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Abstract 

This study examines language use and attitudes in two Jambi Malay communities near the capital city, 
Jambi, of Jambi Province in Sumatra, a region where many minority languages are at risk for language shift 
in the context of a rapidly changing society. The main goal of the study is to accept or reject the null 
hypothesis, which states that usage of Jambi Malay (JM) is relatively high, at least in low domains, and 
attitudes toward it are positive. In addition, an aim of the study is to discover the impact of the independent 
variables age, sex, education level, and location relative to the capital city on Jambi Malay language usage 
and attitudes. Methods used in data gathering consist of a questionnaire and a matched guise test from a 
total of 293 informants, as well as participant observation. Statistical tests are performed on data from the 
questionnaire and the matched guise test, primarily to assess whether the independent variables make a 
statistically significant difference in language use and attitudes. The existence of a mesolect in the capital 
city is presented, and based on the data it is found that the mesolect (Jambi Indonesian), together with the 
basilect (Jambi Malay) and the acrolect (Indonesian), form a fairly stable diglossia situation in and around 
the city. It is also found that each of the independent variables significantly impacts either language usage 
or attitudes, or both. Especially noteworthy is the finding that the young and the educated generally have 
lower usage of JM and less positive attitudes towards it, while the women tend to have higher usage of JM 
and more positive attitudes towards it. Conclusions of Jambi Malay language vitality and recommendations 
for more focused research are given. 
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ABSTRAK 

Kajian ini meneliti penggunaan bahasa serta sikap terhadap bahasa dalam dua buah 
kampung Melayu Jambi dekat ibukota Provinsi Jambi di Sumatera. Di Sumatera, bahkan 
di seluruh Nusantara, semua bahasa minoriti terancam pergeseran dan kepupusan. 
Matlamat utama kajian ini adalah menerima atau menolak hipotesis nihil, iaitu ramai 
orang Melayu Jambi yang menggunakan bahasa ibunda mereka, setidak-tidaknya dalam 
bidang dan ruang sosial yang bersifat rendah; dan penutur ini bersikap positif 
terhadapnya. Matlamat kedua kajian ini adalah untuk mengenalpasti variabel independen, 
iaitu umur, jantina, tingkat pendidikan, dan jarak ke ibukota provinsi, yang mungkin 
mempengaruhi penggunaan dan sikap bahasa secara signifikan. Kaedah pengumpulan 
data terdiri dari kuesioner dan ujian matched guise dari sejumlah 293 orang, serta 
pemerhatian. Seterusnya, kaedah, yakni data dari kuesioner dan ujian matched guise 
dianalisis dengan menggunakan ujian statistik, untuk mengetahui kesignifikanan 
variabel-variabel dengan teliti. Dalam proses membuat kajian ini telah dikesan wujudnya 
bahasa mesolect di ibukota provinsi Jambi, yakni bahasa Indonesia Jambi. Berdasarkan 
data yang dijumpai, bahasa mesolect, bahasa Indonesia Jambi ini, bersama dengan 
basilect, bahasa Melayu Jambi, dan juga acrolect, bahasa Indonesia, membina satu situasi 
diglosia yang stabil di ibukota Jambi dan sekitarnya. Hasilnya juga menunjukkan bahwa 
variabel-variabel independen berpengaruh secara signifikan dalam penggunaan atau sikap 
terhadap bahasa, atau kedua-duanya. Terutamanya, golongan muda dan yang 
berpendidikan tinggi kurang menggunakan bahasa Melayu Jambi jika berbanding dengan 
golongan yang lain; dan sikap mereka terhadap bahasa Melayu Jambi adalah kurang 
positif. Bagaimanapun kaum perempuan menggunakan bahasa Melayu Jambi lebih sering 
daripada kaum lain, dan juga bersikap lebih positif terhadapnya. Kesimpulan-kesimpulan 
mengenai kekuatan bahasa Melayu Jambi dibincangkan, dan cadangan-cadangan tentang 
kajian yang lebih mendalam dan terfokus diberikan.  
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Chapter 1 

Jambi Malay: The Need for a Sociolinguistic Study 

1.1  Introduction 

This is a sociolinguistic study of a minority Malay language in Sumatra, designed in large part to answer 
the following question: what is the impact of the language of wider communication, namely the national 
language, Indonesian, on this regional language? We know that due to globalization many minority 
languages in this region are at risk of undergoing major changes or even language death, as Collins pointed 
out (1998a). The number of domains in which a minority language is spoken may slowly decrease, and 
attitudes towards minority languages may become increasingly negative in the face of a rapidly changing 
and competitive society. Thus, this research investigates language use and attitudes among a language little 
studied, in order to have a clearer picture of its strength with respect to Indonesian.  

1.2  Background 

This study focuses on the Jambi Malay language, spoken in Jambi Province, Sumatra, especially in and 
near the provincial capital, Jambi City. As Labov pointed out in Sociolinguistic Patterns (1972:3), social 
pressures continually operate upon language, and no language change can be understood apart from the 
community in which it occurs. What, then, are the conditions surrounding the Jambi Malay language? 

Jambi Province stretches east and west across the heart of the island of Sumatra, and shares 
borders with Riau to the north, West Sumatra and Bengkulu to the west and South Sumatra to the south. It 
occupies an area of 53,435 sq. km, and, as of 30 June, 2000, had a total population of 2,400,940 people 
(Badan Pusat Statistik Propinsi Jambi 2001). It consists of nine regencies, plus Jambi City (the provincial 
capital), which had a population of 416,841 people. According to the most recent census, 71.68% of the 
population lives in rural villages, while 28.32% lives in an urban area (Badan Pusat Statistik Propinsi Jambi 
2001). Population growth is much lower today than it was two decades ago, although overcrowding in 
Jambi Province was never a concern, due to relatively low birth rates and fewer domestic migrants. Refer to 
appendix A for a map of Jambi Province in relation to Indonesia.  

According to local typology, the population of Jambi Province consists of the following 
indigenous ethnic groups: Jambi Malay, Batin, Kerinci, Penghulu, Pindah, Kubu, and Bajau (Nasruddin 
1992). The majority population is the Jambi Malays, who account for over 33 percent of Jambi Province. 
The Jambi Malays predominantly inhabit rural areas along the rivers, of which the largest is the Batanghari 
River. In addition, there are other groups who have settled in Jambi due to the relative amount of space and 
opportunity, as a result of transmigration programs1 or otherwise. These include Indonesians from Java, 
Sulawesi, Borneo, and other parts of Sumatra, as well as those of foreign ancestry, such as China, India, 
Yemen, and Saudi Arabia, for example.  

Relationships between the Jambi Malays and their neighbors are considered to be peaceful. 
However, in To Live as Brothers: Southeast Sumatra in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries, Watson 
Andaya (1993) documented the often rocky relationship Jambi has had with its southern neighbor, 
Palembang, which was at the center of the ancient Sriwijaya kingdom. Tensions historically existed with 
distant Javanese courts and even upstream peoples within Jambi Province as well. Currently there is 
evidence of hostility between Jambi Malays and those of Chinese ethnicity and Arabs (Kerlogue2 2002b). 
Yet, mutual sharing of cultural elements between Jambi Malays and other ethnic groups is common 
(Nasruddin 1992). It can be clearly seen how the Javanese and Minangkabau (from West Sumatra) in 
particular, have had a strong influence on Jambi Malay culture and language (Anderbeck 2003). There has 
been much blending of ethnic groups in Jambi Malay communities through intermarriage or adoption 
(Kerlogue 2002b). 

                                                 
1In an effort to remedy the social problems caused by overcrowding in Java, the Indonesian government implemented a 
“transmigration” program in the 1970s, by which hundreds of thousands of people were moved from Java to other parts of Indonesia 
to work and live in new settlements. 
2Fiona Kerlogue, a scholar from the University of Hull, lived in Jambi for a number of years and published several works based on her 
anthropological research in Seberang, primarily on Jambi batiks. See the references section for a list of her works about Jambi. 
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Jambi Malays generally show pride in the fact that historically Jambi was a focal point of a 
powerful Malay kingdom dating back to the seventh century. Please refer to appendix B for a map of Jambi 
City and surrounding areas, and appendix C for pictures of Jambi. Jambi had links to the Islamic world 
through pilgrimages to Mecca and intermarriage with Yemeni Arabs. Additionally, Jambi royalty was 
connected by marriage to Malay royalty in Malaysia (Kerlogue 2002b). In the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries, Jambi was actively engaged in world trade, as large European ships carried pepper and other 
goods from the Batanghari River to distant lands (Watson Andaya 1993).  

Today, however, Jambi Malays in general have had relatively little exposure to modernization and 
have been largely excluded from power centers. As evidence of this, it is said that few Jambi Malay people 
live in urban Jambi City, leaving it to develop in the hands of pendatang—outsiders or newcomers. Indeed 
development is occurring, with four daily flights to and from Jakarta bringing businessmen to Jambi, who 
can now stay in international standard hotels and eat at Kentucky Fried Chicken. Yet, Jambi Malays are 
mostly found in villages—nearby, but worlds apart. Based on field observations, Jambi City inhabitants, 
especially other ethnic groups, often display a negative attitude toward Jambi Malays, considering them to 
be “backward” and to have negative character traits such as laziness. Pejorative comments by people of 
other ethnic groups have also been heard about the Jambi Malay language.  

In addition, comparatively few Jambi Malays pursue higher education; many receive only primary 
education or no education at all.3 According to census information, the number of primary and junior high 
schools as well as the number of students in Jambi Seberang, the perceived center of Jambi Malays (see 
section 1.2.1.1), is proportionate with the total number in Jambi City.4 However, education levels higher 
than junior high are disproportionate. In Jambi Seberang there is only one high school (or less than 2% of 
high schools for 6% of the population), out of a total of 61 high schools in Jambi City (Badan Pusat 
Statistik Propinsi Jambi 2001, Mantri Statistik Kecamatan Danau Teluk 1997, Mantri Statistik Kecamatan 
Pelayangan 1997; refer to figures 1.1 and 1.2). There are also no institutions of tertiary education in 
Seberang, and anecdotal information suggests that few residents of Seberang receive an education beyond 
high school. 

Number of
senior high
schools in
Jambi
Seberang Kota 

Number of
senior high
schools in
Jambi City 

 

Figure 1.1 Comparison of number of senior high schools in Jambi Seberang and Jambi City 

                                                 
3Education here refers to formal state education. Many Jambi Malays undertake Islamic instruction at religious schools or elsewhere, 
and often see that as more important than formal education (Kerlogue 2002b). 
4According to the Ministry of National Education Office, the number of primary school students in Jambi has significantly decreased 
recently. Over 12,000 primary pupils dropped out of school in 1999/2000 academic year, due to financial problems (Jakarta Post 
March 2001). It is quite possible that many of those who dropped out are Jambi Malays who live in rural areas. If that is the case, the 
gap between educated urban dwellers and uneducated or little educated rural groups could be even wider than estimated by the 
statistics office. 
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Population of
Jambi
Seberang Kota 

Population of
Jambi City 

 

Figure 1.2 Comparison of population of Jambi Seberang and Jambi City 

The main industries in Jambi Province include lumber, coffee, rubber, coconut, palm oil, 
cinnamon, construction, and agriculture. Jambi Malays for the most part earn their livelihood as fishermen 
and agriculturalists, and often are not very well off economically. Many are also found working in lumber, 
palm oil, construction, and batik-making industries. In Jambi Seberang a surprisingly substantial number 
work in government offices5 (31.8%) (Mantri Statistik Kecamatan Danau Teluk 1997, Mantri Statistik 
Kecamatan Pelayangan 1997). 

1.2.1 Two communities 

1.2.1.1 Mudung laut 

Due to the limitations on the time and scope of this research on the Jambi Malay language, two 
communities in particular were chosen for study. The communities were selected based on a pre-research 
survey in which the question was asked: Where is the most representative place of the Jambi Malay 
language and culture? The answer always came back: Jambi Seberang. It makes for a more interesting 
study since Seberang is very near the capital city, in fact it is technically within Jambi City limits, and may 
have more exposure to modernization and mixing with other ethnic groups than elsewhere. Additionally, it 
is reported that many residents of Seberang are better off economically than other Jambi Malays (Kerlogue 
2002b). 

Once on-site research was begun, it was decided that a village within Seberang called Mudung 
Laut was an ideal place for study, based on observation and questioning of the local people and government 
authorities. Mudung Laut has few outsiders6 in the community; moreover it is on the river, which is 
characteristic of Jambi Malay culture. The language of Mudung Laut is considered by local consultants to 
be “pure” Jambi Malay, and yet it is the closest Seberang community in proximity to the downtown area of 
the city. Its population was 1,787 in June 2001 (Pelayangan Subdistrict Office records 2001). Located in 
Pelayangan Subdistrict, Kotamadya Jambi (Jambi municipality), it shares borders with Jelmu to the west 
and Arab Melayu—a community that has many Arabic descendants and retains many aspects of Arab 
culture—to the east. (See appendix D for a map of Mudung Laut and appendix E for Mudung Laut 
pictures). It is divided into seven RTs (literally Rukun Tetangga or neighborhood association), each with its 
own appointed leader.  

                                                 
5The high number of government employees in this area is likely due to the fact that a former provincial governor hails from Mudung 
Laut in Seberang. He reportedly requested extra government funding for Seberang (Kerlogue 2002b). 
6“Outsider” here refers to newcomers from a different ethnic group. 
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1.2.1.2 Mudung Darat 

For comparison purposes, a second community, farther in distance from Jambi City with less exposure to 
urbanization and other ethnic groups, was chosen for research. Again, it was chosen based on observation 
and enquiries made of local people and authorities. Located seven kilometers away from Mudung Laut on a 
small, little-traveled rural road, Mudung Darat was the second community of study. As of June 2001, it had 
a population of 1,407, and is almost completely ethnically homogenous. It is in Mara Sebo Subdistrict, 
Muaro Jambi District and consists of five RTs (see appendix F for a map of Mudung Darat, and appendix G 
for Mudung Darat pictures). Mudung Darat is mainly an agricultural community, with most people owning 
or working in rice fields or raising vegetables or livestock. According to people in Seberang, the people of 
Mudung Darat seldom associate or mix with others.  

Another noteworthy item is that there is a historic connection between Mudung Laut and Mudung 
Darat.7 Based on local legend as recorded by a Mudung Darat resident in “Kisah Buyut Sriwalan 
Membangun Desa: Mudung Darat” (Siswoyo 1999), the Javanese prince who came to Jambi after not 
receiving a fair share of land in Java was first granted permission by the Sultan of Jambi to reside in 
Mudung Laut. However, he and his growing number of family and followers became anxious to have their 
own land and moved north to settle in a place they named Mudung Darat8 (Siswoyo 1999). Long ago the 
primary means of travel between the two communities was by small boats in rivers and ditches during the 
rainy season. 

The two communities chosen here coincide with the two areas singled out for study by a team of 
scholars working for Indonesia’s national language planning center, Pusat Pembinaan dan Pengembangan 
Bahasa, who produced a published report Struktur Bahasa Melayu Jambi (Husin, et al. 1985). They 
researched the language spoken in Seberang (Kotamadya Jambi) and in areas of Muaro Jambi District, 
because they, too, were told that these areas were the most representative of Jambi Malay culture and 
language. 

1.3  Description of the language situation 

In light of the rapid development occurring around the Jambi Malays (but less so among them), the 
question emerges: what is the language picture in Jambi? We know that language varieties in contact have 
influence on and interaction with each other (Trudgill 1986, Appel and Muysken 1987), and it will be 
helpful to discuss some of these dynamics at work in Jambi.  

First of all, it should be mentioned that the theoretical framework for examining the language 
situation in Jambi is based on Ferguson’s concept of DIGLOSSIA, first put forth in 1959, and later modified 
by Fishman9 (1967). According to Ferguson (1959:336), the definition of diglossia is as follows: 

Diglossia is a relatively stable language situation in which, in addition to the primary 
dialects of the language (which may include a standard or regional standards), there is a 
very divergent, highly codified (often grammatically more complex) superposed variety, 
the vehicle of a large and respected body of written literature, either of an earlier period 
or in another speech community, which is learned largely by formal education and is used 
for most written and formal spoken purposes but is not used by any sector of the 
community for ordinary conversation. 

Ferguson labeled the two speech varieties High (H) and Low (L). The H, the superposed variety, is 
not the native variety for the speakers, but is learned in addition to the L, the regional dialects of the same 
language. One of the most important features of classic diglossia is that the different speech varieties are 

                                                 
7According to locals and documented in Siswoyo’s account (1999:12), mudung is a derivative of pudung. Pudung ‘flower’ is 
commonly associated with petai ‘fruit’, and as per local residents the term pudung petai denotes bakal buah ‘bud’. Laut can be 
glossed as ‘near the river’, and darat as ‘inland’. 
8Legend has it that Buyut Sriwalan received a confirmation in naming the land he was surveying Mudung Darat to correspond with 
Mudung Laut, when his pet antelope KijangMas (so named for the color of its hide which resembled gold, and its magic-like qualities) 
was found nibbling on pudung leaves as they were exploring (Siswoyo 1999). Unfortunately information, or even legends, about how 
Mudung Laut originally got its name was unavailable. 
9Ferguson’s “classic” definition of diglossia was extended by Fishman in 1967, to include the concept that several separate language 
codes can be involved, and the idea that language varieties do not need to be linguistically related, but do need to be differentiated 
functionally within the society. Fishman’s extension of diglossia is known as “broad diglossia”, well defined by Fasold (1984:53). 
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used in complementary domains and functions, and there is very little overlapping.10 Examples given by 
Ferguson (1959:328) of a High variety in High domains include: a sermon in a church or mosque, personal 
letters, speeches, high forms of literature, university lectures, news broadcasts, and newspaper stories. 
Examples of a Low variety in Low domains are: conversations with family, friends and colleagues, 
instructions to servants, waiters and clerks, captions on a political cartoon, radio “soap operas”, and folk 
literature. 

At the outset of this research, it was expected to find that the national language, Indonesian, likely 
plays the role of a High variety (c.f. Grimes n.d.; Sneddon 2002), while Jambi Malay plays the role of the 
Low variety in a diglossic relationship. 

1.3.1 Standard Indonesian 

Let us look first at what is spoken in Jambi City, where cultures and peoples continually mix. Standard 
Indonesian (SI)11 is the main language of wider communication (LWC) in urban Jambi. Based on 
observation, SI is what is spoken on television, during official government ceremonies, in classrooms, in 
the newspapers, the radio, hospitals and doctors’ offices, in supermarkets, banks, and other prestigious 
places of business. Furthermore, media, especially television, have spread to even the farthest reaches of 
Jambi Province. Standard Indonesian is the language of most books.12 It is primarily what is spoken 
between different ethnic groups and to foreigners. SI is rather well accepted and there is general agreement 
that it is extremely useful and important as a LWC. Not only is it seen as important, but it is also seen as 
prestigious. As in Asim’s (2001) study of Banjarese Malay and Indonesian, SI indeed takes on the High 
function, as defined by Ferguson (1959), in Jambi City. 

Please refer to table 1.1 for a summary of the results of a study on the usage of Indonesian in 
Jambi City (Purba 1997). It can be seen from this table that High domains have at least 70% usage of 
Indonesian, while Indonesian is relatively less common, although still surprisingly high, in the low domains 
(home, everyday speech, within ethnic groups). 

Table 1.1 Usage of Indonesian (SI), mixed Indonesian and Jambi Malay (SI/JM), Jambi Malay 
(JM),* and “Other” in Jambi City 

Domain % SI % SI/JM % JM % Other 
Intraethnic** 62.5 15.5 22 0 
Interethnic 88.5 10   1.5 0 
Government offices 91.5 55.5   3 0 
Educational institutions 94   4.5   1.5 0 
Home 47.5 23 29.5 0 
Official ceremonies 95   3   2 0 
Government 84 10.5   5.5 0 
Education 70.5 16.5 13 0 
Traditions 26.5 34 39.5 0 
Everyday speech 42.5 34.5 23 0 
Averages 70.25 15.7 14.05 0 

*It is unclear whether the Jambi Malay referred to in Purba’s study is Jambi Indonesian, or Jambi Malay, since there is 
often ambiguity between them and there has not yet been anything published on the distinction. Since the study took 
place in Jambi City, it is possible that what he means by Jambi Malay is actually Jambi Indonesian, which is a 
mesolect, or intermediate variety on a continuum between Jambi Malay and Standard Indonesian, as per Trudgill’s 
definition (1986). (See section 1.3.2 for a discussion of Jambi Indonesian). 
** It is unclear in the study whether Purba is exclusively referring to between Jambi Malay speakers or between 
members of other groups as well. 

                                                 
10Sneddon, however, found that functional compartmentalization is not always so neat, using data from High and Low forms of 
Indonesian itself. Though Indonesian consistently conforms closely to Ferguson’s original model of diglossia and should continue to 
be considered a diglossic situation, he discovered a point of departure in that there is a continuum between Low and High forms 
depending on the social situation (Sneddon 2002). 
11Indonesian, or SI, as it will most often be referred to in this paper, is Standard Indonesian, the official language of Indonesia. 
12Of course, there are books in other languages available for specialized purposes, such as English language textbooks, and the Quran 
and commentaries written in Arabic. 
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The vast majority of people in Jambi can understand and speak Indonesian. As Purba (1997) 
pointed out, data from the statistics office in 1995 show that 97.58% of people in Jambi City can speak 
Indonesian at least to some extent, and 94.24% can speak Indonesian throughout the province of Jambi. 
These figures show a large jump in Indonesian speakers in the past two decades, since the Biro Pusat 
Statistik in Jakarta found that in 1971 there were 712,221 speakers of SI in Jambi, or 70.82% of the total 
population (Husen n.d.). It can be seen later in this study that those who do not speak or understand 
Indonesian are usually the very old, probably for reasons of comparatively little education and limited 
contact with the Indonesian language.  

Little has been written on language in Jambi, but what has been written is consistently, perhaps 
exclusively, concerned with the usage of SI and how to facilitate its further development. Purba, in the 
above mentioned study of Indonesian in Jambi City (1997), for example, suggested in his final conclusion 
that the usage of SI does not match the percentages of people who can understand and speak Indonesian. 
Therefore, he said, usage of Indonesian must be increased. The conclusions of Sugeng, Arif, and Nani 
(1985) on the usage of Jambi Malay in schools were similar: teachers must only use Indonesian in schools 
and cease the practice of occasionally using Jambi Malay, and Jambi Malay must only be used outside of 
school so that the standards of Indonesian can be raised. 

The gap that many are trying to close between usage of Indonesian and ability to speak it may 
reflect a sentiment about SI commented on by Sneddon (2002). He gave evidence from scholars who have 
found that SI is considered by many Indonesians to be impersonal, awkward, rigid, and lacking emotion, 
which tends to create distances between its speakers. Weinreich (1968:77–78) noted that “[m]any persons, 
if not most, develop an emotional, pre-rational attachment to the language in which they receive their 
fundamental training,” and may conclude that “their native language is richer, more subtle, more expressive 
than others.” Therefore, despite its high value and prestige, and despite a high percentage of those who are 
able to speak it, it is conceivable for non-native speakers of SI to resist using it unless protocol calls for it 
(see Southworth 1985).  

1.3.2 Jambi Indonesian 

With strong attitudes about the usage and development of Indonesian as noted above, we now turn our 
attention to the situation of other language variants. Once on-site research was underway, it was discovered 
that what is called the Jambi Malay language (bahaso Jambi) in Jambi City is different from Jambi Malay 
spoken elsewhere. In fact, what is spoken in the city appears to be what is often called a mesolect (Crystal 
1997), a variant on a continuum between the ACROLECT, or High prestige variety, here Indonesian, and the 
BASILECT, or Low variety, here Jambi Malay.  

Trudgill in his book Dialects in Contact (1986) argued that a mesolect, which he labeled 
INTERMEDIATE VARIETY, comes about as a result of a process in which KOINÉIZATION plays a key role. 
Koinéization refers to a combination of a leveling out of minority or marked speech forms, and 
simplification, a reduction in irregularities. This process seems to be at work in creating the intermediate 
dialect from Standard Indonesian and Jambi Malay. For example, the highly distinctive uvular fricative /�/ 
in Jambi Malay which corresponds to the apical trill /r/ in SI in all word positions is not found in the 
mesolect (see section 1.3.3). That is, in the mesolect, or “intermediate” variety, the trilled liquid, [r], is 
consistently used, as it is in SI.  

The intermediate variety shares a high degree of similarity with Indonesian, but there are also 
several features similar to Jambi Malay. Because of this, it can hereafter be labeled Jambi Indonesian (JI). 
One of the most salient similarities to JM is [o] for /a/ in word final positions. For example, the Indonesian 
items [mana] ‘where’, [apa] ‘what’, and [sama] ‘same’ are [mano], [apo], and [samo] in Jambi Indonesian. 
Another feature is that in Jambi Indonesian, as in Jambi Malay, the pre-consonantal r is often dropped, 
resulting in words such as [pəgi] ‘go’, not [pərgi], as in SI. In addition, there are a number of lexical 
departures from Standard Indonesian, again drawing from Jambi Malay. Examples include [nan] in JI for 
yang ‘which’, [nian] sekali ‘very’, and [kage� bae]13 nanti saja ‘later’. Finally, the grammatical structures 
find commonalities with both SI and Jambi Malay. One example where JI accords more with JM than with 
SI is the verbal affix marking transitive (active) verbs, which is [məN-] in Indonesian. In the mesolect it 
can variably be [N-], as is found in Jambi Malay. In addition, in contrast with SI, in prefixed forms (N-
{V}), all stem-initial consonants are deleted, rather than just voiceless stops (see section 1.3.3). Therefore, 

                                                 
13bae is variably pronounced as [be]. 
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{V}), all stem-initial consonants are deleted, rather than just voiceless stops (see section 1.3.3). Therefore, 
word items such as [ɲari] ‘to find’ can occur, in contrast to SI [məncari]. Please refer to appendix H for a 
sample text of Jambi Indonesian.  

Although intelligibility tests between Jambi Indonesian and Standard Indonesian were not 
performed in this study, based on observation mutual intelligibility is high, most probably over 95%. Those 
who speak Jambi Indonesian can understand Standard Indonesian, and those who speak Standard 
Indonesian can initially understand most of Jambi Indonesian, and given a short amount of time can 
understand all of Jambi Indonesian. Intelligibility between Jambi Indonesian and Jambi Malay appears to 
be unidirectional: speakers of Jambi Indonesian who are not native Jambi Malays claim they do not 
understand Jambi Malay, yet most speakers of Jambi Malay can understand and speak Jambi Indonesian.  

Jambi Indonesian is spoken primarily in the urban complex, Jambi City, in particular. Further 
research is needed to determine if Jambi Indonesian is spoken in other urban areas of Jambi Province, as 
there exists a vast and complex river network stretching into its farthest reaches, through which innovations 
can be shared. According to field observations, all ethnic groups who have settled in Jambi City can speak 
Jambi Indonesian, and tend to have a positive attitude towards it. “When in Rome, do as the Romans do” 
seems to be the operating factor, and most newcomers to Jambi City quickly adapt to using Jambi 
Indonesian. 

The positive attitude towards using Jambi Indonesian is a powerful one, often even overriding the 
mother tongues of newcomers. As a result, for example, a Minangkabau family who settled in Jambi soon 
learned Jambi Indonesian and spoke only that even in their home, so that their children have not learned the 
Minangkabau language (Rozelin, pers. comm., May 2001). Similar findings were noted among other ethnic 
groups as well. 

The emergence of a mesolect incorporating elements of Jambi Malay as well as Indonesian may 
possibly be motivated out of newcomers’ desires to identify with their adopted location and culture, yet be 
exempted from fully accommodating to the local language outside the urban area. 

As a mesolect, JI is a primary means of communication across ethnic groups in many workplaces, 
in schools outside of the classroom, among friends in everyday speech, in urban homes, in some shops and 
marketplaces other than the more prestigious supermarkets, and in a few certain official ceremonies 
specific to Jambi. Occasionally, certain articles in the local newspapers have a few words or phrases in 
Jambi Indonesian as well.  

1.3.3 Jambi Malay 

The third main language variety found in Jambi is Jambi Malay (JM), the mother tongue of ethnic Jambi 
Malays, referred to by insiders as bahaso daerah or bahaso dusun. The Jambi Malay language varies 
throughout Jambi Province, and I propose two main divisions: Upstream Jambi Malay and Downstream 
Jambi Malay. This is not an uncommon distinction: it is also found, for example, in South Kalimantan 
Province with Upstream Banjarese Malay and Downstream Banjarese Malay (Abdul 1977), and in 
Terengganu (Malaysia) with Terengganu Pantai and Ulu Terengganu (Collins 1983).  

Jambi Malay is a dialect of Malay,14 which in turn is the basis for Indonesian. As such it shares 
many similarities with Standard Indonesian. They are so closely related that it would not take very long for 
speakers of one variety to understand and speak the other if given enough contact with each other. One 
Minangkabau newcomer to a rural Jambi Malay area, with good proficiency in Indonesian, even claimed to 
be able to control Jambi Malay after just two days of living in a village (Ramli, pers. comm. May 2002).  

It must be noted that the potential for mutual intelligibility between SI and JM is quite high, but it 
is dependent on the exposure one has had to the other language. For Jambi Malays, it depends on how 
much contact with non-Jambi Malays a person might have, whether they own a television, and whether 
they might have had some education. These situations (owning a television, receiving at least a primary 
level education) are increasingly common; therefore, the majority of Jambi Malays can understand 
Indonesian, based on observations as well as information gathered in this study. For Indonesian speakers, it 

                                                 
14Because distinguishing between “dialect” and “language” is complicated (Chambers and Trudgill 1998), and because the term 
“dialect” is often laden with connotations of being substandard, for simplification purposes “language” or “variety” is generally used 
to refer to JM in this book. Chambers and Trudgill also described the difference between “accent”, “a variety which is phonetically 
and/or phonologically different from other varieties”, and “dialect”, “a variety which is grammatically and perhaps lexically as well as 
phonologically different from other varieties” (1998:5). Based on their definitions, JM would not be merely an “accent”. 
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depends on how much time is spent in a rural Jambi Malay area. Since the latter case is much less likely to 
occur, very few Jambi city residents can understand Jambi Malay.  

The differences between Jambi Malay and Indonesian are fairly regular, and are found primarily in 
the phonology, morphology, and lexicon.15 Discussed here is Downstream Jambi Malay; however, in most 
cases the variations are true of all dialects of Jambi Malay. 

The most salient variations are phonological ones. First of all, Jambi Malay /a/ in word-final 
position appears as [o], whereas in SI [a] is the word-final allophone, as is also seen in Jambi Indonesian. A 
second difference is that in native JM words, [h] is dropped without exception word-initially (Husin, et al. 
1985, Erizal, Amris, and Nazurti 2000) and variably dropped in the word-final and word-medial positions. 
For example, SI [hitam] ‘black’ is [itam] in JM, SI [bahu] ‘shoulder’ is [bau] in JM, and so forth. This is 
occasionally found in Jambi Indonesian, as well. Another highly distinctive phonological feature of Jambi 
Malay is a voiced uvular fricative /�/ in all word positions, whereas in SI it is an alveolar trill /r/. Thus, 
there is JM [�uma] compared to [rumah] ‘house’ in SI; JM [a�i], not SI [hari] ‘day’; and JM [gamba�], 
not SI [gambar] ‘picture’. The latter feature, being quite salient in Jambi Malay, is leveled out in the 
mesolect Jambi Indonesian, that is JM /�/ is /r/ in JI.  

A few word-final liquids of SI appear as [�] in Jambi Malay, such as in SI [air], but JM [ae�] 
‘water’, SI [ambil], but JM [ambe�] ‘take’, and SI [kəcil], but JM [kəci�] ‘small’.16 And, perhaps due to 
Javanese influence on the language, word-final diphthongs in Jambi Malay are regularly monophthongized, 
so that SI [suŋay] ‘river’ is [suŋe] in JM, SI [pisaw] ‘knife’ is [piso] in JM, and so on. Both of these 
features are frequently found in Jambi Indonesian as well.17 

Morphological differences between Jambi Malay and Indonesian include slightly differing 
prefixes, such as JM ba-, but SI ber-, and JM ta-, but SI ter-. For example, we have these sentences: 

(1) JM ‘Dio bagawe di kebun’ 
 SI ‘Dia bekerja di kebun’ 
  ‘He is working in his garden’ 

(2) JM ‘Bola itu tasepak olehnyo’ 
 SI ‘Bola itu tersepak olehnya’ 
  ‘The ball was kicked by him’ 

An additional difference is that there are two different clitic forms for the third person singular 
marker in Jambi Malay: the first is [e], and the second is [�o]. See the following example sentences. 
Further research is needed to account for the different usage of these clitics. 

(3) JM ‘Bentuke tipis tapi kuat’ 
 SI ‘Bentuknya tipis tetapi kuat’ 
  ‘It is thin but strong’ 

(4) JM ‘Bajunyo lah memuteh’ 
 SI ‘Bajunya telah memutih’ 
  ‘His shirt has turned white’ 

Another noteworthy difference between SI and JM is that, as noted in section 1.3.2, in Standard 
Indonesian the verbal affix marking transitive (active) verbs is [məN], but in Jambi Malay the verbal affix 
is (optionally) [N-], which appears as homorganic allomorphs. Examples are: JM [muka], SI [məmbuka] ‘to 
open’, JM [mukul] SI [məmukul] ‘to hit’, and JM [neŋo�] SI [məneŋok] ‘to see’. This is also seen in Jambi 
Indonesian.  

                                                 
15Though Jambi Malay grammar is not the focus of this study, it will be helpful to highlight a few of the basic characteristics. For 
more thorough (if questionable quality) descriptions of Jambi Malay grammar, please refer to several works of Pusat Pembinaan dan 
Pembangunan Bahasa: Erizal, Amris, and Nazurti (2000), Husin et al. (1985), Husin et al. (1986), Kamus Bahasa Indonesia-Jambi 
(1998), Arifudin and Akhyaraddin (2000), and Wibowo et al. (1996). There are also linguistic works put out by Universitas Jambi 
(UNJA), including Harahap (1992), and Akhyaraddin, Purba, and Rustam (1999). 
16See Nothofer (1997) for documentation of a similar and more widespread occurrence in Bangka Malay. 
17These features might be found in colloquial Indonesian, anywhere in Indonesia. 
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Finally, there are some differences in lexicon between Indonesian and Jambi Malay. I found that 
Downstream Jambi Malay appears to be 80–85% lexically similar to SI, based on a limited data corpus. 
Many of the lexical variations from Indonesian may be due to borrowings from Javanese. For example, 
[duluʁ] saudara ‘family/kin’, [aŋop] kuap ‘yawn’, [kanti] kawan ‘friend’, and [deweʔ] sendiri ‘oneself’ all 
seem to originate from Javanese. Other differences seem limited to Sumatra, such as [kəɲoʔ] bukan ‘not’. 
For an example of the Jambi Malay language, please see appendix I, which is a copy of a newspaper 
column written in Jambi Malay.18 Refer also to texts given as appendices. 

In terms of the usage of Jambi Malay, some preliminary observations can be discussed here. Jambi 
Malay takes on the Low (L) function in Ferguson’s model (1959) discussed earlier. It is not formally taught 
in schools, and speaking it at all in classrooms is discouraged. Because there is no standard orthography, 
there are no books written in Jambi Malay. However, there are a few books written about the Jambi Malay 
language and culture, and not all are linguistic in nature (see chapter 2.4). In these, there can be found short 
passages of JM, particularly passages having to do with cultural ceremonies. And as mentioned above, a 
newspaper column in JM once existed in one of the local newspapers, Jambi Ekspres, entitled “Wak Juge”, 
although the column is apparently no longer printed. A substantial number of cassette tapes with folk songs 
in Jambi Malay can be found in Jambi City shops.  

Jambi Malay is seldom heard in Jambi City, with the exception of “Pasar Angso Duo”, the main 
fresh market directly on the riverfront, where there are many Jambi Malay sellers and buyers. Based on 
observation, Jambi Malay is primarily spoken in the home, among friends and neighbors who are also 
Jambi Malay, in the workplace (if the workplace is located in a Jambi Malay community and the 
interlocutors are JMs), and during ceremonies where majority Jambi Malay people are present. It is rarely 
spoken with outsiders; most prefer to use Indonesian if they know it, or Jambi Indonesian. Nearly all Jambi 
Malays can understand and speak JM, though there are some who have relocated to the city who claim that 
their JM is no longer very good, and there are some who worry that the younger generation will not master 
it in the near future.  

At first glance, attitudes towards JM by Jambi Malays are fairly positive, in that Jambi Malays 
have proudly discussed their language and taught it to foreigners on occasion. It is treated with high regard 
as the keeper of tradition and ceremony. Yet, inasmuch as Jambi Malays strive to advance their education 
or position in society, JM is generally not seen as a conduit for advancement. 

1.3.4 Other variants 

The recent rise of English in importance for world communication has also been seen to some degree in 
Jambi. There are numerous courses offered in English, both through private instruction and through the 
public education system (beginning with junior high school level and above). Many people claimed they 
would like to learn English, or improve their English. English is especially common in domains concerning 
technology and computers, and English loan words are seen frequently in these areas, as well as in science, 
math, and other “technologies”. However, in Jambi those who have adequate fluency in English are 
relatively few; even fewer among ethnic Jambi Malays. English language influence outside of the 
classroom or basic greetings for foreigners is not very great. Thus, English is not at the forefront of any 
discussion about Jambi Malay language use and attitudes. 

The influence of the Jakarta dialect on Indonesian is currently evident in many places throughout 
Jambi Province, in all likelihood a result of contact with it through regular exposure to Jakarta dialect 
speakers and the media. Two prominent Jakarta dialect features which are commonly heard in Jambi are the 
use of the affix -in in place of -kan or -i (or possibly zero), and the presence of [ə] in closed final syllables 
in some words where /a/ is found in SI. For example, segar ‘fresh’ is [səgər] in Jakarta-like speech. Use of 
Jakartanisms in speech is considered prestigious among those in Jambi City, as well as those in rural 
communities. Especially for those who are educated and have a high status in society, using Indonesian 
without borrowings from the Jakarta dialect seems the exception rather than the rule. Further research 
would be necessary to determine how the Jakarta dialect has impacted the Jambi Malay language. 

Arabic has been spoken in certain domains (i.e. prayers, religious instruction, cultural ceremonies) 
in Jambi for centuries. Basic Arabic greetings and phrases are regularly heard in Jambi. It is highly 

                                                 
18It must be noted that Jambi Malay orthography has not been standardized. 
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prestigious, and many Jambi Malays undertake formal study of the Arabic language. The use of Arabic, 
however, does not appear to extend beyond the domains and expressions mentioned. 

Historically, the use of Javanese among Jambi Malays, particularly in the royal court, was 
considered prestigious (Watson Andaya 1993). However, aside from Javanese borrowings into the Jambi 
Malay language, any widespread practice of speaking Javanese among Jambi Malays seems to have 
basically disappeared. 

1.3.5 Diglossia and language maintenance and shift in Jambi 

Ferguson (1959) asserted that “diglossia is a relatively stable language situation”, with the potential to 
remain so for hundreds of years. Yet an underlying premise of this research is that outside pressures can 
cause language shift, eroding even a previously stable diglossic situation (cf. Mühlhäusler 1996). Landry 
and Allard (1994) discuss a “stability criterion” as one of four criteria in the analysis of various definitions 
of diglossia. The question must be asked, “How stable is the diglossic situation, given the social 
compartmentalization of speech varieties, and the power distribution of the members of the High and Low 
communities?” (Landry and Allard 1994:17–19). Three possible outcomes of diglossic situations were 
proposed: 1) the diglossic situation continues to be stable; 2) a pidgin develops—a new language variety 
which is a mixture of the H and L; 3) one language variety gradually replaces another. 

If a breakdown of a diglossic situation is to occur, Fasold (1984) cited two characteristic signs: 
leakage in function, where one variety “leaks” into functions previously reserved for the other, and mixing 
in form. Schiffman (1993) described the process further, in saying that language shift will generally happen 
domain by domain (as opposed to speaker by speaker or community by community) until the abandoned 
language controls no domains at all. 

In light of this, we have seen two main issues emerge from the discussion from the language 
situation in Jambi. First, there is the presence of a “koine” variety, a mixture of Standard Indonesian and 
Jambi Malay, labeled Jambi Indonesian. Secondly, at least upon informal field observations, each variety 
seems to be fairly tightly compartmentalized, in that each of the three main variants appears to have its own 
designated role and place. Clearly, a detailed sociolinguistic study is needed to assess the stability of the 
diglossic situation in Jambi.  

1.4  Objectives 

Given the background information and the synopsis of the language situation in Jambi Province, 
particularly in and around Jambi City, the aims of this study can now be addressed. The primary objective 
is to answer the following research questions: what is the Jambi Malay language use situation, and what are 
the attitudes towards it, from a detailed statistical analysis? Has the Indonesian language impacted JM 
language use and attitudes, such that the Jambi Malay language is at risk for undergoing language shift? 

The null hypothesis 1 is that Jambi Malay language use is fairly high, at the least being spoken all 
the time in the Low domains. The null hypothesis also proposes that attitudes towards Jambi Malay are 
positive, and further development of the JM language would be well received. In this case, Jambi Malay 
and Indonesian would present a stable diglossia situation. The domains of JM language use will 
complement the domains of Indonesian, neither language encroaching much on the other’s domains. 

The alternative hypothesis 1 is that usage of Jambi Malay is relatively dwindling, with an 
increasing number of domains taken over by Indonesian, namely in the home and in everyday speech 
among friends. In addition, attitudes towards Jambi Malay are negative when compared with attitudes 
towards Indonesian. This scenario would point to the future of the Jambi Malay language being threatened. 
Jambi Malays may start to abandon JM even in some of the Low domains for a language that will help 
them further succeed. 

Not only is an objective of this study to accept or reject the null hypothesis above, an aim is to also 
discover the impact of the independent variables age, sex, education level, and location relative to the city 
on Jambi Malay language use and attitudes. The null hypotheses 1.1–1.4 claim there is no significant 
difference between those of differing age groups and education levels. No difference would also be found 
between males and females, and between the two communities Mudung Laut (close to downtown Jambi 
City) and Mudung Darat (several kilometers away from the city). If this is the case, language use and 
attitudes would be considered very stable and not likely to undergo many changes in the near future. 
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The alternative hypothesis 1.1 is that there is a significant difference between the three age groups 
studied here (age 15–29, 30–49, and 50+). In this case, it is expected to find that JM usage is lower and 
attitudes are more negative among the young versus the middle-aged and old people. As they examined a 
study of Canadian usage of chesterfield/couch/sofa Chambers and Trudgill (1998) described the emergence 
of fashionable trends towards using linguistic innovations, where youth are generally at the forefront. And a 
dramatic language choice shift according to age was recorded by Wong (2000): of those under 30 years old 
in her study of the Sabah Malay dialect, 100% spoke the LWC, while none spoke their mother tongue, in 
contrast with the oldest generation in the study, where 0% spoke the LWC, and 66.66% spoke the mother 
tongue alone. With a strong influence from Indonesian, it is proposed here that Jambi Malay youth are 
more likely than other age groups to adopt usage of Indonesian in lieu of Jambi Malay, which they may 
consider to be the language of the old people. 

Alternative hypothesis 1.2 is that there is a significant difference between the four education 
levels studied (no education/did not finish primary school, finished primary school, finished junior high 
school, finished high school). In the event of a difference here, the prediction is that the higher the 
education level, the lower the Jambi Malay usage and the more negative the attitudes. Significant 
differences are especially expected to be seen between no education and finished high school, and finished 
primary school with finished high school. 

Alternative hypothesis 1.3 is that there is a significant difference between males and females. A 
likely finding here would be that females, being that they have generally received less education and spend 
less time working outside of the home,19 have higher JM usage and more positive attitudes towards it. This 
was the case in another language contact situation in Clyne’s study of Australian immigrants (1985): men 
shifted from using the vernacular at a much higher rate. 

Finally, alternative hypothesis 1.4 is that there is a significant difference between Mudung Laut 
and Mudung Darat, with Mudung Laut displaying lower JM usage and more negative attitudes due to its 
proximity to the city. 

1.5  Chapter summary 

In this chapter we have introduced the research question, and the background of the area in which the study 
to address the research question took place. The goals of the study and hypotheses as to the outcome were 
then given. In the next chapter, a review of theories and studies related to this study is provided, followed 
by a description of the methodology in chapter 3. Chapter 4 focuses on the results of the analysis, and, 
finally, in chapter 5 conclusions and recommendations are discussed.

                                                 
19There are exceptions to these generalizations. For example, some Jambi Malay women from Seberang who have completed 
university, and some find employment in Jambi City. However, data from this research support these assertions, particularly for 
women above age thirty (see sections 4.4.2, 4.4.5, 4.4.7). 
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

2.1  Introduction 

In chapter 1 some background notes were presented about the area of study, including the language 
situation in and around Jambi city. The research objectives were also addressed. In this chapter prominent 
sociolinguistic theories, especially those relating to language vitality, are discussed in section 2.2. In 
section 2.3, the discussion is narrowed to issues related to minority language maintenance or language shift 
specifically in Indonesia. Finally, in section 2.4 the focus is on the Jambi Malay (JM) language: its 
potential language strength based on the theories discussed in section 2.2, and efforts that have been made 
to develop and preserve the JM language and culture. 

2.2  Perspectives on language maintenance and shift 

In recent years, as the rise in dominance of a very few world languages has occurred, there has been much 
discussion about the fate of minority languages. According to Mühlhäusler (1996), a clear pecking order 
has emerged, with very few world languages at the top and a large number of barely viable minority 
languages at the bottom. As a result, it is a fact that sometimes languages die out, and that minority 
languages may be at greater risk for this. Aitchison (2001:236, 242, 247) describes language death (when 
no one speaks the language any longer) in terms of language “suicide” and language “murder”. Language 
suicide usually occurs when two languages are fairly similar to one another, and the less prestigious of the 
two borrows increasingly heavily from the one that is more prestigious (p. 236). 

The process of language murder typically begins with a small isolated language group that comes 
into contact with a more socially useful language (Aitchison 2001:242). Bilingualism generally follows, 
and can happen for a time, but later generations tend to use the minority language less and less and lose 
proficiency in it, eventually leading to the disappearance of the “old language” (p. 242; cf. Fasold 1984). 

Since languages in these types of situations do not always end up as victims of “suicide” or 
“murder”, a closer look at the issues that contribute to language death and its converse, language 
maintenance, is needed. Helpful for this discussion is the model that Giles put forth in 1977 to systematize 
the many factors operating in minority language maintenance. The key concept is concerned with 
ethnolinguistic vitality. According to this concept, high vitality will lead to maintenance, or even shift 
towards extended use, while low vitality will result in shift towards the majority language or a more 
prestigious vernacular. Ethnolinguistic vitality consists of three main variables: status, demographic factors, 
and institutional support factors (Giles 1977). 

As far as status is concerned, economic status is the most prominent factor. Where groups of 
minority language speakers have a relatively low economic status, there is a strong tendency to shift 
towards the majority language (Giles 1977). Economic changes (i.e. modernization, industrialization, 
urbanization) are important influences on language maintenance and shift. Closely related to economic 
status is social status, and emerging from social status, language status. Language status may be especially 
low if the minority group speaks a dialect of the majority language. Sociohistorical status derives from a 
group’s history. It can lead towards solidarity where groups recognize periods in which they had to defend 
their ethnic identity or their independence. 

Demographic factors primarily involve the number of members of a linguistic minority group, and 
their geographical distribution (Giles 1977). If the number of speakers of a certain language decreases, 
language shift away from the minority language is likely to occur. The number of speakers of a language 
can be strongly influenced by interethnic marriages. In terms of geographical distribution, concentration of 
a particular ethnolinguistic group in a certain area increases chances of maintaining their language. 
Urban/rural distinctions are especially important when discussing geographical distribution, since rural 
groups generally tend to preserve a minority language much longer than urban groups. Possibly, 
communication patterns and the absence or presence of daily social pressure to use the prestigious language 
are the operating factors, rather than geographical distribution alone (Appel and Muysken 1987). 



   

 

13

Institutional support factors constitute the third variable proposed by Giles (1977). Language 
maintenance is supported when the minority language is used in various institutions of the government, 
church, cultural organizations, etc. Many factors can affect language maintenance and shift considerably, 
such as usage in mass media, religious usage, governmental/administrative usage, and usage in education. 
Appel and Muysken (1987) suggested an additional variable affecting language maintenance and shift, 
namely cultural (dis-)similarity. Under this assumption, when the cultures involved are similar there is a 
greater tendency for shift than when they are less similar. 

It can be clearly seen from the model of ethnolinguistic vitality and other theories on language 
maintenance/shift, that there are many factors at work in determining where a particular minority language 
is on a spectrum from language prestige to language death. 

Daniel Nettle in Linguistic Diversity (1999), despite holding possibly exaggerated views on the 
current rate of minority language death, suggested that fewer factors are involved in minority language 
shift. According to him, “[t]he latest waves of language death can be attributed to two things: first, the 
universal mechanism of social selection in language, and, secondly, the large disparities in economic 
opportunity that exist between the world’s different peoples” (1999:112). In terms of social selection, 
people who select the right dialect will enjoy greater social success in the groups to which they aspire to 
belong. Those groups whose language is not the “right” language and who are at the bottom of the 
economic ladder, are simply left behind. 

However, there is the fact that ethnic languages tend to have enormous appeal in terms of local 
solidarity (Nettle 1999:112). Minority languages are a signal of group affiliation, and they operate in the 
core social networks of cooperation and exchange in which people are involved in their daily lives. Appel 
and Muysken (1987) labeled this “language loyalty”, in which the language is highly valued for social, 
subjective, and affective reasons. Thus even if a dialect is small and the group is marginalized, it can be 
very important to the speakers’ ethnic identity. Weinreich (1968) claimed that language loyalty cannot be 
underestimated. He notes that there have been cases where a language of low prestige is able to “hold its 
own” against threatening shifts for long periods, and even obsolescent languages have been revived through 
a rejuvenated language loyalty among its speakers (p. 108). 

Furthermore, according to Nettle, where there is economic development that bridges the 
disparities, interest in ethnic languages rises, and prestige may even be ascribed to them. Coupled with this 
is the possibility of more tolerant attitudes toward and great improvements in technology among 
marginalized groups. Whereas previously print and other media were costly and complicated to produce, 
for example, it is now much easier and more accessible, making competition with dominant languages 
possible. 

The existence of linguists who want to ensure the survival and advancement of the minority 
language being studied or that is in need of study can also help to give the language a boost. Labov noted in 
his book Sociolinguistic Patterns (1972) that the linguist has a natural prejudice towards development of 
small, diverse varieties. Various language maintenance theories abound (i.e. historical-structural theory, 
language and identity theory, accommodation theory, reversing language shift (RLS) theory, empowerment 
theories, diglossia theories), as discussed by Mühlhäusler (1996). More recently, Mühlhäusler devised a 
new language maintenance theory, “ecological theory”. In essence, ecological theory asks “[w]hat is the 
support system that sustains a language ecology over time?” (p. 322), and lists several requirements that 
must be met to apply the theory of language maintenance. 

Even with these increased opportunities, there is still little hope for many minority languages, 
especially in the developing world, claimed Nettle (1999:113). Either ethnic languages are so small, or 
spoken by communities whose economies are so disadvantaged, that language shift is likely to occur 
rapidly in the rush for development. 

Appel and Muysken (1987) described a scenario that is not so gloomy, even if it does mean 
significant language shift away from the minority language. They operate on a different underlying 
premise; namely that “[t]here exists no categorical, necessary relation between language and ethnicity” (p. 
15). In this view, while language is important to an ethnic group, it may or may not be included as part of 
the cultural make-up, and it is not the most important component of identity. They pointed out that even if a 
minority group wants to integrate into mainstream society and the function of their mother tongue in daily 
life decreases, the language can maintain a ritual function and other markers of identity can be preserved as 
well. These remaining functions are not an obstacle to upward mobility. Thus, one can have pride in one’s 
ethnic identity and retain the ethnic language in certain ritual domains, and still get ahead in society. 
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A key to this notion of “having your cake and eating it too” is stability in a diglossic situation. 
According to Landry and Allard (1994), the strongest diglossic situations are ones with total, homogeneous 
diglossia (i.e. all speakers use the High variety in High domains all the time). This requires a high degree of 
bilingualism in the community. And it requires strict separation of language function and categories. 
Landry and Allard asserted “[w]hen social compartmentalization is unstable, language spread and language 
shift occur, the direction of change always being toward the strong function system” (p. 19). 

Ultimately, as Kuipers (1998:5) pointed out, it is necessary to understand the people in 
marginalized groups as active agents making use of their language in creative ways that fit in with their 
social situation. One cannot simply predict that where certain factors toward language maintenance or shift 
exist, maintenance or shift will automatically follow. Collins (1999) noted that even if a language group has 
many assets such as a strong history, high economic status, and large numbers, for a language to thrive it 
must be affirmed and developed by speakers who are faithful to it, and willing to be bold and creative in the 
stewardship of it. Much hinges on an individual group’s character and motivations. 

Therefore, it is important to examine attitudes that speakers have towards their language and other 
languages they regularly encounter. Language attitudes are difficult to tap into, and expressed attitudes may 
differ from attitudes that govern behavior (Mohammad Subakhir 1998). Yet understanding a language 
group’s attitudes can give a much clearer picture as to whether or not language shift is occurring or might 
occur in the future. If a minority language group does not place high value on their language, which is more 
likely to occur if a language lacks standardization, autonomy from other linguistic systems, historicity, or 
vitality (Fishman 1989), a shift towards the dominant language is probable. 

2.3  Perspectives on language maintenance and shift: Indonesia 

There can be no doubt that many variables, especially globalization, have affected languages in Indonesia, 
a country that has undergone massive upheaval and development. It seems that not only are minority 
languages at risk for language change, but the national language (Indonesian) is also not unaffected. This is 
despite many efforts in the past to “cleanse” Indonesian from foreign elements, and rigorous campaigns to 
promote Indonesian as a language of unity and solidarity. For example, two phenomena discussed by 
Oetomo (1997) show that there is language shift occurring in two communities where much interaction 
with foreigners has taken place. In one case, Indonesians who recently returned from working in Malaysia 
or Singapore “bypassed” standard Indonesian and spoke Malaysian, or Indonesian with Malaysian features. 
Their changes in turn spread to their native village, so that those who have not even spent time in Malaysia 
sound like those who have. A similar occurrence of “bypassing” Indonesian occurred in Bali, where many 
Balinese have frequent contact with English. In domains where they would normally use Indonesian even 
among themselves, English was increasingly taking over. 

With manifestations of globalization an apparent fact in modern Indonesia, the state of minority 
languages is especially questionable. Adding to this is the strength of Indonesian, which has been dubbed a 
“killer language” (Mühlhäusler 1996), and its increasing reach into Indonesian society. Its impact already 
spans the entire Indonesian archipelago, and borrowings from Indonesian are attested in many vernacular 
languages (Grimes 1996). According to Husen (1987), by the year 2041 at the latest, Indonesia will have a 
100% SI speaking population. He noted “[t]he rapid speed of the development of Indonesian…will 
generate a very progressive dissemination of the language, and a regressive development of the vernaculars 
of the archipelago as a result of the first situation” (Husen 1987:178). Among his conclusions is the 
possibility that local languages in Indonesia, especially those whose numbers of speakers are small, will 
cease to exist. 

Peter Martin (2001b), in his article on the role of Malay (Indonesian) in the language ecology 
change in northern Borneo, reached a conclusion that Malay is the most dominant force in the linguistic 
ecosystem. He mentioned that even traditionally rural areas are rapidly undergoing change due to 
migration, urbanization, industrialization, mass media, and the educational system, which is linked to a 
trend in using a language that is associated with a modern lifestyle. Malay is even increasingly taking over 
in the minority languages’ last defense: the domain of the home. 

As such, maintenance and development of minority languages have long been at the center of 
controversy in Indonesia. As Grimes (1996:724) put it, “[t]he question people face is, should Indonesian be 
a force for unity at the expense of the diversity of existing languages and cultures, or should national unity 
be built on a foundation that accommodates and appreciates ethnolinguistic diversity?” On the one hand 
there are those who so strongly support Indonesian as the language of unification that they insist that it be 
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developed further and more widely used while ignoring the development of minority languages. In Jambi, 
this approach is seen in a paper by Sugeng, Arif, and Nani (1985), in which it was found that only 21.96% 
of two high schools under study used Indonesian in their communication while the remaining 78.04% used 
“Bahasa Jambi”.1 The conclusion from the study is that development of Indonesian in schools is being 
hindered by the local variety, and the recommendations are to raise the standard of teaching Indonesian and 
exclude the local variety from being spoken in schools altogether.  

The local variety is also seen as a hindrance to using Indonesian in Purba’s study (1997), where he 
suggested that Indonesian must be developed further in usage, comprehension, and attitudes; and that 
cooperation between local government offices and educational and cultural institutions needs to happen in 
order for further development to occur. Based on observation in Jambi, this mindset of needing to increase 
usage and development of Indonesian permeates societal attitudes. 

On the other side of the spectrum are those who promote vernacular language maintenance. In 
1999, a group of Indonesian scholars came up with a 23-point formulation towards the development of 
minority languages, which they termed “ethnic languages”. The statements put forth in this are heavily 
oriented towards the promotion of ethnic languages as a source of identity and pride in one’s culture, as a 
basis for discovering that which has been lost, and as a means of advancing society. Studying the ethnic 
language and literature written in it is encouraged to be included in school curriculum through high school. 
And usage of the ethnic language in more domains, other than primarily in the home, for example, is 
advocated as well. 

Somewhere between wanting minority languages “left behind” and wanting them in a prominent 
position in society are those who propose that development of both occur simultaneously. The national 
language development center Pusat Pembinaan dan Pengembangan Bahasa, which was established in 1974 
(though its roots go back much farther than that), strives to do just that, as it lists among its missions 
research of both Indonesian and vernacular languages (Grimes 1996). In theory, development of both the 
national and vernacular languages is what was specified in Indonesia’s constitution (Undang-Undang 
Dasar) 1945, where it said: 

Di daerah-daerah yang mempunyai bahasa sendiri, yang dipelihara oleh rakyatnya 
dengan baik-baik (misalnya bahasa Jawa, Sunda, Madura, dan sebagainya) bahasa-
bahasa itu akan dihormati dan dipelihara juga oleh negara. Bahasa-bahasa itu pun 
merupakan sebagian dari kebudayaan Indonesia yang hidup.2 (cited in Oetomo 1997) 

In Jambi, Rasdawita (1990) discussed the advantages of being skilled in both a local language and 
the national language (SI), each in their own domains. While the development of the national language is 
extremely important, development of local languages should not be neglected, as is written in her 
conclusion. Both national and local languages are enriched by the presence of and borrowings from each 
other. 

However, even as this controversy about the maintenance of local languages has occurred, a 
number of minority languages have become extinct or have undergone significant changes. And a decline 
in usage of vernacular languages nationwide appears to be steadily occurring. Based on 1980 census data, it 
was found that while only 12% of the population uses Indonesian in everyday conversation, its domain is 
growing ever wider. Those that are above age fifteen use local varieties more than those aged below fifteen, 
which indicates that an increasing number of people use Indonesian while the number of those who are 
speaking local languages is decreasing (Oetomo 1996). 

Even the nation’s dominant ethnic language among which very prominent speakers exist is not 
exempted from outside pressures. Take, for example, the case of what Errington referred to as high básá in 
Javanese (1998).3 The decline in knowledge and use of it has been great, enough that a Javanese Language 
Congress convened in 1991 to discuss and lament its state. Even as an icon of Javanese culture and identity, 
it has been subjected to increasing standardization in the larger process of national development (cf. 

                                                 
1Although it is unclear whether the “Bahasa Jambi” referred to in this study is Jambi Malay or the mesolect Jambi Indonesian, since it 
takes place in the city and studies students from a variety of ethnic backgrounds it is assumed that Jambi Indonesian (as discussed in 
section 1.3.2) is being referred to. 
2In English, this statement would roughly read “In the areas which have their own languages that are maintained well by the people 
(for example Javanese, Sundanese, Madurese, etc), those languages will also be respected and maintained by the state. Those ethnic 
languages constitute a part of the living Indonesian culture.” 
3A special register of Javanese that is considered to be refined, and traditionally used by the courtly elite (Errington 1998). 



   

 

16

Mühlhäusler 1996). Oetomo (1996) also commented on the Javanese language undergoing changes, when 
he noted the trend for Javanese speakers who moved from villages to urban housing complexes in Surabaya 
in recent years to switch to using Indonesian in all domains, even among fellow Javanese and in the home.  

Thus far, external factors that affect language maintenance or shift in Indonesia have been 
discussed, in terms of institutional stances and globalization dynamics. In addition, the importance of 
internal factors—motivations of a minority group—cannot be understated, as mentioned earlier in section 
2.2. Motivations may be closely related to status, especially economic and social status. In Oetomo’s 
“Bahasa Indonesia dan klas menengah Indonesia” (1996) he discussed the trend for young families (with 
parents in their 20s or 30s) who make up the new middle class in cities to use Indonesian in place of their 
local language in everyday speech and even in the home. What they have in common is a desire for upward 
mobility. This new middle class is growing, constantly adding to the number of those who want the life of 
advancement and modernity, with the Indonesian language as a support. 

Along with this there seems to be a new “class awareness” in language use in Java as discussed by 
Oetomo in 1996. In the past people would use varying registers of Javanese depending on the status of the 
person they were speaking with, in a process of “convergent accommodation” (Appel and Muysken 1987). 
That process had increasingly changed to using Indonesian without regard to whom they were speaking, 
instead reflecting their personal status or aspirations (Oetomo 1996). 

For lower class people in minority groups, on the other hand, the Indonesian language may 
become the “face of marginalization” (Oetomo 1996:14) instead of a means of attaining success. Those 
who do not speak it are on the sidelines of society. Kuipers described marginalization in his Language, 
identity, and marginality in Indonesia (1998:15) as being a byproduct of astonishing growth and 
development in the country. The growth has been uneven, and some groups have been “left behind”. 

Negative attitudes of a minority group towards its vernacular are a strong indicator of a desire to 
advance status and economic position. Relatively few attitude studies in the region have been done, but one 
pioneering study in neighboring Malaysia found that a fundamental determinant in a language shift away 
from the vernacular is ascribing little value to the vernacular while ascribing prestige and value to the 
dominant language (Mohammad Subakhir 1998). In Subakhir’s study of a small community of Javanese 
immigrants in Malaysia, the Javanese expressed negative attitudes towards the Javanese language, 
associating it with a “rural, peasant, uneducated lifestyle and community (‘backwards’) values” (p. 24). On 
the other hand, Malay, the dominant language, was viewed positively; it was seen as “better, more 
prestigious, and more valuable than Javanese” (p. 82). Malay was linked to a modern, urban lifestyle with 
which the Javanese immigrants wanted to identify, and it was found to be replacing Javanese in most 
domains. 

However, not everyone is seeking upward mobility. Rather, there are some that are resistant 
towards upward social aspiration, and those that have no opportunity for advancement even if they desire it. 
Those that are resistant may have a strong heritage or high sociohistorical status, or they may be 
comfortable with their rural life that is little touched by modernization. In these cases there is more 
inclination to maintain the local language. 

2.4  Perspectives on language maintenance and shift: Jambi Malays 

Collins (1999:256) described how the neighbors of the Jambi Malays to the north, the Riau Malays, are 
experiencing a movement to preserve and develop the Riau Malay language while rejecting Indonesian 
“hegemony” and Indonesian literature traditions. Efforts to highlight Riau Malay and increase its usage 
have been advocated by foreign scholars as well as local scholars, and have resulted in a fair amount of 
success. 

What is the situation with the Jambi Malays? It may be helpful to examine the ethnic Jambi Malay 
in terms of the model put forth by Giles (1977) (described in section 2.2), and their relation to the language 
situation in Indonesia. An initial hypothesis is that many factors suggest a potential language shift away 
from using Jambi Malay. Several reasons for suggesting this are given here, based on observation and 
informal communications with residents of Jambi. 

For one thing, Jambi Malays appear to have a generally low economic status, and economic 
changes as a result of globalization in Indonesia have affected them. Most have a fairly low social status as 
well, and their language status is not deemed high according to institutional factors. There are more and 
more inter-ethnic marriages, as well as increasing contact with urban centers and people from other ethnic 
groups. The mass media rarely uses Jambi Malay, and it is generally not spoken in religious institutions, 
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government offices, or educational institutions. Indeed, most publications on the sociolinguistic situation in 
Jambi, for example Purba (1997) and Sugeng, Arif, and Nani (1985), focused on the need to develop 
Indonesian further, rather than developing Jambi Malay. The Jambi Malay language is essentially a dialect 
of the national language with high similarity between them, and the culture is similar as well. In addition, 
there is a mixture of the H and L language forms, with the existence of Jambi Indonesian, which according 
to Fasold (1984) is a marker for “diglossia leakage”. 

Yet ethnic Jambi Malays hold on to a relatively high sociohistorical status, asserting that their 
heritage springs from a powerful ancient kingdom. Pride in their history and in their culture is evident, and 
it helps to form group solidarity. In the 1980s, the provincial governor was a Jambi Malay, and he helped to 
promote the Jambi Malay culture and language while in office (Kerlogue, pers. comm., Oct. 2002). Jambi 
Malay numbers are not too low (approximately 800,000 according to local knowledge), and they mainly 
concentrate in particular areas. These areas, on the whole, remain rural areas, with some older Jambi 
Malays not interacting with urban areas much at all. And upon initial observation the language varieties in 
Jambi seem to be strongly compartmentalized, each with their own function. These are all indicators of 
language maintenance.  

To strengthen the factors indicating linguistic vitality, there is a fair amount of written evidence of 
a desire to document and highlight the Jambi Malay culture and language, as is the case with Riau Malay. 
As has been mentioned in section 1.3.3, in recent years there have been linguistic and sociolinguistic 
studies on Jambi Malay among the publications of the national language planning institute, Pusat 
Pembinaan dan Pengembangan Bahasa, and the premiere local university, Universitas Jambi (UNJA). The 
linguistic efforts of Pusat Pembinaan dan Pengembangan Bahasa, especially, indicate an increase of 
interest in and perhaps development of the Jambi Malay language, at least at the national level. However, 
because the publications of Pusat Pembinaan dan Pengembangan Bahasa are not for general circulation, 
and because they are often inconsistent with each other, linguistic development of the Jambi Malay 
language has not been very far-reaching. 

Additionally, a surprisingly high number of writings exist which deal with aspects of the Jambi 
Malay language and culture. Many of these are discussed in Collins’ book Bibliografi Dialek Melayu Di 
Pulau Sumatera (1995). Although it is not within the scope of this study to examine every work in detail, 
they will be mentioned briefly here, according to general content. First, in several publications (Maizar 
1990; Yulisma, et al. 1997; Thabran 1988; Soebadio n.d.; Abidin 1979) Jambi Malay oral literature and 
folk tales are collected, described, and in some cases analyzed. There are also a number of publications that 
discussed and recorded the Jambi Malay language used in traditional ceremonies or proverbs, such as 
works by Kamarudin (1994), Sagimun (1985), Anas (1986c, 1986d), Lembaga Adat, et al. (1995), Kasim 
(n.d.) and Syarif (2000). All of these writings from various national or local institutions on Jambi Malay 
oral literature and ritual language display a pride in the language, at least in certain domains, and a desire to 
maintain or develop its heritage. 

It is also noteworthy that in the 1980s, the Departemen Pendidikan dan Kebudayaan (National 
Department of Education and Culture) published a series of books on various aspects of Jambi Malay life: 
its culture, art and entertainment, economic cooperation, geography, kinship relationships, history, 
children’s games, etc. (Please refer to Anas 1985; Anas 1986a, 1986b, 1986c, 1986d; Ja’far 1987; Thabran 
1988; Sitanggang, Sagimun, and Rifai 1983; Sumarsono and Djenen 1983; Suwondo, Yunus, and Wibisono 
1983; Zainuddin 1982). Jambi’s history was further discussed by Warni, Yulisma, and Larlen (1995) and 
Yusdi (1994) in Universitas Jambi publications. Finally, a collection of Jambi Malay songs was published 
by the office of tourism, in conjunction with the local government of Jambi City (Gomes 1994). 

Jambi Malay culture has attracted the attention of other non-Indonesian researchers as well. In one 
case, a foreign researcher lived in Jambi for a few years and published numerous works of an 
anthropological nature, primarily regarding Jambi batiks (see Kerlogue 1996, 1997a, 1997b, 2000a, 2000b; 
Kerlogue and Hitchcock 2000, 2001a, 2001b, 2001c; and a number of forthcoming publications). These 
works serve to promote and elevate the status of Jambi in much wider circles. 

Thus, there have been efforts on the part of many at the regional, national, and even international 
levels to recognize and preserve the Jambi Malay history and culture. Whether or not efforts to preserve the 
Jambi Malay culture and language are indicative of attitudes of the average Jambi Malay speaker remains 
to be seen. 
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2.5  Conclusion 

In summary, prominent theories on minority language maintenance or shift have been discussed, and a 
model of ethnolinguistic vitality as put forth by Giles (1977) was highlighted. Minority language issues as 
they have been handled in Indonesia were touched upon. Then a description of where the Jambi Malay 
ethnic group might fit into the ideas discussed, including a sketch of published materials on their language 
and culture, was given. Given both the factors leading toward potential language shift or toward language 
maintenance among the ethnic Jambi Malays, the need to investigate attitudes of the people and their actual 
language use patterns in order to have a clearer understanding of the path that the Jambi Malay language is 
on is reinforced. In chapter 3, we will turn to a description of how the language use and attitudes study was 
accomplished. 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

3.1  Introduction 

There were three methods of obtaining data used for this study: 1) a questionnaire administered by a 
researcher, 2) a “matched guise” recorded test, and 3) observation. The questionnaire and the matched 
guise test (hereafter referred to as MGT) were completed at the same time with each informant. 
Observations were carried out throughout a six-month period of residence in Jambi (April–October 2001), 
as well as during a structured observation time conducted for three days several months later (May 2002). 
The questionnaire, MGT, and structured language usage observations took place in both Mudung Darat and 
Mudung Laut, the two communities under study. 

3.2  Questionnaire 

A fifty-item questionnaire, based on questionnaires used in previous studies in Jambi City (Sugeng, Arif, 
and Nani 1985) as well as sample sociolinguistic questionnaires found in Blair (1990), was devised and 
translated into Jambi Indonesian, and administered in Jambi Indonesian or Jambi Malay. Please see 
appendix J and K to refer to the questionnaire, in both Jambi Indonesian and English versions. Ideas and 
principles for designing questionnaires were also provided by Hochstetler and Tillinghast (1996). After 
obtaining demographic information from each informant, questions were asked in the following subject 
categories: language usage, language strength, and language attitudes. 

3.3  Matched guise test 

Using an indirect method of eliciting information, such as a matched guise, is helpful for understanding 
language attitudes in more depth (Agheyisi and Fishman 1970). Indeed, indirect methods are often 
necessary, since “the prestige values attached to language are quite often covert and difficult to tap 
directly” (Milroy and Milroy 1985:368). It may be even more so in Asian cultures, where direct speech is 
not valued culturally. 

The goal of the MGT is to see if there is a difference in how the informants respond to the 
speakers in one language variety versus another, the key being that the same speakers are heard in both 
languages, unbeknownst to the informants. If informants consistently react more favorably to the same 
speakers in one language, but not the other, one can reasonably project that their attitudes toward that 
language are more positive. The information gleaned from the matched guise test can then be compared 
with language attitudes revealed by other means such as a questionnaire. 

Previous works suggest that tests of this nature are successful in accessing language attitudes. As 
Giles, Bourhis, and Davies pointed out (1979:589), there have been a number of studies which have found 
that listeners can identify a speaker’s social class from his or her speech patterns (cf. Rickford 1985). In 
fact, it has been shown numerous times that speaking the more prestigious form allows an individual to be 
stereotyped favorably along many personality dimensions, relative to the non-standard form (Giles, 
Bourhis, and Davies 1979, Woolard 1985). 

The MGT design in this study was as follows: bilingual speakers of both Jambi Malay and 
Indonesian were recorded while reading a short passage about the batik cloth industry in Jambi, first in one 
language and then the other (see appendix L). There were a total of four speakers, two of which were 
female and two male. The four voices and eight passages on the tape were randomized, and a distance of at 
least two speakers in between the same voice was ensured. A fifth “placebo” male voice was included in 
one language (SI) for extra insurance that the voices in one language would not be recognized to be the 
same in the other language. The informants thus heard a total of nine recordings. The MGT design followed 
suggestions given by Grimes (1995). 

Upon finishing the questionnaire, the MGT recordings were then presented to the informants who 
were asked to listen to each voice one at a time. After listening to each speaker, the researcher paused and 
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asked the informant to use the voice cues of the speakers to answer ten questions (see appendices M and N 
for the English version). 

The MGT questions were based on questions used in previous matched guise studies in Burkino 
Faso, Africa (Showalter 1991) but were adapted to the social situation in Jambi and translated into Jambi 
Indonesian. The questions attempted to uncover information in three main areas: amount of identification 
with the speaker (questions a, h, and i), the social status of the speaker (questions b, c, d.1, d.2), and the 
character of the speaker (questions e, f, g). 

A note must be made here that in the selection of bilingual speakers to make the recordings, there 
was difficulty in finding resident speakers of the area of study who were fluent enough in both languages, 
and able to read and talk on tape well. Due to this difficulty, the speakers that were selected all had in 
common higher education and higher social status, and the majority of the speakers were no longer residing 
in Jambi Seberang. This could have lead to a potential skewing of data, whereby the responses were 
generally more positive than otherwise. Yet, considering that all of the speakers had relatively equal 
education levels and social statuses, it can be said that differences in responses to them were due to factors 
other than social status. And, according to the answers given to the questions, it is clear that the informants 
were unable to judge the speakers’ actual situations. 

3.4  Observation 

To supplement the use of a questionnaire, it was necessary to use observation skills in order to determine if 
there are any differences between actual language usage and language posture (how language helpers say 
they use the language) (Kubchandani 1978). The importance of observation is stressed by all sociolinguistic 
researchers, and a good example of informal “interviews” with informants to assess language usage in 
actuality is Labov’s famous (1966) “fourth floor” study in New York City. Observations of actual language 
usage, whether obtained from informal interviews, participant observation, or while administering the 
questionnaire, were noted by the author. 

However, due to the fact that the foreign researcher was highly conspicuous in an area that 
receives very few Western tourists, accurate language use observations were difficult to obtain. It was 
found in most instances that people spoke almost entirely in Indonesian or Jambi Indonesian when the 
foreign researcher was present. Therefore, two assistants, respectively, natives of Mudung Laut and 
Mudung Darat, were given instructions to make note of language use as they carried out their daily 
activities for a period of two to three days. They were given a form on which to note their observations (see 
appendix O, and appendix P for the English version). In an effort to make observations as natural as 
possible, they noted which language was used in a variety of situations and among a variety of speakers, 
without the awareness of the speakers. Results of the structured language use observations were then 
examined with respect to language use results from the questionnaire and informal observations (see 
section 4.3). 

3.5  Selection of informants 

Based on census figures from Jambi City, Mudung Laut, and Mudung Darat, demographic information 
about the subjects in the area of study was gathered (see appendix Q for a chart and sources). This aided in 
deciding which variables may impact language use and attitudes among the Jambi Malays. It was 
determined that age, sex, education level, and location relative to the capital city were the main variables 
relevant to this study. Occupation was another relevant factor; but, partly because accurate and clear 
information on occupations was difficult to obtain, it was not included as a main variable. Nevertheless, its 
impact on questionnaire and MGT scores was examined briefly (see section 4.4.7). 

In terms of education, only those who had completed secondary level and below were included in 
the study. According to the most current census information, only 1% of the population in both Mudung 
Laut and Mudung Darat had completed higher education (Pelayangan Subdistrict Office records 2001); 
therefore, in an effort to avoid skewing the data, college graduates were excluded from the main analysis. 

In both locations the breakdown of the variables was as shown in table 3.1. In order to increase the 
statistical validity of the results, a minimum of ten persons in each category was the goal. However, it was 
acknowledged at the outset that some of the categories would not be able to reach the predetermined 
minimum of ten persons, since they were not representative of the population. For instance, women over 
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age fifty who had completed secondary education were extremely rare, if not non-existent. In addition, due 
to the lack of precise existing demographic data for age, sex, and education, representative proportions 
were not obtainable. Thus, the matrix served only as a guide for the researchers, in order to ensure 
sufficient variety of informants studied within the relevant variable framework (see Francis 1983). 

Table 3.1 Matrix of variables 

 
Men Women 

  
Education level 

 
Age Primary or less Secondary Primary or less Secondary 

Young (15–29) 10 10 10 10 

Middle (30–49) 10 10 10 10 

Old (50 +)  10 10 10 10 

 
The sampling method used was systematic random sampling; guidelines for random sampling 

were found in Grimes (1995). Based on information informally gathered, such as the number of houses and 
the amount of ethnic homogeneity in each Rukun Tetangga (RT), or neighborhood division, certain RTs 
were chosen for the study. In Mudung Laut, it was determined that RT 1, 2, 4, and 5 were the most 
representative of the Jambi Malay people, in that they had the least amount of foreigners and were the 
closest in proximity to the Batanghari River. In Mudung Darat, all five of the RTs were studied in order to 
reach a comparable number of informants (minimum of 120). Mudung Darat is almost totally ethnically 
homogeneous. 

Based on the number of households per RT, random numbers were computer generated, using the 
Social Psychology Network’s online “Research Randomizer” (www.randomizer.org), to display 
approximately one-fourth of the households. For example, RT 1 in Mudung Laut had fifty-four houses. 
According to the random numbers list, twenty-two houses beginning with #2, 8, 9, 12, 15, and so on were 
chosen for the study. The researchers first chose a starting point in the RT, then went to house #2, #8, etc. 
to collect the data. The same random sampling approach was used in Mudung Darat, except that there was 
less precise information available about the number of houses per RT. Therefore, random numbers were 
generated based on the average number of forty-five houses in each RT. See appendix R for the random 
numbers list. 

Once a researcher went to a house, it was his or her goal to interview as many people who fit in 
the variable matrix as possible within that household. The researcher administered the questionnaire, 
followed by the matched guise test, the process taking approximately one-half hour to complete. Small 
monetary gifts were given to each informant afterwards. 

3.6  Pilot test 

In order to test the reliability and accuracy of the questionnaire and matched guise test as well as to learn 
how the whole process could be improved, a pilot study was conducted in Danau Sipin, a small Jambi 
Malay community within Jambi City limits. It is accessible only by boat or (in the dry season) by 
motorcycle. The community is ethnically homogeneous, and consists mainly of fishermen and construction 
workers. Although demographic information was not found for Danau Sipin, it was reported that the 
education level is generally low, with very few college graduates. Sampling was not systematic; rather, the 
researchers interviewed any informant that was available. A total of fifteen informants were studied there, 
ten of whom completed the matched guise test. 

Three helpful pieces of information were gleaned by means of this pilot testing process. First of 
all, both the initial questionnaire and MGT questions were modified and improved for ease of 
comprehension and cultural appropriateness as a result of pilot testing. Secondly, it became evident while 
pilot testing that interviewing more than one person at a time could skew the data. In Danau Sipin, five of 
the informants were interviewed at one time, and it was found that those five scores were significantly 
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lower than average, indicating less usage of JM and less positive attitudes towards it. Pressure to answer in 
a way similar to the informant next to oneself likely occurred, which led to less reliable results; therefore, 
one informant at a time was interviewed in Mudung Darat and Mudung Laut. Thirdly, throughout the 
process of pilot testing, it was determined that the Western researcher’s presence greatly impacted the 
informants’ reactions, because Westerners are extremely rare in the research area. Overall, scores in Danau 
Sipin were lower than average (see section 4.4.6.5). Among possible reasons for this was that informants 
responded differently when the Western researcher was not administering the questionnaire and MGT. To 
ensure as little disturbance as possible caused by the presence of the researcher, students from the local 
university were employed and trained by the author to administer the questionnaire and MGT in Mudung 
Laut and Mudung Darat. 

The trained student researchers were all residents of Jambi, and in each location there was at least 
one researcher who was native to that community (one from Mudung Laut, two from Mudung Darat). The 
native researchers were helpful in that they were able to communicate clearly with the elderly, many of 
whom did not speak Indonesian. Please refer to section 4.6 for test results on whether there was a 
difference of scores between the native researchers and non-native researchers. 

3.7  Conclusion 

In this chapter a methodological framework for this study was given. Three different methods of data 
collection were used in the fieldwork. By using three methods, a network of checks and balances was 
established to ensure valid and credible conclusions. By combining quantitative data—the questionnaire 
and the MGT—with observations made, a broader perspective of language behavior and attitudes was 
possible. The preliminary pilot test was useful for testing both the research instruments and the sociological 
setting of the study. In the next chapter, the results will be presented based on statistical analyses of the 
data. 
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Chapter 4 

Results 

4.1  Introduction 

Having discussed the research methods and sampling methods used in this study in chapter 3, we will now 
turn to the results of measuring language use and attitudes in Jambi. First of all, an overview of the 
questionnaire and matched guise test outcomes by percentage is given in section 4.2. Next, results of the 
structured language use observations are discussed in section 4.3. Then, in section 4.4, the results of the 
statistical tests as applied to the questionnaire and matched guise test (MGT) data according to the 
independent variables age, education level, sex, and location, respectively, are given. Included in section 
4.4 is a description of how the informants were distributed according to each variable, and whether the 
overall distribution matched up with the sampling goal at the outset. Results from the pilot test are also 
found in section 4.4. In section 4.5, a further look at the MGT data is presented, and in section 0 The issue 
of differences between researchers is addressed. 

4.2  Individual questions by percentage 

In this section all of the individual questions from the questionnaire and matched guise test will be laid out, 
and the results of the responses by percentage given, in order to address null hypothesis 1 (that Jambi 
Malay language usage is high and attitudes towards it are positive). Examining the percentages of the 
answers given will give insights as to the overall language vitality situation. 

4.2.1 Questionnaire 

Following is each questionnaire question, translated into English, with results in percentages of how the 
informants responded. Note that there was a total of 293 informants from both locations who completed the 
questionnaire. 

1. How often do you speak Jambi Malay?  

Never 0% 

once in a while 1% 

every day 99% 

  

2. How often do you speak Indonesian?  

Never 11% 

once in a while 72% 

every day 17% 

  

3. Have you ever spoken Indonesian with a Jambi Malay person? 

Often 1% 

yes, rarely 19% 

never 80% 



   

 

24

4. What language do you speak when you encounter a person you do not know? 

The others’ mother tongue 1% 

SI/mixture/it depends 67% 

JM 32% 

  

5. In your neighborhood, how much is JM spoken?  

A little 0% 

average 4% 

a lot 96% 

 
6a. What language do you speak to your parents?  

SI/other 1% 

mixture SI/JM 0% 

JM 99% 

  

6b. What language do your parents speak to you? 

SI/other 0% 

mixture SI/JM 0% 

JM 100% 

  

6c. What language do you speak to your spouse? 

SI/other 0% 

mixture SI/JM 1% 

JM 99% 

  

6d. What language does your spouse speak to you? 

SI/other 2% 

mixture SI/JM 0% 

JM 97%1 

  

 

                                                 
1Percentages were rounded to the nearest whole number; in some cases this means that the individual percentages did not add up to 
exactly 100. 
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6e. What language do you speak to your children? 

SI/other 2% 

mixture SI/JM 0% 

JM 98% 

  

6f. What language does your children speak to you? 

SI/other 1% 

mixture SI/JM 1% 

JM 99% 

  

6g. What language do you speak with your siblings? 

SI/other 1% 

mixture SI/JM 0% 

JM 99% 

  

6h. What language do you speak with your friends in your neighborhood? 

SI/other 2% 

mixture SI/JM 1% 

JM 96% 

  

6i. What language do you speak with your neighborhood leader? 

SI/other 6% 

mixture SI/JM 2% 

JM 92% 

  

6j. What language do you speak with government workers? 

SI/other 65% 

mixture SI/JM 8% 

JM 27% 

  

6k1.What language do you speak while at the Angso Duo market? 

SI/other 45% 

mixture SI/JM 16% 

JM 39% 
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6k2.What language do you speak while at small shops in Jambi City? 

SI/other 72% 

mixture SI/JM 5% 

JM 23% 

  

6k3.What language do you speak at the supermarket in Jambi City? 

SI/other 79% 

mixture SI/JM 2% 

JM 19% 

  

6l. What language do you speak at your workplace/school? 

SI/other 32% 

mixture SI/JM 12% 

JM 56% 

  

6m1.What language do you speak at the hospital? 

SI/other 67% 

mixture SI/JM 4% 

JM 30% 

  

6m2.What language do you speak at the local health center? 

SI/other 34% 

mixture SI/JM 3% 

JM 63% 

  

6n. What language do you speak when you pray privately? 

SI/other 58% 

mixture SI/JM 10% 

JM 32% 

  

6o. What language do you speak at the mosque? 

SI/other 14% 

mixture SI/JM 3% 

JM 83% 
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6p.  What language do you speak while at ceremonies (such as weddings and funerals)? 

SI/other 8% 

mixture SI/JM 15% 

JM 78% 

  

7. What language is used most by the young people here? 

SI/other 2% 

mixture SI/JM 4% 

JM 93% 

  

8a. Are there any Jambi Malays who can not speak Jambi Malay? 

Yes 5% 

do not know 0% 

no 95% 

  

8b. Are there any Jambi Malays who can not speak Indonesian? 

Yes 84% 

do not know 2% 

no 15% 

  

9. What language do you speak to the Chinese/Minangkabau/Javanese? 

The others’ mother tongue 6% 

SI 64% 

JM 30% 

  

10. Do other ethnic groups living in Jambi learn to speak Jambi Malay? 

No 52% 

do not know/it depends 10% 

yes 38% 

  

11. You speak Jambi Malay because you:  

are forced to 2% 

want to “go with the flow” 11% 

like to 86% 
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12. If you speak Indonesian in your home, what is your family’s reaction? 

Pleased 8% 

normal 38% 

consider you arrogant 54% 

  

13. If you speak Indonesian in your neighborhood, what is your friends’ reaction? 

Pleased 5% 

normal 24% 

consider you arrogant 71% 

  

14. What language do you feel should be spoken in the home to the children? 

SI/other 9% 

mixture SI/JM 1% 

JM 90% 

  

15a.Do you want your children to master Jambi Malay? 

No 1% 

it depends/do not know 0% 

yes 99% 

  

15b.Do you want your children to master Indonesian? 

No 0% 

it depends/do not know 1% 

yes 99% 

  

16. What language do children usually learn first?2 

SI/other first 16% 

JM first 83% 

  

 
 

                                                 
2It was found in the course of administering the questionnaire that there might have been many informants who misunderstood the 
question, which may account for the lower percentage of JM usage than seen in earlier questions dealing with what language is used 
between the informants and children. The confusion may have been in the word diajari “teach”, since it implies formal education for 
the Indonesian person. Some informants might have answered that Indonesian or Arabic is taught first, since those languages are 
taught in schools, even though they “teach” their children Jambi Malay first in the home. 



   

 

29

17. If there were a school that only uses Jambi Malay as the medium of instruction, and a school that 
only uses Indonesian, which school would you choose for your children?  

SI 64% 

both SI/JM/do not know 20% 

JM 16% 

  

18. If you were to meet someone who could only speak JM and could not speak SI, would you still 
want to marry that person? 

No 12% 

it depends/do not know 13% 

yes 75% 

  

19. If you were to meet someone who could only speak SI and could not speak JM, would you still 
want to marry that person? 

No 16% 

it depends/do not know 9% 

yes 75% 

  

20. If you were to meet someone who could only speak his/her mother tongue (i.e. 
Javanese/Chinese/Minangkabau) and could not speak JM, would you still want to marry that 
person? 

No 58% 

it depends/do not know 11% 

yes 31% 

  

21a.What is your reaction when you hear Jambi Malay spoken in public places? 

Pleased 67% 

normal 29% 

do not like it 4% 

  

21b.What is your reaction when you hear Indonesian spoken in public places? 

Pleased 63% 

normal 34% 

do not like it 3% 
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21c.What is your reaction when you hear other ethnic languages spoken in public places? 

Pleased 26% 

normal 31% 

do not like it 43% 

  

22. Do you want to learn to read and write Jambi Malay? 

No 5% 

it depends 5% 

yes 90% 

  

23. If there was a book put out by the government (i.e. about agriculture, health) what language would 
you want to read it in? 

SI 65% 

both SI and JM 7% 

JM 29% 

  

24. If there were a book put out by the government (i.e. about agriculture, health), what language 
would be easiest for you to understand? 

SI 67% 

both SI and JM 4% 

JM 29% 

  

25. Would you like it if there were songs in Jambi Malay? 

No 2% 

OK 0% 

yes 98% 

  
26. Would you like it if there were newspapers in Jambi Malay? 

No 6% 

OK 1% 

yes 93% 

  

27. Would you like it if there were TV programs in Jambi Malay? 

No 2% 

OK 0% 

yes 98% 
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28. Would you like it if there were books in Jambi Malay? 

No 6% 

OK 1% 

yes 93% 

  

It is clear from the answers to the questionnaire questions above that usage of Jambi Malay was 
high in the two communities under study. Ninety-nine percent of respondents claimed to use Jambi Malay 
every day (question 1), and in each home and neighborhood situation over 90% of the informants said they 
use Jambi Malay (question 6a–p). It is especially noteworthy here that 98% of informants claimed to speak 
JM with their children, and 99% said their children speak JM to them. And, 93% said that the youth in the 
communities generally speak Jambi Malay (question 7). 

The percentages of JM language usage decreased as spatial distance from home increased, as well 
as when the venue or person being addressed was considered more prestigious. Compare, for instance, 
reported usage of JM at the Angso Duo market (the large fresh market not far from Jambi Seberang) in 
question 6k1 with usage of JM at the supermarket in downtown Jambi City: 39% versus 19%. An even 
greater difference was seen between usage of JM at a local health center in question 6m2 and usage of JM 
at a hospital in 6m1: 63% versus 30%. This is in line with informal observations of Jambi Malay language 
usage as noted in section 1.3.3: Jambi Malay was spoken mainly in such domains as the home and 
neighborhood and traditional ceremonies, and was spoken less in domains like education, government, and 
city supermarkets. 

The strength of Jambi Malay in the face of Indonesian and other languages was somewhat 
remarkable. Seventy-two percent of the informants claimed they speak Indonesian only once in a while 
(question 2), and 11% claimed to rarely or never speak it. Moreover, 32%—not a high percentage but much 
higher than expected—of the informants said they use JM when addressing a stranger (question 4), and in 
question 6n 32% use JM when praying privately. A similar percentage of informants (30%) reported that 
they use JM even when talking to a Chinese or Javanese or Minangkabau person (question 9), and 38% 
reported that people from those other language groups learn to speak JM (question 10). 

Attitudes as revealed by the questionnaire percentages were relatively positive as well, despite 
being somewhat conflicting. With regard to attitudes towards Jambi Malay itself, responses were positive. 
For example, in question 11, 86% of informants claimed to speak Jambi Malay because they like to, and 
high percentages of informants said that children should be spoken to in JM in the home, and that they want 
their children to master JM (questions 14 and 15). Ninety percent said they would like to learn to read and 
write in Jambi Malay (question 22), and high percentages of informants said they would be happy to see 
media in Jambi Malay. The majority (75%) of people said they would still marry a person who could only 
speak JM and not Indonesian (question 18). And, most of the informants claimed to feel pleased if they 
hear JM spoken in public places (question 21). Some of the attitude questions had higher percentages than 
others, especially the ones regarding a desire for mastery and development of Jambi Malay. 

Attitude questions dealing with education or advancement, however, resulted in much less positive 
responses. Only 16% of informants answered that they would want to send their children to a school that 
uses Jambi Malay as the medium of instruction (question 17).3 And in the case of receiving information 
from the government regarding public health or agriculture, only 29% said they would want the 
information in Jambi Malay, whereas 65% said they would want the information in Indonesian. 

4.2.2 Matched guise test 

The matched guise test questions and the responses given, from a total of 273 informants in both locations, 
are listed as follows. 

                                                 
3Similar results were found in an article cited by Collins (1999) in which the majority of Spanish-speaking parents in California 
(U.S.A.) refused to send their children to a Spanish-medium school (Puente 1997). 
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a. Does this person sound like he/she is a Jambi Malay person? 

Answer Jambi Malay Recording Indonesian Recording 

“no” 23% 35% 

“do not know” 2% 3% 

“yes” 74% 62% 

 

b. Does this person sound like he/she is a government employee? 

Answer Jambi Malay Indonesian 

“no” 26% 23% 

“do not know” 16% 14% 

“yes” 58% 64% 

 

c. Does this person sound like he/she is a leader? 

Answer Jambi Malay Indonesian 

“no” 43% 40% 

“do not know” 16% 15% 

“yes” 41% 45% 

 

d1. Does this person sound like he/she has finished SMA? 

Answer Jambi Malay Indonesian 

“no” 8% 5% 

“do not know” 7% 7% 

“yes” 84% 88% 

 

d2. Does this person sound like he/she has finished university? 

Answer Jambi Malay Indonesian 

“no” 30% 20% 

“do not know” 18% 19% 

“yes” 52% 61% 

 

e. Does this person sound like he/she is wise? 

Answer Jambi Malay Indonesian 

“no” 7% 6% 

“do not know” 12% 11% 

“yes” 81% 84% 
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f. Does this person sound like he/she is friendly? 

Answer Jambi Malay Indonesian 

“no” 4% 4% 

“do not know” 6% 6% 

“yes” 90% 89% 

 

g. Does this person sound like he/she is trustworthy? 

Answer Jambi Malay Indonesian 

“no” 6% 7% 

“do not know” 14% 14% 

“yes” 80% 79% 

 

h. Is this person easy to understand?  

Answer Jambi Malay Indonesian 

“no” 4% 4% 

“do not know” 0% 0% 

“yes” 96% 96% 

 

i. Does this person have a pleasant sounding voice? 

Answer Jambi Malay Indonesian 

“no” 4% 4% 

“do not know” 0% 0% 

“yes” 96% 96% 

 

It can be seen from these questions that with regard to the identity question, Jambi Malay 
percentages were somewhat higher. The identity question “a” (“does this person sound like he/she is a 
Jambi Malay person?”) yielded a fairly wide margin between the Jambi Malay recordings (74% answered 
yes) and the Indonesian recordings (62% answered yes). 

On the other hand, in the character questions “f” and “g” the margin between Jambi Malay and 
Indonesian was very slight: Jambi Malay’s positive responses were only 1% higher than Indonesian. 
Moreover, the character question “e” (“Does this person sound wise?”), showed a higher percentage of 
positive answers for the Indonesian recordings versus the Jambi Malay recordings. 

Each one of the status questions (questions “b”–“d2”) resulted in higher percentages of positive 
answers for Indonesian versus Jambi Malay. In questions “c” (“Does this person sound like he/she is a 
leader/holds a high position?”) and “d2” (“Does this person sound like he/she has finished SMA?”), 
positive responses to Jambi Malay did not trail far behind Indonesian, however, with only four percentage 
point differences in each. 

Finally, there was no difference in the way informants responded to questions “h” (“Is this person 
easy to understand?”) and “i” (“Does this person have a pleasant sounding voice?”). With regard to how the 
words in the recordings sounded, the language used did not seem to matter. 
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4.2.3 Summary of response percentages 

In short, according to the response percentages of the questionnaire, it can be said that Jambi Malay 
language usage in Mudung Laut and Mudung Darat was high, especially in Low domains. Its strength in 
the midst of surrounding languages was stronger than expected. And, attitudes towards Jambi Malay were 
positive, except with regard to choosing it for advancement in education or community development. 

In the matched guise test questions, it was found that language attitudes were less positive towards 
Jambi Malay than Indonesian in terms of status or position in society, and in whether a person is considered 
wise or not. Yet attitudes towards Jambi Malay were roughly the same or slightly more positive in terms of 
personal character. Overall there was little distinction between Jambi Malay and Indonesian in attitudes. 

In the identity question “a”, as mentioned above, more people responded positively to Jambi 
Malay recordings than the Indonesian recordings. In fact, this question had the widest margin of all for JM 
and SI. Even still, 62% of informants said “yes, this person sounds like a Jambi Malay person” for the 
Indonesian recordings. Although it was clear that, based on comments from the informants, the “guise” was 
not discovered (informants did not know that it was the same person they heard speaking in two different 
languages), it is possible that the informants were able to detect that the speakers were native Jambi Malay 
speakers in even the Indonesian recordings, given subtle clues that only a fellow Jambi Malay person 
would notice. This could have skewed the data, if the informants believed that all the Indonesian speakers 
were local Jambi Malays. 

To address this issue, comments made by the informants as to their hypothesized origin of the 
speakers were examined. It was found that their comments were quite varied, and not even one hypothesis 
as to where a speaker was from was correct. Upstream locations and other places further away in Jambi 
province were mentioned, even including Kerinci, which has a language that is substantially different from 
Jambi Malay (Prentice and Usman 1978). Points outside of Jambi Province such as Padang, Palembang, 
and even the nearby island of Java were frequently mentioned. On numerous occasions, for both the Jambi 
Malay and Indonesian recordings, informants said that the speaker was not a Jambi Malay person.4 

It is with a fair amount of confidence, then, that we can say that the informants were not biased in 
their answers due to the belief that all the speakers were Jambi Malays, since they often guessed that the 
speakers were not from Jambi at all. It would be interesting for future studies, however, to include more of 
a mixture of speakers (i.e. some speakers from outside the area of study) to see if results are any different. 

4.3  Results of the structured language use observation 

In order to confirm results of the questionnaire and MGT, as well as casual observations made about 
language use in Jambi, a structured time of observing language use was conducted, as was described in 
section 3.4. The findings are given here, first in the format of a table, followed by a discussion of 
observations. 

                                                 
4In fact, all the speakers were native Jambi Malays, and all originally came from Jambi Seberang, except the “placebo” voice who 
came from a town approximately one hour away from Jambi City. 
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Table 4.1 Number of occurrences of each language observed according to domain 

MD = Mudung Darat, ML = Mudung Laut, JC = Jambi City 

From this summary of observed language use a consistent diglossic situation can be seen. Jambi 
Malay was spoken in the Low domains of home and neighborhood, among friends. JM was even seen in 
instances of speaking with a neighborhood leader (known as Pak RT) or informally at traditional 
ceremonies or schools or local health centers (Puskesmas). Once in Jambi City, however, or in cases where 
non-Jambi Malays came in contact with Jambi Malays, Standard Indonesian and Jambi Indonesian were 
predominantly used, taking on the High function. In some of the situations, Jambi Malays spoke JM to each 
other while in Jambi City, but other times Jambi Indonesian was noted as the language used among Jambi 
Malays, such as in the supermarket. Standard Indonesian and sometimes Jambi Indonesian were 
consistently used when speaking publicly (i.e. class lectures, sermons, announcements, ceremonial 
speeches), even in Jambi Malay communities. 

Domain Loc. JM SI JI Other Comment 

House MD 6     

 ML 5     

 JC  4 4   

Neighborhood MD 3     

 ML 3     

 JC      

Commerce MD 10     

 ML 3 1 1  Batik places use SI, JI if buyer is not from ML 

 JC  7 9 2 
All three languages were heard at Angso Duo 
Market 

MD 6 1 3 1 Arabic used for readings/prayers 
Official occasions 

ML 2 2    

 JC  4 5   

Work/school MD 1 1 1  JM outside of class, SI in class 

 ML 3 2 2   

 JC  3 3 1  

Transportation MD      

 ML 5  1   

 JC 1 4 3   

Worship MD 1 1   
JM among friends at mosque, SI for sermons, 
announcements 

 ML 3 1    

 JC      

Tourist attraction MD 1 1 1  JM among friends; SI and JI with tour operators

Library JC  1 1   

MD      
Medical centers 

ML 1     

 JC   1   
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4.3.1 Summary 

The above observations correspond neatly with information gathered from the questionnaire, as well as 
what was casually observed by the author. Jambi Malay was reserved for Low domains in the home and 
neighborhood and with Jambi Malay friends, but was generally not found in High domains such as in the 
classroom, official speeches, or prestigious places like the supermarket. In the High domains SI or Jambi 
Indonesian dominated. 

The idea of domain needs to be broken down further. As Southworth pointed out (1985:228), 
“…people respond to a complex array of situational cues in making language choices”. For instance, in 
1979, Pascasio and Hidalgo proposed that domain does not always have an effect on language used, based 
on findings of English and Filipino language use among university students. The status of the interlocutor, 
whether above or equal to or below the peer group level, had a more significant impact, they discovered. 

In this study, more factors were found to aid in determining the language used in this study, 
including: location (and its perceived level of prestige), ethnicity of the person being addressed, and 
societal rules (spoken, such as in schools, or unspoken, such as in official ceremonies). Rubin (1985) 
ascribed different labels to these same factors, based on a study of Guarani and Spanish in Paraguay. 
Respectively, they are “location”, “degree of intimacy”, and “degree of formality”. The following were also 
found to be significant in language choice: “degree of seriousness of discourse”, “first language learned”, 
“addressee’s estimated linguistic preference”, and “speaker’s linguistic preference” (Rubin 1985:116–117). 
The above factors serve to isolate with more precision what language was spoken in which situation. For 
example, in the domain of an official occasion, in this case a wedding in Mudung Darat, different 
languages were used, based on societal protocol. Jambi Malay was used among the guests and during the 
announcements, but SI was used for the speech, and Arabic was used for special readings and prayers. 

4.4  Results according to independent variable 

4.4.1 Introduction 

In this section an attempt will be made to show how the independent variables age, education level, sex, 
and location relative to Jambi City impacted language use and attitudes in Jambi. Occupation information 
was gathered as well, but was not able to be analyzed with the same detail as the other variables. Instead it 
was investigated briefly, as can be seen in section 0. 

In each subsection, distribution patterns according to the variable are given first, in order to 
understand more clearly the effect the variable may have had on the results. Next, findings from the 
questionnaire are given, followed by the matched guise test results, then a summary of the combined results 
for that variable. 

For the purposes of analysis, answers to each question in the questionnaire were assigned a value. 
(See appendix S for the guide on assigning numbers). For answers that showed high usage or positive 
attitudes towards Jambi Malay, the number 2 was assigned. Answers that indicated ambivalence towards 
JM or less frequent usage were given a 1. And, answers that showed little usage of JM or negative attitudes 
towards it were assigned a 0. 

Scoring of the MGT questions was dealt with in similar fashion to the questionnaire (see appendix 
R): the answer “yes” indicating positive attitudes towards the language spoken was given a 2, “do not 
know” was given a 1, and “no” indicating negative reactions was assigned a 0. This scoring system was 
used for both the Indonesian and Jambi Malay recordings. The scores from both the questionnaire and 
MGT were analyzed using a statistical program called “Analyze It for Excel”. 

4.4.2 Sampling distribution 

Let us now look at how the variables in the study match up with the sampling goal discussed in chapter 3 
(cf. table 3.1 Matrix of variables: A guide for interviewing informants from a variety of categories). In table 
4.2 a minimum of ten persons in each category was sought. Next to the number 10 in each section is the 
actual number of informants studied in that category, in parentheses. Overall, the sampling goal was met, 
since nearly every category had at least ten informants. The exception was “Old women”: none in the study 
had completed secondary education, which is reflective of societal trends for women over age 50. 
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Note that the vast majority of women in the study had only primary level education or less, 
whereas for men the figures are less gaping between primary and secondary level education. Among both 
men and women there was a definite trend toward achieving secondary education among the young 
compared with the middle-aged and old informants. These trends and their implications for language use 
and attitude patterns will be discussed further in the following sections. 

Table 4.2 Matrix of variables. Actual 

 Men Women  

  Education level   

Age Primary or less Secondary Primary or less Secondary Total 

Young (15–29) 10 (14) 10 (39) 10 (23) 10 (44) (120) 

Middle (30–49) 10 (21) 10 (25) 10 (39) 10 (14) (99) 

Old (50 +)  10 (26) 10 (10) 10 (40) 10 (0) (76) 

Total      (61)      (74)    (102)     (58)  

4.4.3 Results: Age variable 

4.4.3.1 Age distribution 

The breakdown of the age variable was this: 121 informants (41%) were young (aged 15–29), 99 (34%) 
were middle-aged (30–49), and 73 (25%) were old (50 and above). See figure 4.1. 

 

Figure 4.1 Age distribution 
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According to census information for the two communities, the breakdown of age groups was 
approximately 32% young, 57% middle-aged, and 11% old (Pelayangan Subdistrict Office records 2001, 
Daftar Isian Data: Dasar Profil Desa/Kelurahan Mudung Darat 1999). In the study, then, there were higher 
numbers of the young and old than in actuality, and lower numbers of the middle-aged. It is possible that 
the young and old were the ones most readily accessible for study, whereas the middle-aged were often 
working outside the home. The higher numbers of young and old could potentially skew the results: other 
studies have found that the young and old are more likely to remain loyal to the ethnic language than the 
middle-aged group (Collins 1998b). Also worth noting is that there was a substantial difference in age 
distribution between Mudung Laut and Mudung Darat (see figure 4.2 and figure 4.3, M = Middle-aged, O = 
Old, and Y = Young). In Mudung Laut age was relatively equally distributed, but in Mudung Darat, there 
was a significantly higher number of young informants. 

 

  

Figure 4.2 Age distribution – ML Figure 4.3 Age distribution – MD 

4.4.3.2 Questionnaire 

Figure 4.4 shows the average scores from the questionnaire for the age variable. Note how the young (Y; 
aged 15–29) had the lowest mean score, the middle-aged (M, 30–49) had an average score between the 
young and the old, and the old (O; 50+) had the highest mean score. 
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Figure 4.4 Questionnaire averages by age 

Not only was there a clear pattern of the younger the person, the less usage of and the more 
negative attitudes towards JM, there were statistically significant differences between each age group (p 
<.0001). A “one-way between subjects ANOVA”5 test was performed; please refer to table 4.3 for the 
ANOVA results. 

Table 4.3 Questionnaire results by age (test: one-way between subjects ANOVA) 

 

                                                 
5ANOVA stands for “analysis of variance”, which is a “method of testing the equality of three or more population means by analyzing 
sample variances” (Triola 1997:572). “Between subjects” is opposed to analyzing “within subjects”, and the term “one-way” is used 
because the data are separated into groups according to one variable, in this case age. 
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The old had statistically significantly higher questionnaire scores than the middle-aged, the 
middle-aged had statistically significant higher scores than the young, and the young’s scores were 
significantly lower than the old age group’s scores. Based on the tests on the composite scores, age was 
indeed found to have a significant impact on answers given to the questionnaire. These findings are not out 
of the ordinary, since evidence has shown that the young are often at the forefront of linguistic changes 
(Chambers and Trudgill 1998). In fact, the same directional pattern was found in a study in Canada: the 
young used a particular term very little, the middle-aged used it relatively more, but the old had high 
percentages of using that term. At the same time, a “new” term was primarily used by the young, with very 
few of the older generation using it (Chambers and Trudgill 1998). 

Let us look further at the age variable in the questionnaire. A few key questions from the 
questionnaire were selected for more detailed study, using a different statistical test—the chi-square.6 As 
can be seen in table 4.4, question 2 “How often do you speak Indonesian: every day/once in a while” 
revealed that age significantly impacted the answers given (2–never, 1–once in a while, 0–every day). The 
chi-square statistic is 41.53, p <.0001. 

Table 4.4 Results of questionnaire question 2 by age (test: chi-square) 

 
The vast majority of all three age groups said they speak Indonesian once in a while (72%), 

compared with an even stronger majority (99%) of informants claiming to speak Jambi Malay every day 
(see section 4.2.1). Of that majority who answered “once in a while” for speaking Indonesian, a trend of the 
young having higher usage of Indonesian and the old having the lowest usage emerged. This trend was also 
seen in question 6k1 “What language do you speak at the Angso Duo market?” (see table 4.5). High 
numbers of the young said they use Indonesian (scored 0), followed by the middle-aged group, then lastly 
the old, and vice versa for using Jambi Malay (scored 2). In question 3 “Have you ever spoken Indonesian 
with a Jambi Malay person?” (shown in table 4.6), age did not significantly impact the answers given, but 
again the young were found to have the highest usage of Indonesian, in that they claimed to use Indonesian 
even when speaking with Jambi Malays more often than did the middle-aged and old, respectively. 

                                                 
6The numbers in the parentheses on the chi-square table display proportions: the numbers of people that would answer a given way if 
there were no impact of the variable on answers.  The numbers above the parentheses are the actual numbers of people who answered 
a given way.  A large gap between the actual numbers and the numbers in parentheses indicates a disproportionate number of people 
answering a certain way, thus showing that the variable has a significant impact on answers given. 
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Table 4.5 Results of questionnaire question “6k1” by age (test: chi-square) 

 

Table 4.6 Results of questionnaire question “3” by age (test: chi-square) 

 
However, while age had a significant impact for most of the questions having to do with language 

usage, it did not significantly impact answers to many of the attitude questions. Question 11, for example, 
reads “You use JM because: you are forced to (scored 0)/ you want to “go with the flow” (1)/ you like to 
(2)”. For the most part, people in all age groups said they use JM because they like to. Age was also not 
significant in question 21a “What’s your reaction when you hear someone speaking JM in public places: 
pleased (scored 2), normal (1), do not like it (0)”. The majority responded positively, some responded 
ambivalently. It should be mentioned that the young had high numbers of ambivalent answers. 

Perhaps one of the most telling attitude questions, however, was significantly impacted by age. 
Question 17 reads “If there were a choice between a school that used only JM as the medium of instruction 
and a school that used only Indonesian, which school would you choose?” As is seen in table 4.7, the 
young overwhelmingly answered “Indonesian” (scored 0), followed by the middle-aged, and lastly the old; 
the situation is vice versa for those who answered “Jambi Malay” (scored 2). The chi-square statistic is 
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21.92, p <.0002. The middle-aged group had the highest number of those who answered “both” or “do not 
know” (scored 1). 

Table 4.7 Results of questionnaire question “17” according to age (test: chi-square) 

 
 
Thus, some of the individual questions that were examined with a chi-square statistic did not show 

a statistically significant impact of age on scores, especially questions regarding language attitudes towards 
Jambi Malay. Yet the trend is still clear to see: the young showed the highest usage of Indonesian and 
lowest usage of JM, then the middle-aged group, then the old. And in the question regarding the language 
of choice in education, significantly higher numbers of the young claimed they would choose Indonesian. 

These findings are in line with Aitchison (2001), who asserted that the younger generation, since 
they are exposed to a more fashionable language at an early age in school, typically lead the way towards 
minority language death. The issue seems to be linked with competency, based on a study of Gaelic in 1981 
by Dorian, which Aitchison reviewed (2001). Young peoples’ abilities in their mother tongue were notably 
weaker than those of the older generation, in some cases. Although JM language competency was not 
examined in this study, based on overall results from the questionnaire, age of the speakers cannot be 
overlooked in assessing the vitality of the Jambi Malay language. 

4.4.3.3 Matched guise test 

The matched guise test is designed to indirectly assess attitudes towards language, and the results are 
slightly different from the more direct questionnaire. 

Looking at the data from the matched guise test, the differences between the age groups were not 
quite so clear. With the criteria set at p. <.01, the composite ANOVA results for MGT scores according to 
age were not statistically significant (p .0347), as seen in table 4.8. These are test scores indicating attitudes 
towards Jambi Malay. Only between the middle-aged and young groups was there a statistically significant 
difference, the young being the lowest, as expected. What was not expected was the fact that the old age 
group had lower scores than the middle-aged group, unlike the questionnaire. 

Even more surprising are the results shown in table 4.9. These are MGT scores indicating attitudes 
towards Indonesian. Here, the old had the highest average, and the young had the lowest average. Again the 
total ANOVA results were not statistically significant (p .0166). In this case of attitudes towards 
Indonesian, though, there was a significant difference between the old and the young (whereas the middle 
and young were significantly different for JM). 

Based on the MGT results, then, very little of statistical significance was found between the age 
groups, yet there were some observable patterns which were often surprising. For instance, the old had 
fairly high attitudes towards Indonesian and comparatively less positive attitudes towards Jambi Malay, 
according to the MGT data. On the other hand, the young had less positive attitudes towards Indonesian 
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than expected. Contrast these findings with that of the questionnaire, in which the young had the highest 
usage of and the strongest attitudes towards Indonesian, while the old had the highest usage of and the 
strongest attitudes towards Jambi Malay. 

Table 4.8 Matched guise test JM results by age (test: one-way between subjects ANOVA) 

 

Table 4.9 MGT SI results by age (test: one-way between subjects ANOVA) 
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Analyzing it further, the conclusion that age did not have a significant impact on matched guise 
scores was only strengthened. Three questions representing each of the different categories (question “a” 
for identity, question “c” for status, and question “g” for character) were selected for analysis, using 
responses to one of the male voices. Based on table 4.10 (Indonesian) and table 4.11 (Jambi Malay), there 
was no statistically significant impact of age on the responses given to question “a” for either language. 
The majority of each age group answered “Yes, this person is a local Jambi Malay person”, with little 
difference between each language. 

Table 4.10 Results of MGT question “a” according to age – SI (test: chi-square) 

 

Table 4.11 Results of MGT question “a” according to age – JM (test: chi-square) 

 
Similarly, it was found that age had no significant impact on the answers to question “g” 

(regarding character) for either the Indonesian or the Jambi Malay language. Most of the respondents in 
each age group answered “Yes, this person sounds trustworthy”. In this case, though, there was a slight 
increase in the total number of people who answered “yes” (2) or “I do not know” (1) for Jambi Malay 
versus Indonesian. Refer to table 4.12 and table 4.13. 
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Looking at the status question “c” (“Does this person sound like they are a leader?”), however, age 
had more of an impact. The impact was still not statistically significant if the criteria is set at p <.01, but the 
chi-square test on Jambi Malay, especially, yields interesting information (see table 4.14 and table 4.15). 
For both Indonesian and Jambi Malay, there is a pattern in which the majority of the young answered “No, 
this person does not sound like a leader” (0), in contrast with the majority of the middle-aged and the old, 
which answered “Yes, this person does sound like a leader” (2). The pattern is stronger for Jambi Malay 
than for Indonesian. 

Table 4.12 Results of MGT question “g” according to age – SI (test: chi-square) 

 

Table 4.13 Results of MGT question “g” according to age – JM (test: chi-square) 
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Table 4.14 Results of MGT question “c” according to age – SI (test: chi-square) 

 

Table 4.15 Results of MGT question “c” according to age – JM (test: chi-square) 

 
The MGT questions having to do with character and identity, then, showed neither significant 

results nor an identifiable trend according to age. The status question revealed that age was also not 
statistically significant, but it did show a pattern in that the young had slightly less positive attitudes 
towards Jambi Malay than Indonesian. 

4.4.3.4 Summary of age variable 

In summary, the composite scores of the questionnaire showed a significant difference between age groups, 
with the young having the lowest scores, followed by the middle-aged, then the old. Upon further analysis 
of the questionnaire, it was shown how many of the language usage questions are in line with this trend, but 
some of the attitude questions are not. Most of the people in all the age groups claimed they were happy to 
speak and hear Jambi Malay. Yet when asked if they wanted Jambi Malay as the medium of instruction in 
schools, the trend of the young having the lowest language JM usage and most negative attitudes is seen 
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again. In terms of attitudes as revealed by the questionnaire, then, the informants on the whole have a 
positive attitude towards Jambi Malay, but when faced with the choice of Jambi Malay or Indonesian in 
education, Jambi Malay loses out, with the young at the forefront. 

According to the matched guise test results, however, there is little discernible pattern according to 
age. In looking at the composite scores, neither Indonesian nor Jambi Malay showed significant differences 
between the age groups. When looking at particular pairs, though, there was a significant difference 
between the middle-aged and young for Jambi Malay, and old and young for Indonesian, the young having 
the lowest averages for both Jambi Malay and Indonesian. That the young had the lowest averages for 
Indonesian, while the old had the highest was unexpected, especially after examining the results from the 
questionnaire. It is possible that the lower number of respondents in the MGT (approximately 20 fewer) 
had an influence on the somewhat contrasting findings between the questionnaire and the MGT. Even so, 
based on the results from the questionnaire and the MGT, and the differences between them, one may 
conclude that the influence that age has on Jambi Malay language attitudes is small, yet it is significant 
when examining language usage. 

Upon closer examination of individual MGT questions with the chi-square test, again age had no 
significant impact on the answers given. In this analysis, only the status question “c” showed a trend 
whereby the young displayed negative attitudes more than did the middle-aged or old, especially towards 
Jambi Malay. It is not surprising that the status question got differing responses than the identity or 
character questions, since a similar finding was documented by Rickford (1985) in his attitude study of a 
Creole variety. He noted that issues of socioeconomic prestige tended to elicit more positive attitudes 
towards the standard language, while dimensions of friendship or identity brought about more positive 
attitudes towards the non-standard variety (cf. Mohammad Subakhir 1998). Differences in responses 
according to the categories identity, status, and character will be seen in subsequent variables as well. 

4.4.4 Results: Education variable: No education through finished SMA 

4.4.4.1 Education distribution 

In the two communities under study, there were 83 informants who had no education or did not finish 
primary school (SD – Sekolah Dasar), 78 who finished primary school, 51 who finished junior high school 
(SMP – Sekolah Menengah Pertama), and 81 who finished senior high school (SMA – Sekolah Menengah 
Atas). See figure 4.5. Thus, there were a total of 161 informants (55%) who had primary level education or 
less, and 132 informants (45%) who had completed junior high school or senior high school. Compared 
with the percentage of the relevant population—those aged 15 and above—the percentages of those with 
higher education in the study were slightly larger, since in the total relevant population 47% had finished 
primary school or less, and 33% had finished at least junior high school (Pelayangan Subdistrict Office 
records 2001, Daftar Isian Data: Dasar Profil Desa/Kelurahan Mudung Darat 1999). 
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Figure 4.5 Education distribution (-SD = no education/did not finish SD, +SD = finished SD, +SMP = 
finished SMP, +SMA = finished SMA, Ed = education) 

Between Mudung Laut and Mudung Darat, in figure 4.6 and figure 4.7 note the difference in the 
number of those who completed senior high school, and those who had less than primary level education. 
In this study, a larger number of informants in Mudung Laut had finished high school, 17%; whereas only 
11% in Mudung Darat had done so. Although the gap is smaller in this study, this follows the general trend 
in the census data for the total relevant population: 21% finished high school in Mudung Laut in 2001, and 
9% finished high school in Mudung Darat in 1999 (Pelayangan Subdistrict Office records 2001, Daftar 
Isian Data: Dasar Profil Desa/Kelurahan Mudung Darat 1999). 



   

 

49

 

Figure 4.6 Education distribution – ML Figure 4.7 Education distribution – MD 

4.4.4.2 Questionnaire 

The results of the ANOVA one-way between subjects test performed on the questionnaire scores according 
to education level were fairly straightforward. Table  shows that education level made a statistically 
significant difference in questionnaire scores (F statistic is 28, p <.0001). More specifically, the contrast 
between those with no education/did not finish SD7 (primary school) and those who finished some amount 
of education (SD, SMP (junior high school), SMA (senior high school) was significant. In addition the 
contrast between those who finished SD and those who finished SMA was statistically significant. Other 
than this pair, the differences between within education levels (SD versus SMP, SMP versus SMA) were 
not significant. 

                                                 
7Hereafter the category will be labeled “no education” for simplification purposes.  It must be noted that this category includes both 
those who have not gone to school at all, and those who started primary school (SD) but did not finish. 
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Table 4.16 Questionnaire results by education level (test: one-way between subjects ANOVA) 

 
Note also the steady decline in mean scores (recall that the scoring system is geared such that the 

higher the score, the higher the language usage of Jambi Malay, and the stronger attitudes towards it) from 
those with no or little education to those who finished high school (SMA). The mean score for those with 
no education was 1.584, those who finished SD was 1.437, those who finished SMP was 1.373, and those 
who finished SMA was 1.354. Figure 4.8 shows this decline more clearly. These results suggest a trend in 
that the higher the education level, the lower the Jambi Malay usage and the less positive the attitudes 
towards it.  
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Figure 4.8 Questionnaire averages by education level 

This trend is as expected. Language shifts were found to progress faster among the better than the 
less well educated in Brazilian immigrants, as cited by Weinreich (1968). And, more broadly speaking, in 
terms of linguistic innovation, it is fairly well established that higher social classes (which can be 
associated with higher education here) tend to display the standard variety more while the lowest classes 
tend to have a greater frequency of usage of nonstandard variants (Chambers and Trudgill 1998). 

Looking at the questionnaire in more detail, the same nine questions as with the age variable were 
analyzed using a chi-square test, some regarding language use, and some regarding language attitudes. The 
majority (6 out of 9) of the selected questions yielded statistically significant results, meaning that 
education level had a significant impact on answers given. For example, question 2 (“How often do you use 
Indonesian?” every day/once in a while) had a chi-square statistic of 42.27, p<.0001 (see table 4.17). Most 
of the respondents answered “once in a while” (scored 1), but what makes for a contrast is that far more (29 
respondents) of those with no education answered “never” (scored 2) than would be if education had no 
impact on answers given (14.3). On the other hand, far fewer of those who finished SMA answered “never” 
than would be without the impact of education level. The opposite is true for those who answered “always” 
(scored 0). 
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Table 4.17 Results of questionnaire question “2” by education level (test: chi-square) 

 
Table 4.18 shows significant results for the attitude question 21a “What is your reaction when you 

hear Jambi Malay spoken in public places: pleased/normal/do not like it?” The chi-square statistic is 22.57, p 
<.0010. The number of those with no education who answered “pleased” (scored 2) was much higher than the 
norm, and the number of those who finished SMA who answered “pleased” was much lower than the norm. 

The trend for those with no or little education answering more positively towards Jambi Malay 
than those who had finished SD, SMP, and SMA, respectively, was seen in each question analyzed. The 
opposite was true for questions about Indonesian. Even in the instances where the results were not 
statistically significant, this trend occurred. An example is shown in table 4.19, question 3. The chi-square 
statistic was 9.05, p .1706, which is not statistically significant. Yet there was a high number of those who 
answered “No, I’ve never spoken Indonesian with a fellow Jambi Malay” among those who have no 
education, while those who finished SMA were relatively fewer. 

Table 4.18 Results of questionnaire question “21a” by education level (test: chi-square) 
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Table 4.19 Results of questionnaire question “3” by education level (test: chi-square) 

 
Question 18 reveals results that were similar, though also not statistically significant. The majority 

of respondents answered “yes” they would still marry a person who could only speak Jambi Malay but 
could not speak Indonesian, but there was a comparatively higher number of those with no education who 
gave that answer. One would expect more negative answers from those who finished SMA, however, and 
instead many in this group answered “I do not know/it depends”. 

Table 4.19 above shows that those who finished SMP tended to answer in similar fashion as those 
who finished SMA: with generally lower scores than would be if education level had no impact. In fact, in 
5 of the 9 questions analyzed, this occurred. However, in three of the questions, those who finished SMP 
answered similarly to those with lower education levels. As a result, it was seen in the ANOVA results 
mentioned earlier that there was no significant difference between those who finished SMP with either 
those who finished SD or SMA. It is unfortunate that there are comparatively fewer respondents who 
finished SMP (51, as opposed to 78 who finished SD, 83 with no education, and 81 who finished SMA). 
With more people in the SMP category more light could have been shed on the issue of to what point there 
was a departure from the more positive answers towards Jambi Malay seen in the lower education levels. 

4.4.4.3 Matched guise test 

In the case of the education variable, the MGT results matched up with the questionnaire results in that they 
both showed statistically significant contrasts in scores between the different education levels. In table 4.20, 
which shows attitudes towards Jambi Malay according to education level, the results of the ANOVA 
display a F statistic of 4.56, p <.0039. The differences here were found particularly in MGT scores between 
those who finished SMA (senior high school) and those who had no education, as well as those who 
finished SD only. 
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Table 4.20 MGT results for JM by education level (test: one-way between subjects ANOVA) 

 
Attitudes towards Indonesian also showed statistically significant differences among the varying 

education levels, as seen in table 4.21. The F statistic was 6.07, p <.0005. Here, however, the differences 
lay between two pairs: those with no education versus SMA, and those with no education versus SMP. 
Unlike the MGT scores for Jambi Malay, the scores for Indonesian showed that completing SMP matters 
(similar to completing SMA), while completing SD did not significantly contrast with the higher education 
categories. 
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Table 4.21 MGT results for SI by education level (test: one-way between subjects ANOVA) 

 
There are some trends worth mentioning in these tables. First of all, the average scores towards 

Indonesian were higher for each education level than the average scores for Jambi Malay. And, in scores 
reflecting attitudes towards both Jambi Malay and Indonesian there was a clear decline in mean scores from 
the lowest education level to the highest. Thus, it can be said that the higher the education level, the less 
positive the attitudes towards Jambi Malay. 

But, since the same is true for Indonesian, this does not indicate much. In fact, it is contrary to 
what was expected. It was expected to find that the higher the education level, the higher the scores for 
Indonesian. This issue will be revisited in the next section, and in section 5.4.2. 

The individual matched guise test questions with the chi-square test applied to them had rather 
ambiguous results. Each of the three selected questions (the same identity, status, and character questions 
analyzed in the age variable) yielded dissimilar findings. First of all, the character question “g” “Does this 
person sound like someone I could trust?” showed that education level had no significant impact on 
answers given for either Jambi Malay or Indonesian (see table 4.22 and table 4.23). Note that those who 
finished SMA had high numbers of answers “I do not know”, (scored 1), for both Jambi Malay and 
Indonesian. 



   

 

56

Table 4.22 Results of MGT question “g” by education level – SI (test: chi-square) 

 

Table 4.23 Results of MGT question “g” by education level – JM (test: chi-square) 

 
In table 4.24 we see that for Indonesian, answers to identity question “a” “Does this person sound 

like a Jambi Malay person?” were somewhat impacted by education level (chi-square statistic was 15.66, p 
.0157). However, table 4.25 shows that for Jambi Malay there was no significant impact of education level 
on answers given to question “a” (chi-square 3.55, p .7377), and no identifiable pattern based on education 
level. 
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Table 4.24 Results of MGT question “a” by education level – SI (test: chi-square) 

 

Table 4.25 Results of MGT question “a” by education level – JM (test: chi-square) 

 
Question “c” “Does this person sound like he/she is a leader?” did show that education level had a 

statistically significant impact on answers, for both Jambi Malay and Indonesian (see table 4.26 and table 
4.27). Many more of those with no education answered “yes” (scored 2) than would be if there were no 
impact, while much fewer of those who finished SMA answered “yes”. The situation was the opposite for 
the answer “no”. As with the age variable, it was status question “c” which seemed to be impacted the most 
by education level. 
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Table 4.26 Results of MGT question “c” by education level – SI (test: chi-square) 

 

Table 4.27 Results of MGT question “c” by education level – JM (test: chi-square) 

 

4.4.4.4 Summary of education variable 

In summary, it appears that education level does indeed have a statistically significant impact on language 
usage and attitudes in Jambi, as seen in the ANOVA results from both the questionnaire and MGT. In the 
individual questionnaire questions analyzed, though, not all questions showed statistically significant chi-
square results. But all questions did follow the trend that the higher the education level, the less Jambi 
Malay usage and the lower the attitudes towards it. 

Though the matched guise test composite results showed significant differences among the 
education levels, the individual questions examined with the chi-square test were less clear. Only the status 
question revealed a significant impact of education level on answers given, with a predictable pattern. This 
pattern—the higher the education level, the lower the number of positive answers towards Jambi Malay—
was similarly seen in the questions for Indonesian, however, which was not as expected. Thus, Jambi 
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Malay language attitudes according to education level as determined by the MGT are difficult to tell with 
precision. 

4.4.4.5 Results: College graduates 

4.4.4.5.1 Questionnaire 

Data were also gathered from twelve informants in Mudung Laut who had already finished university level 
education. Since college graduates are not very representative of the whole population, their results were 
excluded from the main education analysis above, but will be examined here for comparative purposes. It 
must be stressed that results from only twelve informants, compared with much higher numbers of those 
with lower education levels, may not be very reliable. 

In figure 4.9, one can see the placement of college graduates’ scores along the continuum of scores 
according to education level for the questionnaire (+C = completed college). With a mean questionnaire 
score of 1.308, compared to the next education level (finished SMA 1.354) it is clear that the questionnaire 
scores were substantially lower for the college graduates. The ANOVA results in table 4.28 show that the 
college scores were statistically significantly lower (F statistic 23.06, p <.0001), especially when paired 
with those with no education. For the questionnaire, then, these results strengthen the idea presented above 
that the higher the education level, the lower the scores—and in effect, the lower the usage of Jambi Malay 
and attitudes towards it. 

 

Figure 4.9 Average questionnaire scores by education level including college 
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Table 4.28 Questionnaire results by education level including college (test: one-way between subjects 
ANOVA) 

 

4.4.4.5.2 Matched guise test 

In the matched guise test results, the trend was the same for attitudes towards Jambi Malay (see figure 
4.10). The college graduates had the lowest average score of all (1.463), at the bottom of a steady decline in 
attitudes towards Jambi Malay as the education level rises. And like the questionnaire, the differences 
between college graduates’ scores and the other categories were statistically significant (F statistic 4.39, p. 
0018) according to the ANOVA test. This was especially the case between those with no education and 
those who finished college (see table 4.29). 
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Figure 4.10 Average MGT scores by education level including college – JM 

 

Table 4.29 MGT results by education level including college – JM (test: one-way between subjects 
ANOVA) 
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The MGT results for Indonesian among college graduates were similar to the results for 
Indonesian among those with less education, presented in the previous section. It was expected at the outset 
that the higher the education level, the higher the MGT scores, meaning the more positive attitudes towards 
Indonesian. However, as seen in figure 4.11, the college graduates’ average score was not the highest 
(1.567). In fact, they were the second to the lowest, after those who finished SMA (1.553). The highest 
scores were found among those with no education. And, although according to the ANOVA test the 
difference in scores between education levels were statistically significant (p .0009), there was no 
significant contrast between the college graduates’ scores and others, specifically (see table 4.30). 

 

Figure 4.11 Average MGT scores by education level including college – SI 
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Table 4.30 MGT results by education level including college – SI (test: one-way between subjects 
ANOVA) 

 

4.4.4.5.3 Summary of college graduates 

College graduates’ questionnaire results and the results of the MGT for Jambi Malay were similar to the 
main education level analysis (no education through finished SMA). The same overall trend was seen: the 
higher the education level, the less usage of Jambi Malay and the less positive the attitudes towards it. 

It was also found that the MGT results of the college graduates for Indonesian echoed results of 
the main education analysis, in that the average scores of those with lower education levels were 
surprisingly high, and the scores of those with higher education were surprisingly low. Although the data 
from college graduates, with just twelve informants, is minimal in comparison, it lends more credence to 
the findings of the main education analysis since the results are not contradictory. 

4.4.5 Results: Sex variable 

4.4.5.1 Sex distribution 

The sex distribution was as follows: There were 160 female (F) and 133 male (M) informants (see figure 
4.12). Looking at it more closely, the sample in Mudung Laut had far fewer males than females (58 males, 
85 females), while Mudung Darat had an exactly equal number of males and females (75 each). It is likely 
that due to the higher level of education and higher amount of jobs outside the home for people in Mudung 
Laut, the men there were less available for testing. 
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Figure 4.12 Sex distribution  

4.4.5.2 Questionnaire 

From the composite questionnaire results one can see that the average score for females (1.475) was higher 
than the averages for males (1.408). Please refer to figure 4.13. A t-test was run on the data, and table 4.31 
shows that the difference between females and males in the study was statistically significant – the t 
statistic being 2.90, p<.0040. 

 

Figure 4.13 Average questionnaire scores by sex 
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Table 4.31 Results of questionnaire by sex (test: independent samples t-test) 

 
This pattern of women having higher average scores than men is in line with what was expected at 

the outset, that because in Jambi they are generally less educated and work less outside the home, women 
will have higher usage of Jambi Malay, and stronger attitudes towards it than men. Additionally, women 
usually have the primary role in passing on their language to children, which is commonly noted in the 
literature (Coates and Cameron 1988). As was found in Milroy’s study in Belfast (1980), which also 
showed women having higher vernacular scores than their male peers, tighter-knit social networks may be 
a contributing factor. 

In table 4.32, it can be clearly seen that the females in this study indeed had far less education than 
the males, with the statistically significant chi-square statistic of 21.32, p <.0001. According to this chi-
square test, the number of women with no education was much higher than normal, while in each category 
following no education (finished SD, finished SMP, finished SMA) the numbers were much lower than 
normal.  

Table 4.32 Results of education level by sex (test: chi-square) 

 
Looking at the selected individual questions in the questionnaire further, answers to two of the 

nine questions analyzed showed that sex had a statistically significant impact on scores. In question 2, both 
the majority of the men and women answered “once in a while” (scored 1) regarding how often they use 
Indonesian, but there was a substantial amount of women who answered “never” (2), and a low number of 
those who answered “every day” (0), compared with the men (see table 4.33). This mirrors what was 
discussed by Sercombe (2002), where the Penan men (of Brunei) tended to be more fluent in the regional 



   

 

66

LWC, Iban, and use it more often, probably as a result of having more interaction with neighboring groups 
(cf. Weinreich 1968:94). In question 3, the main difference between men and women was that many more 
men than women responded that they have occasionally used Indonesian (scored 1) when speaking to a 
fellow Jambi Malay person (see table 4.34). Also, a significantly higher number of women than men said 
they never use Indonesian (scored 2) when speaking to another Jambi Malay person. 

Table 4.33 Results of questionnaire question “2” by sex (test: chi-square) 

 

Table 4.34 Results of questionnaire question “3” by sex (test: chi-square) 

 
The remainder of the questions analyzed did not reveal that sex had a significant impact on 

answers given. Most of these questions did, however, follow the general trend of women using Jambi 
Malay more, and having more positive attitudes towards it.  

Interestingly enough, there were two attitude questions that did not follow this trend: question 18 
and 21a. In table 4.35, we see that question 18 “Suppose you met a man/woman who could only speak 
Jambi Malay and could not speak Indonesian, would you want to marry that person?” revealed higher 
numbers of women who said “no” (scored 0) than the norm, and slightly lower numbers of those who said 
“yes” (scored 2): vice versa for the men. As in question 18, the differences from the norm in question 21a 
were slight, but they showed that fewer women had positive reactions (scored 2) to hearing Jambi Malay 
spoken in public places and a higher number of women had negative responses (scored 0). Again the 
opposite was true for the men (see table 4.36). 
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Table 4.35 Results of questionnaire question “18” by sex (test: chi-square) 

 

Table 4.36 Results of questionnaire question “21a” by sex (test: chi-square) 

 
An explanation for the deviation from the pattern in these two attitude questions may be found in 

the conclusions from numerous studies on sex differentiation in speech (cf. Levine and Crockett, Jr. 1979; 
Trudgill 1983; Chambers and Trudgill 1998; Labov 1972; Preston 1989; Ajid 1990; Coates and Cameron 
1988). Though there are exceptions, it has been repeatedly found that women tend to be more responsive to 
contemporary linguistic influence than men and they produce speech that is closer to the standard in 
pronunciation. If patterns of speech pronunciation can be applied more broadly, the conclusion that women 
are more susceptible to external norm pressures may give insight as to why they responded comparatively 
negatively when asked about hearing Jambi Malay spoken in public places or marrying someone who 
cannot speak Indonesian. 

Significant gender based differences in language use such as discovered in this study appear to be 
quite strong. In her study of the variables of sex and occupational status on turn-taking in speech, Woods 
(1988), noted that occupational status (“bosses” in a white collar position) being equal, males spent a 
disproportionate amount of time “holding the floor” in conversation. She asserted (1994:156) “[i]t is 
therefore possible to conclude that when the two conflicting power bases of gender and occupational status 
are at work, then the former—gender—will have the stronger and overriding effect.” 
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4.4.5.3 Matched guise test 

An ANOVA one-way between subjects was performed on the matched guise test averages for both Jambi 
Malay and Indonesian according to sex. It was found that there was no significant difference between 
females and males (F statistic .04, p .8460) for the Jambi Malay recordings (see table 4.37). The females 
had a slightly higher average score (1.597) than the males (1.592), but the difference was scant. 

Table 4.37 Results of MGT by sex – JM (test: one-way between subjects ANOVA) 

 
From table 4.38, we see that responses to Indonesian were similar: there was no statistically 

significant difference between females’ and males’ scores (F statistic .04, p .8378). For Indonesian, 
however, it was the males who had the higher mean score (1.620), while the females’ score is 1.614. The 
differences in composite scores between males and females for both Indonesian and Jambi Malay were not 
great. They did, however, follow the expected pattern of females having more positive attitudes towards the 
mother tongue while males have more positive attitudes towards the language of wider communication 
(LWC). 

Table 4.38 Results of MGT by sex – SI (test: one-way between subjects ANOVA) 
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Edwards (1988) had similar findings in her examination of the effect of sex on language behavior 
and attitude patterns in Black speech in Britain. She discovered that there was no significant difference 
between attitudes of males and females towards mainstream white (dominant) society. The men had 
slightly less positive attitudes towards it, however.  

As with the other variables under study, the same three MGT questions were examined more 
closely using the chi-square test according to sex. Question “a”, an identity question, yielded no statistically 
significant results: there was no significant impact of sex on answers given. For the most part, for both JM 
and SI, both men and women answered “Yes, this person sounds like a Jambi Malay person”. 

Question “g”, a character question, also did not show a significant impact on results by sex for JM 
or SI (see table 4.39 and table 4.40), although the influence of sex was more substantial than in question 
“a”. In table 4.39 the pattern emerged of higher proportions of males reacting more positively to the 
Indonesian recording than females to the question “Does this person sound like someone I could trust?” Yet 
table 4.40 shows the same trend for Jambi Malay (more males than the norm gave positive answers while 
fewer females than the norm gave positive answers), leading to unclear results. It is noteworthy, though, 
that the women showed considerably more uncertainty for the Indonesian recording (scored 1), while in the 
Jambi Malay recording many women moved from that “do not know” category to the positive category (2). 

Table 4.39 Results of MGT question “g” by sex – SI (test: chi-square) 

 

Table 4.40 Results of MGT question “g” by sex – JM (test: chi-square) 
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What was statistically significant, however, was the impact sex had on the status question 
(question “c”). As can be seen for Indonesian in table 4.41, the slight majority of men gave a negative 
response to “Does this person sound like a leader?” (scored 0), while the majority of women gave a positive 
response (scored 2). The chi-square statistic was 9.70, p .0078. Based on the established trend found thus 
far in the questionnaire and MGT, it was unexpected that the males responded more negatively to 
Indonesian than the females. 

To make things even more complex, as with MGT question “g”, a similar pattern was seen for 
Jambi Malay (see table 4.42). Sex was also significant here (chi-square statistic 12.70, p .0017). Note the 
shift to a higher number of women answering positively (scored 2) to Jambi Malay versus Indonesian, 
while the men were nearly evenly divided between negative and positive answers in both languages. 

Table 4.41 Results of MGT question “c” by sex – SI (test: chi-square) 

 

Table 4.42 Results of MGT question “c” by sex – JM (test: chi-square) 

 

4.4.5.4 Summary of sex variable 

To sum up the sex variable, again there was a difference between results from the questionnaire and the 
matched guise test. Based on the questionnaire composite scores, a significant difference between sexes in 
scores was found; women had the highest scores of the two. Upon further analysis of selected questionnaire 
questions, not all were statistically significant. Yet the trend was generally followed, that women had 
generally higher usage and stronger attitudes towards Jambi than men. The exceptions to this trend were in 
two of the attitude questions in the questionnaire. 
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Attitudes towards language were not significantly affected in the matched guise test scores, either. 
The composite scores resulted in no significant difference between men and women, and the majority of the 
individual questions examined revealed no significant impact of sex on answers given as well. The single 
MGT question that was statistically significant was the status question “c”, similar to findings from the age 
and education variables. Overall, the pattern was maintained of women showing more positive attitudes 
towards Jambi Malay than men. 

4.4.6 Results: Location variable 

4.4.6.1 Location distribution 

As far as location relative to downtown Jambi City, there were a total of 143 informants studied in Mudung 
Laut (ML),8 representing 8% of the total population (1,787 people in June 2001 per Pelayangan Subdistrict 
office records 2001). In Mudung Darat (MD), 150 people were interviewed, representing 11% of the total 
population (1,407 people in June 2001 per Mara Sebo Subdistrict office records 2001). Please refer to 
figure 4.14. 

 

Figure 4.14 Location distribution 

A noteworthy clarification with regard to location is that fewer matched guise tests compared to 
questionnaires were conducted in Mudung Darat, because some of the informants refused to be tested. 
Approximately twenty informants in that community were unwilling to do the MGT; 90% of those who 
refused had little or no education, and 76% of those who refused were aged 30 and above. One hypothesis 
is that the tape player with its headphone apparatus was intimidating for those unfamiliar with such 
technology. A second hypothesis is that uneducated people may not like to be “tested”, fearing that tests 
will only highlight their lack of education. Another possibility is that some informants there simply did not 
have time to complete the test. 

4.4.6.2 Questionnaire 

The two locations studied were Mudung Darat (farther away from the city, more agriculturally focused), 
and Mudung Laut (closer in proximity to the city). In figure 4.15 it can be seen that Mudung Laut had the 

                                                 
8As mentioned earlier, in Mudung Laut twelve additional informants were studied.  However, they were college graduates, which is a 
generally rare segment of that community, and therefore not part of the population under study.  Their scores were excluded from the 
main analysis, but were examined separately for comparative purposes (see section 4.4.4.5). 
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higher average questionnaire score. This was unexpected, since Mudung Laut has more people with higher 
education, and more contact with modernization. Mudung Darat’s average score was lower, but it should be 
mentioned that there were a few outliers: three informants whose answers varied greatly from the norm. 
The difference between the two locations was not statistically significant, according to the t-test in table 
4.43 (t statistic -.81, p .4168). 

 

Figure 4.15 Average questionnaire score by location 

Table 4.43 Results of questionnaire scores by location (test: independent samples t-test) 

 
 
Table 4.44 and table 4.45 help to account for Mudung Laut having a higher questionnaire score. In 

table 4.44 we see that in the breakdown according to age, there was a much higher number of young people 
in the Mudung Darat sample than in Mudung Laut, whereas there were much greater numbers of middle-
aged and old people studied in Mudung Laut. As was discussed in section 4.4.3.2, the young tended to have 
significantly lower questionnaire scores than the middle-aged or old. Thus since the Mudung Darat data 
includes many young people, scores may reflect this. 
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Table 4.44 Location by age (test: chi-square) 

 
In table 4.45 there was a much higher ratio of females to males in Mudung Laut, whereas in 

Mudung Darat there was an equal number. In fact, in Mudung Darat the number of females was lower than 
normal, and the number of males was higher than normal. Since it was found in section 4.4.5.2 that males 
tended to have significantly lower questionnaire scores than females, the fact that Mudung Darat (with 
fewer females) had a lower score is not out of line. 

Table 4.45 Location by sex (test: chi-square) 

 
 
Education level patterns, as discussed in section 4.4.4, were not reflected in the Mudung Laut-

Mudung Darat comparative scores. Despite Mudung Laut having more people with higher education, as 
seen in table 4.46, and with the established trend that the higher the education level the lower the 
questionnaire score, Mudung Laut’s questionnaire average was higher. 



   

 

74

Table 4.46 Location by education level (test: chi-square) 

 
Looking at the selected individual questions in more detail, Mudung Darat’s lower average 

questionnaire score is explained in a different way. In very few (three) of the nine questions examined was 
there a statistically significant impact of location on answers given. For the questions that showed a 
significant impact, one of them (in table 4.47) revealed that usage of Jambi Malay (scored 2) in Mudung 
Darat was lower than usage in Mudung Laut, while usage of Indonesian once in a while (scored 1) was 
higher. This was not as expected. 

Table 4.47 Results of questionnaire question “2” by location (test: chi-square) 

 
The other questions involving language usage, though not statistically significant, revealed this 

same trend: Mudung Darat had higher usage of Indonesian and lower usage of Jambi Malay than Mudung 
Laut. Question 6k1, for example, asked “What language do you speak at the Angso Duo Market?”, where 
0—Indonesian, 1—a mixture between Indonesian and JM or Jambi Indonesian, 2—Jambi Malay. Fewer 
people than the norm in Mudung Darat answered “Jambi Malay”, while a higher number of people than the 
norm in Mudung Laut answered “Jambi Malay” (see table 4.48). From these questions, it is clear that 
people in Mudung Darat claimed to use Jambi Malay less and Indonesian more than people in Mudung 
Laut. 
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Table 4.48 Results of questionnaire question “6k1” by location (test: chi-square) 

 
 
Looking at the attitude questions, however, a different trend is shown. In all of the questionnaire 

questions regarding attitudes towards JM, the people of Mudung Darat answered more positively than the 
people of Mudung Laut. Two of the questions showed that the difference was statistically significant as 
well. In table 4.49, for example, many more people in Mudung Darat than in Mudung Laut claimed to 
speak Jambi Malay because they are happy with it (scored 2), while a much higher number of Mudung Laut 
residents displayed an ambivalent attitude (scored 1) towards Jambi Malay (chi-square statistic 28.18, p< 
.0001). And in question 21a “What is your reaction to hearing Jambi Malay spoken in public places?” a 
higher than normal number of people in Mudung Darat answered “pleased” (scored 2). Fewer Mudung 
Laut residents than normal answered “pleased”, and in fact a substantial number answered that they did not 
like it (scored 0) (see table 4.50). 

Table 4.49 Results of questionnaire question “11” by location (test: chi-square) 
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Table 4.50 Results of questionnaire question “21a” by location (test: chi-square) 

 

4.4.6.3 Matched guise test 

The results of the MGT according to location relative to the city echoed some of the findings in the 
questionnaire. In the questionnaire, overall scores reflecting both language usage and attitudes in Mudung 
Darat were lower than in Mudung Laut, but for individual attitude questions, Mudung Darat had more 
positive responses. Similarly, attitudes displayed in the MGT towards Jambi Malay were more positive for 
residents of Mudung Darat versus Mudung Laut (see figure 4.16). 

 

Figure 4.16 Average MGT scores by location 

In fact, based on both a t-test and an ANOVA test, the difference between Mudung Darat and 
Mudung Laut scores were statistically significant (see table 4.51 for the t-test results: t statistic 3.73, p 
.0002). Mudung Darat MGT scores for Jambi Malay were significantly higher. 
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Table 4.51 Results of MGT scores by location – JM (test: independent samples t-test) 

 
The same was true, however, for the MGT scores for Indonesian. As seen in figure 4.16 above, 

Mudung Darat’s residents’ average score was higher than Mudung Laut’s for Indonesian, again statistically 
significantly higher (see table 4.52, t statistic is 3.18 p.0017). It should be noted that Mudung Darat’s 
average score for Indonesian was slightly higher than the score for Jambi Malay, but not significantly so. 

Table 4.52 Results of MGT by location – SI (test: independent samples t-test) 

 
Testing this further by individual MGT question, in all the questions examined, the pattern of 

Mudung Darat residents having a higher MGT score than residents of Mudung Laut was maintained. In half 
of the questions, the impact of location on answers given was statistically significant. In the status question 
“c” “Does this person sound like they are a leader?” the impact on scores was especially great for Jambi 
Malay (see table 4.53). The chi-square statistic was 25.20, p <.0001. Far more than normal Mudung Darat 
residents answered “yes”, while far fewer Mudung Laut residents answered “yes”. The opposite was true 
for the negative answer. The question “c” results for Indonesian were not statistically significant, yet the 
same trend was seen. 
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Table 4.53 Results of MGT question “c” by location – JM (test: chi-square) 

 
The character question “g” results were similar. Answers given for JM were statistically 

significantly higher than the norm in Mudung Darat versus Mudung Laut (chi-square statistic 10.60, p 
.0050) (see table 4.54). For Indonesian, more Mudung Darat residents gave positive answers to “Does this 
person sound like someone I could trust?” than the norm, but not statistically significantly more. 

Table 4.54 Results of MGT question “g” by location – JM (test: chi-square) 

 
The identity question “a” had slightly different results. Here many more Mudung Darat residents 

than the norm gave a positive answer (scored 2) to the question “Does this person sound like he/she is a 
Jambi Malay person?” for Jambi Malay. Unlike the other two questions, though, location did not 
statistically significantly impact Jambi Malay results (see table 4.55). The results for Indonesian, were 
statistically significant, however, and revealed the same trend: more Mudung Darat than Mudung Laut 
residents gave positive answers towards Indonesian (see table 4.56). 
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Table 4.55 Results of MGT question “a” by location – JM (test: chi-square) 

 

Table 4.56 Results of MGT question “a” by location – SI (test: chi-square) 

 

4.4.6.4 Summary of location variable 

The results of the questionnaire according to location were surprising. Not only was there no statistically 
significant difference between the composite scores of Mudung Laut and Mudung Darat, Mudung Laut had 
the higher score of the two. A possible explanation for these findings was found in the imbalance of men 
and young people between the two communities, both of which categories have demonstrated lower JM 
usage. Upon analysis of individual questions with the chi-square test, very few questions revealed a 
significant impact of location on answers given. What was also clear from the individual questions was that 
Mudung Darat residents’ lower questionnaire scores can be attributed to lower usage of Jambi Malay, 
despite having more positive attitudes towards it. Mudung Laut residents had higher usage of Jambi Malay, 
but less positive attitudes towards it. 

Conversely, the matched guise test results showed that Mudung Darat had statistically 
significantly higher scores than Mudung Laut. This was the case in both the composite results as well as in 
the results from the individual questions examined. Based on this, and certain questions from the 
questionnaire, location relative to the city did have an influence on scores, at least where language attitudes 
are concerned. Similar to previous variables mentioned, however, the trend was seen for the Jambi Malay 
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recordings as well as the Indonesian recordings; little distinction was made between the languages. That 
Mudung Darat had a substantially higher score for both Jambi Malay and Indonesian was unexpected: 
instead it was hypothesized that Mudung Darat would have a higher score for Jambi Malay but a lower 
score for Indonesian. 

4.4.6.5 Location variable including pilot test 

For comparative purposes, results from the pilot test site of Danau Sipin were analyzed. Because it was 
only a pilot test, and it had a very small number of informants, it was not included in the main analysis. 
However, the results are worth noting here. 

4.4.6.5.1 Questionnaire 

Fifteen informants responded to the questionnaire questions, and the average results were as shown in 
figure 4.17. With a mean score of 1.317, the residents of Danau Sipin had a much lower score than 
residents of Mudung Darat or Mudung Laut. An ANOVA test was performed, and from table 4.57 we can 
see that Danau Sipin’s score was statistically significantly lower than Mudung Laut’s score, although the 
composite score was not significant based on a p <.01 criteria. 

 

Figure 4.17 Average questionnaire scores by location including Danau Sipin 
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Table 4.57 Results of questionnaire scores by location including Danau Sipin (test: one-way between 
subjects ANOVA) 

 

4.4.6.5.2 Matched guise test 

Scores from Danau Sipin were lower than the other locations on the matched guise test, as well, for both 
Jambi Malay and Indonesian. The number of informants who completed the MGT was even smaller (eight), 
though, and the answers were fairly scattered, as is seen in figure 4.18 and figure 4.19. 
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Figure 4.18 MGT averages by location including Danau Sipin – JM 

 

Figure 4.19 Average MGT scores by location including Danau Sipin – SI 
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Similar to Mudung Darat and Mudung Laut residents, residents of Danau Sipin had slightly higher 
scores for Indonesian versus Jambi Malay, but not significantly so. In table 4.58 and table 4.59, it can be 
seen that the difference in MGT scores between Danau Sipin and the other locations was statistically 
significant for both Jambi Malay and Indonesian, especially between Danau Sipin and Mudung Darat. 

Table 4.58 Results of MGT scores by location including Danau Sipin – JM (test: one-way between 
subjects ANOVA) 

 

Table 4.59 Results of MGT by location including Danau Sipin – SI (test: one-way between subjects 
ANOVA) 
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4.4.6.5.3 Summary of location including pilot test site 

The fact that residents of Danau Sipin had significantly lower scores than the other locations in both the 
questionnaire and the MGT was unexpected. Because of its relatively isolated location and the predominant 
occupation being fishing, it was hypothesized that the residents of Danau Sipin would have scores as high 
as Mudung Darat if not higher. Further studies would be necessary to see if the results of this very small 
sample of people in Danau Sipin would be confirmed with a larger sample. 

4.4.7 Occupation 

Although it is not within the scope of this study to perform a detailed statistical analysis of scores according 
to occupation, basic results are given here. First of all, occupation distribution information for both 
locations is shown in figure 4.20.9 Housewives were by far the most frequently interviewed, in keeping 
with the higher number of females than males in the study. Note the relatively high unemployment number, 
and the high numbers of agricultural workers and those in private business. There was a substantial number 
of students as well. Due to the lack of complete census information for occupation, it is difficult to 
determine whether the distribution results in the study compare with the actual distribution in the whole 
population. 

 

Figure 4.20 Occupation distribution 

Table 4.60 shows a breakdown of occupation between Mudung Laut and Mudung Darat, and 
reveals a statistically significant chi-square test statistic (63.15, p<.0001). This means that location did 
indeed significantly impact occupations. The noteworthy differences between the two locations are: the 
high number of agriculture workers in Mudung Darat versus Mudung Laut, as well as the high number of 

                                                 
9Many of the occupation categories can be clarified further here: AGRICULTURE includes both fishing and farming, either working 
for someone else or privately; ARTISAN mainly has to do with batik cloth workers, but includes seamstresses/tailors, or 
woodworkers; GOVERNMENT denotes those who are employed in local government offices; LABOR involves those blue-collar 
workers who work for the lumber industry, on a plantation, or in construction; PRIVATE deals with those who own or work for a 
private business, such as a warung (small shop); STUDENT and TEACHER includes both those in secondary education and tertiary 
education in either public schools or religious schools or vocational/technical schools; TRANSPORTATION involves those who drive 
bus, oplet (intracity mini-bus), boat, or motorcycle for profit. 
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unemployed. Mudung Laut, on the other hand, had a substantially higher number of artisans (mostly those 
in the batik industry), government workers, and students. 

Table 4.60 Location by occupation (test: chi-square) 

 
 
In figure 4.21 the questionnaire averages are shown. Worth mentioning is that the students and 

government workers had the lowest average scores, meaning that they claimed to use Jambi Malay less 
frequently and had less positive attitudes towards it. On the other hand the highest average scores were 
found among retirees (the old), and housewives. This is not out of line with what was expected, since based 
on a study in Wales (Thomas 1988:60), “a distinctive local vernacular variant is preserved, precisely, by 
older female speakers”. 
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Figure 4.21 Average questionnaire scores by occupation 

Findings on attitudes towards Jambi Malay in the MGT are slightly different. As seen in figure 
4.22, although the students had low average scores, the lowest average scores were seen in teachers and 
workers in private businesses. The highest averages were found in housewives again, as well as 
transportation workers. Although these results are somewhat dissimilar from the questionnaire results, they 
are not surprising. Interestingly enough, however, is the average MGT scores of attitudes towards 
Indonesian (see figure 4.23). Here, the students and teachers had the lowest average scores, meaning the 
least positive attitudes towards Indonesian, while the agricultural workers and the unemployed had the 
highest scores. 
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Figure 4.22 Average MGT scores by occupation – JM 
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Figure 4.23 Average MGT scores by occupation – SI 

4.5  Matched guise test results 

4.5.1 Introduction 

Thus far we have examined the MGT results according to response percentages as well as according to the 
different variables (age, education level, sex, and location). This section will be devoted to overall findings 
within the matched guise test, especially in answering whether there is a significant difference or not in 
total scores between Indonesian and Jambi Malay. Although it is not possible to statistically test for 
differences between the matched guise test and the questionnaire, some broad observations on their varying 
results will be made as well. 

4.5.2 Difference between Jambi Malay and Indonesian 

First of all, table 4.61 shows the results of a t-test performed on the MGT between Indonesian and Jambi 
Malay. With a criteria set at p <.01, there was not a statistically significant difference between the total 
Indonesian average and the total Jambi Malay average (t statistic -1.93, p .0548). 
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Table 4.61 Difference in MGT scores by language (test: paired samples t-test) 

 
Even though it was not significantly higher, the average score for Indonesian was slightly higher 

than the average score for Jambi Malay, which is what was expected at the outset. 

4.5.3 Matched guise test scores according to speaker 

Looking further at the matched guise test, in figure 4.24 the total scores according to each of the four 
speakers are given. In this graph it can be seen that the scores for the male speakers (Sayuti and B.) were 
somewhat higher than for the females. Also, for two of the speakers (Sayuti and Indah), the scores were 
slightly higher for their Jambi Malay recordings than for their Indonesian recordings, while for B. and 
Nyimas the scores for Jambi Malay were lower than for Indonesian. 

 

Figure 4.24 Average MGT scores by recorded speaker 
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A t-test was performed on each of the individual speakers’ average scores to see where there were 
differences between their Indonesian and Jambi Malay recordings. Table 4.62, table 4.63, and table 4.64 all 
demonstrate that there was no significant difference between Jambi Malay and Indonesian for three of the 
speakers: Sayuti, Indah, and B. 

Table 4.62 MGT scores for Sayuti by language (test: paired samples t-test) 

 

Table 4.63 MGT scores for Indah by language (test: paired samples t-test) 
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Table 4.64 MGT scores for B. by language (test: paired samples t-test) 

 
In table 4.65, however, the difference in scores for Nyimas’ Indonesian and Jambi Malay was 

statistically significant (t statistic -3.65, p .0003). In this case, there was a large gap between the higher 
Indonesian average and the lower Jambi Malay average. Noteworthy is the fact that Nyimas has had the 
most contact with foreigners on a daily basis in her workplace in Jambi City despite living in Jambi 
Seberang, and that numerous times her voice in Indonesian was mistaken for a well-known high-level 
government official. 

Table 4.65 MGT scores for Nyimas by language (test: paired samples t-test) 

 

4.5.4 Differences between the matched guise test and the questionnaire 

The matched guise test results on the whole varied substantially with the results from the questionnaire. It 
is impossible to compare their averages with validity, yet it is important to mention that for nearly every 
variable above (age, education level, sex, and location) the MGT results were different in some way from 
the questionnaire results. For example, we saw that age and sex made significant differences in 
questionnaire scores, while those variables did not significantly impact MGT scores. 

In fact, vastly different results happened at times, such as in the MGT finding that the old have 
much higher attitudes towards Indonesian than the young. And location was statistically significant for the 
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MGT, but not for the questionnaire. Only in the education level variable was there a match-up between the 
questionnaire and MGT, whereby significant differences in scores were noted in both. Yet in the education 
level variable the directionality of attitudes towards Indonesian was reversed in the MGT from the 
questionnaire. In many of the cases, though, individual questions in the questionnaire specifically dealing 
with language attitudes did result in more similar findings with the matched guise test. 

4.5.5 Summary of matched guise test results 

Overall, a significant difference between the Indonesian and Jambi Malay recordings in the MGT was not 
found in this study. Two of the speakers had very slightly higher scores for Jambi Malay versus Indonesian, 
and the remaining two speakers had higher scores for Indonesian than Jambi Malay. Where Indonesian had 
a higher score, there was a larger gap between SI and JM, and for one of the speakers it was statistically 
significantly larger. However, in that statistically significant case, the results may be skewed since the 
speaker’ voice was often mistaken for an ex-governor’s wife. Thus, the difference between attitudes 
towards JM and SI was so scant a distinction can hardly be made. But the scales were slightly tipped 
towards more positive attitudes towards Indonesian than JM. 

The differences found between the MGT and the questionnaire were also discussed, and it was 
shown how in every variable studied, MGT results varied from questionnaire results. This could be due to a 
problem inherent in the MGT which skewed results, or simply that reported language attitudes may not 
always be the same as actual attitudes observed or tested for indirectly. However, in many of the individual 
questionnaire questions which dealt with language attitudes, findings were more in line with MGT results. 
This indicates that language attitudes do not necessarily match up with language usage, which seems to be 
true for Jambi Malay people. This phenomenon was observed by Southworth in India (1985:227–228); he 
discussed the tendency for people to regard one language as “best”, but “[i]f we look at the actual 
behavior10 of people in contemporary stratified societies, we see a different picture. Whatever people’s 
expressed or unexpressed views toward ‘correct’ language may be, when they use language they tend to use 
a variety which is appropriate to the context.”  

4.6  Differences among researchers 

4.6.1 Introduction 

In order to test for validity of the data, a test was performed on the average scores according to researcher. 
There was a total of seven researchers who administered both the questionnaire and the MGT, three of 
which were native to the communities under study (referred to hereafter as local, L in the tables and 
figures), and three of which were residents of Jambi City (referred to as non-local, NL). 

4.6.2 Questionnaire 

In figure 4.25 the mean questionnaire score for the local researchers was 1.443, and the mean score for the 
non-local researchers was 1.433—a minute difference. In fact, table 4.66 shows that the difference between 
local and non-local researchers’ scores was not statistically significant (t statistic .45, p. 6551). 

                                                 
10The emphases are Southworth’s. 
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Figure 4.25 Average questionnaire scores by local/non-local researcher 

Table 4.66 Differences in average questionnaire scores by researcher (test: independent samples t-
test) 

 

4.6.3 Matched guise test 

In figure 4.26, it is shown that in the MGT, like in the questionnaire, there was little difference between 
local and non-local researchers, though the local researchers again had a slightly higher average score. The 
difference between local and non-local researchers for the MGT was also not statistically significant, as 
seen in table 4.67 (t statistic 1.25, p .2112). 
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Figure 4.26 Average MGT scores by local/non-local researcher 

Table 4.67 Difference in MGT scores by researcher (test: independent samples t-test) 

 

4.6.4 Foreign researcher results 

In section 3.4 it was mentioned that during the pilot test it became clear that the foreign researcher’s 
presence disturbed the research process and might have lead to skewed results. This theory was tested, and 
the results will be given here. Figure 4.27 shows the average questionnaire scores by researcher. Note that 
there was a substantial amount of variation, with a Mudung Laut local (A) having the highest average 
score, and a foreign researcher (K) having the lowest score. The variation was statistically significant, as 
seen in table 4.68. An ANOVA test was performed on the following pairs: local researchers versus pilot 
test researchers (P), and non-local researchers versus pilot test researchers. In both of those cases, the 
difference was statistically significant, though the composite F statistic was 2.97, p .0530.  
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Figure 4.27 Average questionnaire scores by researcher including pilot test researchers 

Table 4.68 Questionnaire score by researcher including pilot test researchers (test: one-way between 
subjects ANOVA) 

 
In looking at the mean MGT scores, there was much less variation among researchers than in the 

questionnaire (see figure 4.28). Here, the highest scores were found with the two researchers native to 
Mudung Darat (S and T), while the lowest score was found with (D), a pilot test researcher. But like the 
questionnaire, the variation between researchers in the pilot test and both local and non-local researchers 
was statistically significant (see table 4.69). 
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Figure 4.28 Total MGT averages by researcher including pilot test researchers 

Table 4.69 MGT scores by researcher including pilot test researchers (test: one-way between subjects 
ANOVA) 
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4.6.5 Summary of differences between researchers 

Based on t-tests performed on both the questionnaire and MGT scores, it can be said with a high degree of 
certainty that there was no significant difference in scores among the local and non-local researchers and 
therefore no significant difference in the way they administered the instruments. Thus, differences in scores 
can be attributed to the variables age, education level, sex, and location as discussed. 

In reviewing the results from the foreign researcher in the pilot test, the fact that there were only 
eight scores from the foreign researcher (compared with 149 scores from local researchers, 124 from non-
local researchers) must be taken into account. Despite the small number of scores, and the fact that the 
composite ANOVA results were on the borderline in terms of statistical significance, we can say with 
reasonable confidence that scores did differ between the foreign researchers and the local or non-local 
researchers. While the foreign researchers were administering the questionnaire and the MGT, informants 
gave more negative responses indicating less usage of Jambi Malay and less positive attitudes towards it, as 
was suspected. This is the justification for employing local and non-local researchers, rather than relying on 
the efforts of the foreign researcher. 

4.7  Conclusion 

This chapter has centered on reporting the results of the language use and attitudes study in Jambi, using 
data from the three methods of data collection: the questionnaire, the matched guise test, and observation. 
Not necessary for assessing the language situation but helpful in boosting the validity of the findings were 
the discussions on the pilot test site and differences between researchers. 

It should be mentioned that in each section, pertinent highlights of the findings were given. This 
was due to constraints on time and space, and to avoid redundancy or irrelevancy. For example, in many 
cases more than one kind of statistical test was performed on the data for cross verification; yet just one 
figure was shown, since the test results were identical. 

The goal of laying out the results was to discover and relate trends or patterns that give valuable 
clues as to the sociolinguistic situation in Jambi. Additionally, another aim was to demonstrate the ability to 
assert with more confidence basic conclusions about Jambi Malay language vitality. The next chapter will 
be the arena in which to put the clues together and assert the conclusions. 
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Chapter 5 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

5.1  Introduction 

Philosophers and poets have been commenting for ages that “[e]verything in this universe is perpetually in 
a state of change” (Aitchison 2001:3). In chapter 2 we saw that language is not immune to change, and that 
for various reasons languages can even die out, either by “committing suicide” or by being “murdered” by 
a dominant language, in Aitchison’s terms (2001:236, 242). Many minority languages in Indonesia are at 
risk with respect to the powerfully dominant Standard Indonesian. 

The main objective of this book was to examine one minority Indonesian language, Jambi Malay, 
with regard to its current language vitality. A review of cultural and linguistic literature about the Jambi 
Malay language was undertaken to this end. However, more to the point, a formal study of language use 
and attitudes in Jambi was carried out with the hope that a clearer picture of the Jambi Malay 
sociolinguistic situation would emerge. 

In this chapter, preliminary conclusions about the vitality of the Jambi Malay language are given, 
based on the results from the formal language use and attitudes study. Recommendations for further 
research are also mentioned. 

5.2  Conclusions from the response percentages 

First of all, based on percentages from individual questions discussed in section 4.2, we can conclude that 
usage of Jambi Malay is high, especially in the Low domains. Its strength with regard to other languages in 
the area is relatively strong. And attitudes towards Jambi Malay are positive: Jambi Malays want their 
children to master JM, they feel proud to speak it and hear it spoken, and would like to hear it more often in 
media such as songs and television. Thus, null hypothesis 1 (that usage of JM is high and attitudes towards 
it are positive) is accepted. Conversely, alternative hypothesis 1 (that usage of JM is dwindling even in 
Low domains, and attitudes towards it are negative in comparison with Indonesian) is rejected. 

The situation is more complex, however, than as stated in the hypotheses. For instance, attitudes 
toward JM, similar to usage of JM, appear to vary according to domain. They are somewhat less positive 
when it comes to formal education, written literature and advancement in society. In these cases, a 
preference for Indonesian is seen. However, JM is highly regarded, more highly regarded than Indonesian, 
in other domains: in family life, in traditional ceremonies, and in friendship and personal character issues. 
Thus, it would be more accurate to accept a null hypothesis that reads as follows: “usage of JM is high in 
Low domains, and attitudes towards it are positive in Low domains.” 

5.3  Conclusions from the observations 

Information gathered formally and informally about language use in Jambi echo results of the 
questionnaire: Jambi Malay is spoken in the Low domains, while Indonesian or Jambi Indonesian is spoken 
in the High domains. It can be said, then, that actual language usage in Jambi is not different from language 
posture (cf. Kubchandani 1978), or how people say they use language. The Low domains in which Jambi 
Malay is found do not show an encroachment of Indonesian; rather Indonesian, Jambi Indonesian, and 
Jambi Malay each play complementary roles in and around Jambi City. Accepting null hypothesis 1 is 
further strengthened with this information. 

5.4  Conclusions from the independent variables 

To aid in the following discussion about the independent variables, salient findings from all the variables 
have been summarized in appendix T for easy reference. 
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5.4.1 Age variable 

From the discussion on questionnaire findings according to the age variable, we can say that age does 
indeed have a strong impact on the amount of JM spoken, and, to a lesser degree, the self-claimed attitudes 
towards it. Considering the questionnaire results, then, null hypothesis 1.1 (that there is no difference in 
scores according to age) can be rejected, and alternative hypothesis 1.1 can be accepted. The young 
displaying the lowest JM language usage may be reflective of the increase in recent years of those receiving 
higher education compared with earlier generations, since education level strongly influences language use, 
as was discussed in section 4.4.4. The same may be true for the more negative attitudes towards JM showed 
by the young, at least where societal advancement is concerned, since a significantly higher number of the 
young said that even though they are happy with Jambi Malay they would not choose to attend or send their 
children to a Jambi Malay-medium school. 

Attitudes indirectly accessed through the MGT, however, are not impacted significantly by age. 
Based on the MGT results, null hypothesis 1.1 is not able to be rejected. In fact, some surprising trends are 
instead observed: the Old have fairly positive attitudes towards Indonesian and less positive attitudes 
towards Jambi Malay, while it is the young who have the most negative attitudes towards Indonesian. 

The contrasting findings between the MGT and the questionnaire for the age variable may be a 
result of built-in problems with the measurement tools themselves, as will be discussed later, or the fact that 
there were 20 fewer MGTs completed than questionnaires. 

Whether or not these factors skewed the results, the case may be that overall, age is less important 
in predicting language attitudes than in predicting language usage. There may be more unity than disunity 
among the Jambi Malays, without age distinction, when it comes to attitudes towards their language. A 
desire for increase in status and/or economic advancement, which appears to be to some degree higher in 
the young, may be the main factor that has the potential to disturb the unity. 

5.4.2 Education variable 

The impact of the education variable on language use and attitudes seems stronger, and is statistically 
significant in both the questionnaire and the MGT. Based on the results of the education variable from the 
questionnaire and the MGT, null hypothesis 1.2 (that there is no difference in scores among varying 
education levels) can be rejected and alternative hypothesis 1.2 (that there is a significant difference 
between varying education levels in scores) can be accepted. More specifically, it is apparent that the 
higher the education level, the less usage of Jambi Malay, and the less positive the attitudes towards it. This 
is true in both the questionnaire and MGT for Jambi Malay, and is continued in the case of the small 
number of college graduates as well. 

Although this trend regarding usage and attitudes towards Jambi Malay is fairly clear, there was an 
interesting issue encountered in the education level analysis for Indonesian. The MGT results for 
Indonesian are the opposite of what was expected. Instead of following the trend of the higher the 
education level, the more positive the attitudes towards Indonesian, those who finished high school and 
those who finished college have the lowest scores, while those with no education have the highest scores. 

As with the age variable, this issue could have to do with a fault in the MGT. The informants 
tended to answer the same way for both Indonesian and Jambi Malay; therefore a problem inherent in the 
MGT could be a cause. An alternate explanation could be that the educated indeed have more negative 
attitudes towards Indonesian, as indirectly discovered in the MGT. Possibly, it is linked to a matter of 
necessity as a driving force. For example, the uneducated may need to have positive attitudes towards 
Indonesian; they need it for upward mobility. Those who are educated mostly likely have attained fluency 
in it, and the need for positive attitudes towards it is less, given their already relatively high social status. 
Labov (1972) discussed a phenomenon similar to this and labeled it “hypercorrection” (cf. Francis 1983). 
He found that lower middle social classes were more inclined to approximate the prestige variety, and 
avoid linguistic behaviors that would mark the nonstandard language. In the case of the uneducated in this 
study, hypercorrection extended to attitudes may indicate a desire for increased socioeconomic status. 
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5.4.3 Sex variable 

The sex variable also has conflicting results between the questionnaire and the MGT. Based on the 
composite questionnaire findings, null hypothesis 1.3 (that there is no difference between females and 
males in scores) can be rejected, and alternative hypothesis 1.3 (that there is a difference in scores between 
females and males) can be accepted. Females were found to have higher usage and more positive attitudes 
towards Jambi Malay than men. Though not all of the individual questions have statistically significant 
results, this pattern is seen in all but two of the questions. The two questions which do not follow this trend 
are attitude questions. 

Significant impact of sex on language attitudes seems to be harder to assert with confidence, since 
MGT results show no significant difference between the sexes. Null hypothesis 1.3 cannot be rejected on 
the basis of the matched guise test (unlike the questionnaire). The composite scores, however, do follow the 
pattern of females having more positive attitudes towards the mother tongue while males have more 
positive attitudes towards the language of wider communication (SI). 

Results from the individual MGT questions demonstrated that for the most part the pattern of 
females having more positive attitudes towards JM is maintained. Yet, answers given for both Indonesian 
and JM have little distinction between them. As was found in the age variable, it may be that sex has more 
of an impact on language usage, and less of an impact on language attitudes. 

5.4.4 Location and occupation variables 

Findings from the location variable are not without complexities either. In the case of the questionnaire, 
null hypothesis 1.4 (that there is no difference in scores according to location) is accepted, and alternative 
hypothesis 1.4 rejected. The difference is not statistically significant, but Mudung Laut has a higher score 
than Mudung Darat, meaning that Jambi Malay usage is stronger in Mudung Laut than in Mudung Darat. 
This is the opposite of what was hypothesized, since Mudung Laut is the closest to the city, and its 
residents generally have more contact with modernization, and higher education levels. 

The fact that Mudung Darat has higher proportions of men and young people may help to explain 
its lower score, since it was found that men and young people have far lower JM language usage than 
others. It is also plausible that economics plays a part. Mudung Darat, which is more agriculturally focused, 
is less economically developed; therefore aspirations of economic achievement, associated with usage of 
Indonesian, may be higher. 

As far as attitudes towards Jambi Malay, as revealed in both individual questionnaire questions 
and the MGT, the converse was true. Mudung Darat was found to have more positive attitudes towards JM 
than Mudung Laut, with statistically significantly higher scores. Based on the MGT results, null hypothesis 
1.4 can be rejected, and alternative hypothesis 1.4 (that there is a difference in scores between the two 
locations) can be accepted. Location relative to the city does apparently have a significant impact on 
language attitudes. 

Again, however, there is the issue of similar findings for attitudes towards Indonesian. Mudung 
Darat also has significantly higher scores for Indonesian than Mudung Laut. If economic aspirations which 
are associated with Indonesian indeed play a role, it is understandable that Mudung Darat residents have 
more positive attitudes towards Indonesian, for economic reasons, as well as higher usage. 

The implication is that the state of being at a socioeconomic disadvantage, such as being isolated 
from an urban center, leads to higher affirmation of the perceived values of that urban center. This theory is 
strengthened with the occupation results discussed in section 4.4.7: the agricultural workers and 
unemployed (of which Mudung Darat has many) have the highest MGT attitude scores towards Indonesian, 
while the students and teachers have the lowest scores. As with the education variable findings, it may be 
related to the notion of “hypercorrection” (Labov 1972) seen in lower middle classes. 

The weakness in the initial hypothesis that rural locations have higher usage and more positive 
attitudes towards JM was also demonstrated in the pilot test location results. The pilot test site, Danau 
Sipin, is, practically speaking, as isolated as Mudung Darat, if not more isolated. Though the sample was 
small and results less reliable, thus not having much bearing on the main study, findings there show 
significantly lower JM language usage and more negative attitudes than the other locations, even Mudung 
Darat. 
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Based on all of the results of the location variable, one might venture to say that location relative 
to the city has less of an impact on language use and even language attitudes than other variables, such as 
age, education level, sex. This is contrary to findings put forth by Sercombe (2002), in which he noted that 
attitudes of the Penans of Brunei did not appear to vary significantly by age or gender, but they did vary 
according to residential location. However, in his examination of a historically hunter-gatherer group, it is 
reasonable for location to have more significance than in agricultural/fishing based groups like the Jambi 
Malays. And it must be mentioned that no statistical tests for significance were done in the Penan study. 

Occupation may have more impact on language usage and attitudes than location as well, since it 
seems to be more of a determining factor in the economic motivations of the people. Occupation also may 
be more precise than location in predicting the amount of contact with outsiders one has. 

5.5  Matched guise test 

Based on a t-test to detect any difference between attitudes towards Indonesian and Jambi Malay, 
alternative hypothesis 1 (that attitudes towards Jambi Malay are negative when compared to Indonesian) 
cannot be accepted since no significant difference between the two languages was found. Although not 
statistically significant, attitudes towards Indonesian are slightly more positive than attitudes towards Jambi 
Malay. 

That there is no significant difference between the two languages is not surprising, since results 
from each of the independent variables show the same pattern: MGT scores towards JM are similar to 
scores for SI. This presents a complication, not only in often leading towards results from the variables that 
are contrary to expectations, but in the sense that the validity of the MGT results are in question. Since the 
informants tended to give similar answers without much differentiation between languages, and this was 
found in every variable, it becomes necessary to recognize that a problem with the testing method itself 
may exist. Possibly the use of speakers who all had similar educational backgrounds and economic statuses, 
which served as a control for language variation only, contributed to the lack of distinction between the two 
languages. Or the length of the test may have discouraged informants, whereby they simply said “yes” 
repeatedly to get the test over with. 

The issue may also lie not only in the MGT make-up, but in its collision with Jambi Malay 
culture. The informants, following local values, may have answered positively in most cases to avoid 
offending or displeasing anyone. Like the Penans, the Jambi Malays may have been reluctant to express 
negative sentiments about others (Sercombe 2002). Sercombe’s conclusion is that negative attitudes are 
more likely to be inferred from their behavior. Additionally, the technology introduced (using a tape or CD 
player, headphones, and a test-like format) may have been intimidating for many who were not accustomed 
to such things, which could have led to unreliable results. In twenty of the cases in Mudung Darat it 
resulted in informants refusing to do the MGT at all. 

It is important to consider that these factors could have led to problematic MGT results. However, 
there may not be a problem at all. The lack of any substantial disjunction between attitudes towards Jambi 
Malay and Indonesian may simply support a stable diglossic situation in Jambi. Attitudes towards both 
Jambi Malay and Indonesian are generally positive, since both Jambi Malay and Indonesian were found to 
have fairly fixed domains. Jambi Malay is highly regarded in the Low domains, and Indonesian is highly 
regarded in the High domains. 

Not only is lack of distinction between the two languages in the MGT an issue, but variation 
between the MGT and the questionnaire also occurs in each variable. Ideally, we could say that differences 
between the two instruments were due to differences between self-reported attitudes and attitudes obtained 
indirectly. Indeed that may be the case. However, the potential problems with the MGT and possible 
reasons for them as discussed above may be operational in the difference between the questionnaire and 
MGT as well. 

Despite inconsistencies in findings and possible built-in weaknesses, the MGT is helpful in getting 
a different perspective on language attitudes in Jambi. MGT results must be examined more critically and 
conclusions arrived at carefully, yet they continue to be worth noting. 
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5.6  State of the Jambi Malay language 

A stable diglossic situation in Jambi is indicated, due to several factors discussed here. Based on the 
questionnaire and MGT response percentages, and observations of language use, the status of the JM 
language is fairly high, and it is well used in certain domains. Thus, null hypothesis 1 is accepted and 
alternative hypothesis 1 rejected. In chapter 2 we saw that there are efforts to preserve and develop the 
Jambi Malay language and culture on the part of the national government and local government, despite 
concurrent measures to reduce usage of Jambi Malay in the educational system. And we observed, in 
chapter 1, a gap in Jambi between actual usage of Indonesian and ability to speak it, possibly indicating a 
high affinity for speaking JM. In addition, there are several factors that could contribute to language 
maintenance among the Jambi Malays according to Giles’ language vitality model in section 2.4, including 
high sociohistorical status and pride in their heritage, a relatively high population, concentration in mostly 
rural areas, etc. In general, the Jambi Malay language and culture and heritage are strong and highly 
respected, at least among themselves. 

However, “diglossic situations are noticeably unstable and liable to promote the shift to the power 
language over a few generations” (Mühlhäusler 1996:321). In Jambi, language shift to some degree may be 
in order in the future, based on several clues. In each of the variables it is clear, from either the 
questionnaire or matched guise test or both, that there is a significant difference between the groups (i.e. 
between age groups, between sexes, between differing education levels, and between locations). Null 
hypotheses 1.1–1.4 are rejected for each variable due to the significant differences, indicating that the 
language situation in Jambi is not immune to instability. Weinreich asserted that “[i]n conditions of a 
language shift…some socially distinct groups often lead the rest of the population” (1968:96). For example, 
the young were found to have the lowest scores in the questionnaire, a fact which may pave the way for a 
decrease in Jambi Malay usage and positive attitudes in the future. Moreover, those with higher levels of 
education were found to have the lowest scores for Jambi Malay in both the questionnaire and the MGT, 
and the trend in the past few decades is for more people to have higher education (see section 4.4.4). 

More evidence for potential instability can be given. As a whole the informants in the 
questionnaire and MGT have slightly less positive attitudes towards Jambi Malay than Indonesian, 
especially when it comes to issues of status and education. And, according to Giles’ (1977) model of 
language vitality in section 2.3 we saw that there are also several factors in Jambi that could potentially 
lead towards language shift, such as comparatively low economic and social status, increasing contact with 
urban centers and an increasing number of interethnic marriages, a similar language and culture to the 
dominant language, and so forth. 

Thus, it is not hard to imagine the fate of the Jambi Malays in the future reflecting the situation 
among indigenous groups of Brunei, where a key factor in the shift from minority languages such as Dusun 
and Tutong to Brunei Malay is the young who frequently choose it over their local languages (Martin 
2001a). Brunei Malay has high social status, it is useful as a tool of wider communication, and it is the key 
to success in education (and presumably, economic success); therefore the young are increasingly 
abandoning their mother tongues in favor of it (Martin 2001a). Indeed, language shift, such as this, is 
occurring in numerous minority languages around the world (cf. Wolfson and Manes 1985, Mühlhäusler 
1996, Nettle 1999). 

The finding that women have the highest usage and most positive attitudes towards Jambi Malay 
counters the potential for language shift, however. Jambi Malay women are the primary caregivers, and 
through them, the vernacular language can be passed on to the children. From examining the individual 
question percentages above we saw that this is indeed the case: Jambi Malay is being passed on to the 
children, and Jambi Malay usage and attitudes are strong in the home and neighborhood. At the same time, 
as more and more women become better educated and better integrated with the workforce, the potential 
remains for these gender-based attitudes to converge with those of the young and educated. 

An important factor in determining the stability of the language situation is the aspirations of 
Jambi Malays. How much do they value socioeconomic advancement? Since the eighteenth century, when 
Jambi ceased to be a key trading center, they have apparently preferred a quiet rural life to fast-paced 
modernization. Yet gaping societal, linguistic, and economic changes, especially in Indonesia, are 
happening so rapidly that many Jambi Malays might choose to try to keep up. 
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5.7  Recommendations 

This study is merely an attempt to gauge language usage and attitudes in two communities in mid-2001. It 
would be necessary for another study of this kind to take place at a future time, in order to determine if 
usage is as high as it is currently in the Low domains discussed, or if encroachment of Indonesian usage is 
taking place even in Low domains. A comparison of attitudes towards Jambi Malay and Indonesian 
between now and a future study may also prove helpful. Additionally, a future study would do well to 
include an examination of JM and SI language competency, at least reported competency, to get a better 
picture of bilingualism in Jambi. 

A closer look at the mesolect, Jambi Indonesian, would be beneficial as well. For one thing, an 
assessment of its reach is needed, including whether it also exists in other urban areas in Jambi Province. 
Obtaining JI texts and wordlists would provide more clarity in defining Jambi Indonesian and 
distinguishing it from Jambi Malay. Related to this, intelligibility testing between the variants would be 
interesting. Another question that needs addressing is how much mixing of JM and Indonesian is occurring 
and whether a particular direction is favored (i.e. JM assimilating to Indonesian). In this study, an 
examination of language attitudes towards Jambi Indonesian was not made, but that would be an interesting 
subject of future study. Another “mixed language” in a small village was looked upon generally negatively 
by its speakers (see Mohammad Subakhir 1998); the case might be different in an urban “melting pot” 
environment. Also, investigating the history and conditions surrounding the development of Jambi 
Indonesian would be helpful. 

Because of some surprises or problems encountered in this study, further research may also help 
give clarification. For one thing, surprising results of slightly lower JM usage in Mudung Darat than in 
Mudung Laut were shown. Further study of the impact of location on language and attitudes might examine 
locations which are more polarized in the urban/rural distinction, optimally with a more equal sample of 
males/females and young/middle-aged/old between the locations. Or perhaps more fruitful research may 
examine occupation or socioeconomic status rather than location, since that seems to be more of a 
determining factor of language use and attitudes. 

Repetition of the instruments used in this research, especially the matched guise test, in other 
minority language studies in the region may be valuable as well. In this study, for instance, discrepancies 
between the MGT and the questionnaire were often found, and it would be useful to know with more 
certainty whether the discrepancy is a result of the informants answering differently in direct versus indirect 
questions, or the result of a weakness in either of the instruments. In a future MGT, having a greater 
mixture of speakers (i.e. from different areas, different economic levels), would provide extra insurance 
against skewing of the data. 

It must also be mentioned that problems with the questionnaire design may have led to skewed 
data. For example, in section 4.2, a possible misunderstanding in question 16 of the questionnaire was 
noted. Fewer positive responses to children learning JM as a first language were seen in this question 
versus other questions dealing with passing on the JM language to children, likely due to the choice of the 
term diajari ‘taught’ in the question, which implies formal education to an Indonesian person. Use of the 
questionnaire in further studies would help to refine it, yielding more reliable results. Generally speaking, a 
potential problem with questionnaires, as Sercombe pointed out (2002:164), is that it is difficult to expect 
informants to reflect readily on their language behavior, as is the case with direct questioning, since it is 
“tacit rather than articulate knowledge”. 

Additionally, more focused, long-term participant-observer research, such as conducted by 
Mohammad Subakhir (1998) would be beneficial, especially given the issues encountered with the research 
instruments in this study. 

Despite the inadequacies of this research, it is hoped that more light has been shed on the existing 
language vitality of the Jambi Malay language. Because of the increasing usage of one uniting language in 
a rapidly changing world, it is important that many more sociolinguistics studies be carried out among 
speakers of minority languages. Though it would be difficult at best to prevent language change or the 
forces that create it, it is helpful to document and try to understand what is occurring. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A 

Map of Indonesia 
(Source: World Factbook) 
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Appendix B  

Jambi City and surrounding area 
(Source: Map of Jambi Province, PT Karya Pembina Swajaya 
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Appendix C 

Photographs of Jambi Province 
(Source: “Welcome to Jambi, Indonesia” promotional booklet. 1995. 

Bina Lestari Budaya Foundation) 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
        
       

 

Temple ruins dating back to the fourth century at Muara Jambi. 

 

Jambi traditional costume, worn by the bride at weddings, 
and at other special events. 
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Appendix D 

Map of Mudung Laut 
(Source: Pelayangan Subdistrict Leader May 2002, 

revised by the author) 
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Appendix E 

Photographs of Mudung Laut 

Batik handicraft center 

 

A typical Mudung Laut house 

Houses are packed together in Mudung Laut 
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Appendix F 

Map of Mudung Darat 
(Source: M. Yusuf H.S., Kepala Desa (village leader), Mudung Darat) 

Scale  = 1:40 000 
Area  = 1776 ha. 
 = Woods 
 = House 
 = Road 
 = Orchard 
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Appendix G 

Photographs of Mudung Darat 

A Mudung Darat house

     Mudung Darat homes line the small main road

  

The legend of the kijang mas, ‘golden antelope’, 
in the founding of Mudung Darat is popular 
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Appendix H 

Text of Jambi Indonesian 

Date of recording: 30 April, 2001 
Speaker: Female in her early 20s. Born and raised in Jambi City. Ethnically Minangkabau. Jambi 
Indonesian is her first language, spoken in the home. 
 
Spelling is based on Indonesian orthography in which /e/ and /ə/, /k/ and /�/ are not distinguished. 
 
Hari sabtu kemaren, aku pegi ke rumah kawan. 
Last Saturday I went to a friend’s house. 
 
Sebelumnyo, pagi pagi, aku ngajar, ngajar di UNJA, ketemu dengan mahasiswa, 
Before that, in the morning, I taught at UNJA (Jambi University), and ran into some students, 
 
bicaro tentang tugas orang tu,  
talked with them about their work,  
 
apo be yang orang tu lakukan, apo mereka buat p.r. atau ndak. 
what they are doing, whether they are doing their homework or not. 
 
Udah abis tu, ke rumah kawan. 
After that I went to my friend’s house. 
 
Diolah nunggu aku udah sejam, sebab janjinyo jam satu kito ngumpul. 
She had to wait one hour for me, since we were supposed to meet at one p.m. 
 
Tapi kareno aku lamo dari UNJA, ndak dapat mobel. 
But because I was late coming from UNJA, since I was not able to find transportation, 
 
Jadi datang sampe ke sano terlambat, sampe di situ diolah nunggu. 
I reached her house late and she had to wait for me. 
 
Terus, pas di situ dio lagi nenggok ayam, kebetulan dio ado kandang ayam. 
When I arrived, she was looking after her chickens – she has a chicken coop. 
 
Dio punyo ayam, ado limo pulo ekok. 
She has fifty chickens. 
 
Ayamnyo tu, khusus untuk ayam potong. 
They are raised specifically for butchering. 
 
Ayamnyo tu, lah tigo bulan umurnyo dan sebentar lagi, mau dio panen. 
The chickens were three months old, and in a short time they would be ready for butchering. 
 
Terus, waktu abis tenggok ayam, kawan aku tu ngajak tenggok kolam. 
After looking at the chickens, my friend invited me to see her fish pond.  
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Di kolam tu dio jugo meliaro ikan, ikannyo ado limo ribu ekor. 
There were five thousand fish that they raise in that fish pond.  
 
Tapi tu masih kecik kecik, kalo dah besak palingɁ paling tigo bulan lagi, 
But those fish were still small. When they are bigger, like in three months time at the most, 
 
tigo bulan tu lah gak besak dan itu dah biso dipanen. 
they will be ready to be harvested.  
 
Kalo dipanen kato dionyo, dio ngasih ke rumah makan. 
Once they are harvested, they are sold to a restaurant.  
 
Dio udah buat perjanjian dengan rumah makan. 
She already has a contract with a restaurant.  
 
Jadi, kalo udah panen dio dak bingung bingung lagi nyari ke mano  
So when the time comes for harvesting she does not have to worry about where to sell them, 
 
nak arus ke pasar atou ke tempat lain jadi dio dak bingung. 
whether to the market or to another place. 
 
Kalo dah panen langsung be dio ke rumah makan tu. 
At harvest time they go straight to that restaurant.  
 
Dah tu dah nenggok ikannyo, kami bicarolah ngomong ngomong lagi. 
After looking at the fish, we talked some more.  
 
Kebetulan kakak tu komputernyo lagi rusak. 
My friend’s computer was still broken.  
 
Dio cerito cek mano ni nak baekin komputer. 
She asked how she should get it repaired.  
 
Aku dak ado kawan yang biso baekin komputer. 
I do not have any friends who can repair computers. 
 
Trus D. kasihlah dio nasehat,  
I gave her some advice.  
 
D. suruhlah dio ke tempat rental komputer dekat rumah D. 
I told her to go to the computer rental place near my house.  
 
Kebetulan dekat rumah D. tu ado orang yang biso baekin komputer. 
Near my house there are some people who can repair computers.  
 
Trus samo ayuk tu kato ayuk tu yolah katonyo dio mau kesitu 
My friend said “yes”, she wanted to go there.  
 
sebabkan kalo orang yang baekin komputer tu harus tau komputer 
Because the person who repairs computers has to know a lot about computers.  
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kalau dak biso baekin komputer kagek malah rusak komputernyo. 
If a computer does not get repaired, later it could even be permanently damaged.  
 
Waktu tu kebetulan nian udah jam udah jam tigo lah hari lah sore. 
By then it was already three o’clock p.m., already late afternoon.  
 
Trus kareno daerahnyo jau rumah kakak tu di dekat terminal Rimbo Bujang 
Because her home was quite far, close to the Rimbo Bujang terminal, 
 
jadi kareno jauh dari rumah udahlah lah sore tu balek lagi. 
and because it was late, I went home.  
 
/end/ 
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Appendix I 

Jambi Malay text 
(Source: “Wak Juge´” newspaper column, Jambi Ekspres, date unknown) 
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Appendix J 

Questionnaire (original, in Jambi Indonesian) 

Peneliti:   Tanggal:   Tempat: 
 
Yg diwawancarai:      Lk/Pr:  Umur: 
 
Sudah tamat: SD/SMP/SMU/Kuliah   
 
Tempat lahir:    Tempat Anda dibesarkan:  
 
Status: Menikah/Belum menikah  Suami/isteri berasal dari: 
 
Sudah berapo lamo Anda tinggal di seko? 
 
Bahasa yg dipakai di rumah ketika Anda masih kecil: 
 
Apa kerjaan Anda? 
 
 
I. Penggunaan Bahaso 
1. Apo Anda sering berbahaso Jambi? 
 Setiap hari/dalam kegiatan-kegiatan tertentu 
2. Apo Anda sering berbahaso Indonesia? 
 Setiap hari/dalam kegiatan-kegiatan tertentu 
3. Apo Anda pernah berbahaso Indonesia dengan penduduk asli Jambi? 
4. Bahaso apo yg Anda pake’ seandainyo bertemu dengan orang yang idak Anda kenal? 
5. Di dekat rumah Anda (lingkungan Anda tinggal) yang pake’ bahaso Jambi? (banyak sekali, lumayan, 
 sedikit) 
6. Bahaso apo yang dipake’ 
 a. antaro Anda terhadap orang tuo Anda? 
 b. antaro orang tuo dgn Anda? 
 c. antaro Anda dgn suami/isteri? 
 d. antaro suami/isteri dgn Anda? 
 e. antara Anda dgn anak-anak? 
 f. antara anak-anak terhadap Anda? 
 g. dengan abang/ayuk/adik? 
 h. dengan kawan-kawan di rumah? 
 i. dengan Pak RT? 
 j. dengan petugas pemerintah? 

k. waktu belanjo di pasar Angso Duo? di toko-toko di kota?     
  di supermarket? 

l. waktu di tempat kerjo/di sekolah? 
m. di rumah sakit?  di puskesmas? 
n. waktu berdoa (dewean)? 
o. waktu di Mesjid? 
p. waktu acaro-acaro (perkahwinan, penguburan, cukuran rambut anak)?  

7. Bahaso apo nan lebih sering dipake’ anak-anak mudo diseko? 
8. Apo ado orang Jambi yang idak biso bahaso Jambi? 
 idak biso bahaso Indonesia? 
9. Bahaso apo yg Anda pake’ dengan orang pendatang – Orang cina?  Orang Minang? 
 Orang Jawa? 
10. Apo orang pendatang tu belajar bahaso seko? 
11. Anda pake’ bahaso Jambi kareno (terpakso, agar diterima lingkungan, senang) 
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12. Jiko Anda make’ bahaso Indonesia di rumah, bagaimano pendapat keluargo Anda?  
 (contohnya - senang, biaso, dianggap sombong) 
13. Jiko Anda selalu make’ bahaso Indonesia di lingkungan Anda bagaimano pendapat orang-orang tu? 
 (contohnya – senang, biaso, dianggap sombong) 
 
II. Sikap Terhadap Bahaso  
14. Bahaso apo nan seharusnyo dipake’ di rumah dengan anak-anak? 
15. Apo Anda ingin agar anak-anak biso menguasai bahaso Jambi? 
                                                                                                Bahaso Indonesia? 
                                                                                                Bahaso Inggris? 
16. Bahaso apo nan diajari ke anak-anak waktu masih keci’ nan pertamo kali? 
                                                                                                nan keduo kali? 
                                                                                                nan ketigo kali? 
17. Kalau ado sekolah yang hanya pake’ bahaso Jambi dan ado sekolah nan hanya pake’ bahaso Indonesia, 
 Anda pengen nan mano? 
18. Kalau Anda ketemu dengan (perempuan/laki-laki) yang hanyo biso bahaso Jambi dak biso bahaso 
 Indonesia, apokah Anda mau menikah dengannyo? 
19. Kalau Anda ketemu dengan (perempuan/laki-laki) yang hanyo biso bahaso Indonesia dak biso bahaso 
 Jambi, apokah Anda mau menikah dengannyo?  
20. Kalau Anda ketemu dengan (perempuan/laki-laki) yang hanyo biso bahaso kampung asalnyo dak biso 
 bahaso Jambi, apokah Anda mau menikah dengannyo? 
21. Apo reaksi Anda apabilo mendengar orang berbicaro di tempat umum dengan  

(contohnya: senang, biaso, kurang suko) 
Bahaso Jambi? 
Bahaso Indonesia? 

Bahaso kampung asal orang tu? 
22. Apo Anda ingin belajar membaco atau menulis dalam bahaso Jambi? 
23. Seandainyo jiko ado buku tentang pertanian/kesehatan/pengumuman dari pemerintah kota Jambi, 
 bahaso apo nan Anda inginkan? 
24. Bahaso apo nan mudah untuk Anda mengerti seandainyo ado buku dari pemerintah di kota Jambi? 
25. Apo Anda suko, seandainyo ado.……nan pake’ bahaso Jambi?   

- lagu? 
- koran? 
- siaran tipi? 
- buku? 
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Appendix K 

Questionnaire (translated into English) 

Researcher:   Date:    Place: 
 
Name:      M/F:  Age:  
 
Completed: Primary/Junior High/Senior High/University 
 
Place of birth:    Place you were raised: 
 
Status: Married/Unmarried   Spouse comes from: 
 
Length of time living in this community: 
 
Language that was spoken in the home as a child: 
 
Occupation: 

I. Language usage 

1. How often do you use Jambi Malay? 
 every day/once in a while 
2. How often do you use Indonesian? 
 every day/once in a while 
3. Have you ever spoken Indonesian with a fellow Jambi Malay person? 
4. What language do you use when speaking with a stranger? 
5. Jambi Malay is spoken in your neighborhood by:  
 the majority of people/an average number of people/a few people. 
6. What language is spoken: 
 a. by you to your parents? 
 b. by your parents to you? 
 c. by you to your spouse? 
 d. by your spouse to you? 
 e. by you to your children? 
 f. by your children to you? 
 g. with your siblings? 
 h. with friends at home? 
 i. with your neighborhood leader? 
 j. with government workers? 

k. while shopping at the Angso Duo market?  at stores in Jambi City?  
at the supermarket? 

l. while at work/school? 
m. at the hospital? at the local government clinic? 
n. while praying by yourself? 
o. at the mosque? 
p. at social functions (weddings, funerals, child hair-cutting ceremonies)?  

7. What language do the local youth speak? 
8. Are there Jambi Malays that cannot speak Jambi Malay? 
 cannot speak Indonesian?  
9. What language do you speak to people of other ethnic groups: Chinese? 
 Minangkabau? Javanese? 
10. Do people of other ethnic groups learn to speak Jambi Malay? 
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11. You speak Jambi Malay because you are forced to/you want to “go with the flow”/you like to. 
12. If you were to use Indonesian in your home, what would your family’s reaction be? 
 (example: pleased/normal/consider you arrogant) 
13. If you were to use Indonesian in your neighborhood, what would your friends’ reaction be? 
 (example: pleased/normal/consider you arrogant) 

II. Language attitudes 

14. What language should be spoken in the home with the children? 
15. Would you like for your children to have a good command of: Jambi Malay? 

 Indonesian? 
 English? 
16. What language are the children taught first? 
 second?  
 third? 
17. If there were a school that only uses Jambi Malay as the medium of instruction, and a school that only 
 uses Indonesian as the medium of instruction, to which school would you send your children? 
18. Would you marry a person who can only speak Jambi Malay and cannot speak Indonesian? 
19. Would you marry a person who can only speak Indonesian and cannot speak Jambi Malay? 
20. Would you marry a person from a different ethnic group who can only speak his or her native language 
 and cannot speak Jambi Malay? 
21. What is your reaction when you hear…………..spoken in public places? 
 (example: pleased/normal/don’t like it) 
 Jambi Malay? 
 Indonesian? 
 Other ethnic groups’ languages?  
22. Would you like to learn how to read and write in Jambi Malay? 
23. If there were a book put out by the government regarding agriculture or health or public service 
 information, in what language would you want to read it? 
24. What language would be easiest for you to understand if there were such a book published by the 
 government? 
25. Would you like to have………in Jambi Malay? 
 - songs? 
 - newspapers? 
 - television programs? 
 - books? 
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Appendix L 

Matched Guise test texts 

(Adapted from: “Welcome to Jambi, Indonesia” promotional booklet. 
1995. Bina Lestari Budaya Foundation) 

Indonesian 

Batik adalah salah satu cara untuk melestarikan budaya Melayu.  Industri batik di Jambi 

sudah berdiri sejak tahun delapan puluhan.  Pertama kali, batik Jambi dikembangkan oleh 

keluarga kerajaan Jambi berabad-abad tahun yang lalu.  Batik Jambi mempunyai motif 

pembuatan yang berbeda dengan daerah lain.  Motif batik yang terkenal adalah kapal 

sanggat, durian pecah, dan angsa dua.  Motif batik ini berdasarkan cerita rakyat Jambi.  

Batik-batik ini sering muncul di pameran kebudayaan dan juga sering dipakai dalam 

kehidupan sehari-hari.  

Jambi Malay (downstream variant) 

Batik iko adolah sala sekok caro untuk ngenalkan budayo Melayu.  Kerajinan tangan 

batik Jambi, lah badiri sejak tahun lapan pulohan. Mulo-mulo asalnyo batik di Jambi 

disebarkan oleh keluargo kerajaan Jambi beratus-ratus tahun nan lalu.  Batik Jambi punyo 

motip dan rupo nan babeda-beda dengan daerah lain.  Macam batik nan tanamo adolah 

kapal sanggat, durian pecah, dan angso duo.  Macam batik ko nurut cerito rakyat Jambi.  

Batik-batik ko galak nian nampak di pameran kebudayoan dan jugo galak nampak dipake 

dalam kehidupan sehari-hari dan upacaro-upacaro adat. 
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Appendix M 

Matched Guise test questions (original, in Jambi Indonesian) 

Nama________________________   Tanggal________________ 
 
1. a. Apokah suaro orang ko kayak suaro orang nan asli Jambi?  
  yo  tidak tahu  tidak  
    b. Apokah suaro orang ko kayak suaro orang nan bekerjo sebagai pegawai negri? 
  yo  tidak tahu  tidak  
    c. Apokah suaro orang ko kayak suaro pejabat?  
  yo  tidak tahu  tidak  
    d. Apokah suaro orang ko kayak suaro orang nan sudah pernah sekolah 1.di SMA?   

           2.di Kuliah? 
  1.yo 2.yo 1.tidak tahu 2.tidak tahu 1.tidak  2.tidak  
    e. Apokah suaro orang ko kayak suaro orang nan bijaksano? 
  yo  tidak tahu  tidak  
    f. Apokah suaro orang ko kayak suaro seorang nan bersahabat? 
  yo  tidak tahu  tidak  
    g. Apokah suaro orang ko kayak suaro orang nan dapat Anda percayo? 
  yo  tidak tahu  tidak  
    h. Apokah suaro orang ko  mudah dimengerti? 
  yo  tidak tahu  tidak  
    i. Apokah suaro orang ko enak didengar? 
  yo  tidak tahu  tidak  
 
 
2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 

a. a. a. a. a. a. a. a. 

b. b. b. b. b. b. b. b. 

c. c. c. c. c. c. c. c. 

d.1. d.1. d.1. d.1. d.1. d.1. d.1. d.1. 

   2.      2.    2.    2.    2.      2.    2.    2. 

e. e. e. e. e. e. e. e. 

f. f. f. f. f. f. f. f. 

g. g. g. g. g. g. g. g. 

h. h. h. h. h. h. h. h. 

i. i. i. i. i. i. i. i. 
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Appendix N 

Matched Guise Test Questions (Translated into English) 

Name________________________   Date________________ 
 
1. a. Does this person sound like a Jambi Malay person?  
  yes  do not know  no  
    b. Does this person sound like he/she works as a government employee? 
  yes  do not know  no  
    c. Does this person sound like he/she is a leader?  
  yes  do not know  no  
    d. Does this person sound as though they have completed 1. senior high school?     

             2. university? 
  1.yes 2.yes 1.do not know   2.do not know 1.no  2.no 
    e. Does this person sound like he/she is wise? 
  yes  do not know  no  
    f. Does this person sound like he/she is friendly? 
  yes  do not know  no  
    g. Does this person sound like someone you could trust? 
  yes  do not know  no  
    h. Was this person easy to understand? 
  yes  do not know  no  
    i. Did this person have a pleasant voice? 
  yes  do not know  no  
   
2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 

a. a. a. a. a. a. a. a. 

b. b. b. b. b. b. b. b. 

c. c. c. c. c. c. c. c. 

d.1. d.1. d.1. d.1. d.1. d.1. d.1. d.1. 

   2.      2.    2.    2.    2.      2.    2.    2. 

e. e. e. e. e. e. e. e. 

f. f. f. f. f. f. f. f. 

g. g. g. g. g. g. g. g. 

h. h. h. h. h. h. h. h. 

i. i. i. i. i. i. i. i. 

 



 

 

122

Appendix O 

Language Use Observation Form (original, in Jambi Indonesian) 

Peneliti:                                   
 
BD= Bahaso Daerah; BI= Bahaso Indonesia; BJ= Bahaso Jambi Kota; Lain= Bahaso Lain (tolong jelaskan) 
 
contohnya: di rumah (antaro orangtuo dgn anak-anak, anak-anak dgn orangtuo, antaro suami/isteri, dgn 
abang/ayuk/adik, dgn kawan-kawan, dgn orang yg tidak orang Jambi), di lingkungan (dgn kawan-kawan, 
antaro anak-anak dgn orang tuo dan sebaliknya, antaro anak-anak bermain, antaro anak remaja, dgn Pak 
RT), di warung, di toko di Seberang, di toko di Kota Jambi, di pasar Angso Duo, di supermarket, di sekolah 
dlm kelas, di sekolah luar kelas, di universitas dlm kelas, di universitas luar kelas, di perpustakaan, di 
kantor pemerintaan, di mesjid dlm khotbah/doa, di mesjid dgn kawan-kawan, di oplet/ojek/ketek, di bank, 
di kantor pos, di acaro-acaro dlm acaro, di acaro dgn kawan-kawan 
 
Tempat   Orang-orang bicaro  Bahaso  Penjelasan 
   (contoh:orangtuo>anak) 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
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Appendix P 

Language Use Observation Form (translated into English) 

Researcher:                                   
 
BD= Jambi Malay; BI= Standard Indonesian; BJ= Jambi Indonesian; Lain= Other (please specify) 
 
examples: in the home (parents to children, children to parents, between spouses, between siblings, with 
friends, with non-Jambi Malays), in the neighborhood (with friends, children to parents, parents to children, 
children with other children, teenagers with teenagers, with Pak RT – neighborhood leader), in small stores, 
in the neighborhood, in stores in Seberang, in stores in Jambi City, at the Angso Duo fresh market, at the 
supermarket, at school in the classroom, at school outside of class, at the university in class, at the 
university outside of class, at the library, at government offices, at the mosque during sermon, during 
prayers, at the mosque with friends, on public transportation (bus, motorcycle, boat), at the bank, at the post 
office, at a social function during the ceremony, at a social function with friends 
 
Place   Interlocutors   Language Comment 
   (example: parent>child) 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
 
___________________ _____________________  _______  _____________ 
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Appendix Q 

Demographic information about research sites 

Jambi City  
# of households – 95,251 
male  female 
210,132  206,709  Total: 416,841  *no further information available 
 
Mudung Laut      Mudung Darat  
# of households – 367     # of households – 287 
   

Age      Age 
 Male Female Male Female 
           0–14 357 348    0–15 263 305 
          15–24 194 217              16–25 88 111 
          25–49 274 277               26–50 319 224 
          50+ 64 56                                               51+ 51 41 
          Total 889 898 1,787                             Total 721 681 1,402 
 

Education       
  Finished In process   Finished In process 
College  20    College  10  11 
SMA   231    SMA  75  16 
SMP  130    SMP  200  32 
SD  144  242  SD  100  156 
 
Did not finish SD – 383    Did not finish SD – 100 
No education – 169                                                No education – number not available                         
 

Profession     
  #      # 
Agriculture 55    Agriculture 232 
Artisan  157    Government 6 
Fishing  142    Labor  28 
Government 126    Retired  2 
Labor  142    Teacher  30 
Private  30    Trade  14 
Retired  18    Other  7 
Services 187 
Trade  157 
Other  203 
 
**Sources:  Jambi City – “Hasil Sensus Penduduk 2000 Propinsi Jambi, Tahap Pertama”, 

Badan Pusat Statistik Propinsi Jambi (2001)  
Mudung Laut – Pelayangan Subdistrict Office records June 2001, unpublished. 
Mudung Darat – “Daftar Isian Data, Dasar Profil Desa/Kelurahan” (1999), 
Mara Sebo Subdistrict Office census December 2000. Both unpublished. 
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Appendix R 

List of computer-generated random numbers per RT 
(Source: “Research Randomizer”, sponsored by the Social Psychology Network, 

www.randomizer.org) 

Mudung Laut: RT 1 - (54) houses, RT 2 – (35), RT 4 – (58), RT 5 – 
(19) 
 

RT1: 
1 Set of 22 Unique Numbers Per Set. 
Range: From 1 to 54. -- Sorted from Least to Greatest. 
2, 8, 9, 12, 15, 21, 22, 23, 25, 27, 28, 30, 31, 32, 34, 38, 39, 
44, 45, 47, 50, 52 
 

RT2: 
 
1 Set of 14 Unique Numbers Per Set. 
Range: From 1 to 35. -- Sorted from Least to Greatest. 
 
1, 4, 5, 10, 12, 15, 17, 20, 21, 23, 29, 31, 33, 34 
 

RT4: 
1 Set of 23 Unique Numbers Per Set. 
Range: From 1 to 58. -- Sorted from Least to Greatest. 
2, 3, 4, 8, 13, 15, 16, 18, 22, 26, 28, 34, 36, 37, 42, 46, 48, 
49, 50, 51, 53, 55, 56 
 

RT5: 
1 Set of 8 Unique Numbers Per Set. 
Range: From 1 to 19. -- Sorted from Least to Greatest. 
3, 5, 6, 9, 13, 14, 15, 19 
 
Mudung Darat: Assuming 45 houses in an RT: 
 
1 Set of 15 Unique Numbers Per Set. 
Range: From 1 to 45. -- Sorted from Least to Greatest.  
 
1, 5, 6, 8, 11, 12, 15, 20, 23, 36, 37, 39, 42, 44, 45 



 

 

126

Appendix S 

Guide for scoring questionnaire/MG test 

Place: 1=Mudung Laut 2=Mudung Darat 
Age: Y=15–29, M=30–49, O=50+ 
Ed (Education) 0=no education/less than SD, 1=finished SD, 2=finished SMP, 3=finished 
SMA 
 
Scoring system for MG test 
0 = no 
1 = do not know 
2 = yes 
 
Scoring system for questionnaire 
0 = negative attitude towards JM/JM not used 
1 = neutral attitude/both JM and SI used 
2 = positive attitude towards JM/high usage of JM 
 
Question Score 2 Score 1 Score 0 
1 every day once in a while never 
2 never once in a while every day 
3 never rarely often 
4 JM SI the others’ native tongue 
5 a lot average a little 
6a JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
6b JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
6c JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
6d JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
6e JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
6f JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
6g JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
6h JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
6i JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
6j JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
6k1  JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
6k2  JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
6k3  JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
6l JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
6m1  JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
6m2  JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
6n JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
6o JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
6p JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
7 JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
8a no  yes, there is  
8b yes, there are  no 
9 JM among the answers SI the others’ native tongue 
10 yes, there are passively/it depends no 



 

 

127

11 like to/proud to “go with the flow” forced to 
12 a negative reaction OK pleased/proud 
13 negative reaction OK pleased/proud 
14 JM both SI/JM SI/other language 
15a JM yes  no 
15b SI no yes  
15c English ************************* not scored************************** 
16 JM first both SI/JM SI/other language first 
17 JM both SI/JM SI 
18 yes it depends no 
19 no it depends yes 
20 no it depends yes 
21a JM happy/proud OK negative reaction 
21b BI negative reaction OK pleased/proud 
21c Other negative reaction OK pleased/proud 

22 yes 
It depends/already know 
it/too old to learn no 

23 JM both SI/JM SI 
24 JM both SI/JM SI 
25a  yes OK no 
25b  yes OK no 
25c  yes OK no 
25d  yes OK no 
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Appendix T 

Summary of Results by Variable 

 
Variable Questionnaire  MGT 

Attitudes towards 
JM 

MGT 
Attitudes towards 
SI 

Comments 

Age *Significant 
difference between 
age groups 
 
 
Highest scores – 
Old 
Lowest scores – 
Young 

*No significant 
difference between 
age groups 
 
 
Highest scores – 
Middle-aged 
Lowest scores – 
Young 

*No significant 
difference between 
age groups 
 
 
Highest scores – Old 
Lowest scores – 
Young 

Age does not affect 
language attitudes 
very much, but it 
significantly affects 
language usage 

Education *Significant 
difference between 
education levels 
 
 
The higher the 
education level, the 
lower the scores 

*Significant 
difference between 
education levels 
 
 
The higher the 
education level, the 
lower the scores 

*Significant 
difference between 
education levels 
 
 
The higher the 
education level, the 
lower the scores 

College students 
also fit in with the 
trend, with 
significantly lower 
scores 

Sex *Significant 
difference between 
the two sexes 
 
 
Higher scores – 
Females 
Lower scores – 
Males 

*No significant 
difference between 
the sexes 
 
 
Higher scores – 
Females 
Lower scores – Males 

*No significant 
difference between 
the sexes 
 
 
Higher scores – 
Males 
Lower scores – 
Females 

Females have 
higher usage and 
more positive 
attitudes towards 
JM, though the 
attitudes are not 
significantly higher 

Location *No significant 
difference between 
locations 
 
Higher scores – 
ML 
Lower scores – 
MD 

*Significant 
difference between 
locations 
 
 
Higher scores – MD 
Lower scores – ML 

*Significant 
difference between 
locations 
 
 
Higher scores – MD 
Lower scores – ML 

Attitudes towards 
JM in MD are 
more positive than 
in ML, but JM 
usage is reportedly 
lower in MD 

(Occupation) Highest scores – 
Housewives 
Lowest scores – 
Students 

Highest scores – 
Housewives 
Lowest scores – 
Teachers 

Highest scores – 
Agricultural workers 
Lowest scores – 
Students 

Location has a 
significant impact 
on occupation 
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