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TOURISM DISCOURSE AS AN OBJECT OF LINGUISTIC RESEARCH: A
COMPARATIVE LINGUISTICS PERSPECTIVE

d | http://dx.doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.21980092

Abstract
This article examines tourism discourse as an object of linguistic inquiry from the standpoint
of comparative and contrastive linguistics. Positioning tourism discourse within the broader field of
specialized and institutional discourse studies, it reviews the sociolinguistic, pragmatic, and
discourse-analytical frameworks that have shaped the field and considers their applicability to
typologically distant, unrelated languages such as Uzbek and English. Using a descriptive-
comparative method combined with elements of pragmatic analysis, the article proposes a three-
level working typology for the cross-linguistic study of tourism discourse, distinguishing lexical-
semantic, structural-compositional, and pragmatic dimensions of comparison. The analysis shows
that the dominant models of tourism discourse have been developed largely on English-language
and Indo-European material, leaving Turkic languages such as Uzbek analytically underrepresented
in the cross-linguistic literature, and argues for a comparative-typological research design capable
of accommodating such structural and cultural asymmetries. The proposed framework is intended to
serve as a methodological foundation for subsequent contrastive analysis of Uzbek and English
tourism discourse within the specialization of comparative and contrastive linguistics.
Keywords: tourism discourse; comparative linguistics; contrastive analysis; pragmatics;
discourse analysis; specialized discourse; Uzbek; English

Annotatsiya

Ushbu maqolada turizm diskursi qiyosiy va kontrastiv tilshunoslik nuqgtai nazaridan
lingvistik tadgigot obyekti sifatida o‘rganiladi. Turizm diskursini maxsus va institutsional diskurs
tadgiqotlarining kengroq sohasi doirasida joylashtirgan holda, maqolada ushbu sohani
shakllantirgan sotsiolingvistik, pragmatik va diskurs-tahliliy nazariy asoslar ko‘rib chigiladi hamda
ularning o‘zbek va ingliz kabi tipologik jihatdan bir-biridan uzog, garindosh bo‘lmagan tillarga
qo‘llanilishi imkoniyati tahlil gilinadi. Tavsifiy-giyosiy metoddan pragmatik tahlil elementlari bilan
birgalikda foydalangan holda, magolada turizm diskursini tillararo o‘rganish uchun uch bosgichli
ishchi tipologiya taklif etiladi, bunda giyoslashning leksik-semantik, struktur-kompozitsion va
pragmatik jihatlari farglanadi. Tahlil shuni ko‘rsatadiki, turizm diskursining yetakchi modellari
asosan ingliz tilidagi va hind-yevropa materiallari asosida ishlab chigilgan bo‘lib, o‘zbek kabi
turkiy tillar tillararo adabiyotda tahliliy jihatdan yetarli darajada o‘rganilmagan, shu sababli
maqolada bunday strukturaviy va madaniy assimetriyalarni hisobga oluvchi giyosiy-tipologik
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tadqigot dizayni zarurligi asoslanadi. Taklif etilgan nazariy asos giyosiy va kontrastiv tilshunoslik
yo‘nalishi doirasida o°‘zbek va ingliz turizm diskursining keyingi kontrastiv tahlili uchun
metodologik poydevor bo‘lib xizmat gilishi ko*zda tutilgan.

Kalit so‘zlar: turizm diskursi; qgiyosiy tilshunoslik; kontrastiv tahlil; pragmatika; diskurs
tahlili; maxsus diskurs; o*zbek tili; ingliz tili

AHHOTAIIHNSA

B  ganHOW  craThe  TYpUCTHYECKHI  OUCKYpC  paccMaTpuBaeTcs Kak  OOBEKT
JINHTBUCTUYECKOTO  HCCIENOBAaHUA C MO3ULUMAKM  CONOCTaBUTEIBHOTO W KOHTPACTUBHOI'O
s3pIKO3HAHUS. [lO3UIIMOHMPYSI TYpUCTHMYECKHH AHMCKYpC B paMKax Oojee MIIMPOKON o0macTu
HCCIIEIOBAHUIN CIIENUAIM3UPOBAHHOIO U MHCTUTYLHOHAJIBHOIO JUCKYpCa, CTaThs PAcCMaTpUBAET
COLMOJMHIBUCTUYECKUE,  MParMaTUYeCKUe W JUCKYPCUBHO-aHAIUTHUYECKHE  KOHLEIIUU,
chopMUpOBaBIIKME JaHHYIO O0JIACTh, M OLIEHUBAET MX MPUMEHHUMOCTh K THUIIOJIOTUYECKU AANEKUM,
HEPOJCTBEHHBIM SI3bIKAM, TaKUM KakK Yy30eKkCkuid ¥ aHrnuickuil. Mcmonb3ys omnucaTenbHO-
CONIOCTABUTENBHBIA METOJ, B COYETAHUM C DJIEMEHTAaMU IIPAarMaTHYE€CKOTrO aHaJIU3a, CTaThs
npeaiaraeT TpEXYpOBHEBYIO pab0UyIO TUIIOJIOTHIO TSI MEXbBSI3BIKOBOTO U3YUCHUS TYPUCTUYECKOTO
JUCKypca,  pasrpaHUuMBasl  JIEKCUKO-CEMAaHTHYECKOE, CTPYKTYPHO-KOMIIO3ULIUOHHOE U
MparMaTU4eCcKOe MU3MEPEHHUs COMOCTABICHUS. AHANW3 MOKAa3bIBAET, YTO AOMHHHUPYIOIIUE MOJAEIU
TYpPUCTHYECKOTO  JUCKypca  pa3paboTaHbl  MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO HA  AHIVIOS3BIYHOM |
WHJIOEBPOMEMCKOM MaTepuasne, BCIEACTBHE YEro TIOPKCKHUE SI3BIKM, TaKHE KakK Y30eKCKHii,
OKa3bIBAIOTCS HEAOCTATOYHO MPEICTAaBICHHBIMU B MEXKBS3BIKOBOH JIMTEpaType, 1 OOOCHOBBIBACT
HEO0OXOJMMOCTh COIMOCTABUTENHHO-TUIIOJIOTUYECKOTO HCCIIEOBATEILCKOTO TU3aiiHa, CIIOCOOHOTO
YUUTHIBaTh MOJOOHBIC CTPYKTYpHBIE W KyJIbTypHble acuMMeTpuu. [IpeanoskeHHass KOHIICTIIHS
MpU3BAaHA CIIYKUTh METOHOJIOTMYECKOW OCHOBOM I MOCJIEAYIOIETO0 KOHTPACTUBHOIO aHajau3a
y30€KCKOTO ¥ aQHTJHICKOTO  TYpUCTHYECKOTO0  JUCKypca B  paMKaxX  CHEHUATbHOCTH
CONIOCTABUTEIBHOI'O U KOHTPACTUBHOT'O A3BIKO3HAHUS.

KiroueBble ci1oBa: TypUCTHMUECKMH  JUCKYPC;  COINOCTABUTENIBHOE  SI3BIKO3HAHME,
KOHTPACTUBHBIM  aHaiuW3; IparMarTuka; [IUCKYypC-aHAIM3; CHEUHAIM3UPOBAHHBIN  JTUCKYPC;
y30eKCKUH S3bIK; aHTTTMUCKHM SI3BIK

Introduction

Tourism has become one of the most linguistically saturated domains of contemporary public
communication. Guidebooks, promotional brochures, official websites, and increasingly the vast
body of user-generated online reviews all rely on language as their principal means of shaping how
a place, a service, or an experience is perceived. It is precisely this centrality of language that has
made tourism discourse a legitimate and increasingly productive object of linguistic research,
distinct from the sociological or economic study of tourism as an industry, which has traditionally
been the domain of tourism sociology [2].

The foundational contribution to this field is generally attributed to Dann [3], who
characterized the language of tourism as a distinct sociolect governed by recurrent lexical,
rhetorical, and pragmatic conventions oriented toward persuasion. Urry’s notion of the “tourist
gaze” [16], later revised together with Larsen [17], extended the discussion beyond lexical
description toward the way discourse constructs the very object it purports to describe. Subsequent
work by Jaworski and Pritchard [10] and by Thurlow and Jaworski [15] situated tourism discourse
within the broader context of globalized mobility and multilingual communication, while Gotti [6]
argued explicitly for treating the language of tourism as a specialized discourse comparable in status
to legal, medical, or scientific discourse. More recent contributions, such as Francesconi [5], have
expanded the field toward multimodal analysis, examining how verbal and visual resources jointly
construct tourism meaning.

Despite this substantial body of scholarship, the great majority of existing models were
developed on English-language material or on data drawn from typologically related Indo-European
languages. Turkic languages in general, and Uzbek in particular, remain markedly underrepresented
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in the international literature on tourism discourse, even though the tourism sector occupies a
growing share of the national economy and generates an increasing volume of Uzbek-language
promotional and user-generated text. This asymmetry raises a genuinely comparative-linguistic
problem: to what extent are the lexical, structural, and pragmatic categories developed for English
tourism discourse transferable to an agglutinative, typologically distant language such as Uzbek,
and what adjustments does a comparative research design require in order to accommodate such
differences responsibly?

The present article addresses this problem at the level of theory and method. Its aim is
twofold: first, to define tourism discourse as an object of linguistic, rather than purely sociological
or marketing-oriented, research; second, to outline a working typology capable of supporting the
systematic comparative study of tourism discourse in Uzbek and English. The novelty of the article
lies in situating this typology explicitly within the specialization of comparative and contrastive
linguistics, thereby providing a methodological foundation for the subsequent stages of a broader
comparative study of Uzbek and English online tourism discourse.

Materials and Methods

As a theoretical-methodological study, the primary material of this article consists of the
international and Uzbek scholarly literature on tourism discourse, discourse analysis, and
pragmatics published between 1962 and 2023. This body of literature was analyzed descriptively in
order to identify recurrent categories of analysis applied to tourism texts and to assess their
adequacy for cross-linguistic, Uzbek-English comparison. Short illustrative examples of
promotional and review-type wording, constructed by the author on the model of authentic usage
rather than reproduced from any single source, are used throughout the article purely for expository
purposes.

The study draws on three complementary methodological traditions. First, the comparative-
typological method, as developed within contrastive linguistics generally, is used to identify points
of structural correspondence and divergence between Uzbek and English at the lexical, syntactic,
and textual levels. Second, elements of discourse analysis, following Fairclough [4] and van Dijk
[18], are used to situate tourism texts within their institutional and communicative context. Third,
pragmatic analysis, grounded in speech act theory [1; 13; 14] and the theory of conversational
implicature [7], is applied to the recommendation, evaluation, and persuasion strategies that recur in
tourism texts, supplemented by the general pragmatic categories established by Leech [11] and Yule
[20]. For the Uzbek material, the pragmalinguistic frameworks developed by Safarov [12] and
Hakimov [8] are used as a bridge between Western speech-act theory and the categories of Uzbek
linguistic description, since both scholars adapt Austinian and Searlean pragmatics to the analysis of
Uzbek discourse.

Results

The comparative review of the literature allows tourism discourse to be characterized along
three analytically distinct, though interacting, levels, each of which carries different implications for
Uzbek-English comparison.

At the lexical-semantic level, tourism discourse in English is marked by a dense concentration
of evaluative adjectives, superlatives, and culturally loaded terms (e.g., “authentic,” “unspoiled,”
“must-see”) that construct destinations as objects of desire, a pattern already noted by Dann [3] and
confirmed in subsequent corpus-based work. Preliminary comparison suggests that Uzbek tourism
texts rely on a partly overlapping but not identical inventory of evaluative means, combining
borrowed international tourism terminology with native evaluative morphology (diminutive and
intensifying suffixes) that has no direct structural equivalent in English. This asymmetry indicates
that a simple lexeme-to-lexeme comparison is insufficient and that evaluative meaning must be
compared at the level of function rather than form.

At the structural-compositional level, English-language tourism texts, whether institutional or
user-generated, tend to follow relatively fixed generic templates (orientation, description,
evaluation, recommendation), consistent with the genre conventions described by Gotti [6] and
Francesconi [5], and held together by cohesive textual devices of the kind identified by Halliday
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and Hasan [9]. Uzbek tourism texts, particularly in the emerging genre of online reviews, show a
comparable macro-structure but a different distribution of information within it, with evaluative
commentary often preceding rather than following descriptive content. This suggests that structural-
compositional comparison should be organized around communicative function (orientation,
description, evaluation, recommendation) rather than around linear sequence alone.

At the pragmatic level, both languages make extensive use of directive and expressive speech
acts realized as recommendations, warnings, and expressions of satisfaction or complaint, in line
with the general typology proposed by Searle [14]. However, the politeness strategies through
which these acts are mitigated differ: English tourism reviews rely heavily on hedging devices and
impersonal constructions, while Uzbek reviews draw on a system of address forms and honorific
morphology described by Safarov [12] and Hakimov [8], which has no direct formal counterpart in
English. This finding indicates that pragmatic comparison must be anchored in illocutionary
function, following Searle's classification, rather than in the surface form of individual speech acts.
Discussion

The typology proposed here is compatible with, and builds directly upon, the discourse-
analytical and pragmatic models developed by Dann [3], Jaworski and Pritchard [10], and Thurlow
and Jaworski [15]. Its contribution lies in making explicit the comparative-typological dimension
that these models, developed primarily on English or Indo-European material, do not systematically
address. By anchoring comparison in communicative function rather than surface form, the
typology avoids the risk of treating English-derived categories as a universal template into which
Uzbek material is simply fitted, a risk that has been noted more generally in cross-cultural
pragmatics [19].

The findings also point to a specific methodological challenge for the comparative-linguistic
study of Uzbek and English tourism discourse: the agglutinative morphology and honorific system
of Uzbek encode pragmatic distinctions (politeness, evaluative intensity) morphologically, whereas
English encodes largely equivalent distinctions lexically and syntactically. A comparative research
design must therefore operate at the level of pragmatic function, consistent with the Gricean view of
meaning as inferential rather than purely encoded [7], if it is to yield genuinely comparable results
rather than an inventory of formal mismatches.

The present study is limited to a qualitative synthesis of the existing literature and does not
yet draw on a systematically compiled bilingual corpus of tourism texts; corpus-based verification
of the proposed typology constitutes the next stage of the broader research project. Within the
specialization of comparative and contrastive linguistics, the typology developed here is intended to
function as the methodological basis for that subsequent, corpus-based comparative analysis of
Uzbek and English online tourism discourse.

Conclusion

This article has argued that tourism discourse constitutes a legitimate object of linguistic, and
specifically comparative-linguistic, research, and has proposed a three-level typology, lexical-
semantic, structural-compositional, and pragmatic, for its cross-linguistic study. Applying this
typology to the Uzbek-English pair reveals that existing tourism-discourse models, developed
largely on English and Indo-European material, require systematic functional rather than formal
adaptation when extended to a typologically distant language such as Uzbek. The proposed
framework provides a methodological foundation for the subsequent, corpus-based stage of a
broader comparative study of Uzbek and English online tourism discourse, and contributes, more
generally, to extending the comparative and contrastive study of specialized discourse to an
underrepresented language pair.
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Magolani tayorlashda qo‘yiladigan
talablar:

1.Maqola o‘zbek, ingliz va rus tillarida
minimal 6 sahifadan iborat bo‘lib,
Microsoft Word dasturida Times New
Roman shriftida 12 kegl, 1 satr
oralig‘ida, sahifalar barcha tomondan 2
sm qoldirilgan holda bo‘lishi shart.

2.Satr boshi - 1,25 sm bo‘lib, satrlarni
eniga to‘g‘irlash, so‘zlarni boshga
gatorga ko‘chirish avtomatik tarzda
bo‘lishi lozim.

3.Birinchi gator o’ng  tomondan
muallifning familiyasi, ismi va otasining
ismi, ikkinchi gatorda muallifning ish
joyi, lavozimi, ilmiy darajasi va unvoni,
e-mail va telefon ragami, uchinchi
gatorda sahafaning o‘rtasida bosh va
galin harflar bilan magolaning nomi
yoziladi. Ushbu ma’lumotlar o°zbek,
ingliz va rus tillarda berilishi lozim.

4.Keyingi gatordan o‘zbek, ingliz va rus
tillarida 60 so‘zdan iborat annotatsiya
beriladi.

5.Keyingi gatordan 7-10 ta o‘zbek, ingliz
va rus tillarida kalit so‘zlar beriladi.

6. Keyingi gatordan asosiy matn
boshlanadi va maqola 4 gismdan iborat
bo’ladi: Mavzuning dolzarbligi.
Metodlar va o ‘rganilganlik darajasi.
Tadgiqgot natijalari. Xulosa.

7.Magqolalar ilmiy ahamiyatga ega bo‘lib,
ulardagi fakt va fikrlar asoslangan
hamda mustagil ma’no kasb etishi lozim,
plagiat holati tagiglanadi. Muallif
foydalanilgan adabiyotlarni aniq
ko‘rsatishi, olingan igtiboslarning aniq
manbalarini keltirishi lozim.

8.Web of science hamda Scopus tizimidagi
jurnallardan igtiboslar olish magsadga
muvofigdir.

9.Igtiboslar matn ichida [1, 25] beriladi.
Adabiyotlarning to‘lig ro‘yxati asosiy
matndan  so‘ng  alifbo  tartibida
ko‘rsatilishi lozim.

Tpe6oBanusi K 0OPMJIEHUIO HAYYHOI
CTaThH:

1.Cmameu  OomiHbl  codepyams 6
cmpaHuy, e ¢opmame Times New
Roman Ha Microsoft Word, 12 keene, 1
CM, CO 8Cex CMOpPoH 2 cMm.

2.Hayana ab3aya - 1,25 cm,
hopmuposame CMpPoOKU 0 WUPUHE,
nepeHoc cnoe 8 Opyeoli pad OonxreH
66Imb 8 ABMOMAMUYECKOM NOps OKe.

3.B nepeoli cmpoke om npasoli cMopoHs!
®.1.0. asmopa, 8o emopoli cmpoke
mecmo pabomel, 00AHCHOCMb, y4eHas
cmeneHo U y4eHoe 3eaHue, e-mail u
Homep menedoHa, 8 mpemeeli cmpoke
Mo yeHmMpy CcmpaHuybl [POAUCHbIMU
6YKBAMU HCUPHBIM WPUGPMOM HA38AHUE
cmameu. 3ma uHgopmayus OoaHHA
66imb npedocmasneHa Ha y36eKcKom,
QaH2AUUCKOM U pYCCKOM A3bIKAX.

4. B cnedyroweli cmpoke aHHomayus u3 60
108 Ha mpex A3bIKax: y36eKkckul,
aHaaulickuli u pycckud.

5.Co cnedyroweli cmpoku Kawo4esoie
cnoea 7-10.

6./Janee HayuHaemca OCHOBHOU mekcm.
HogHOlU ~ meKkcm  HayuHaemca  CO
cnedyroweli  cmpoku, U  cmames
cocmoum u3 4 yacmeli: akmyanbHOCMb
membl, memoOdsl u ypoeeHb
uccnedosaHus, pesysemamel
uccnedosaHus, 3aK0YeHUe.

Cmamoeu  0oAMHbLI UMemb  Hay4Hoe

3Ha4eHue, akmel u udeu OOMAMHCHbI

66Imb 060CHOBAHHLIMU U U36exams
naazuamcmea. Aemop 00sxeH MoYHO
yKasame UCMOb308AHHYIO
dumepamypy U ccCoblAKy HA UCMOYHUKU,
fpU MOMOWU KOMOPbIX OH 8bIPA3UA CBOE

MHeHue.

8.CHOCcKU unu ccbinku OonmeH 6bimb
e3amsl u3 Web of science, a make
cucmembl #ypHano8 SCOpUS.

9. umuposaHue npugodumca 8 mexcme
[1, 25] MonsHeil cnucok aumepamypsi
dosceH 6bIMb YKA3aH 0c/e 0CHOBHO20
mekcma, a angpasumHom nopsoke.
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Requirements of the articles submitted:

1. Articles should be at least 6 pages, in
Times New Roman, 12 pt., 1 inter.

2.The line head should be 1,25 cm, line
spacing, and the words should be
automatically moved.

3.The author's full name should be on the
first line from the right; the author's
place of work, position, academic
degree, and academic rank, email
address, and phone number should be on
the second line; the article title should be
centered in bold, capital letters, on the
third line. This information should be
provided in Uzbek, English, and Russian.

4.An annotation of 60 words in the next
line in three languages.

5.Key words from the next row in three
languages 7-10.

6.The next line begins with the main text.
The main text begins on the next line,
and the article consists of four parts: the
relevance of the topic, the methods and
level of research, the results, and the
conclusion.

7. Articles must be of scientific importance
and facts and opinions in the article
should be well-grounded and have an
independent meaning, and they must be
free of plagiarism. The author must
clearly demonstrate the literature used
in his or her opinion, and provide the
exact sources of the extracts.

8. Quotes should be from "Web of science"
and "Scopus" journals.

9.A complete list of publications should be
followed in alphabetical order after the
main text. Seals and references should
be in the main text [1, 25].




