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ABSTRACT

This research aims to investigate the linguistic strategies and conversation style used bymen andwomen in transactional

tourism objects and to analyze the contribution of men’s and women’s language to tourism sustainability. This research

employs a qualitative approach. The study employs content analysis proposed by Krippendorff to systematically examine

recorded conversations between male and female participants. Coates’ theory guides the analysis to interpret male language

features, such as minimal responses and direct commands, and Lakoff’s theory explores female speech characteristics,

including politeness and hedges. The results show that men predominantly use direct language and minimal responses to

assert control and transaction efficiency. At the same time, women employ more polite forms and indirect language to foster

rapport and maintain a courteous interaction. Both male and female sellers use questions and compliments strategically, with

men focusing on gathering information for clear transactions and women fostering connection. These varied communication

styles enhance the tourist experience, encouraging repeat visits and promoting positive word-of-mouth, which is crucial for

sustaining tourism destinations in the long term. The study concludes that these gendered communication styles significantly

impact tourism sustainability by influencing customer satisfaction and repeat business. Men’s directness supports efficient

transactions, while women’s politeness enhances customer relations, contributing to a positive tourism experience and

long-term sustainability.
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1. Introduction

Language and gender are interconnected, with women’s

and men’s language influencing interactions between women

and men [1, 2], affecting vocabulary use, word choice, and

emotional differences in spoken language [3], and influencing

text representation [4]. Therefore, men and women may use

different languages [5].

Gender influences conversational language usage [6–9].

This means that language and gender relationships in conver-

sations vary between males and females [10]. Both men and

women have different speech patterns [11], styles [12–14] and

behaviour [15] in conversational. However, not all of them

follow typical patterns of conversation [16]. Therefore, the

conversation between men and women needs to be learnt

in different contexts, conditions, times, and communication

types. Men and women communicate differently in daily

life [17, 18]. Many studies reveal the different linguistic fea-

tures of men and women in conversation. Men and women

have differences in lexicon and phonology use [19], vocabu-

lary, grammar, and styles in conversation [12, 17, 20].

Men speakers used more interruptions [21], hard and

high-hedges and boosters [22], argued more and engaged in

more competitive discourse styles in verbal interactions [23],

spoke more abstractly [24], interrupted more in conversa-

tions [25], more vocalized pauses [26], more direct and non-

standard speech [27], more direct and non-standard [27], more

refer to object properties and impersonal topics [28], and pre-

fer a direct, dominant, and non-conventional conversational

style than women.

Women use more dependent clauses [29], first-person

pronouns, fewer third-person references, and interrupt each

other [21], more likely to use accepted standards and high

prestige usages [30], use more polite language and the style

is conversational [12], use soft and low-hedges and boost-

ers [22], frequently use hedges [31], use minimal listener re-

sponses and speaker allocation devices [23], speak more con-

cretely [24], use more tag questions [32], show silence more

often [25], use more justifiers, intensifiers, and agreement

in conversations [26], more supportive, polite, and expres-

sive speech [27], use more words related to psychological and

social processes [28], use more standard forms in communica-

tion [33], more verbally [34], and prefer a reserved, tactful, and

polite style than men.

In both verbal and nonverbal communication, men and

women communicate differently [35, 36] based on context, con-

dition, time, and communication type [37, 38]. In certain ages,

interaction partners, and activity types, women are slightly

more talkative and use more affiliative speech than men,

while men use more assertive speech [39]. Men tend to be

more verbose and directive at home, while women are more

supportive, polite, and expressive [40]. In public speeches,

male speakers use specific types of linguistic, psychological,

cognitive, and social words more frequently than females [41].

In academic essays, women use more adjectives, intensi-

fiers, and words, while men use more empty adjectives and

linking adverbials [42]. In everyday interactions, women do

more conversational than men [43]. In formal face-to-face

conversations, women prefer avoiding direct disagreement

and maintaining social rapport, while men seem less pro-

fessional speakers and less cooperative [44]. In peer-directed

educational discussions, women use more epistolary commu-

nication, while men use expository communication styles in

initial posts [45]. In televised interviews, women use simpler,

more self-referential language, while men use less common

language and larger words, highlighting their passive, third-

person, depersonalized speech [46]. In online collaborative

learning, women are more effective and cohesive communi-

cators than men.

Apart from context, condition, time, and communica-

tion type, linguistic features used between men and women

are also different based on the culture, as in Pakistani [47],

Jordanian [48], Sri Lanka [49], Malaysia [50], Minangkabau [51],

Banjar [52], Russia [53], Japan [54], Malioboro [55], and Iran [56].

The linguistic features of men and women are also different

in different settings, such as in Instagram [57], in university

settings [58, 59], in television talk shows [47, 60], in interview

videos [61], in advertisements [62], and police station [63]. How-

ever, men and women also have similarities in linguistic fea-

tures, especially in compliments, and support each other’s

statements when discussing [64].

The differences in language features in communica-

tion styles between men and women can improve business

deals and management [65]. For tourism, gender differences

significantly impact the design of marketing communica-

tions [66, 67]. Men sellers tend to use more talk [68]. Women

sellers and buyers have higher speech levels and are more

active and clever in speaking [69]; women sellers use tact,

agreement, and modesty to communicate with buyers [70],
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use more nurturing language and behavior [71], and use more

interruption [68].

The research problem concerns understanding the dis-

tinct language features and communication styles between

men and women in various conversational contexts, espe-

cially in transactional conversations. Although men and

women exhibit different speech patterns, styles, and linguis-

tic behaviors, these differences may vary based on context,

condition, and type of communication. Existing research has

shown that men and women use different vocabulary, sen-

tence structures, and conversational tactics, yet little is known

about how these differences manifest specifically in transac-

tional conversations. Additionally, the role of gender-based

language use in shaping professional interactions, particu-

larly in sectors like tourism, where communication plays a

crucial role in sustainability, remains underexplored. Under-

standing these linguistic differences could provide valuable

insights into how communication contributes to the evolving

roles of men and women in this industry. Therefore, the

research problem formulated into:

(1) What are men’s linguistic strategies and conversation

styles in transactional at tourist attractions?

(2) What are the linguistic strategies and conversation

styles used by women in transactional at tourist attrac-

tions?

(3) Does language depict the changing roles men and

women play in contributing to tourism sustainability?

2. Theoretical Basis

The syntactic differentiation between males and fe-

males concerns directive speech. Men often use directive

phrases such as “Do this now,” while women are more indi-

rect, saying, “Why don’t we do this for a while?” Women

are taught to be more ladylike and speak gracefully, softly,

and less forcefully.

In communication, women are active participants.

While women ask questions to facilitate the flow of con-

versation, men compete to express their views and are eager

to dominate the conversation. When it comes to linguistics,

women speak softer, are more polite, and more feminine.

Women also seem more thoughtful and put more effort into

the conversation than men. Men’s speeches, however, are

more forceful and convincing. These factors are evident

because women are emotional while men are more ratio-

nal in their characteristics. Socially, men are dominant, and

women are subordinate. These differences are often reflected

in communication. Lakoff introduced women’s language to

distinguish men’s and women’s different speech [72]. This

theory has served as a basis for much research on the subject.

Further, Lakoff’s published work gave so many ideas to lin-

guists to use to understand even more language and gender

through a bigger lens or perspectives, which are the deficit

approach, dominance approach, and difference approach.

According to [73], the deficit approach explains that

female language is inferior to men’s. Thus, it concerns

women’s language deficiency, which lies in using hyperbole

expressions in conversation, less command of syntax, and

less vocabulary. Thus, women’s language is believed to “be

non-innovative. Moreover, the dominance approach further

describes women’s language, which elaborates that women

are subordinate to men. In other words, women are domi-

nated during interaction, thus making the women’s language

an oppressed one.

Meanwhile, the different approach believes that men

and women belong to different subcultures. It resulted from

women’s resistance to being labeled as the powerless group.

This time, women are allowed to claim that they are distinct

from men, thus claiming to air their voices and express the

ideas of love, family, and human experiences [74].

3. Methods

3.1. Setting

This study is a field research project conducted in Ten-

ganan Pegringsingan, Manggis District, Karangasem Re-

gency, Bali [75]. This location is a well-known destination

recognized by domestic and international visitors. Tenganan

Pegringsingan is one of the Bali Aga villages (inhabited by

the indigenous people of Bali) that has preserved its cultural

heritage. As a tourist village, the local community lever-

ages its unique cultural expertise, such as traditional dance,

carving, writing on lontar (palm leaves), weaving textiles,

and more. Additionally, the villagers showcase and sell their

creative works in front of their homes. It allows visiting

tourists to purchase these items while enjoying the beauty of

other attractions in the village.

In addition, the data collection for this research was
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conducted in Penglipuran Village, located in Bangli Dis-

trict, Bangli Regency, Bali. Penglipuran Village is a tourism

village renowned for its cultural and traditional attractions,

the Heroes Monument, forested areas, bamboo groves, and

well-preserved architectural heritage passed down through

generations. This village was named the “Best Tourism Vil-

lage” by the UN Tourism Organization in 2023. Penglipuran

Village is also recognized as an environmentally friendly

village, having received an accolade as one of the cleanest

villages in the world by UNESCO. As a tourism destination

with natural beauty, the local community often offers addi-

tional attractions, such as local creative products, to visitors,

contributing to the economic growth of the Penglipuran com-

munity. Thus, tourist activities in the village not only involve

enjoying its scenic beauty but also supporting local small and

medium enterprises (SMEs) through the purchase of various

souvenirs.

3.2. Data Collection

The research data were collected through observation.

All data were obtained from conversations between sellers

and buyers, which the researcher recorded. In addition, the

researcher also took notes on each interaction between sellers

and buyers that occurred directly in the tourist area.

3.3. Data Analysis

The recorded data were analyzed using qualitative tech-

niques. The recordings were transcribed and organized into

conversational formats. Each conversation was numbered

to distinguish interactions between male and female partic-

ipants. This analytical technique enabled the researcher to

organize the linguistic features of sellers and buyers. Once

processed, the data were interpreted and presented in a de-

scriptive narrative.

This research employs a qualitative approach to explore

the nuances of language use in transactional conversations.

The content analysis method, guided by Krippendorff’s the-

ory [76], systematically analyzes the linguistic patterns found

in the interactions between sellers and buyers at the Ten-

ganan Pegringsingan tourism object in Bali. Data is col-

lected through observation, focusing on recorded conversa-

tions involving male and female participants. The analysis

of these conversations is gender-specific: Coates’ theory is

applied to interpret the language used by men, highlighting

aspects of male conversational styles [74], while Lakoff’s the-

ory is employed to examine the language patterns of female

speakers, emphasizing the features that characterize women’s

speech [72]. The results of this analysis are then presented

in a descriptive format, allowing for a clear and detailed

depiction of the linguistic differences and similarities in the

transactional conversations based on gender.

4. Results and Discussion

4.1. Linguistic Strategies and Conversation

Style of Men in Transactional at Tourist

Attractions

Men have six language features: minimal responses,

commands and directives, swearing and taboo language, com-

pliments, themes, and questions [74]. The conversation ex-

hibits several of the language features outlined by Coates.

Men mostly use minimal responses or backchanneling lan-

guage features. Men tend to use this language feature to

assert the dominance of the conversation. The conversation

has clear, minimal responses that can be found at turn 01,

03, 06, 30, 32, 50, 58, and 77. The commands and directives

men use with their friends or people to be close to each other.

The conversation’s use of commands and directives can be

found at turns 01, 08, 12, 30, 49, 51, and 69. Men often

use the questions to gain information [74]. These language

features in the conversation can be found at turns 10, 14, 34,

51, 53, 58, and 69. In conversations, men often use com-

pliments to show appreciation for each other based on skill

and possessions. The complement in the conversation can

be found at turns 51 and 65. Another language feature is the

theme, as Coates [74] stated that men sometimes talk about

current issues and topics that interest men. However, in the

conversation, the theme cannot be found clearly. Moreover,

swearing and taboo language are more often used by men

than women to express emotion. In the transactional conver-

sation, the swearing and taboo language feature cannot be

found to maintain a formal and respectful tone.
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The minimal responses are used to show attention and

often assert dominance in the conversation. The word nggih

‘yes’ at turn 01, 03, 06 is used by both men multiple times to

keep the conversation flowing and to confirm understanding.

The command and directive usage is subtle in this conversa-

tion. The man uses directive language at turn 01, biar titiang

atur niki 8 juta ‘let me give you this 8 million’. This state-

ment is direct and clear, showing the seller’s control over the

transaction details. There is an implicit command in how the

seller proposes the deal, demonstrating assertiveness in the

negotiation.

Moreover, the compliments in Coates’ theory are often

used by men to acknowledge skills or possessions. However,

in this conversation, there are no direct compliments. The

closest instance is at turn 07, discusses the quality of the

product dapet sane becik ‘I get a good one,’ but this is more

of a self-promotion of the product rather than a compliment

to the buyer.

801

01 Man 1: nggih nanti titiang atur niki, yening dewa aji ten, biar titiang atur niki 8 juta
‘Yes, I’ll give you this, if Dewa Aji doesn’t agree, let me give you this 8 million’

02 Man 2: ini sebenarnya ane mantuk ngeraganin agak suci
‘This is actually what gives it a rather sacred spirit’

03 Man 1: nggih
‘Yes’
. . .

06 Man 2: nggih tiang kan ndak tau, yen bapak kan tau
‘Yes, you know more better than me’

07 Man 1: tapi sekarang dapet sane becik, masak tiang ngatur dewa aji sane melog-melog
‘But now I get a good one, how can I lie to Dewa Aji’

08 Man: mau pake yang ini
‘I want to wear this one’

09 Woman: oh sewa?
‘oh rent?’

10 Man: berapa yang sewa?
‘How much the price for rent?’

11 Woman: ada yang 75.000 ada yang 50.000
‘some are 75,000 rupiah and some are 50,000 rupiah’

12 Man: pake ukuran segini
‘this size please’

13 Woman: iya ada
‘sure, here you are’

14 Man: boleh dibawa keliling?
‘Can it be carried around?’
. . .

30 Man: oh iya boleh itu
‘Okay, that one
ini dinaikin kah atau dilipet?
‘shall I lift it or fold it?’

31 Woman: gulung
‘roll’

32 Man: disini nggak apa apa?
‘Is it okay here?’

33 Woman: ga apa apa
‘It’s okay’

34 Man: . . .
fungsinya apa ini pak kalo selendang ini?
‘What is the function of this scarf?’
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The man uses minimal responses such as oh iya boleh

itu ‘okay, that one’ at turn 30 and disini nggak apa apa? ‘Is

it okay here?’ at turn 32. These brief responses help him

control the conversation, aligning with Coates’ observation

that men use minimal responses to assert dominance in a

conversation.

The man frequently uses commands and directives,

such as mau pake yang ini ‘I want to wear this one’ at turn

08, pake ukuran segini ‘this size please’ at turn 12, and ini

dinaikin kah atau dilipet? ‘shall I lift it or fold it?’ at turn

30. These are direct, straightforward instructions typical of

male communication that prioritizes clarity and efficiency.

The man also asks several questions, such as berapa

yang sewa? ‘How much is the rent price?’ at turn 10, boleh

dibawa keliling? ‘Can it be carried around?’ at turn 14,

and fungsinya apa ini pak kalo selendang ini? ‘What is

the function of this scarf?’ at turn 34. These questions are

used to gather information, which aligns with Coates’ theory

that men use questions to obtain information rather than to

maintain the conversation flow or for politeness.

Minimal responses are evident in the conversation, par-

ticularly from man two as a seller. He frequently uses short

responses like boleh boleh ‘certainly’ at turn 50 and iya ‘yes’

at turn 58. Theseminimal responses acknowledge the buyer’s

requests and questions without interrupting the flow of the

conversation. The seller’s brief responses can be seen as a

way to keep the interaction efficient. It aligns with Coates’

idea that men use minimal responses to maintain control and

focus the conversation on the task.

The buyer uses directives in the conversation, partic-

ularly when he says, beli 3 ya 100.000, boleh? ‘can I get

100.000 rupiahs for three durians?’ at turn 49 and kupas ya

‘can you open it?’ at turn 51. These statements are direct,

characteristic of the command and directive style that Coates

describes as typical in male speech. The buyer clearly states

his intentions and expectations, common in male communi-

cation, where clarity and efficiency are prioritized.

The Buyer indirectly compliments the product when he

says, manis, enak ‘sweet and delicious’ at turn 51 and enak

durennya mateng nya pas ‘it’s delicious because it’s well

cooked’ at turn 65. These compliments reflect the buyer’s ap-

preciation of the seller’s product, which aligns with Coates’
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49 Man 1: beli 3 ya 100.000, boleh?
‘Can I get 100.000 rupiah for three durian?’

50 Man 2: boleh boleh
‘Certainly’

51 Man 1: kupas ya, um.. manis, enak
‘Can you open it? Um… sweet and delicious’
udah lama jualan itu dik?
‘How long have you been selling it?’

52 Man 2: udah
‘Pretty long’

53 Man 1: akhir musim masih duren kalo ini?
‘By the end of the season is it still durian’s?’

54 Man 2: gak musim
‘No’
. . .

58 Man 2: iya, kan pas musim
‘Yes, it’s on the season’
gak bawa pulang lagi?
‘you don’t want to take it home?’
. . .

65 Man 1: nah.. Itu bisa, keras sekali…, biasanya tidak sekeras itu, tapi enak durennya matengnya pas
‘Well... you can do that, very hard..., usually not that hard, but it’s delicious because it’s wellcooked’
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observation that men often use compliments to acknowledge

skills or possessions. The compliment here is centered on

the quality of the durian, a key aspect of the transaction.

Both men use questions to gather information and clar-

ify details. The buyer questions such as udah lama jualan

itu dik? ‘How long have you been selling it?’ at turn 51

and akhir musim masih duren kalo ini? ‘by the end of the

season, is it still durian’s?’ at turn 53. These questions help

the buyer gain more information about the product and the

seller’s experience. Similarly, the seller asks, gak bawa pu-

lang lagi? ‘you don’t want to take it home?’ at turn 58,

aimed at understanding the buyer’s needs. Using questions

to gather information and clarify points is a key feature of

male communication, as highlighted by Coates.

The man uses minimal responses, gak apa-apa deh ‘It’s

okay’ at turn 77 toward the end of the conversation. This

phrase indicates his acceptance of the situation. It serves to

wrap up the discussion, aligning with Coates’ observation

that men use minimal responses to assert control over the

conversation.

The male speaker’s use of direct language, such as gak

boleh kurang? ‘Can I bargain?’ at turn 69 reflects Coates’

idea that men often use commands or directives. This di-

rect inquiry shows his assertiveness in trying to negotiate the

price. The male speaker uses questions to gather information,

such as kalo saya langsung beli berarti saya tinggal bayar

berapa ya? ‘If I want to buy it now, how much is it?’ at

turn 69. It aligns with Coates’ idea that men ask questions to

obtain specific information.

4.2. Linguistic Strategies and Conversation

Style ofWomen in Transactional at Tourist

Attractions

The language features women use in conversation dif-

fer from those used by men. The language features include

lexical hedges or filters, tag questions, rising intonation on

declarative and empty adjectives, precise color terms, inten-

sifies, hypercorrect grammar, super-polite forms, avoidance

of strong swear words, and emphatic stress [72]. The transac-

tional conversation between the two women reflects several

of Lakoff’s language features. Most of the women, the seller,

use hedges at the turn 80, 82, 83, 84, 104, 113, 115, 121, 168,

199, and polite forms to maintain a courteous and customer-

friendly interaction and be more cooperative. Tag questions

are used whenwomen lack information and use a tag question

to be corrected by the hearer.

Some of the women, as the buyer, use tag questions

to negotiate prices at turn 101, 156, and 202, demonstrat-

ing a less assertive and more cooperative communication

style. The grammar used by both women is polite and for-

mal, found at turn 89 and 91, which aligns with Lakoff’s

observation of hypercorrect grammar. Consistent use of po-

lite forms aligns with Lakoff’s observation that women tend

to use super-polite language. Super-polite forms maintain

respect and friendliness in the conversation at the turn 80,

83, 84, 85, 87, 89, 119, 120, 128, 129, 195, 199, and 203. A

woman in the transactional conversation uses an intensifier

at the turn of 95. Intensives are used where the pourer will

insist on absolute superlatives, with strong emphasis, which

seems more characteristic of women’s language than men’s.

Both women avoid strong language, contributing to a polite

and effective exchange. The interaction is characterized by

politeness and indirectness, especially when negotiating the

price. However, the transactional conversation lacks rising

intonation on declarative, empty adjectives, precise color

terms, and significant emphatic stress.

803

. . .

69 Man: gak boleh kurang?
‘Can I bargain?’
kalo saya langsung beli berarti saya tinggal bayar berapa ya?
‘If I want to buy it now, how much is it?’
. . .

77 Man: gak apa-apa deh
‘It’s okay’
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Lexical hedges or fillers are not explicitly present in

this short conversation. However, phrases like oh at turn 82

and nggih ‘yes’ at turn 80, 83, and 84 could serve as soft-

eners or polite acknowledgments, indicating agreement or

a mild surprise. The use of oh at turn 82 by woman 1 when

she discovers the scarf included with the item can be seen

as a soft way of acknowledging new information without

showing strong emotion or disagreement.

The buyer’s use of becik ‘good’ at turn 78 is an ad-

jective, but it does not fully qualify as an empty adjective

according to Lakoff’s definition. Becik directly describes

the perceived quality of the item, making it a meaningful

descriptor rather than an adjective used purely for emotional

or social purposes.

Both women use polite and formal grammar, which

aligns with Lakoff’s observation of hypercorrect grammar.

Phrases like nggih ‘yes’ and buk ‘ma’am’ at turns 80, 84,

and 85 reflect a formal and respectful tone that is consistent

throughout the interaction. Super-polite forms are evident

throughout the conversation, particularly with the seller re-

peating the nggih ‘yes’. This term and buk ‘ma’am’ show

respect and politeness. The seller’s language is consistently

polite and accommodating, such as when she says nggih

ambil ampun cingak-cingak, ‘Yes, take it, have a look’ at

turn 83.

The phrase Rame mangkin nggih? The woman’s ques-

tion, ‘Are there many visitors?’ at turn 90, indicates ris-

ing intonation on a declarative. It turns a statement into a

question, reflecting a polite inquiry rather than a direct or

confrontational question.

The grammar used by both women is consistent with

Lakoff’s observation of hypercorrect grammar. The speech

is polite and formal, especially in the use of nggih ‘yes’ at

804

78 Woman 1:nike becik nike
‘That one is good’
. . .

80 Woman 1: ni kudaan niki buk nggih?
‘How much is this ma’am?’
. . .

82 Woman 1: oh niki medaging selendang
‘Oh… with a scarf’

83 Woman 2: nggih anggo megarus niki
‘Yes, just for profit’
nggih ambil ampun cingak-cingak
‘Take it, have a look’

84 Woman 1: niki nggih niki buk
‘This ma’am’

85 Woman 2: bukak bukak buk, cingak cingak motifnya
‘Open it ma’am, look at the motif’
. . .

87 Woman 1: itu biasanya 25.000, tak kasi 20.000 dah
‘It usually 25.000 rupiah, but I’ll give you 20.000 rupiah’
. . .

89 Woman 1: saking napi bu?
‘Where are you from, ma’am?’

90 Woman 2: tiang badung, tuban. Rame mangkin nggih?
‘I’m from Badung, Tuban. Are there many visitors?’

91 Woman 1: nggih, astungkara rame
‘Yes, I hope there will be lots of visitors’
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turn 91 and bu’ma’am’ at turn 89, which show respect and

adherence to social norms.

Super-polite forms are evident in the conversation. The

woman’s offer to reduce the price tak kasi 20.000 dah ‘I will

give you 20,000 rupiah’ at turn 87 and her inquiry about

the buyer’s origin saking napi bu? ‘Where are you from,

ma’am?’ at turn 89, show politeness and a desire to establish

a friendly rapport. The woman’s response, including nggih’

yes’ at turn 90, reflects a similarly polite and respectful tone.

The phrase ya kasi dah ‘Okay, take it’ used by the

woman at turn 95 could be seen as an intensifier. Although

not strongly emphatic, the casual kasi dah adds a slight em-

phasis, signaling agreement or acceptance, though it is subtle.

The conversation contains elements of politeness, particu-

larly in the way both women negotiate the price. The woman

said ya? at the end of her offer, 5.000 beli dua ya? At turn 94,

the statement is polite and less demanding. Other woman’s

response, ya kasi dah ‘Okay, take it’ at turn 95, also reflects

a polite and accommodating tone.

The woman says ya frequently, especially at the end of

sentences like 30.000 pas ya ‘30,000 rupiah fix price’ at turn

104. Although ya is often used to soften the statement and

invite agreement, it also acts as a filler, making the conver-

sation less direct and more tentative. Another woman also

uses ya to negotiate prices, such as 35.000 ya? ‘Can I get

35,000 rupiah for this item?’ at turn 113, 115, which serves

as a hedge.

The woman also frequently uses tag questions during

negotiations, such as, ‘15.000 ya? ‘or ‘Can I get 15,000

rupiahs?’ at turn 101. This usage is aligned with Lakoff’s ob-

servation that women use tag questions to soften statements

and seek confirmation or agreement.

Politeness is maintained throughout the conversation.

The woman ends the transaction with terima kasih kembali

kak ‘Thank you’ at turn 120 and terima kasih ‘thank you’

at turn 119. These super-polite forms are consistent with

Lakoff’s theory that women tend to use polite expressions

more often.
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. . .
94 Woman 1: 5.000 beli dua ya?

‘Can I get 5.000 rupiah for each item?’
95 Woman 2: 5.000 beli dua, baang ndak? Ya kasi dah

‘5.000 rupiah for each item? Okay take it’

. . .
101 Woman 2: 15.000 ya

‘can I get 15,000 rupiah?’
. . .

104 Woman 1: 30.000 pas ya
‘30,000 rupiah fix price’
. . .

113 Woman 2: ini 35.000 ya?
‘Can I get 35,000 rupiah for this item?’
. . .

115 Woman 2: 35.000 ya?
‘Can I get 35,000 rupiah for this?’
. . .

119 Woman 2: ini 3 40.000 dah, terima kasih
‘40,000 rupiah for 3 items, thank you’

120 Woman 1: terima kasih kembali kak
‘Thank you’
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The word ya is frequently used by both women through-

out the conversation, such as in pas ya nak ya ‘just right’ at

turn 121 and iya gak apa ‘yes, it’s okay’ at turn 168. This

serves as a filler, making their speech softer and less direct,

which aligns with Lakoff’s observation that women use lexi-

cal hedges to soften their statements.

Tag questions appear when Woman 2 says, kan gak

apa-apa ini ambil ini ya? ‘it’s okay to take this, isn’t it?’ at

turn 156. This use of a tag question seeks confirmation and

is less assertive, reflecting the pattern Lakoff identified.

Politeness is maintained throughout the interaction,

with phrases like makasi ya nak ya ‘thank you, son’ at turn

128 and iya makasi ‘yes, thank you’ at turn 129, 195 used

frequently. These super-polite forms reflect Lakoff’s idea

that women tend to use polite expressions more often in

conversation.

The phrase nggih-nggih ‘okay, okay’ used by the

woman at turn 199 functions as a hedge, softening the trans-

action and showing politeness. This aligns with Lakoff’s

idea that women often use fillers or hedges to make their

conversation less direct and more tentative.

The question of the woman, kan ampun samian dados

bu nggih? ‘everything is done ma’am?’ at turn 202, can be

considered a form of a tag question. She seeks confirmation,

reflecting a less assertive and more cooperative communica-

tion style typical of women’s speech per Lakoff’s theory.

Politeness is evident throughout the conversation, es-

pecially in phrases like nggih-nggih ‘okay, okay’ at turn

199 and suksma bu ‘thank you, ma’am’ at turn 203. These

forms indicate a respectful and considerate tone, which aligns

with Lakoff’s observation that women often use super-polite

forms in their speech.

806

121 Woman 1: pas ya nak ya
‘just right’
. . .

128 Woman 2: makasi ya nak ya
‘thank you, son’

129 Woman 1: iya makasi
‘yes, thank you’
. . .

156 Woman 2: kan gak apa-apa ini ambil ini ya?
‘it’s okay to take this, aren’t we?
. . .

168 Woman 2: iya gak apa
‘It’s okay’
. . .

195 Woman 1: iya makasi ya kak
‘yes, thank you ms’
. . .

. . .
199 Woman 1: nggih-nggih 10.000

‘okay, 10,000 rupiah’
. . .

202 Woman 2: kan ampun samian dados bu nggih?
‘everything is done ma’am?’

203 Woman 1: nggih ampun, suksma bu
‘done, thank you ma’am’
. . .
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4.3. Contribution of Men and Women Lan-

guage to Tourism Sustainability

Seller and buyer conversations involve various lan-

guage features to bargain, persuade, greet, explain, undertake,

confirm, and affirm [77] when transacting at tourist attractions.

These language features contribute to tourism sustainability

when the buyer starts to buy something in the transactional

conversation. Language use in these seller-buyer interactions

plays a crucial role in the experience of tourists, potentially

affecting their satisfaction and willingness to return [78].

Both men and women use minimal responses to keep

conversations flowing. In the conversations, men frequently

use minimal responses like nggih ‘yes.’ These brief acknowl-

edgments serve to confirm understanding and keep the con-

versation moving forward. In male communication, these

responses can assert control and show dominance in the inter-

action, contributing to efficient transactions, which are key

in maintaining a smooth business environment in tourism.

Women also use minimal responses, but these often carry a

more polite tone to maintain harmony and rapport, as seen in

the conversation. This polite interaction fosters positive rela-

tionships, which is crucial for repeat business and long-term

sustainability in tourism.

Men often use direct language to express commands

or requests, such as in conversation at the turn 08 mau pake

yang ini, ‘I want to wear this one.’ This straightforward

approach emphasizes clarity and efficiency, which can help

in quick decision-making during transactions. Women also

use directives, which are often softened by politeness or in-

directness. As in the conversation at turn 95 ya kasi dah

‘Okay, take it,’ the woman uses a softener ya to make the di-

rective less forceful. This approach can make the interaction

more pleasant, encouraging customer satisfaction and loy-

alty. Both woman and man as seller use subtle directives to

assert control over the transaction details like in biar titiang

atur niki 8 juta ‘let me give you this 8 million’. It shows the

seller’s influence in the negotiation process and helps steer

the conversation towards a favorable outcome for them.

Men occasionally use indirect compliments or self-

promotion to highlight the quality of their products, as seen

in the conversation at turn 51 manis, enak ‘sweet and de-

licious.’ This positively influences the buyer’s perception

and enhances the likelihood of a sale, which is beneficial for

sustaining business in the tourism sector. Compliments are

less frequent in women’s speech in the conversation. How-

ever, when used, they are typically indirect and embedded

in the conversation, subtly encouraging the buyer without

appearing overly assertive. This strategy subtly influences

the buyer’s perception of the product’s value.

Women frequently use polite forms and hypercorrect

grammar, as seen in conversations 05 and 06. These strate-

gies help to create a respectful and courteous environment,

which is critical in a service-oriented industry like tourism.

Politeness can lead to higher customer satisfaction and a

better reputation for the tourism object, thus supporting long-

term sustainability. While men also use politeness strategies,

they often combine these with a more direct communication

style. This blend can effectively ensure that transactions are

smooth and respectful, balancing efficiency with customer

relations. The use of polite language helps maintain a re-

spectful tone in the conversation. It is particularly important

in a tourism setting, where the buyer’s positive experience

can lead to repeat business and good reviews, contributing

to the long-term sustainability of the tourism object.
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03 Man 1: nggih
‘yes’

201 Woman 1: ae
‘yes’

08 Man: mau pake yang ini
‘I want to wear this one’

95 Woman 2: 5.000 beli dua, baang ndak? Ya kasi dah
‘5.000 rupiah for each item? Okay take it

51 Man 1: kupas ya, um.. manis, enak
‘Can you open it? Um… sweet and delicious’

69 Man: . . .
kalo saya langsung beli berarti saya tinggal bayar berapa ya?

‘If I want to buy it now, how much is it?’

89 Woman 1: saking napi bu?
‘Where are you from, ma’am?’
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Both men and women use questions to gather informa-

tion, but the intent behind the questions differs. Men tend

to ask questions to gather specific information, which helps

them make informed decisions during transactions. This is

seen in the conversation at turn 69 kalo saya langsung beli

berarti saya tinggal bayar berapa ya? ‘If I want to buy it

now, how much is it?’. It leads to clearer, more transpar-

ent transactions, enhancing trust between buyers and sellers.

Women also ask questions, but often, these serve to maintain

the conversation or show interest, which helps build rapport.

As in conversation 06 turn 89 saking napi bu? ‘Where are

you from, ma’am?’ the question is more about establishing a

connection than simply gathering information. It helps create

a welcoming atmosphere, which is essential for sustainable

tourism.

5. Conclusions

In conclusion, men and women employ distinct lan-

guage features in transactional conversations that signif-

icantly contribute to tourism sustainability. Men use di-

rect and efficient language, such as minimal responses

and straightforward commands, facilitating quick decision-

making and smooth transactions. These features help main-

tain control and clarity in business exchanges, enhancing cus-

tomer trust and satisfaction. This finding confirms that male

characters prioritize logic and influence their communication

style [79]. On the other hand, women emphasize politeness

and rapport-building through minimal responses, softened

directives, and hypercorrect grammar, fostering positive rela-

tionships and creating a welcoming atmosphere for tourists.

Both male and female sellers use questions and compliments

strategically, with men focusing on gathering information for

clear transactions and women fostering connection. These

varied communication styles enhance the tourist experience,

encouraging repeat visits and promoting positive word-of-

mouth, which is crucial for sustaining tourism destinations

in the long term.
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