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ABSTRACT 
 

 Javanese is known as a language with its ‘undha-usuk’ system in which tripartite codes, 
H(igh) code (called krama), M(iddle) code (madya), and L(ow) code (ngoko), coexist in it with 
their own functions. Because of its H (krama) and L (ngoko) codes, Javanese was identified as 
and classified into a language of diglossia. The codes in Javanese (H, M and L code) could be 
used to express any idea in a conversation executed by two symmetrical and or asymmetrical 
speakers. In dyadic communication, the code use will appear in three patterns: firstly in 
symmetrical dyadic, two symmetrical speakers both use L (ngoko) code; secondly two 
symmetrical speakers both use H/M (krama/madya) code; and thirdly two asymmetrical speakers 
use two opposite and hierarchical codes: the first speaker uses L code and the second speaker uses 
H code.  

The code use in Javanese always refers to politeness therefore it could express three 
politeness systems. When two symmetrical speakers both use L code it will show the phenomena 
of solidarity politeness. On the other hand, when two symmetrical speakers of Javanese both use 
H code, it shows the phenomena of deference politeness. The phenomena of code use by two 
asymmetrical speakers shows us the phenomena of hierarchical politeness. Hierarchical politeness 
– in which two opposite and hierarchical codes: H (krama) and L (ngoko) codes are used by two 
asymmetrical speakers – is identified as ‘code-crossing’. Code-crossing is conversational strategy 
established to destroy border between participants based on their right and obligation. 
 
Keywords: politeness system, solidarity politeness, deference politeness, 
                 hierarchical politeness, code-crossing, Javanese diglossia. 
 
 
 
 
 

I  INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Background  

Javanese is widely known as a language with its ‘undha-usuk’ system in 
which tripartite codes, H(igh) code (called krama), M(idle) code (madya), and 
L(ow) code (ngoko), coexist in it with their own functions. Because of its H 
(krama) and L (ngoko) codes, Javanese was identified as and classified into a 
language of diglossia (Sadtono, 1972). 

Sociolinguistic study in Indonesia especially code choice in Javanese 
diglossia has not been recieved serious attention yet, neither from Indonesian 
linguists nor foreign linguists, as it was stated by Poedjosoedarmo (see  Rahardi, 
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2001, cf. Jendra, 2007: 17). Speakers of Javanese often switch from one code to 
another code within the same language and their behaviours are not quantitaively 
different from the behaviour of multilingual in code choice and code use. The 
difference is, multilingual do switch in languages (from one language to the other 
one), while speakers of Javanese code switch (from one speech level (H speech  
level) to another speech level (L speech level) or vice versa.  

The studies of code use in Javanese diglossia so far have identified that 
the phenomena in it is code-switching, the same as the the phenomena of code 
choices in bilingual or multilingual of non-diglossia. The present study tries to 
see and to show that the phenomena of code choice in Javanese is fundamentally 
different from phenomena in  bilingual/multilingual of non-diglossia. 

The researcher purposely uses the term code choice in Javanese diglossia 
which is uncovered by the theory which is usually used to analyze European 
languages.  By focusing on code choice in Javanese, it is intentionally to see 
whether there is another phenomena we could find from the code use in Javanese.  
As it was stated by Geertz (1972, see Fasold, 1990: 34) that Javanese way of 
showing deference and intimacy by means of  language is much more elaborate 
than any examples in European languages. Considering Geertz’s statement above, 
in this paper, the researcher tries to see code choice in Javanese from different 
angle to find the uniqueness we could get in the diglossia of Javanese.  A study 
by Brown and Gilman (1960, in Braun, 1988; Fasold, 1990) shown that in 
European and Asian languages, it is only found T/V phenomena which refers to 
deference and intimacy. T refers to intimacy, solidarity and equalness. While V 
refers to deference, distance and unequalness.   

 
2.  Theoritical Framework 
2.1 Diglossia 
 Diglossic situation exists in community when in this community coexist 
two different codes which is clearly shown two diferent functions; namely, one 
code is used in a certain situation and the other code is used in different situation.  
Ferguson (1959, see Wardhaugh, 2004: 88; Schiffman, 1997: 206) defined 
’diglossia’ 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 in 
any sector of the community for the ordinary conversation”  
 

In the same article Ferguson identified four situations which show main 
characteristic of  the pheneomena of diglossia: Arabic language, Swiss-German, 
Haitian (French and Creole), and Greek.   In each situation there is H variation 
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and L variation in the language. Each variation has special function and every 
variation is seen differently by the speakers who realize these variatios.  

In Arabic language situation, two variations are classical Arabic as H 
variation and colloquial Arabaic as L. In Swiss, standard of Germany as H and 
Swiss-Germany as L. In Haity, H variation is French and Haitian Creole as L 
variation.   In Greek there is  Katharévousa (H) and Dhimotiki, or Demotik (L), 
variation of Greek. In each cases two variations coexist for long period, 
sometimes, as Arabic language, it has been existing for ages. Consequently, the 
phenomena of diglossia is not temporary; in fact, it appeared as social and 
linguistic phenomena continuosly. The main characteristic in diglossia is that two 
variations are well kept in their functions differently. One variation is used in a 
serial situation and the other variation is used in seril situation which is fully 
different.  

 
2.2 Address Forms (T/V) 

Brown and Gilman (1960, see Braun, 1988) introduce the symbols T and 
V (Latin tu and vos) for “the familiar” second person pronoun and the “polite” 
pronoun. In the Middle Ages, European T/V usage was governed by a “power 
semantic”, as the authors now call it: superior received V, inferior received T, so 
that non-reciprocity and asymmetry were common. Upper class speakers, 
however, addressed each other with reciprocal V, lower class speakers with 
reciprocal T. Pronominal address thus reflected social structure and the power 
semantic, which prevailed up to the 19th century. Later, the selection of T and V 
came to be determined by factor other than power. The criterion now was 
whether speakers had something in common (T pronoun) or not (V pronoun). 
This re-evaluation of social features is called “solidarity semantic”; it led to 
reciprocity of address with mutual T in the case of intimacy and mutual V in the 
case of distance.  

Within a community, the authors observe, there are certain styles of 
address typical of social groups or of individual speakers (according to ideology). 
Finally, Brown and Gilman describe spontaneous switching to T as an expression 
of anger, or intimacy, and spontaneous V as an expression of respect, or of 
distance in the European literature in the past centuries.  

Brown and Ford (see Braun 1988) examine nominal address in American 
English, contrasting above all the use of first name (FN) and the use of titles + 
last names (TLN). “Titles” here comprise forms as Mr/Mrs, Dr, Senator, etc. The 
occurrence of FN vs. TLN is investigated by a review of American plays, by 
observing address behavior in a Boston firm, by interviewing informants, and by 
tape recording. In the majority cases, the authors find, FN is reciprocated, while 
TLN is used only at the beginning of acquaintances. Thus, intimacy and distance 
are determining the selection in symmetrical relationships. Nonreciprocity of FN 
and TLN is caused by differences in age or professional status. Additional 
nominal variants are classified as follows: T (Madam, Sir, and Miss) is more 
respectful than TLN; LN (alone) is placed halfway between FN and TLN. The 
familiar extreme is MN (multiple names – use of a great variety of names for the 
same addressee).  
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2.3 Politeness Systems 
 
Politeness (or face) systems the researcher applies here is a concept of 

politeness proposed by  Scollon  dan Scollon (1995: 32—47). According to them 
there are three variables which shown face politeness system: power,  distance, 
and weight of imposition.    
(1) Power (+P, -P)  

In discussing face or politeness system, ”power” refers to the vertical 
disparity  between participants in a hierarchical structure. In other word, a boss is 
above a maid servant or an officer in hierarchical structure of a company. In the 
structure of Javanese family, as an example, a father is above his children in 
hierarchical  structure of a family. The relationship could be described as  +P 
(plus power) because a father has a special privileges (and, of course, 
responsibility) over his children and the children have certain obligation to their 
father.  In most family structure, if explicitely described in a chart of 
organisation, it is seen that explicitely +P relation. Consequently the code which 
is used between participants (father and the children) could be relatively 
predicted.  

As the opposite of such a situation, in which there is little or there is no 
hierarchical difference between participants, we could consider that  to be –P 
(minus power) or egalitarian system. Intimate friend usually will have egalitarian 
system or  –P relationship, or relationship without power or egalitair, even when 
they do not know each other at all.   
(2)  Distance (+D, -D)  

D(istance) between two participants could not be confused with power (P) 
difference between them.  D could be seen easily in egalitarian relation (-P).  As 
example, two close friends will be classified as –D because the closeness of their  
relationship. On the other hand, two officers from different cities, as example, it 
is very possible to have the same power in their systems, but there is distance, 
+D. 

Even in a family organisation,  power (P) is not the same as distance (D). 
In an oganisation of a family, head of family (father) and his children have 
hierarchical relationship (+P), but it is very possible for them to have close 
relationship (-D) because they work together everyday.   

Because our focus is on politeness system or face system and not 
individual situational relationship, weight of imposition will not become main 
factor in this discussion.  We mainly focus on the system through variation in 
power and distance. and Scollon (1995) propose three types of politeness system: 
solidarity, deference, and hierarchical politeness. In this case mainly based on 
whether there is power differences  (+P or –P) and distance  between participants 
(+D or –D).  

 
 (1)  Solidarity Politeness System (-P, -D) 

When two close friends have a conversation with each other they 
exemplify a solidarity face system. There is a high level of involvement 
politeness strategies.  There is no feeling of either a power difference (-P) or 
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distance (-D) between the participants.  The characteristics of the solidarity face 
system are that it is: a) symmetrical (-P), that is, the participants see themselves 
as being in equal social position; b) close (-D), that is, the particpants both use 
politeness strategies of involvement. 

 
(2) Deference Politeness System (-P, +D) 

A deference politeness system is politeness in which participants are 
considered to be equals or near equals but threat each other in a distance. 
Relationships among professional colleagues who do not know each other well is 
one example. 

The characteristics of deference politeness system are as follows: a) 
symmetrical (-P), that is, the participants see themselves as being at the same 
social level; b) distant (+D), that is, each uses independence strategies speaking 
to the other.  

 
(3) Hierarchical Politeness System (+P, +/-D) 

 In hierarchical politeness system the participants recognize and respect 
the social differences that place one in a superordinate position and the other in a 
subordinate position. This is a system of face in which a boss speaks ”down” to 
his employee and the employee speaks ”up” to his boss or his superior. The 
characteristics of this hierarchical face system are that it is: a) asymmetrical (+P), 
that is, the participants see themselves as being in unequal social position; b) 
asymmetrical in face strategies, that is, the ”higher” uses involvement face 
strategies and the ”lower” uses independence face strategies.  

 
3 RESEARCH METHOD 

This research uses introspection method (Huebner (ed.) 1996: 7); Fasold 
(1990: 47—68); Mahsun (2005: 102); and Ibrahim (1994) and document study in 
order to provide data and data collection. Introspection is a method in data 
collection by using linguistic intution of the researcher when researching his/her 
own language. Reseracher’s own language can be first language (mother tongue), 
second language and or foreign language. It means that the mastery of the 
language which is being researched, could be used to do research on language use 
using introspection method. Ferguson used introspection (method) when 
researching Syrian Arabic although Ferguson is not a native speaker of this 
language (Huebner 1996: 7). Document study means that the researcher uses the 
data from the provious researchers.  
 The data analysis using the pattern of who speaks what language to whom, 
when and where. Analysis approach applied here is critical language study   
Fairclough (1998: 5) and politeness system as proposed by Scolon and Scollon 
(2001).  
 
4    ANALYSIS 

When speakers of Javanese use language (code), they do more just try to 
get another person to understand the speaker’s thoughts and feelings. At the same 
time, both speakers are using language (codes) in subtle ways to define their 
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relationship to each other, to identify themselves as part of a social group, and to 
establish the kind of speech event they are in (Fasold, 1990: 1). 

 Here the researcher will discuss and analyze how the use of code in 
Javanese diglossic language appear in daily life of Javanese speakers. Although 
there are three speech levels in Javanese language, namely L speech level 
(ngoko), M speech level (madya), and H speech level (krama), in this occasion, 
M speech level will be considered as H code. We will have to analyse three 
patterns of code use in Javanese.  

 

4.1 Symmetrical dyadic: L vs. L code as Solidarity Politeness 

 
Dialog 1 
MJ = Mbakyu Jaya Panggung,  PJ = Pak Jaya Panggung.   
The data is based on Hardiyanto (2007). 
  
MJ : Dirungokke tanggane rakya ngisin-isini, ta?                 

 (If heard by our neighbors it will be embarrassing, won’t it?)  
PJ : Isin? Ming aku karo kowe kok isin piye?  
  (Shy? Only I and you why shy? How come?)  
MJ : Mbok yen kowe seneng ngepek mbokku, mbok kana diteruske!  
  (If you love my mother, please go ahead!)   
PJ : Diteruske piye? Wong wis mati diteruske! Kowe ki ya aneh.  
  (Go ahead, how come? Your mother had died already.  

 You are very strange). 
 

The above conversation is a dialog between (and it could be done by) two 
close friends with each other exemplify a solidarity face system. There is a high 
level of involvement politeness strategy. These two Javanese speakers have no 
feeling of either a power difference (-P) or distance (-D) between them. We could 
find solidarity politeness anywhere the system is egalitarian and participants feel 
to express closeness to each other. Friendships among close friends or colleagues 
are often solidarity system.  Because the two speakers in Dialog 1 above feel 
have no distance between them, they use the L code of Javanese (ngoko). Even 
the second pronoun they use is also in low or T form. Pay the attention to the 
address form of the second pronoun ‘kowe’ (you) by both speakers to address 
each other (as seen in line number two and four spoken by PJ and line three by 
MJ). Second pronoun ‘kowe’ (you) is L speech level (ngoko) in Javanese, and it 
is used between intimates or close friends. If we refer to the concept of address 
form T/V in French, ‘kowe’ is similar to T form. Javanese is known to have 
tripartite address forms: ‘kowe’ (you) is similar to T, ‘sampeyan’ (you), the 
middle form of you (called madya) and ‘panjenengan’ (you), the H form (called 
krama) or V.  

Let me underline here,  T/V are used in dyadic with asymmetrical 
speakers, in which first speaker (who has power) uses T “downwards” to address 
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the inferior (subordinate), while on the other hand, the second speaker, the 
subordinate or  inferior uses V “upwards” to superior. 

Solidarity Politeness System can be sketched as follows. 
 

 
 
 

 
Figure 4.1.1 Solidarity Politeness System 

Notes: P1 = First participant / speaker, P2 = second participant / speaker (interlocutor). 
 

The characteristics of the solidarity face system are (a) it is symmetrical (-
P), that is, the participants see themselves as being in equal social position; (b) it 
is close (-D), that is, the participants both use politeness strategies of 
involvement. 

 

4.2 Symmetrical dyadic: H vs. H code as Deference Politeness 

Dialog 2 
 
 P1 : Dik Midun SAMPUN DHAHAR?   
      (Younger brother Midun, have you had your meal?)  
 
 P2 : Oh SAMPUN MAS. MONGGO SEKECA- 
                          AKEN DHAHARIPUN.  
     (Oh already brother. Enjoy your meal)  
 

The conversation shown in Dialog 2 is a dialog between two speakers of 
Javanese in which they develop deference face system to each other. The two 
speakers both use H code of Javanese (krama) to speak to each other. They feel 
they are equals but in distance. Therefore they develop to respect each other by 
using H code (krama) in Javanese. The best code they consider appropriate to use 
in this situation is H code or at least M code of Javanese. They also use kin term 
(kin term + name: Dik Midun) to address the younger male interlocutor. The 
second speaker (P2) addresses P1 with kin term (Mas + (Name)) to speak to elder 
male interlocutor. This is the way Javanese speakers address each other. Not only 
they use kin term when speaking to other speakers, but they also use H code of 
Javanese called krama. In this case, the two speakers treat each other as equals 
and use a relatively high concentration of independence politeness strategies out 
of respect for each other. The participants in Dialog 2 above are considered to be 
equals or near equals but they treat each other at a distance. Such a face system 
can be sketched as follows (Figure 4.1.2). 

 

  

 P 1:  
H/M Code 

(Krama/Madya) 

P 2:  
H/M Code 

(Krama/Madya) 
 

P 1: 
L Code (Ngoko) 

P 2: 
L Code (Ngoko)  



 

8th	National	Seminar	on	Mother	Tongue,	PPs	Linguistic	of	Udayana	University	Denpasar,	20—21	February	2015	 Page	8	
 

      

 

Figure 4.1.2 Deference Politeness System 

 

The characteristics of this system are (a) it symmetrical (-P), that is, the 
participants see themselves as being at the same social level; (b) it is distant (+D), 
that is, each uses independence strategies speaking to the other. 

 
4.3 Asymmetrical dyadic: L vs. H code as Hierarchical Politeness 

The following is a dialogue between Ki Ageng Mangir Wanabaya (MW) 
and Kasiyan (Queen of Pembayun, K) in traditional Javanese show called 
ketoprak with the theme Ki Mangir Wanabaya. Data is taken from Hardiyanto 
(2007). 

 
Dialogue 3 

MW : Ora wong ayu, ora!       
   (No, beautiful woman, no!)    
K : KADOS PUNDI Ki Ageng?  

  (What happened, Ki Ageng?) 
MW : Iki wengi wis lingsir, kasepen, wengi wis teka.  

  (Night has changed, loneliness, night has come) 
K : KERSANIPUN MENAPA BADHE NGAMBALI LELANA   
   DHATENG BUMI MAYA INGKANG WINANGUN  
              ANGEN-ANGEN ENDAH?  

(Would you go around the imagined world which is beautifully built?).  

  

 Dialogue 3 above is a conversation between two asymmetrical speakers of 
Javanese. The first speaker (MW) uses L code while on the other hand the 
interlocutor (K) uses H code of the same language, Javanese.  The phenomena in 
the dialogue above show us how two different codes, namely L code and H code, 
are used ‘simultaneously’. Two different codes appear ‘simultaneously’ in a 
dialogue executed by two different speakers, asymmetrical speakers of Javanese. 
The phenomena of code use in Dialogue 3 is an example of code use which has 
not been clearly identified yet by any researchers so far. The phenomena of code 
choice presented above are the phenomena of ‘hierarchical politeness’ in 
Javanese. In Dialogue 3, MW uses L code, while K uses H code when speaking 
to MW, her interlocutor who is considered to be higher (in the status) from 
herself. In hierarchical politeness system (+P, +/-D), the speakers know and 
respect social differencies and put someone as superordinate and the other 
become subordinate. This is face system in which MW speaks ”downward” to K 
and on the other hand, K speaks ”upward” to MW.  
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Becoming polite involves the use of language which is familiar with 
relation status (Holmes, 2001: 273). In Javanese, the choice of appropriate style 
reflects speakers assessment of relationship status of two participants. The higher 
the relationship status the more complicated the speech levels of Javanese that 
should be chosen. Politeness in Javanese is really about language or speeh style 
or sepech level which is very complex. The factor which determines the code 
choice involves suitable code can be age, family relationship, and social status 
which is ditermined by occupation or profession and education are realy relevant. 
Social status, social distant or solidarity, and degree of formality of an interaction 
is relevant dimention in deciding the way of speaking politely (Holmes, 2001: 
274). 

The following dialogue, Dialogue 4, is a conversation between a boss and 
her maid servant which shows hierarchical relation, therefore each speaker are 
using different strategy in code use. Different code choice done by two speakers 
as shown in Dialogue 4 below presents how ’hierarchical politeness’ phenomena 
appears in Javanese. Data is based on Nugrahani (2004). 

 
Dialogue 4 

S : NUWUN SEWU.....  
  (Excuse me ....) (the maid servant comes closer to her boss by kneeling)  

Ibu R : Eneng apa mbok, wis rampung pa?  
  (What happened? (Have you) finished (doing your job)?). 

S : MBOTEN  kok  NDARA PUTRI, anu , NIKI, WONTEN SERAT
    KAGEM NDARA.  

  (No, madam, eh.., this, this is a letter for you, madam).  
Bp E : Saka ngendi mbok?  (Where is it from?). 
S : Anu, NDARA KAKUNG, Satpam, NIKE....  

  (Eh, Sir, (from) security, that....). 
Ibu R : Ya gawa rene mbok, gek tulung gawea UNJUKAN kanggo  
              bu Imron.  

  (bring it here, and then make coffee for Mrs. Imron).  
S : INGGIH, KULA NDARA....  (Yes, (I will) madam...). 
A : Mbok, UNJUKANe sekalian kanggo kene. Es wae ya.  

  (Mbok, make a drink (for me too) here. Ice water only). 
S : INGGIH, INGGIH SENDIKA   (Yes, yes, ready). 
 

 The code used by S, the maid servant in the family, is H code in Javanese 
called krama, while on the other hand, her boss (madam R), uses L code, called 
ngoko in Javanese. Mr E, R’s husband, as well as another S’s boss, also uses L 
code. A (a daughter of Mr E and Mrs R) is S’s third boss too in this familiy.    
 Relationship status between maid servant (S) and her bosses (R, E, and A) 
have made her position as a subordinate. Therefore S will always use H code in 
Javanese language when speaking to her bosses in this family. Dialogue 4 above 
strongly shows us how two opposite codes are employed in a conversation 
between asymmetric speakers of the same language, in this case Javanese; and 
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the phenomena shown here is what we call ’hierarchical politeness’.  Once more, 
hierarchical politeness appears in Dialogue 4, is the use of L code and H code of 
Javanese, occurs in a conversation executed by two asymmetric speakers.  
Unequal relation leads them (speaker and interlocutor) to use their own right and 
obligation. It is a boss right to speak to his/her maid in L code and it is maid 
servant’s obligation is to speak to her boss in H code of Javanese. Hierarchical 
politeness system can be skecthed in Figure 4.1.3  below.  
 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.1.3 Hierarchical Politeness System   

If it is possible to borrow T/V forms to illustrate the above phenomena, so 
the figure 4.1.3 above could be shown at Figure 4.1.4. Hierarchical politeness, if 
it is seen from the phenomena of code use, indicates the phenomena of ’code-
crossing’.  

 

 

 

 
 

 

  

Picture 4.1.4 Hierarchical Politeness System (Code-crossing)  

 

5   Conclusion and Suggestion 
5.1 Conclusion 

Diglossia is language situation in which a pair of variations or codes, H 
and L code, coexist in a language. Refers to the definition of diglossia, Javanese 
with krama (H) speech level and ngoko (L) speech level was identified and 
categorised as a language of diglossia. But H and L in Javanese are different from 
H and L in Arabic (Ferguson, 1959), Indonesian (Sneddon, 2003), and other 
diglossic languages. Anderson’s study (1966, see Anderson, 1992/1996) in which 

P 1: 
L Code  
(Ngoko) 

P 2: 
H/M Code 

(Krama/Madya) 

P 1: 
L Code (T) 

P 2: 
L/M Code (V) 
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Standard Indonesian (H variation) and non-standard Indonesian (L variation) are 
simplified to be similar to krama (H) and ngoko (L) of Javanese. Errington (1986, 
see Samuel 2008) refused Anderson’s analysis. Errington’s (1986) refusal is 
reinforced by Samuel (2008): “Errington is right and Errington knows well about 
diglossia”.  

What we have to underline here is the concept of H and L in Javanese is 
opposite and hierarchical concept. Since H and L codes in Javanese are 
hierarchical, therefore Javanese diglossia is really different from the other 
diglossia. Hierarchical relationship between H (krama) and  L (ngoko) in 
Javanese leads us to conclude that diglossia in Javanese will be better called 
diglossia par excellent or ‘genuine diglossia’. 

The pattern of code or variety choice in Javanese is one which has been 
described with the term diglossia. In Javanese diglossia, the features of the use of 
the code will be fundamentally different from the features in the other diglossia 
(see for example Holmes, 2001: 27).  The features of Javanese diglossia could be 
described as follows. 

(1) Two distinct varieties of the same language are used in the community, 
with one regarded as a H(igh) variety and the other a L(ow) variety. 

(2) Both varieties, H and L varieties are used in everyday conversation. 
(3) Each variety is used in three patterns in a conversation:  

A) firstly, first speaker uses L and second speaker uses L too. This pattern 
is found in a conversation when both speakers, the first and the second 
speaker, are of equals or symmetric. Since Javanese always refers to 
politeness, this pattern of language (code) use in Javanese is called 
SOLIDARITY POLITENESS. 

B) secondly, first speaker uses H and second speaker uses H too. This 
pattern is found in a conversation between of the equals, but there is 
distance (+D). It indicates DEFERENCE POLITENESS.  

C) thirdly, first speaker uses L and second speaker uses H or vice versa. 
It is found in a conversation when both speakers are unequal and 
asymmetric. There is power and distance between the speakers. The 
powerful speaker uses L code of Javanese, while the less powerful 
uses H code of Javanese. It is a kind of “conversational contract” 
(Fraser, 1990, in Kasper, 1997) or a “conversational agreement” 
between the first and the second speaker. The phenomena of code 
choice done by two asymmetrical speakers shows us 
HIERARCHICAL POLITENESS. In hierarchical politeness, it 
indicates the phenomena of what the researcher would like call ‘code-
crossing’. CODE-CROSSING is a conversational strategy used to 
establish, cross or destroy group boundaries; to create, evoke or 
change interpersonal relations with their rights and obligation. This 
preliminary definition is a modification of the definition of ‘code-
switching’ proposed by Gal (Gal, 1988: 247 see Wardhaugh, 2004: 
100). 

5.2   Suggestion 
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Since bilingualism is different from diglossia, it is important to 
distinguish between bilingualism and diglossia and to differentiate between the 
phenomena of bilingual will be fundamentally different from diglossia. 
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