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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE INFO

Language variation reflects the interaction between linguistic
structures, geographical contexts, and social relationships within speech
communities. This study examined dialectological variation in language
use among the community of Beleka Village, Central Lombok, West
Nusa Tenggara, Indonesia, focusing on differences between its
northern and southern parts and their potential social and geographical
associations. A qualitative descriptive method with a dialectological
approach was employed. Data were collected through direct
observation, semi-structured interviews, audio recordings, and field
notes documenting everyday language practices. The data were analyzed
descriptively by classifying and comparing phonological, lexical, and
expressive or stylistic features across speakers and social contexts. The
findings revealed three interconnected dimensions of linguistic
variation. Phonological differences appeared in vowel realizations, final
sounds, and pronunciation patterns. Lexical variation was evident in
locally distinctive terms used to refer to common objects and activities.
Expressive and stylistic variation involved differences in intonation,
diction, conversational practices, and code-mixing. The findings also
indicated generational differences, with older speakers tending to
maintain traditional forms and younger speakers incorporating
expressions influenced by education, Indonesian, English, and digital
communication. These patterns suggest that local dialect variation is
associated with geographical backgrounds, social interaction, and
changing communicative environments. The study contributes a
localized account of linguistic diversity within a single village and
highlights the potential role of dialect in expressing community identity
and cultural continuity. Further research using acoustic phonetic
analysis, systematic patticipant sampling, and dialectometric methods is
needed to establish linguistic distances and clarify the factors associated
with these variations.
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Language is a fundamental means of communication through which people express social

relationships, cultural knowledge, and collective identity. However, language use is not uniform
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across geographical areas or social groups; differences may emerge in pronunciation, vocabulary,
grammatical structures, and expressions. These differences provide an important foundation for
dialectological research, which examines the distribution and characteristics of linguistic variation
across communities. Language variation should therefore be understood not merely as a difference
in speech forms but also as a reflection of the historical, geographical, and social experiences of
speakers (Holmes & Wilson, 2022; Syam & Abdu, 2023; Trudgill, 1998). The study of language
variation across different cultural contexts is particularly important because sociolinguistic patterns
identified in one community cannot necessarily be generalized to another without considering local
circumstances (Adli & Guy, 2022). Moreover, dialect differences may involve grammatical patterns
as well as lexical and phonological features, particularly where speakers interact across linguistic
boundaries (Mansfield et al., 2023). Consequently, dialectology provides an analytical framework
for examining how linguistic similarities and differences develop within particular speech
communities.

International research has increasingly demonstrated that linguistic variation can be
examined through the interaction of geographical, social, and linguistic factors. Geographic
distance, accessibility, and environmental characteristics may be associated with differences in
linguistic distribution, although their effects must be established through empirical analysis rather
than assumed in advance (Fernandez et al., 2024). Systematic geographical sampling is also
important because the selection of observation points influences the representation of regional
variation (Koile & Moroz, 2024). In addition to linguistic evidence, speakers’ perceptions of
regional accents can provide complementary information about how geographical and social
identities are recognized within a speech community (Pinget & Voeten, 2023). These perspectives
indicate that dialectological research benefits from integrating linguistic description with
geographical mapping and relevant social information. Nevertheless, perceived differences should
be distinguished from objectively identifiable linguistic features, since judgments about accents do
not necessarily establish the boundaries between dialects. Such distinctions are essential when
investigating small communities in which speakers may share a broader language but use distinctive
local forms.

In Indonesia, linguistic diversity provides a significant context for investigating regional
language variation. The country’s diverse linguistic and cultural environments create opportunities
to examine how local speech practices are maintained, adapted, and transmitted across generations.
Previous studies have demonstrated that lexical and phonological differences can distinguish
speech communities even when their languages remain mutually intelligible. Research on Javanese
varieties, for example, has employed geographical observation points and dialectometric analysis to
examine linguistic differences and relationships between regional varieties (Saddhono & Hartanto,
2021). Studies comparing the languages of Kangean and Madura have likewise demonstrated the
relevance of dialectological classification for understanding regional linguistic distinctions (Hakim
et al,, 2022). Research on Luwu varieties has further illustrated the value of comparing speech
practices across geographical locations through observations, interviews, recordings, and field
notes (Surahim & Ramli, 2023). These studies establish a methodological basis for examining
regional language variation in Indonesia, while also indicating the importance of collecting primary
data from the communities under investigation.

Research on regional languages has also highlighted the importance of examining linguistic
variation alongside social interaction and cultural practices. Studies of code-switching and code-
mixing in village communities demonstrate that everyday language use may involve the alternation
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of regional and national languages, which should be distinguished analytically from dialect
differences (Putri & Pulungan, 2022). Research on diglossia in the Madurese community of Gili
Ketapang similarly indicates that language choice may vary across family, religious, educational,
occupational, and social contexts (Hamdiah et al., 2023). Studies of Sasak language variation in
Lombok provide a particularly relevant regional foundation for investigating local linguistic
practices in West Nusa Tenggara (Sugianto & Hasby, 2023). Other research has examined how
social stratification, family language choices, and cultural terminology contribute to differences in
language use and the expression of local identity (Hasbullah & Al-Pansori, 2022; Jacka &
Anggarista, 2023; Wilian et al., 2023). These findings suggest that local language practices need to
be examined in relation to both the forms speakers produce and the circumstances in which those
forms are used.

Research on lexical and phonological variation provides further methodological guidance.
Studies of Lampung and Minangkabau varieties have used structured vocabulary lists, informant
interviews, and comparisons across observation points to identify lexical differences and
investigate their geographical distribution (Larizky & Widyastuti, 2023; Risani et al., 2023;
Septianingtias et al., 2024). Research comparing coastal and mountainous Javanese varieties in
Jepara has also demonstrated the relevance of environmental and geographical contexts to the
analysis of lexical and phonological variation (Fardzilatin & Suryadi, 2022). Similarly, research on
Lakiung and Konjo varieties of Makassar has combined phonological and lexical analysis to
describe differences between speech varieties (Astuti et al., 2022). More recent research has applied
dialectometry and digital tools to classify subdialects and map linguistic relationships among
observation points (Salahuddin, 2025; Lubis et al., 2026). Collectively, these studies demonstrate
the usefulness of systematic linguistic data collection. However, the analytical categories and
classification thresholds employed in each study must be adapted to the characteristics of the
language and community being investigated.

Despite these contributions, several issues remain insufficiently addressed. Existing
dialectological studies have largely focused on comparisons between established regional varieties,
the identification of lexical differences, or the classification of subdialects through dialectometric
calculations. Although these approaches provide valuable descriptions of linguistic diversity, they
do not necessarily explain how distinctive language practices operate within smaller communities
divided by local geographical and social boundaries. This limitation is important because linguistic
differences may occur even among people living within the same village, where shared cultural
backgrounds coexist with different patterns of interaction. Research on Sasak speech has shown
that intonation and conversational context can contribute to the interpretation of utterances
(Murtafi’ah, 2023), while studies of language attitudes and maintenance emphasize the importance
of continued local-language use for cultural identity (Dewi et al, 2022; Siregar et al., 2025).
Research on language accommodation and migrant communities further indicates that contact with
other speakers and mobility may influence linguistic practices (Ate, 2026; Resticka et al., 2023). In
addition, tourism-related language shifts and comparisons of lexical similarities across regional
languages highlight the need to consider language transmission and contact without assuming that
geographical proximity automatically produces linguistic similarity (Ernanda & Amri, 2026; Muin et
al., 2026). Nevertheless, these social and geographical dimensions have not been sufficiently

integrated into a focused investigation of language use within the Beleka Village community.
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The present study addresses this gap by examining language use in Beleka Village, Lombok,
West Nusa Tenggara, where the community is described as comprising northern and southern
parts with distinctive patterns of pronunciation, vocabulary choice, and expression. Although these
local differences provide an important starting point, their linguistic characteristics and distribution
require systematic empirical investigation. The study is informed by sociolinguistic perspectives on
language variation and dialect formation, which recognize the relevance of social relationships,
geographical location, and linguistic interaction (Clark & Yallop, n.d.; Spolsky & Trudgill, 1986). It
also draws on dialectological research that treats lexical and phonological comparison as important
tools for identifying relationships between speech wvarieties (Trudgill, 1998). Recent studies
comparing regional linguistic features across several varieties further demonstrate the value of
examining lexical, phonological, morphological, and sociolinguistic dimensions together
(Puspandari & Tricahyaningati, 2026). However, the specific features and boundaries of the
language varieties used in Beleka cannot be established from these previous findings; they must be
demonstrated through evidence collected from local speakers.

The novelty of this study lies primarily in its empirical and contextual contribution. Rather
than assuming that Beleka represents a linguistically homogeneous community, it investigates the
reported differences between its northern and southern parts as a specific problem in local
dialectology. It brings together the identification of pronunciation, vocabulary, and expression
differences with consideration of geographical location and social factors, including age,
occupation, education, migration, and contact with other language communities. These factors are
treated as possible influences to be examined rather than predetermined causes of variation. The
study also connects linguistic description with the documentation of local expressions as potential
resources for understanding cultural identity and language continuity. This integrated perspective
complements previous studies that have separately examined regional dialect classification, lexical
variation, language choice, and language maintenance. Its contribution is therefore not a claim to
establish an entirely new dialectological theory, but to provide a locally grounded account of
linguistic variation that may inform comparative research on Sasak and other Indonesian regional
languages.

Accordingly, this study aims to investigate the dialectological characteristics of language use
in the Beleka Village community by identifying differences in pronunciation, vocabulary, and
everyday expressions between speakers from the northern and southern parts of the village. It also
examines how geographical and social circumstances may relate to the distribution of these
differences. By documenting local speech patterns and interpreting them within their social and
geographical contexts, the study seeks to contribute empirical evidence to dialectological
scholarship while supporting the documentation of the linguistic identity of the Beleka Village
community.

METHODS
1. Research Approach and Design

This study employed a qualitative descriptive method with a dialectological approach to
examine language use and dialect variation in the community of Beleka Village, Central Lombok,
Indonesia. The qualitative approach enabled the researcher to explore language practices and
describe linguistic phenomena within their natural social contexts. Qualitative research is
appropriate for investigating how individuals and groups interpret social experiences and construct
meaning in everyday life (Creswell, 2014, as cited in Perreault, 2011). Accordingly, the
dialectological approach was used to identify and compare phonological, lexical, and grammatical
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variations, as well as differences in everyday expressions. This approach also supported an
examination of how language variation was associated with social and geographical contexts.
2. Research Site and Participants

The research was conducted in Beleka Village, Central Lombok, West Nusa Tenggara,
Indonesia. Participants were selected through purposive sampling based on their active use of local
dialects in daily communication. They represented different age groups, including teenagers, adults,
and older community members, to provide a basis for examining possible generational differences
in language use. The inclusion of speakers with diverse social backgrounds was relevant because
language practices may reflect social identity, group membership, and patterns of interaction within
a community (Nguyen Quoc Dung, 2024; Suroso et al, 2025). The participants’ linguistic
experiences were therefore considered when comparing dialect features and interpreting patterns
of variation. The total number of participants was not specified in the available research
information.
3. Research Instruments

The researcher served as the primary instrument and used observation, semi-structured
interviews, audio recordings, and field notes to collect the data. Observation documented language
use in natural interactions, while semi-structured interviews explored participants’ perceptions of
dialect differences and their experiences of using local language varieties. Audio recordings were
used to preserve spoken data for accurate transcription and analysis, particularly regarding
pronunciation and lexical choices. Field notes documented contextual information, including
participants’ backgrounds, communication settings, and interactional circumstances. These
contextual details were important because language choices and linguistic forms may vary
according to social situations and communicative purposes (Gregory & Carroll, 1978).
4. Data Collection Procedures

Data were collected through direct observation, semi-structured interviews, audio recording,
and note-taking. Observations focused on everyday conversations in settings such as homes,
markets, and public spaces. These observations provided opportunities to document naturally
occurring speech and identify potential differences in pronunciation, vocabulary, grammatical
forms, and everyday expressions. The emphasis on natural interaction was consistent with Labov’s
(2010) sociolinguistic perspective, which highlighted the importance of examining speech in
relation to actual language use rather than relying exclusively on artificial elicitation situations.
Interviews were subsequently used to obtain further explanations of participants’ language
practices and perceptions of dialect differences. With appropriate consent, spoken interactions
were recorded and transcribed into written form. Field notes were maintained throughout the
process to preserve contextual information relevant to interpreting the linguistic data.
5. Data Analysis Techniques

The data were analyzed using descriptive qualitative analysis. First, the recordings were
transcribed and reviewed alongside the interview transcripts and field notes. Second, relevant
linguistic features were identified and classified into phonological, lexical, and grammatical
variations, including differences in everyday expressions where supported by the data. Third, the
identified features were compared across speakers and age groups to determine recurring patterns
and differences in language use. The analysis also considered the geographical and social contexts
in which the variations occurred, including possible differences between the northern and southern
parts of Beleka Village. This procedure was consistent with the view that dialect variation could be
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examined systematically in relation to geographical distribution and social factors (Wieling et al.,
2011). The analysis also considered the relationship between linguistic practices, social identity, and
community membership (Nguyen Quoc Dung, 2024; Suroso et al., 2025). Interpretations were
based on the collected evidence rather than on assumptions that every observed difference
represented a separate dialect.
6. Data Trustworthiness

Data trustworthiness was supported through source and method triangulation. Information
obtained from observations, interviews, recordings, and field notes was compared to identify
consistencies and clarify discrepancies. Triangulation can strengthen qualitative research by
bringing together different sources and methods to develop a more comprehensive understanding
of the phenomenon under investigation (Fusch et al.,, 2018; Vivek et al, 2023). In this study,
recorded speech was checked against the transcripts and contextual field notes to ensure that the
identified linguistic features were interpreted in relation to the actual data. Participants’ accounts
were also compared with observed language practices where relevant. These procedures provided a
systematic basis for describing dialect variation and examining the social and geographical factors
associated with language use in Beleka Village.
RESULTS

The findings of this study indicate that language use in the Beleka Village community shows
a rich and systematic pattern of dialectal variation. These variations appear in everyday
communication and are strongly influenced by social interaction, age differences, and cultural
background. Based on the data collected through observation, interviews, recordings, and field
notes, three main forms of dialectal variation were identified, namely phonological variation, lexical
variation, and expressive or stylistic variation. In terms of phonological variation, it is the
differences in the pronunciation of speech sound produced by different speakers. The words
spoken carry the same meaning. This variation was able to be affected by place or origin, dialect,
social environment, and speaking habits. For instances, in order to say the phrase “this is the
place” the societies who are located in the southernmost of Beleke village (Golong hamlet) said “#/
taokne” while other locations said “#‘ faokn”. Furthermore, to say “miss you” the societies who are
located in the southernmost of Beleke village (Golong hamlet) said “&angenme” meanwhile other
locations said “kangenns”.

In addition, the both south part of Beleka community and the north part Beleke community
were also produced phonological variation in terms of vowel sound and consonant sound. For
instances, when they said “where are you?” the south part of Beleka communities said “embe taok

€C_ 2 €C_ 2

e?” in which the letter “o” is pronounced “o” just like the letter “0” in the word “hope”.
Meanwhile, the north part of Beleke community said “embe taok e?” just like the letter “0” in the
word “hop”. Not only that but also when they said the word in Sasak language like “ngeme”. The
south part of Beleka community pronounced the letter “e” that existed in the last letter of the
word “ngeme” just like the English word “came”. Meanwhile the north part of Beleke pronounced it
such as in the word “tell”. The last instance that the writer found was when they use suffix “e” in
Sasak language such as “mbe nok taok ¢’, the south part of Beleke said the suffix “e” like in the
word “blame” while the north part of Beleke said it like the word “mam”. This phonological
variation happened because the first comer of the north part of Beleka came from Praya while the
north part of Beleke came from Langko and Lekor village.

In the lexical aspect, the research identified a number of local vocabulary items which were

uniquely used within the Beleka Village community. For instances, in order to say the word
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“chair”, the south part of Beleka communities said “Senzank” while the north part of Beleke said
“Serantank”. The next was in order to say the word “tanktop” the south part of Beleka said
“singele?” while the north part of Beleke said “se/ekak”, and to say the word “fruit picker” the south
part of Beleka said “penggae?” while the north part of Beleke said “penggale”. These lexical items
functioned as markers of local identity and solidarity among speakers. Many of these words are not
found in standard Indonesian dictionaries and may be difficult for outsiders to understand. The
use of local vocabulary is particularly strong in daily activities such as farming, social gatherings,
and informal discussions. These lexical variations demonstrated how language reflects the cultural
practices and lived experiences of the community. This lexical variation happened because of
language innovation. Both of the hamlets try to create new terms which only popular in their
villages.

Furthermore, Expressive and stylistic variation a diversity in terms of the way of giving
explanation, intonation, diction choice, figure of speech that speaker use in different region to
express emotion or adjusting situation. Even though the both south part of Beleka and the north
part of Beleke are in the same place, but they have several differences in terms of intonation in
which the south part of Beleke produced smoother language and of course with smoother sound
moreover when younger talks to older. While the north part of Beleke also produced smooth
language but they employed a unique intonation and stronger power. This case could be held
because of several factors such as each communities make sure that they preserve their own
identity for instance, the accent of certain village, typical community tone of voice, and the way of
certain pronunciation to show a uniqueness.

Furthermore, Expressive and stylistic variation is highly visible in everyday interaction.
Speakers often use informal expressions, repetition, and code-mixing between Indonesian and
local language varieties. Younger speakers, in particular, show a strong tendency to incorporate
expressions influenced by social media, popular culture, and digital communication trends. This
results in a hybrid form of communication that blends traditional dialect features with modern
linguistic elements. In contrast, older speakers tend to use more stable and traditional forms of
expression. The data also reveal that language variation is strongly influenced by age groups.
Elderly speakers generally preserve traditional dialect forms and use more conservative linguistic
structures. Adults show a balance between traditional and modern language use, while teenagers
and young adults demonstrate higher levels of variation and language mixing. This generational
difference indicates that language in Beleka Village is undergoing gradual change over time.
Overall, the findings clearly show that language use in Beleka Village is dynamic, diverse, and
socially meaningful.

DISCUSSION
1. Results Analysis

This study aimed to examine dialectological variation in language use among the Beleka
Village community, Central Lombok, West Nusa Tenggara, focusing on differences in
pronunciation, vocabulary, and everyday expressions between speakers from the northern and
southern parts of the village, as well as the social and geographical circumstances associated with
these differences. The findings reveal that linguistic variation in Beleka is systematic rather than
random, encompassing three interconnected dimensions: phonological variation, lexical variation,
and expressive or stylistic variation. These patterns suggest that dialect differences within a single
village can emerge through the interaction of local linguistic practices, historical settlement
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backgrounds, intergenerational transmission, and changing communicative environments. The
central finding is that dialect in Beleka functions not only as a means of communication but also as
a marker of local identity, social affiliation, and cultural continuity.

Phonological variation provides the clearest evidence that geographical proximity does not
necessarily produce uniform speech patterns. Differences such as ni taokne and ni taokn,
kangenme and kangenm, and the contrasting pronunciation of vowel sounds and final -e illustrate
how speakers may communicate similar meanings through distinct phonetic realizations. These
differences are particularly significant because they occur within the same village, indicating that
dialectological boundaries do not always coincide with administrative boundaries. The reported
settlement backgrounds of the northern and southern communities provide a plausible historical
explanation for these patterns, although the precise relationship between migration history and
present-day pronunciation requires further empirical verification. The findings therefore suggest
that local dialect formation should be understood as a gradual process in which inherited speech
habits and continuing interaction contribute to the maintenance of distinctive pronunciation
patterns. From this perspective, phonological variation is not simply a difference in articulation; it
may also serve as a subtle means through which speakers recognize and reproduce local belonging.

Lexical variation provides a complementary explanation of how dialect differences acquire
social and cultural significance. The contrasts between sentauk and serantauk for “chair,” singelet
and selekak for “tank top,” and penggaet and penggale for “fruit picker” demonstrate that speakers
from different parts of Beleka may employ different lexical forms to refer to comparable objects.
These differences suggest that local vocabulary develops through community-specific linguistic
practices and becomes embedded in everyday activities. The significance of such variation extends
beyond the existence of alternative words: repeated use within particular social networks may
reinforce familiarity, solidarity, and recognition among community members. Local vocabulary may
consequently operate as an informal identity marker that distinguishes speakers familiar with
particular village practices from those less familiar with them. However, the interpretation of these
forms as products of linguistic innovation remains a plausible explanation rather than a
conclusively established historical process, because the available findings do not trace when the
terms emerged or how they spread between speakers.

Expressive and stylistic variation further demonstrates that dialect differences involve more
than pronunciation and vocabulary. The reported contrast between the relatively softer intonation
of southern speakers and the distinctive, stronger intonation of northern speakers indicates that
meaning and social identity may also be communicated through tone, diction, and interactional
style. Such differences are particularly relevant in interpersonal communication because speakers
may adjust their expressions according to the interlocutor, social relationship, and communicative
situation. The reported use of informal expressions, repetition, and code-mixing also suggests that
language practices in Beleka are responsive to changing social environments. Younger speakers
appear more inclined to incorporate expressions associated with Indonesian, English, social media,
and popular culture, whereas older speakers tend to maintain more traditional forms. Nevertheless,
code-mixing should be distinguished analytically from dialect variation: the former involves the use
of linguistic resources from different languages, while the latter concerns patterned differences
between speech varieties. Their coexistence in Beleka indicates that local dialects can remain
socially meaningful while speakers simultaneously adapt their communicative repertoires to
contemporary influences.
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Generational differences provide a further dimension for interpreting these findings. Older
speakers appear to contribute to the continuity of established pronunciation, vocabulary, and
expressive conventions, whereas younger speakers participate more actively in linguistic adaptation
and mixing. This distinction should not be interpreted as evidence that younger speakers are
necessarily abandoning their local dialect. Instead, it suggests that linguistic continuity and
innovation may occur simultaneously. Younger speakers can retain locally recognizable forms
while incorporating expressions acquired through education, mobility, and digital communication.
Language change in Beleka may therefore be better understood as a process of selective adaptation
than as a straightforward transition from traditional to modern speech. The extent to which these
patterns represent stable generational change, rather than differences associated with particular
situations or communication partners, cannot be determined conclusively from the available
findings.

These interpretations directly address the study's objective of identifying linguistic
differences between the northern and southern parts of Beleka and examining their possible social
and geographical associations. The findings indicate that phonological and lexical differences
provide the most identifiable evidence of local differentiation, while expressive practices and code-
mixing reveal how those differences operate within changing social interactions. The three
dimensions are interrelated: geographical and historical expetriences may contribute to the
development of distinctive speech forms; repeated interaction may sustain these forms as markers
of community affiliation; and generational contact with wider linguistic environments may
introduce new expressions without necessarily eliminating established local features.

Theoretically, these findings can be interpreted through sociolinguistic perspectives that
understand linguistic variation as a socially situated phenomenon. Labov's (2010) account of
language variation provides a basis for interpreting differences in pronunciation as part of the
relationship between linguistic patterns and social differentiation. Similarly, Wardhaugh and Fuller
(2015) emphasize the importance of social context in understanding language use and speakers'
choices across communicative situations. Applied to Beleka, these perspectives suggest that dialect
is best understood not as a fixed collection of isolated linguistic forms but as a dynamic system
shaped by the interaction between linguistic structure, social relationships, and communicative
practice. The findings also reinforce the relevance of examining local dialects at a fine geographical
scale, where variation may occur even among speakers who share a broader linguistic and cultural
environment.

Synthesizing these findings, the study proposes a conceptual interpretation in which
geographical and historical backgrounds, social interaction, and generational experiences function
as interconnected conditions associated with dialect variation. These conditions are reflected in
phonological, lexical, and expressive patterns, which become recognizable through repeated
community use and contribute to local identity. Meanwhile, education, mobility, and digital
communication introduce additional linguistic resources that may reshape everyday expression.
The resulting relationship is dynamic: community practices sustain distinctive local forms, while
changing social environments create opportunities for linguistic adaptation. This synthesis
constitutes the study's principal analytical contribution by connecting the structural description of
dialect differences with their social functions and potential mechanisms of continuity and change.
However, these relationships should be understood as an interpretive framework derived from the

observed patterns, not as a causal model conclusively demonstrated by the available data.
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Opverall, dialectological variation in Beleka Village illustrates how linguistic diversity can exist
within a relatively small geographical area and remain meaningful in everyday social life. The
findings extend the analysis beyond identifying alternative pronunciations and lexical items by
showing how these forms may intersect with historical settlement, community affiliation, and
generational language practices. The study thus provides a locally grounded account of dialect
variation in the Sasak-speaking context and establishes a basis for further research into the
geographical distribution, historical development, and intergenerational transmission of local
speech forms.

2. Comparison with Previous Studies

The findings of this study are broadly consistent with previous dialectological and
sociolinguistic research demonstrating that linguistic variation reflects the interaction between
geographical distribution, social relationships, and language practices. However, the Beleka Village
case adds a more localized perspective by showing that systematic differences in pronunciation,
vocabulary, and expressive style may occur within a single village. Rather than treating dialect
variation exclusively as a distinction between established regional languages or geographically
distant speech communities, this study highlights the importance of examining linguistic
differentiation at the village level. This perspective is particularly relevant to understanding how
local speech varieties develop and remain recognizable within communities that share a broader
cultural and linguistic environment.

Regarding phonological variation, the differences identified between northern and southern
Beleka speakers are consistent with research emphasizing the geographical distribution and social
conditioning of pronunciation patterns. Fernandez et al. (2024) examined the relationship between
geographical factors and linguistic distribution, while Koile and Moroz (2024) highlighted the
importance of systematic geographical sampling in representing regional linguistic variation. These
perspectives support the relevance of examining the spatial distribution of speech forms within
Beleka. Similarly, Labov's (2010) sociolinguistic perspective provides a basis for interpreting
pronunciation differences as potentially associated with social differentiation and language change.
Nevertheless, the Beleka findings offer a distinct empirical emphasis: the observed differences
involve specific vowel realizations, final sounds, and pronunciation patterns among speakers from
neighboring parts of the same village. Whereas geographical studies may examine variation across
broader observation points, the present case draws attention to the possibility that settlement
histories and local interaction patterns contribute to fine-grained linguistic distinctions. The
historical explanation proposed for Beleka remains tentative, however, because the relationship
between migration origins and particular phonological features requires further investigation.

The lexical findings also correspond with previous studies that have used vocabulary
comparison to identify relationships between regional speech varieties. Research on Javanese
varieties by Saddhono and Hartanto (2021), comparisons of Kangean and Madura by Hakim et al.
(2022), and research on Lampung and Minangkabau varieties by Larizky and Widyastuti (2023),
Risani et al. (2023), and Septianingtias et al. (2024) demonstrate the value of systematically
documenting lexical differences across speech communities. Similarly, Astuti et al. (2022) examined
phonological and lexical differences between Lakiung and Konjo varieties of Makassar. These
studies provide methodological support for identifying contrasting lexical forms such as sentauk
and serantauk, singelet and selekak, and penggaet and penggale in Beleka. The principal difference
lies in the scale and interpretation of the findings. In Beleka, lexical variation is not considered
solely as evidence for linguistic classification; it is also interpreted in relation to everyday activities,
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community familiarity, and local identity. This distinction broadens the analytical significance of
lexical documentation by connecting differences in word choice with the social contexts in which
those words are used.

The findings concerning expressive and stylistic variation are also consistent with research
demonstrating that language use changes according to social context, communicative purpose, and
relationships between speakers. Wardhaugh and Fuller (2015) emphasize the relationship between
linguistic choices and social circumstances, providing a useful framework for interpreting
differences in intonation, diction, and conversational style in Beleka. Research on Sasak language
variation by Sugianto and Hasby (2023) offers a relevant regional point of reference, while
Murtafi’ah (2023) highlights the significance of intonation and conversational context in
interpreting Sasak utterances. These studies support the importance of examining not only the
linguistic forms speakers produce but also how they use them in interaction. The Beleka findings
extend this perspective by identifying reported stylistic differences between northern and southern
speakers, including variations in perceived softness and strength of intonation. Nevertheless, the
social meanings of these differences cannot be assumed from pronunciation alone; further analysis
of recorded interactions would be needed to establish whether they systematically signal politeness,
solidarity, regional affiliation, or other interpersonal meanings.

The findings on code-mixing and generational differences further correspond with studies
emphasizing the relationship between language choice, social interaction, and changing
communicative environments. Putri and Pulungan (2022) examined code-switching and code-
mixing in village communities, while Hamdiah et al. (2023) investigated diglossia among the
Madurese community of Gili Ketapang across different social contexts. These studies demonstrate
the relevance of distinguishing between variation within a speech variety and the selection or
alternation of linguistic resources. In Beleka, the incorporation of Indonesian and English
expressions by younger speakers suggests that local language practices operate alongside broader
linguistic influences. However, the findings do not establish that digital media alone cause these
patterns, since education, peer interaction, mobility, and other forms of language contact may also
contribute. The comparison therefore supports an interpretation of language use as adaptive while
cautioning against attributing observed differences to a single external influence.

A further point of comparison concerns the relationship between linguistic variation and
cultural identity. Hasbullah and Al-Pansori (2022), Jacka and Anggarista (2023), and Wilian et al.
(2023) provide relevant perspectives on social stratification, family language choices, and cultural
terminology in the study of local linguistic practices. Dewi et al. (2022) and Siregar et al. (2025) also
highlight the relevance of language attitudes and maintenance to cultural identity. These
perspectives help explain why locally distinctive vocabulary and pronunciation may remain
meaningful even when speakers are exposed to wider linguistic influences. In Beleka, the
coexistence of traditional forms and newer expressions suggests that cultural continuity does not
necessarily require linguistic uniformity. Instead, local identity may be maintained through
recognizable speech features while individual speakers adapt their language to different social
settings. The findings thus complement research on language maintenance by drawing attention to
the potential significance of variation within a single community, rather than focusing exclusively
on differences between languages or the survival of a language as a whole.

More broadly, the Beleka case relates to dialectological research that uses comparative
linguistic evidence to examine regional relationships. Surahim and Ramli (2023) demonstrated the
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relevance of observations, interviews, recordings, and field notes for studying Luwu language
varieties, while Salahuddin (2025) and Lubis et al. (2026) highlighted the potential of dialectometry
and digital tools for classifying subdialects and mapping linguistic relationships. These approaches
suggest possible directions for extending the present research. The current findings establish a
descriptive basis for identifying differences between northern and southern Beleka speech, but they
do not yet provide the quantitative evidence needed to determine the degree of linguistic distance
between the two areas or classify them as separate subdialects. Future research could therefore
combine the qualitative documentation presented here with systematic lexical comparisons,
phonetic measurements, and dialectometric calculations. Such integration would allow the
proposed geographical distinctions to be evaluated more rigorously.

Taken together, the comparison with previous studies indicates both continuity and a
distinctive contribution. The Beleka findings reinforce established understandings of phonological
and lexical variation, socially situated language use, and the relationship between linguistic practices
and local identity. Their particular contribution lies in bringing these dimensions together within a
geographically localized investigation of a single village community. Whereas eatlier studies cited
here have addressed regional classification, language choice, social context, or language
maintenance from different perspectives, the Beleka study integrates pronunciation, vocabulary,
expressive style, and generational differences into one descriptive account. This contribution
should be understood as a contextual and empirical extension of existing dialectological research
rather than as evidence that the Beleka speech varieties constitute independently established
dialects. The available data support the presence of localized linguistic differences, while further
comparative and quantitative investigation is required to establish their historical development,
geographical boundaries, and relationship to wider Sasak varieties.

3. Implications of Findings

The findings have theoretical and practical implications for dialectological research.
Theoretically, this study extends the understanding of local linguistic variation by demonstrating
how phonological, lexical, and expressive differences may coexist within a single village and
intersect with geographical backgrounds, social interaction, and generational experiences. The
findings support a contextual understanding of dialect as both a linguistic system and a potential
marker of community identity. Practically, documenting the distinctive speech forms of northern
and southern Beleka provides a preliminary resource for preserving local linguistic knowledge and
supporting further research on Sasak language variation. The findings may also inform community-
based language documentation and educational initiatives that introduce younger generations to
local vocabulary and speech traditions. However, these implications should be developed through
further empirical validation and community participation to ensure that documentation reflects
speakers’ actual practices and interpretations.

4. Research Limitations

This study has several limitations. First, the available data do not specify the number of
participants or provide a detailed account of the sampling distribution across geographical and age
groups, limiting the assessment of representativeness. Second, although differences in
pronunciation, vocabulary, and expressive style were identified, the analysis does not include
quantitative phonetic measurements or dialectometric calculations to establish the extent of
linguistic distance between the northern and southern parts of Beleka. Third, the proposed
influence of settlement history, education, social interaction, and digital media remains interpretive
because these factors were not independently examined as causal variables. Finally, differences in
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speaking situations and researchers’ interpretations may have influenced the identification of
linguistic patterns. Future studies should therefore employ a larger and more systematically
distributed participant sample, standardized linguistic elicitation, acoustic analysis, and comparative
dialectometry to validate the observed patterns and clarify their geographical and social
distribution.

CONCLUSION

This study examined dialectological variation in language use among the Beleka Village
community in Central Lombok, West Nusa Tenggara, focusing on differences between the
northern and southern parts of the village and their potential social and geographical associations.
The findings identified three interconnected dimensions of variation: phonological, lexical, and
expressive or stylistic. Differences in pronunciation, including final sounds and vowel realizations,
indicate localized speech patterns, while contrasting vocabulary items demonstrate the distinctive
linguistic practices of the two communities. Variations in intonation, conversational style, and
code-mixing further reveal that language use is dynamic and responsive to social interaction and
changing communicative environments. Collectively, these findings suggest that dialect functions
not only as a means of communication but also as a potential marker of local identity and
community affiliation. The study's principal contribution is its integrated examination of linguistic
forms, geographical context, and generational practices within a single village, demonstrating the
value of investigating dialect variation at a more localized level.

Nevertheless, the findings should be interpreted in light of the study's limitations, particularly
the absence of a specified participant count, quantitative phonetic measurements, and
dialectometric analysis. Consequently, the observed differences provide a descriptive basis for
understanding local linguistic variation but do not conclusively establish separate dialect
boundaries or causal relationships between social factors and linguistic features. Future research
should involve a larger and systematically selected sample of speakers across geographical and age
groups, supported by acoustic phonetic analysis, structured lexical comparison, and dialectometric
methods. Further investigation into settlement history, language contact, and intergenerational
transmission would also help clarify how distinctive speech patterns emerge and persist in Beleka.
These efforts could strengthen the empirical understanding of Sasak dialect variation while

contributing to the documentation and preservation of local linguistic heritage.
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