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Abstract 

Research on language and tourism is in its infancy in both linguistics and tourism studies. The work that 

does exist has considered how the particular social context of the tourism encounter reflects or challenges 

existing theories of host-guest relations, service quality, and language use. A framework for 

contextualizing the relationship between language and tourism needs to consider at least three levels of 

analysis: (1) the historical context that has led to the distribution of present day linguistic varieties and 

their uses; (2) the contemporary uses of language variation at a community level, including decisions 

made by influential institutions to shape and respond to pressures from the political economy; and (3) the 

individual’s personal linguistic competencies and experiences. From a tourism perspective, the first of 

these frames the identity narrative and sense of place for a destination. The second is strongly reflected in 

the place marketing and destination image creation efforts by destination marketing organizations. The 

third may be seen in terms of the social/cultural capital that language skills enable for both tourism 

industry hosts and for tourists guests. Interdisciplinary perspectives from linguistics and tourism studies 

give new perspectives on current theoretical issues in both fields of research. 
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Research on language and tourism is in its infancy in both linguistics and tourism studies. Much of the 

research comes from within sociolinguistics, where scholars have considered how the particular social 

context of the tourism encounter reflects or challenges existing theories of language use (Boudreau & 

White 2004; Cohen & Cooper 1986; Heller 2003; Jaworski 2009; Manca 2008). The most comprehensive 

text on language and tourism to date is probably Thurlow and Jaworski (2010; see also Jaworski & 

Pritchard 2005), who conduct a discursive analysis of six different tourism contexts: three about language 

use (inflight magazines, trade signs and business cards, and holiday postcards) and three about language 

representation (newspaper travelogues, television holiday shows, and guidebook glossaries). Their aim is 

to set out a new field of “the sociolinguistics of tourism” (p.1) and to “start mapping the globalizing 

processes and discursive strategies that underpin the symbolic economy and language ideologies of 

tourism more generally,” (p.12) connecting work on language and tourism to broader discussions in 

linguistics about cultural change and global mobility. Other related work in sociolinguistics considers the 

role of language in the broader representation of cultural and other identities in tourism destinations (Cos 

2006; Coupland et al. 2005; Drozdzewski 2011; Pietikäinen & Kelly-Holmes 2001; Ploner 2013; Strand 

2012, 2013; Thurlow & Jaworski 2011). Perspectives such as these are somewhat more numerous than 

discussions about language in the tourism literature, where language has often been treated as a functional 
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tool in (creating and then) overcoming cross-cultural barriers to communication (Cohen & Cooper 1986; 

Gao 2012; Geoffroy 2007; Yuan, et al. 2006). This more applied perspective is of fundamental 

importance in the tourism sector as service staff in tourism establishments must be able to effectively 

communicate with customers. The ease with which a host can communicate with tourists can have direct 

financial consequences.  

Host-guest encounters in cross-cultural and international settings have expanded enormously under the 

influence of globalization, and the resulting sociolinguistic contexts vary widely. While much tourism 

research focuses on the visual elements of a landscape, a focus on language use highlights the importance 

of auditory factors, such as speech. One key aspect to analysing the role of language in a tourist encounter 

is to model the level(s) of mutual intelligibility between possible hosts and possible visitors. In cases 

where mutual intelligibility is limited, there may be a distinct set of pronunciation patterns, vocabulary, 

and grammatical features associated with the way that locals speak with tourists (Tourist Talk; Cohen & 

Cooper 1986). These features together comprise speech styles that are part of the set of styles locals use 

with foreigners in general (Foreigner Talk or Foreigner-Directed Speech; Ferguson 1971, 1975). All of 

these are stylizations of the local language (or Host Language). In other cases of mutual intelligibility it 

might be more appropriate to describe speech towards tourists in terms of the lingua franca shared by 

hosts and tourists, but not necessarily used natively by either group (Tourist Language; Cohen & Cooper 

1986); this might also be analysed as a form of (mutual) Foreigner-Directed Speech. In contexts where 

the host and the tourist share a common native language, the distinctiveness of these other-directed speech 

styles may be less pronounced, or even absent; however, in cases where the local accent is itself 

commodified, then the linguistic distinctiveness of the Tourist Talk might be more pronounced, at least in 

performative contexts (Schilling-Estes 1998; Dubois & Horvath 2000). 

We predict that tourists coming to a host community from the most typologically distinct linguistic 

backgrounds will generally receive the most extreme versions of a Tourist Language, unless translators 

are an additional part of the interactional context. One of the most noticeable linguistic impacts on the 

global tourism industry is the increasing the demand for translation skills and services. Translators, tour 

guides (Lew 1992; Coupland et al. 2005) and other “professional natives” (Cohen & Cooper 1986, p. 556) 

and interlocutors (Lawson & Jaworski 2007) play an important role in the tourist encounter as cultural 

brokers between hosts and guests (Smith 2001). This becomes especially significant in destinations where 

the level of linguistic distance between hosts and tourists is multimodal, such as when the local signage is 

in a different orthographic script from the script the tourist is familiar with. In such cases, not only is the 

host community’s speech unintelligible to the visitor, but reliance on written signs for disambiguation is 

severely impaired.  

Typological distinctiveness or ‘linguistic distance’ may be conceived in terms of the number and type of 

formal differences in pronunciation patterns, vocabulary, and grammatical features between two 

languages. While a greater linguistic distance between a host and a tourist can lead to increases in host 

irritations, in some cases increased exposure through tourism can actually increase positive host attitudes, 

up to a point (Svanes 1988; Dörnyei & Csizér 2005). Of course, these generalisations hold more or less 

well depending on the historical relationship between the cultures involved, and the existing stereotypes 

and perceptions held toward the different language varieties outside of the impact from tourism. Within 

tourism, tour guides can act as “language brokers” (Cohen & Cooper 1986) in contexts of great linguistic 

distance or unfamiliarity, thereby embodying solutions to these obstacles. Translation dictionaries and 
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tours that explicitly include language learning (e.g., Jaworski 2009; Thurlow & Jaworski 2011) are other 

forms of language brokering. While language learning can be a practical skill for improving 

communication in the host-tourist encounter, it can also be a way for an outsider to gain a degree of entry 

into the back regions of a destination (Goffman 1969; MacCannell, 1973, 1976). Language learning turns 

language into a commodity resource that can be developed, packaged and sold. Some of the major 

markets for language learning include business people in international firms, exchange students working 

on a degree, and displaced members of a host community diaspora traveling to explore their roots 

(Drozdzewski 2011; Lew & Wong 2005).  

In part because of the effort involved, language learning can become part of the identity construction of 

the visitor, leading to repeat visits to the same destination. For diaspora tourists, language learning 

reinforces an identity that may not have been fully informed or realized (Jo 2001; Dörnyei & Csizér 

2005).  Language learners are also able to explore new hybrid identities that cross cultural and political 

boundaries (Smith & Leavy 2008), although the specific language learning materials often exaggerate the 

accessibility and simplicity of language acquisition and cultural competency (Thurlow & Jaworski 2011). 

To the extent that local languages can gain cultural capital through this process, tourism can lead to a 

direct enhancement of employment opportunities for members of the host community (Heller 2003; 

Coupland et al. 2005; Jaworski & Pritchard 2005). The distinct cultural capital of English, however, may 

be a special case. Gao (2012) describes the situation in Yangshuo, China where tourists are recruited to 

teach English to Chinese students, in what she calls English education tourism. Through this process, she 

argues, English has become “a social stratifier wherein English has attained new hegemonic power in 

China as a middle-class stylistic resource being actively pursued, at economic and cultural cost” (p.39). 

Thurlow and Jaworski (2010) show how airlines to construct a ‘global’, cosmopolitan image through the 

use of English in inflight magazines. The hegemony of English in tourism can be seen in the translation 

sector as well, given that texts are quite often translated from non-English host languages into English. 

The symbolic value of English has significant consequences for both corporate and individual entities 

involved in the tourism industry (Heller 2003; Bielsa 2005; Jaworski, et al. 2009; Pietikäinen & Kelly-

Holmes 2011).  

Despite the powerful status of English, host languages can also be conceptualized as heritage resources 

for tourism purposes. These include the role of language in the political economy of tourism and use of 

language in destination placemaking and marketing (Coupland et al. 2005; Moeran 1983; Strand 2012, 

2013). A linguistic variety (i.e., a language or dialect), for example, can acquire these forms of 

commodity value in part through the learner’s perception of authenticity and legitimacy: the learner’s 

recognition of a contemporary link to local identities that is the chronological result of a historical process 

of language use in the given place. Linguistic forms (words, phrases, accents) that are associated with 

cultural traits that instill nationalism or other political orientations are often seen as particularly authentic. 

 

<< Figure 1 About Here >> 

 

Figure 1 suggests a framework for understanding the role of language as a heritage tourism resource. The 

framework starts with an examination of (1) the broader context of linguistic variation in a place, 
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including how the linguistic variety has developed over time, issues of authenticity, and relationships 

between majority and minority varieties. That larger linguistic context influences (2) the social uses of 

language, including the ways that institutions use language to achieve strategic goals. This often involves 

social engineering and marketing efforts by political and business leaders, including Destination 

Marketing Organizations (DMOs). The language context and contemporary social language together 

comprise the space within which (3) individual language speakers use their linguistic knowledge and 

skills as a form of cultural capital to create more meaningful tourist experiences. These three domains are 

analogous to Lefebvre’s (1991) conceptualization of geographic space as (1) spatial practice, (2) 

representations of space, and (3) representational spaces. They are nested and interrelated, with global and 

national policy affecting destination images and marketing strategies, which subsequently impinge on 

local practices. Conversely, local practices, including language use and variation, are fundamental to the 

production of tourist spaces that confirm, or deny, the image and symbolism of policy, marketing, and 

historical imaginaries (Meethan 2001). The linguistic strategies that individuals employ in a tourism 

encounter are framed by the political and economic imperatives of society, and are part of the raw 

materials for those imperatives.  

 

1. Social: Historical Linguistic Context  

Every linguistic context derives from the complex evolution of culture and cross-cultural exchange over 

time. The language variety itself typically includes elements of the historical relationships between people 

and their environment, cultural and technological innovations, and acculturation and hybridization 

through the mixing of people from different places. These aspects of a linguistic context have specific 

influences in tourism settings, particularly with respect to how a destination represents its authenticity.   

As with many areas of cultural representation, language authenticity is highly contested (Bucholtz 2003; 

Coupland 2003). One perspective is to try to locate language authenticity by describing the degree to 

which its features resemble the features of an earlier form considered somehow ‘original’, as in a 

historical text or other (usually written) record. This is similar to the idea of object authenticity and has 

similar foundations in historical and archeological research, as well as art and museum studies (Trilling 

1972; Lau 2010). Object authenticity implies that both tangible resources (e.g., a work of art, a cultural 

artifact) and intangible resources (e.g., a performance, a ritual) can be verified in some way by experts as 

genuine and unadulterated (MacCannell 1976; Relph 1976; Wang 1999). The ability to define the 

authenticity of an object is the assumption behind historic preservation efforts and UNESCO's World 

Heritage designations (Jerome 2008), though the validity of the concept itself has also been highly 

contested (Lowenthal 1985; Reisinger & Steiner 2005).  

Examples of linguistic authentification in tourism include sites that commemorate major authors and 

poets and the scenes of famous books. Literary tours, for example, are a popular commodity in some 

destinations, and performances that recreate the dress and speech of a historical period are common 

attractions (Squire 1994; Herbert 2001; Earl 2008). Such forms of tourism often involve the performance 

of historical language varieties that have lost their linguistic vitality due to acculturation pressures or 

cultural drift. These varieties or archaic forms then remain in use only because they carry meanings of 

nostalgia, quaintness or exoticism for tourists (and sometimes locals). Foreign languages, from a tourist 

perspective, play a similar authentification role by virtue of their association with distinct ethnic groups. 
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Globalization entails that tourists are increasingly likely to gain exposure to a diverse range of 

associations between linguistic varieties and cultural identities. While this may lead to a reinforcement of 

negative stereotyping, a more positive outcome has been that greater awareness about endangered 

languages has led to increased efforts to save these varieties from extinction. This new source of cultural 

value may then be adopted by museums or festivals where efforts are made to bolster the language’s 

vitality through presentation and performance (Grenoble & Whaley 1998; Dicks 2004). 

Place names are another major way that tourists encounter local languages and their historical context. In 

some destinations, signage aimed at both locals and tourists is multilingual, with parallel translations in 

two to three codes. This linguistic landscape becomes part of the authentification experience in various 

ways. For example, place names or their translations may retain relic linguistic features that indicate the 

historicity of a place, even if the origins of the specific term are no longer part of public awareness 

(Reaney 1960; Clark 2008). In China, place names are often further embellished by language-based 

representations in the form of calligraphic art, expressing cultural and sometimes political identities (Zhou 

et al. 2013). Similarly, the iconic “Hollywood” letters spread across a Los Angeles hillside have come to 

evoke a similar cultural imprint for both locals and tourists. Skilled tour guides will use the stories behind 

these linguistic landscape elements to construct a sense of the local place for visitors. 

In summary, the linguistic context of tourism involves an understanding of the historical evolution of 

language variation in a destination, as well as its relationship to other places, especially those that are 

major tourist sources. The linguistic history of a tourism destination forms the basis for the contemporary 

sociolinguistic context, and that context then defines the role of language in the local tourism industry.  

 

2. Social: Contemporary Linguistic Usage  

Sociolinguistic usage refers to the ways in which the elements of a language context (the set of available 

linguistic varieties) are used, both intentionally and unintentionally, to achieve social goals. While 

sociolinguistic action can be studied at the level of a single individual, this section focuses on usage at the 

group level, with specific focus on businesses and institutions in tourism sectors. 

One form of explicit sociolinguistic usage is the museumising of languages, discussed above. By formally 

defining the place, costume and language of an ethnic group, the museum attempts to capture, summarise 

and preserve a culture in a fairly simplistic manner that may not reflect the complex dynamics that the 

contemporary ethnic group may actually be experiencing (Relph 1976). In some cases the language of 

interpretation completely ignores the indigenous language(s) linked to the cultural artifacts on display, 

thereby reinforcing the hegemony of the dominant language (Wang 2012). In other cases the minority 

languages are highlighted through active conservation and revitalization programs. For both minority and 

majority languages, place representation through tourism is also achieved through various linguistic and 

multimodal forms: music (Dubois & Horvath 2000; Schroeder & Borgerson 2009), postcards 

(Francesconi 2011; Pritchard & Morgan 2005; Thurlow & Jaworski 2010), souvenirs (Pietikäinen & 

Kelly-Holmes 2011), and in various forms of destination promotional literature (Coupland, et al. 2005; 

Moeran 1983; Thurlow & Jaworski 2010). Linguistic varieties may gain value in a contemporary political 

economy through distribution in new linguistic markets (Heller 2003). From a sociolinguistic perspective, 

language in tourism is but one example of the ever-changing social capital of linguistic forms.  
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Linguistic variation provides a reliable set of resources for marking and perpetuating social affiliation and 

differentiation (Cohen 2012). We are all members of groups that are characterized by a shared linguistic 

code, including those associated with our social class (e.g., Labov 1966), ethnic identity (e.g., Dubois & 

Melançon 1997), political orientation (e.g., Hall-Lew et al. 2010), or myriad other aspects of self-identity. 

While not all variation is socially meaningful, differences in language use often become resources for 

policing the boundaries between in-groups and out-groups (Boudreau & White 2004; Cohen 2012). In a 

tourism context, in-groups and out-groups are further distributed along the lines of front stage versus back 

stage settings (Goffman 1959; Cronin & O’Connor 2003; Greathouse-Amador 2005). Tourists are usually 

outsiders who are mostly limited to experiences and encounters within front regions (Dörnyei & Csizér 

2005). These other-directed structures, environments and performances are those aspects of the cultural 

landscape that are on public display (Lew 1989). Deeper, existential tourist experiences typically involve 

penetrating into back regions, an experience which has been identified as a major motivation for tourism 

itself (MacCannell 1976), at least in cases where entry to the back stage is considered desirable within 

one’s social group.  

These processes are also apparent in the selling of places as tourist destinations and product branding 

(Morgan 2004), with language differentiation serving a functional role as a tourism marketing tool. 

Language is one of the most readily identifiable markers of ethnic difference, particularly in cross-cultural 

interaction. The ability to ‘index’ ethnicity is gaining new significance in late modernity, resulting in the 

commodification of language as a way to commodify ethnicity. There is a challenge, however, for 

destination marketing organizations (DMO) to balance differences that intrigue tourist curiosity with 

familiar elements, in an effort to ensure accessibility and help maintain a “corporate, 'professional' image” 

(Heller 2003:289). This balance will vary with the degree to which a desired tourist market is more 

neophyllic (embracing the new) or more neo-phobic (afraid of differences).  

While DMOs can be highly influential, place identities are ultimately created through a mix of cultural 

and landscape attributes, including traditional beliefs (e.g., religion, family roles), social practices 

(clothing, arts, foods, festivals), and a shared history. With the rise of social media and the increasing 

penetration of personal telecommunication technologies to every corner of the planet, place and attraction 

identities, and their reputations and popularity, are increasingly being influenced by crowd-sourced 

dialogues. These include word of mouth, online discussions, rating websites, and various other forms of 

mass sharing (Lew 2008). Digital media has a direct impact on the economic success of a tourism 

economy by influencing the type, number and expectations of arriving tourists. In this way, the language 

surrounding the description of places, whether through intentionally targeted marketing efforts or more 

suffuse influences via social media, influences the tourist experience. These tourism discourses draw on 

both historical and contemporary elements of a linguistic context to script a particular narrative. This, in 

combination with elements of the physical and cultural landscape, creates a distinct touristic sense of 

place.  

 

3. Individual Linguistic Experience 

Historical elements of the linguistic landscape construct a place by reflecting how language use in a place 

has changed over time. Contemporary language use further contributes to the experiences of places. Both 

forces shape the relationship between language, tourism, and place. The third major influence, individual 

Commented [AL1]: Change reference to 2014 version of this 
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language use, refers to how individual tourists and locals use language variability in tourism settings to 

achieve their personal and professional goals. 

Language context and sociolinguistic use shape the individual’s daily experience with language change 

and variation. This includes everything from the choice (intentional or unintentional) of a single variant in 

an individual utterance (e.g., “Welcome!” vs. “Hiya!”) to the use of packages of variants, or styles, for 

different contexts (e.g., Tourist Talk). From a tourism perspective, this is most obvious in the context of 

explicit language learning, where the acquisition of proficiency with a new linguistic form (or an entire 

new language) can bring cultural or social capital to the individual language learner (Drozdzewski 2011; 

Jaworski 2009). In tourism contexts, overcoming the language barrier can transform guest and host roles 

by changing the visitor from a “tourist other” to a “personal guest” (Lew & Kennedy 2002). In this way, 

language learning is directly related to deeper, existential experiences. 

Engagement with local linguistic variation can be much more subtle than ‘language’ learning and yet still 

offer meaningful (and commodifiable) experiences in a tourism context. This is especially true for forms 

of speech that are perceived or believed to be more authentic, legitimate or historical (Greathouse-

Amador 2005; King & Wicks 2009). In such cases, linguistic variants may form the basis of living history 

and historical reenactment experiences (Kim & Jamal 2007), or may simply occur in passing 

performances of local identity in face-to-face interaction between visitors and locals (Schilling-Estes 

1998; Dubois & Horvath 2000). At the most subtle level, local speakers’ resistance to a growing tourism 

economy may account, in part, for the spread and maintenance of local linguistic features (Labov 1963). 

In contrast, in highly conscious contexts of tourist linguistic performance (such as Renaissance Festivals), 

the use of socially meaningful linguistic forms may be founded on historical research on the part of the 

speakers themselves, whose performances then undergo further artistic interpretation in the construction 

of authenticity. The result is a linguistic style that conveys information about what forms of speech carry 

authenticity. These styles are particularly good examples of how local place identity is constructed with 

an awareness of a contemporary ‘tourist gaze’ (Urry 1990). Because of this dynamism, it is more 

appropriate to think of language authenticity in terms of the degree to which it is perceived as genuine 

based on usage and context (e.g., Coupland 2003). This contextual perspective is evident in the very 

different interpretive and performative linguistic aspects of, for example, historical reenactments versus 

language learner experiences. 

Given the right conditions, those native speakers of the language variety the tourist perceives as the most 

‘authentic’ may have an advantageous position in the tourism economy. Such local language speakers can 

use their skills as a form of cultural capital; a cultural trait that can have direct economic utility. 

Greathouse-Amador (2005) found this in the case of Nahua Indians in Mexico, where the touristic search 

for authenticity brought value to a previously repressed language. On-going work in Edinburgh, Scotland, 

shows that a majority of tourists who are specifically interested in experiencing Scottish culture prefer 

interacting with speakers of Scottish English, even over speakers of their own native linguistic variety, 

and even at the risk of misunderstanding (Hall-Lew et al., 2013). This ‘authentic speaker’ advantage is 

similar to other social and professional skills that give some individuals an advantage in the hospitality 

industry over others, such as interpersonal and cross-cultural communication skills, destination 

knowledge and awareness of industry standards (Alonso & O’Neil 2011).  
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Most tourist settings are highly structured with clear roles (e.g., tourist, guide, vendor, docent, flight 

attendant, driver) designed for different market segments (e.g., luxury, family, backpacker). Although 

language use in each sectors will typically orient to some kind of business-specific standard code, the 

differences in the nature of their roles call for differences in speech style, not only between roles but also 

within them (Coupland 1980). There are, therefore, a plethora of different forms of so-called Tourist Talk 

in any tourism destination. 

The most highly qualified hosts (from a guest perspective) have mastered the particular register of Tourist 

Talk with the greatest linguistic capital for their setting, role and market segment. Differences in linguistic 

style therefore gain purpose and value as resources for meeting the expectations and needs of the tourist. 

These may range from enabling access to basic information to providing comfort by easing culture shock. 

Conversely, the best tourists (from a host perspective) conform to the expected behavior and speech of the 

tourist setting they are in. Those who do not conform may be considered annoying, troublesome or just 

confusing. 

Significant differences often exist between the language experiences of domestic and international tourists 

to a destination. Although exceptions exist, the linguistic distance between domestic tourists from other 

parts of a country are often not as great as they are for international tourists. Generally speaking, when 

tourists and their hosts show minimal linguistic distance, the general social meanings conveyed by the 

hosts’ accent or dialect features remain interpretable by those tourists. For example, a Canadian visiting 

the National Museum of Scotland, in Edinburgh, might be surprised or even disappointed to be paired 

with a tour guide who speaks Southern Standard British English, rather than a variety of Scottish English. 

In contrast, international tourists whose linguistic repertoires are distant from their hosts’ are, by 

definition, less familiar with the nuances of local linguistic variation (Cohen & Cooper 1986); a Chinese 

tourist on the same tour might not perceive any incongruence between the guide’s regional variety and the 

subject matter of the museum. The linguistic forms that carry value in the tourism context therefore vary 

crucially with respect to the linguistic distance between tourist and host. 

Despite the common practice whereby tour guides lead tourists in parroting local greetings in a local 

language (Jaworski 2009), most tourists, regardless of linguistic distance, will not attempt to speak local 

linguistic varieties. The social pressures against this level of linguistic accommodation are often too great; 

the potential for the loss of face is relatively high. Furthermore, language shock can greatly exacerbate 

experiences of culture shock that visitors may have, and can be major barriers that keep some people from 

traveling to a foreign or simply different place (Smalley 1963, Svanes 1988). International tourism forces 

people to encounter the unfamiliar, which is an experience that neophobics avoid. However, like diaspora 

tourists, neophyllic language learners may use these experiences to experiment, create and perform new 

identities in exotic places, far removed from their more mundane home existence (Heller 2003; Coupland 

et al. 2005; Jaworski & Pritchard 2005). Accommodation to local linguistic norms may also be a key 

feature in the travel experiences of those tourists interested in constructing a transnational, cosmopolitan 

identity (e.g., as demonstrating an awareness of global diversity; Swain 2009). 

 

Theoretical and Methodological Reflections 
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The examination of linguistic variation in tourism contexts offers rich opportunities for scholars of both 

tourism and linguistics. Like other heritage resources, linguistic varieties are basic components of cultural 

identity and place image, iconic of a shared identity, and grounded in history, the facts of which and are 

often negotiated and contested (cf. Ashworth & Tunbridge 2004; Smith & Akagaw 2009). Indeed, 

language is essential to culture in all it various forms, which UNESCO has stated powerfully in its 

publication on endangered languages: 

[UNESCO] recognizes the vital role of language in the expression and transmission of living 

heritage. All intangible cultural heritage domains … depend on language for their day-to-day 

practice and inter-generational transmission. In the domain of oral traditions and expressions, 

language is not only a vehicle of intangible heritage, it is their very essence. (UNESCO 2003, p.1)  

In addition to this heritage role, which also has substantial marketing overtones, variation in language 

necessitates the involvement of language brokers. International tourism settings turn multilingualism and 

cosmopolitanism into economic assets. Locals who are highly proficient in the languages of those markets 

can turn their cultural capital into financial capital. A major part of tourism is, arguably, driven by the 

desire to cross cultural boundaries. Understanding the role of language variation and use in cross-cultural 

tourism settings is essential to uncovering how destinations market themselves and how hosts and guests 

create tourism places and experiences. As Thurlow and Jaworski observe, “language and languages sit at 

the very heart of the tourist experience, its representation and its realization, its enculturation and its 

enactment” (2011, p. 289). 

Language use provides a rich and accessible source of data for analysing the role of tourism in the 

transformation and evolution of tourism places. Methodologically, while traditional qualitative 

(interpretive) approaches are used in both linguistics and tourism research, the quantitative study of 

linguistic corpora may offer a new approach for tourism scholars, while tourism service management 

research may offer new perspectives for linguists. A greater understanding of language as a fundamental 

component of the tourism industry, as well as the construction of place more generally, creates the 

potential for new interdisciplinary insights into human mobilities and experiences.  
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