok’ =

Without any conversation external information we can begin to analyze the talk in the
above extract. For example, there appears to be some identity work going on with Bu Tobing
being identified as someone who is irresponsible in relation to the ward. However, there is no
talk about participants’ language choices. Essentially, this means that for this interaction I cannot
pursue matters of whether and to what extent language choice figured in meaning-making in this
interaction. Unfortunately, this situation was very common with there being no explicit meta-talk
about language choice in any of my sixty hours of recordings. When I asked research assistants to
transcribe and classify the language used in the transcripts, however, they had clear ideas about
which languages where being used in interaction. Although, as noted when looking at Extract 1, not
every research assistant or participant agreed on others’ classifications.

In conversations and semi-formal interviews outside of these recordings, participants also
where quite articulate about the existence of language varieties and their interactional meanings.
This seemed to confirm or build upon my own biases on this issue at the time. Indeed, subsequently
my work within Agha’s (2007) semiotic framework also suggests the need to draw upon but not
rely on ethnomethodological methods for categorization. Thus, the re-analysis I present below also
draws upon conversation-external information to categorize linguistic signs.

For example, I use participants’ and ward members’ information about participant identities
together with my research assistants classification of signs, my own knowledge about these signs
and a number of Javanese and Indonesian dictionaries to reanalyze Extract 2. I use the following
transcription conventions to represent these understandings, although for economy here and in the
following sections I substitute “Indonesian” and “Javanese” for “linguistic signs stereotypically
associated with Indonesian” and “linguistic signs stereotypically associated with Javanese”.
Indonesian (I) is in plain font, ngoko Javanese (NJ) is in bold, and bold italics indicates those forms
that can be classified as either NJ or L.
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Extract 3 Reanalysis: alternation as the medium and codeswitching

Participant A

1 @Bu Tobing@ kui loh. +ditarik?+ That Bu Tobing, asked by someone
2 wong kan? ngga pernah ketemu yo [for monetary contributions she] can
3 +ndhéwéké karepé kih?. lepas never be found, yeah [her]

4 >ngono loh>+ soko tanggung jawab individual wish is to not take any

5 RTiki ndhéwéké kih #emoh# = RT responsibilities, [she] is not interested.
Participant B

6 =lho  Well don’t live here (???) (?7?)

7  ojo manggon néng kéné { (?7?)

Participant A

8 { anu Ah what is it, [she] has never shown
9  opo ndhéwéké ora tahu teko loh?. up, [you] aren’t allowed.

E kan? ya nggak boleh ok’ =

In drawing upon Gafaranga’s and Torras’s (2002) categories I wish to categorize the talk
on lines 1-5 as language alternation as the medium. This category seems appropriate for two
reasons. The first is that neither the participants nor other members of this ward (in settings
outside of this one) comment about the appropriateness of alternating between two linguistic forms
stereotypically associated or enregistered with named languages, such as Indonesian and Javanese.
The second reason is that this language alternation appears to occur within intonational units: that
is, in an utterance surrounded by pauses (indicated by a period “.” or a number in brackets). As such
language alternation as the medium resembles the following pattern (adapted from Auer, 1995):
AB1 AB2 AB1 AB2 (the upper case letters represent a particular language variety and the numbers
indicate speaker 1 and 2).

The above extract also provides an example of a second category that I will borrow from
Gafaranga and Torras (2002), namely codeswitching. This category is used in cases where one
group of linguistic signs are followed by a longish pause (e.g. lines 8-9)—relative to previous
and subsequent ones—and then followed by a different group of linguistic signs stereotypically
associated with a particular language, as can be seen on line 10. Codeswitching can be illustrated
with the pattern: A1 A2 B1 A1 A2 (adapted from Auer, 1995).

4.3 Female sign knowledge and use

As noted earlier, my focus in this paper is on female heads of household, thus from now on
I will focus only on these participants. Table 2 summarizes my findings relating to participants’
competence in Indonesian, ngoko Javanese and krama Javanese. Evidence for the use of these three
codes is placed under the three columns to the right of the first column which has participant names.
Those who have self-reported to be non-Javanese (and who other members of the community
characterize as non-Javanese) are indicated by an asterix “*” affixed to their name. Hence Bu
Naryono is a Javanese while Bu Sumaryono* is non-Javanese. Proper names are preceded with the
kin term “Bu” literally “Mrs” which is often used for addressing married women in this RT. There
were also members of these two communities who were never recorded or observed using one or
more of these codes 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 evidence and potential lack of competence.

In summarizing this table we can say that most of the Javanese and non-Javanese women of this
ward were competent in two types of Javanese (ngoko and krama) as well as Indonesian, although
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there were some exceptions. Accordingly, barring the exceptions, when we look at actual instances
of talk we won’t be able to attribute the use of one code or another to the lack of knowledge of an
alternative.

Table 2 Evidence for lexical knowledge and use for females of Ward 8

Participant Javanese Indonesian
ngoko Javanese | krama Javanese

Bu Dono 0. 0. O and .
Bu Indro R and O. R,Oand 1.
Bu Saryono Rand O. R and O. R,Oand L.
Bu Yudianto Rand O. R and O. Oand .
Bu Mugiono 0. O and .
Bu Joko R and O. R and O. R,Oand .
Bu Feizel* R,Oand .
Bu Nurholis R and O. R and O. R,Oand 1.
Bu Taufik* 0. 0. O and .
Bu Pujianto R and O. R and O. Oand L.
Bu Suntoro Rand O. R and O. R and O.
Bu Sugiono R and O. R and O. Oand L.
Bu Roni 0. O and .
Bu Abdurrahman* (0] R,Oand 1.
Bu Yulianto 0. 0. O and .
Bu Tri 0. 0} O and L.
Bu Kris* R and O. R,Oand .
Bu Zainudin* R and O. 0. R,Oand 1.
Bu Sumaryono* R and O. Self-report. R,OandI.
Bu Manurung* Oand L
Bu Tobing* Oand L
Bu Matius* 0. 0. O and .
Mbak Fatimah* (Pak Feizel’s daughter) | R and O. R,OandI.
Mbak Suli R and O. 0. R,Oand 1.
Mbak Endang R and O. 0. R,OandI.
Abdurrahman children* 0. R,Oand .
Manurung children* 0. Oand L.
Mbak Tuti (Bu Zainudin’s friend) R and O. 0. R,OandI.

4.4 Socio-historical data

My descriptions of how I categorized and interpreted instance of language alternation above
also highlight my need to use socio-historical data. I gathered some of this information during
fieldwork and some of'it is based on other scholars’ work, especially Errington (1998a, 1998b, 2000,
2001). I have been developing this theme in a number of publications (e.g. Goebel, 2007, 2008a;
Goebel, 2008b) of which Goebel (2008a) is the most comprehensive treatment. Accordingly, here I
won’t cover this ground in detail but merely sketch out some of the main points of my argument.

Essentially, I have argued that political discourses, schooling, enumeration practices and
representations of language use in the popular mass media have helped enregister semiotic registers
that index languages other than Indonesia (LOTI) and Indonesian with various contexts, including
region, stranger, ethnicity, hierarchy, and so on. Table 3 summarizes some of the signs that make up
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each of these widely circulating but also constantly emerging semiotic registers.

Table 3 Long-term widely circulating semiotic registers in Indonesia

Lan her than
Context ?n(%:;egseisazt(; O,tna)l Indonesian

Interethnic interaction °
Unfamiliarity/stranger/outsider °
Out-group relations °
Region °

Ethnic identity °

In-group relations °

Family °

Intimacy °
Familiarity/familiar/insider °

Gotong-royong “working together for the mutual o o
benefit of the community”

5. Building Community through Everyday Narratives

In this section I am primarily concerned with demonstrating how some of the expectations
about social conduct in this neighborhood are co-constructed in narratives about problematic
neighbors. In doing so, I will argue that such narratives also represent lessons for new-comers. I
follow this by arguing that the language variety in which such narratives are told also index other
expectations, namely which variety of language should be used among members of a particular
community. Across speech events this process (re)produces local indexical relationships. Moreover,
for newcomers or observers of such interactions it also helps produce such indexical relationships,
while also drawing upon wider circulating SRs of the type represented in Table 3.

In carrying out this analysis I will also suggest that these co-constructed narratives also
construct notions of identity and its relationship with community, that is to say, the interactions
themselves represent the (re)production of a number of communities of practice (COP). For
example, the actual interactions observed by newcomers represent small communities of practice
while the new-comers and other observers help make up a larger community of practice within
which the smaller one is nested. In the last section, I try and test this hypothesis by showing how
one of the observers of the initial interaction starts to appropriate observed ways of speaking:
namely the use of ngoko Javanese inter-ethnically. I argue that this usage points to a process of local
enregisterment, which as noted at the beginning of this paper is one component used in defining a
communities of practice and with it the social identification of its members.

To exemplify the above points I draw on audio-recorded conversations that were made in a
speech situation, locally known as arisan RT “womens’ neighborhood meeting”, which occurred
every month in this ward. These meetings usually occurred on Saturday or Sunday afternoons at
around 4:00 pm. Like most RT meetings, the following two meetings took place in the front room
of the host’s house (see Diagram 1). In both these meetings participants sit on the floor. These
meetings were led by /bu RT “The female head of the ward” or her nominated representative. Part
of the function of such meetings was to help disseminate state development policy—as part of
the Family Guidance Movement (Pembinaan Kesejahteraan Keluarga or PKK)—which among
other things included ideas and directives on family planning, community health and development,
gotong royong “working together for the mutual benefit of the community”, et cetera (see also
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Blackburn, 2004).

Diagram 2 A women’s ward meeting in Ward 8 (June 96)
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These meetings also fulfilled a more immediate pragmatic function with relation to local
conditions. Such conditions related to the need to plan and pay for garbage collection, dengue
fever mosquito prevention, neighborhood social activities and celebrations, and so on. While
these pragmatic functions necessitated participation from all of the community, the make-up of
family units, working hours, levels of sociability, income levels, religious affiliation, whether
other relatives lived in Semarang, and neighborhood layout all mitigated full participation in such
meetings (Goebel, 2000: Chapter 5). Indeed, while there were twenty-three households in this
neighborhood, no more than fifteen women heads of household ever attended these meetings. Each
meeting starts with a song called