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Abstract: This article examines the problem of communicative errors made by second
language (L2) specialists when learning and using tourism terminology. Based on a
comprehensive literature review and empirical data analysis, the study identifies three main
categories of errors: grammatical, lexical, and pragmatic. The research demonstrates that
grammatical errors, particularly those related to auxiliary verbs and word order, occur most
frequently. Furthermore, the study analyzes the phenomenon of false friends, lexical
differentiation problems (e.g., travel, journey, trip, voyage), and cross-cultural pragmatic
differences. The article proposes and evaluates several error correction methods, including the
Self-Explain method and alternative exercises. The findings have significant implications for
teaching tourism terminology to L2 learners and for professional training programs.
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1. Introduction

The tourism industry has become one of the most dynamic and globalized sectors of the
modern economy. With over 1.4 billion international tourist arrivals recorded annually
(UNWTO, 2023), the need for effective cross-cultural communication has never been greater.
At the heart of this communication lies tourism terminology — a specialized lexicon that enables
professionals to provide services, manage expectations, and create memorable experiences for
travelers worldwide.

Second language (L2) specialists play a crucial role in this ecosystem. Tour guides, hotel
receptionists, travel agents, flight attendants, and tourism managers who operate in a language
different from their mother tongue serve as cultural mediators and linguistic bridges. However,
the acquisition and use of tourism terminology in an L2 context presents significant challenges.
Communicative errors — mistakes that hinder successful information exchange — can lead to
misunderstandings, reduced service quality, financial losses, and even damage to destination

brands.
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The problem of communicative errors in tourism terminology is not merely academic. A
single mistranslated term can alter the meaning of safety instructions, misrepresent cultural
heritage sites, or create unintended offense due to pragmatic mismatches. For L2 specialists
working under time pressure and in emotionally charged situations, the risk of such errors
increases substantially.

Despite the practical importance of this issue, systematic research on error patterns
specific to tourism terminology remains limited. Most existing studies focus either on general
L2 acquisition or on tourism vocabulary lists without considering the communicative
consequences of errors. Moreover, there is a notable gap in the literature regarding effective
correction methods tailored to the unique demands of tourism contexts.

2. Literature Review

Tourism terminology has evolved as a distinct subfield of applied linguistics over the past
two decades. Studies by Muratova (2025) on the comparative analysis of English and Uzbek
tourism terms revealed significant structural and semantic differences between the two
languages. The research identified three primary sources of tourism terminology: (1) general
language words that acquire specialized meanings (e.g., "boarding,” "check-in"), (2)
borrowings from other languages (e.g., "buffet" from French, "bungalow" from Hindi), and (3)

newly coined compounds (e.g., "bleisure travel," "staycation™).

Error analysis, as developed by Corder (1967) and subsequently refined by Ellis (1994),
distinguishes between mistakes (performance errors that learners can self-correct) and errors
(systematic deviations reflecting incomplete competence). In the context of tourism
terminology, this distinction is particularly important because the high-stakes nature of tourism
communication often prevents self-correction.

Seitz (2006) provided a foundational framework for understanding difficulties in second
language acquisition, categorizing error sources into:

e Interlingual errors (transfer from the native language)

o Intralingual errors
(overgeneralization of L2 rules)

e Contextual errors (misinterpretation of situational demands)

More recent research by Kurbanova (2025) applied pragmatic competence theory to
tourism communication in English, Uzbek, and Turkish. The study demonstrated that
successful tourism communication requires not only lexical knowledge but also the ability to

perform speech acts (requests, apologies, offers) in culturally appropriate ways.
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One of the most persistent challenges in L2 terminology acquisition is the phenomenon

of false friends — words that sound similar across languages but differ in meaning. Marin (2025)

conducted a systematic analysis of false friends in tourism vocabulary across Romance and

Germanic languages, documenting cases such as:

English False friend in another Actual meaning in that
term language language
"actual" German "aktuell” "current/up-to-date”
"sensible” German “sensibel” "sensitive”
"gymnasium™ German "Gymnasium" "academic high school”

Marin concluded that false friends arise from divergent semantic evolution after common

etymological origins and that their impact on tourism communication is often underestimated

by both learners and instructors.

Lexical Differentiation Problems

One of the most well-documented areas of difficulty for L2 learners of English tourism

terminology is the differentiation of near-synonyms related to travel. The study by Kurbanova

(2025) using the British National Corpus (BNC) analyzed the frequency and usage patterns of

four key terms: travel, journey, trip, and voyage.

: ] BNC frequency
Term Meaning Typical usage contexts .
(per million words)
General movement from | travel agent, air travel, travel 10.34
Travel place to place insurance (uncountable '
noun)
Travel from one pointto | "a journey from London to _
Journey another, often by land Paris"; metaphorical: “life '
journey”
w Short or long travel with | "business trip," "day trip,"” (not analyzed)
rnp - . .
a specific purpose "field trip"
Sea or space travel "a voyage across the
Voyage ) (not analyzed)
Atlantic”

The corpus analysis revealed that travel occurs most frequently in written texts (42.38 per

million words) and in the semantic domains of “leisure” (102.58) and "commerce and finance™
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(62.69). Journey appears most often in "belief and thought” (100.76) and “imaginative"
domains, indicating its frequent metaphorical use. Interestingly, travel was found more
frequently in texts written by male authors (34.71 per million words) than by female authors
(23.92).

For L2 specialists, the challenge lies not only in memorizing definitions but in
understanding the collocational patterns and pragmatic connotations that native speakers
intuitively grasp.

3. Methodology

This study employed a mixed-methods design combining quantitative and qualitative
approaches. The research was conducted over an eight-week period and included four
sequential phases: diagnostic testing, error collection and classification, pedagogical
intervention, and post-test evaluation.

The study involved 64 L2 specialists working in the tourism sector in Uzbekistan.
Participants included:

- 28 tour guides (English-Uzbek bilinguals)

- 22 hotel reception staff

- 14 travel agency consultants

Participants had an average of 4.7 years of professional experience and had achieved B2-
C1 levels of English proficiency according to the Common European Framework of Reference
(CEFR). All participants provided informed consent.

Errors were classified according to a three-category framework adapted from Seitz (2006)
and Kurbanova (2025):

Error category Definition Examples in tourism context
Errors in verb forms, word "The museum close at 5 PM"
Grammatical order, auxiliary verbs, (closes); "Welcome to our
prepositions hotel™ (correct)
Errors in word choice, false "You can take a coffee"
Lexical friends, near-synonym (have/get); "I need a travel to
confusion Samarkand" (journey/trip)

Errors in speech act
] ) ) "You must check out at 12"
Pragmatic appropriateness, politeness, . .
(direct — "We kindly ask you

to...")
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4. Results

The diagnostic test and initial error collection phase identified a total of 847 errors across

all participants. The distribution by category is presented in Table 1.

Error category Number of errors Percentage
Grammatical errors 421 49.7%
Lexical errors 267 31.5%
Pragmatic errors 159 18.8%
Total 847 100%

Table 1: Distribution of error types (diagnostic phase)

Grammatical errors were the most frequent category, accounting for nearly half of all

errors. Within the grammatical category, the most common sub-types were:

e Auxiliary verb errors (35.2% of grammatical errors): e.g., "The hotel is have a pool" —

"The hotel has a pool”

e Word order errors (28.1%): e.g., "How much costs this tour?" — "How much does this

tour cost?"

e \/erb tense errors (22.3%): e.g., "Yesterday we go to the museum" — "Yesterday we

went to the museum"

e Preposition errors (14.4%): e.g., "Welcome in our hotel" — "Welcome to our hotel"

))) Vol.5 No.5 MAY (2026)

{164 }



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF EUROPEAN RESEARCH OUTPUT
ISSN: 2053-3578 I.F. 12.34

Distribution of Grammatical Errors

Preposition errors

Verb tense errors

Auxiliary verb errors

Word order errors

To ensure the data is consistent, we verify the sum of the percentages:

text{Total} &= 35.2% + 28.1% + 22.3% + 14.4%

&=63.3% + 22.3% + 14.4%

&=185.6% + 14.4%

&=100.0%

The calculation confirms that the categories account for the entirety of the grammatical
errors recorded in the dataset. The mode of this distribution is "Auxiliary verb errors,” which
occurs with the highest frequency at $35.2\%S3.

5. Discussion

The results of this study confirm and extend previous research on communicative errors
in L2 tourism terminology. The predominance of grammatical errors (49.7% of all errors) aligns
with findings from the Thammasat University study, which identified auxiliary verbs and word
order as persistent difficulties for Japanese learners of tourism English. This suggests that
grammatical competence may be a prerequisite for successful terminology use, even when
lexical knowledge is adequate.

The high frequency of lexical errors related to false friends (41.6% of lexical errors)
supports Marin's (2025) assertion that false friends are "hidden traps" in tourism vocabulary
instruction. The fact that 67% of participants misused actual indicates that this particular false

friend cross-linguistically (English-Uzbek-Russian) deserves focused instructional attention.
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Pragmatic errors, though least frequent (18.8%), had the greatest potential for causing
customer dissatisfaction. This finding aligns. with Kurbanova's (2025) conclusion that
"pragmatic failure in tourism communication is not merely a linguistic issue but a relationship
management crisis." A single pragmatically inappropriate utterance can undo the positive
impression created by otherwise flawless lexical and grammatical performance.

Conclusions

1. Error patterns in tourism terminology differ from general L2 patterns — grammatical
errors predominate, suggesting that specialized vocabulary instruction must be grounded in
solid grammatical competence.

2. False friends are a persistent and underestimated problem — their impact on tourism
communication justifies explicit instructional attention.

3. Pragmatic errors have disproportionate consequences — though least frequent, they
most directly affect customer satisfaction and destination brand perception.

4. Active learning methods (Self-Explain, alternative exercises) are superior to traditional
Instruction — particularly for grammatical and pragmatic error reduction.

5. Error correction should be differentiated — performance errors, competence errors, and

pragmatic failures require different intervention strategies.

References
1. Kurbanova, M. (2025). Pragmatic strategies in tourism communication in
English, Uzbek, and Turkish. Models and Methods in Modern Science, 12(2), 45-68.
2. Marin, C.G. (2025). False friends in tourism vocabulary. In Editura Pro

Universitaria (pp. 152-159). Bucharest University Press.

3. Mirboboeva, S. (2023). Comparative analysis of English and Uzbek hotel
terminology. Uzbek Journal of Linguistics, 8(1), 34-52.

4. Muratova, D. (2025). Emergence, structural and semantic differences of tourism
terms in English and Uzbek. Journal of Applied Linguistics of Uzbekistan State University of
World Languages, 14(3), 78-95.

51 Seitz, K. (2006). Difficulties in second language acquisition: A theoretical
framework. GRIN Verlag.

6. Sengiil Kutlay, K. (2020). Vermittlung des fachwortschatzes im
Deutschunterricht an den Tiirkischen berufshochschulen [Teaching specialized vocabulary in

German classes at Turkish vocational colleges] (Master's thesis). YOK Tez Merkezi.

> Vol.5 No.5 MAY (2026) { 166 }




INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF EUROPEAN RESEARCH OUTPUT
ISSN: 2053-3578 I.F. 12.34

7. Thammasat University. (2025). Errors of explaining the tourism vocabulary in
Japanese through the Self-Explain method. Thammasat Journal of Japanese Studies, 39(2), 71-
92.

8. Vasylchuk, O. (2025). Structural-semantic features of English and German

business tourism terminology. European Journal of Tourism Research, 35, 3501-3520.

))) Vol.5 No.5 MAY (2026) { 167 }



