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ABSTRACT

The main objective of this paper is through analysis and description of the
language of tourism in the English and Macedonian to evaluate similarities
and differences in the tourism communication and to highlight their cultural
aspects. The accent is put on differences and similarities of both cultures that
have their own realization through language interactions, where the
subcultures and individual variables that motivate people to speak as they do,
are deeply integrated. Following the basic principles of the ethnography of
communication and its key components that are part of language
interactions, the ethnographies observed showed existence of certain
culturally specific similarities and differences in the communicative
competence  of the speakers of both languages. The differences in the
ethnographies in the English and Macedonian language are due to the fact
that the cultural systems of both languages are organized differently.
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INTRODUCTION

The main objective of this research is the analyses of the language of tourism
in the English and Macedonian language from the aspect of the ethnography
of communication. By presenting the similarities and differences in tourism
communication, we try to enlighten the cultural aspects in tourism in the
English and Macedonian language.

Communication interactions, processes and experiences are central aspects
of tourism studies. Even though they represent a relatively novel,
undiscovered field of research, it is a fact that since recently, the experts in
linguistics have turned their research attention towards the language of
tourism. The idea of undertaking  a research from tourism discourse
originates from the fact that in the literature there is no special monograph
completely dedicated to the issues of ethnographic description of tourism
communication in the |English and Macedonian language. The research of
how communication flows in tourism discourse reflects the interdisciplinary
approach in this paper: on the one hand, tourism as an exceptionally
important and strong agent and channel of globalization, and on the other
hand, the ethnography of communication, which basic postulates are being
reflected in the tourism communication. Both disciplines,merged together,
reflect the changes and transition, and at the same time they grow into
treasures of diverse discourses, from the very beginning of tourism
development until present day.

The accent is put on the differences and similarities of both cultures realized
through communicative strategies, where the subcultures and individual
variables are deeply integrated, and that motivate people to speak as they do.
An attempt to separate is neither possible nor desirable, especially for the
fact that their relations are culturally interwoven. It is of great importance to
make a difference between the realization of one culture in a language and
its realization through the language that belongs to that culture (that this
culture speaks).Following the basicpostulates of the ethnography of
communication for the key components that are part of the communicative
interactions, the analyzed ethnographies from the tourism discourse showed
that there are certain culturally specific similarities, but also differences in
the communicative competences of the speakers in both cultures.

Globalization inevitably brings the disappearance of the ethnography of
communication of an ethnos. The contribution of this paper is seen in the
implementation of the results which should indicate how it is important and
necessary, especially on the territory as the Balkan is, to preserve the
ethnographic values.
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DIRECTNESS/INDIRECTNESS

How people communicate in tourism domain depends to great degree on the
type of culture to which the speakers belong. When we discuss the ways of
communication in the English language one has to pay attention to the so
called understatement which can be paraphrased as ‘not to impose oneself’.
The author Markovic (1963), explains this occurrence as a typical
characteristic of the culture of expression in the English language, as
insufficient, or incomplete expression, saying less than the truth, minimizing,
too modest or too moderate statement that is typical for the English.In this
way they achieve greater emphasis, whereas the same occurrence in the
Slavic languages is achieved by overloud statement or with exaggeration.
(pp-39).

The statement that the speakers of the Anglo-American culture do not
useunobtrusivenessis well known.((Wierzbicka,1985:163). When we analyze
this occurrence in the English language and the culture that is expressed
through thislanguage, it is inevitably to mention the statements andviews
expressed by well-knownresearchers from this field. Most of them, Brown
and Levinson (1978), Blum-Kulka, (Wierzbicka,1985), generalize on the
basis of the English language a statement that when people ask something,
suggest or offer an advice, they do that indirectly.(pp.145-178). According
Wierzbicka(1985), it is obvious that such generalization is concluded only
through the English language, that is, what is right for the speakers of the
English language must be right for all the speakers in general. (pp.145-178).

The corpus analysis indicated that the dichotomy directness/indirectness
appears in communicative strategies in the tourism communication in the
following ethnographies:

expressing politeness, dissatisfaction, giving orders, complaining and giving
compliments.

The dichotomy directness/indirectness  is specifically present in the
communicative strategies when one expresses politeness. The indirectness
in the speakers’ conversation in the English language is especially
expressed in the ethnographies of politeness through the forms of polite
request.

Hotel room reservation /Restaurant reservation by phone
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Could you reserve a single Caxam 0a pezepsupam
eoHa

room for me from August, 15" 080Kpesemna coba 3a 12mu
aezycm.

to August, 25"?

Asking for information for hotel room, hotel entertainments, services and
weather:

Could you tell me please, Kaoe ce menuckume
uepanuwma?

where the tennis courts are?

Asking for information for hotel animations and the surrounding:

Can you tell me please, where Beuepesa cakame 0a ooume na
KoHyepm.
it is possible to go out here? Ke mooceme nu oa nu

obe3bedume xapmu?

Paying hotel bill:

My bill, please. Axo moxce oa niamam, ke e
MOnam.

Can you give me my bill?

Asking for information in a tourist agency:

Could you recommend a resort Me unmepecupa apaxcmanom

on the East Coast? 3a nemysarve 6o TyHuc.
Konky uunu eona neoena?

The communicative strategy ofpoliteness is part of the tourism employee’s
communicative competence, and as such it is common for the speakers of
both cultures.

Information asked by the receptionist during guest room reservation:

Could you tell me when 3a xoj mepmun 6u mpeba cobama 2-
oune?

do you require the room, Sir?

During check- in process the receptionist uses the following ethnographies of
politeness:
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How can I help you? Jlobap Oen. Iloseneme.

When guests check in, if the receptionist did not understand the guest
clearly, the ethnographies of polite addressing will be used in order the
communication between host-guestgoes flowingly:

Sorry? Ilpocmeme.

1 beg your pardon? Ce uzgumnysam.

The receptionist politely offers the services that are available to the hotel
guests:

Would you like to go bu caxane 1 0a ooume na paseneo
Ha epadom?a sightseeing tour?

The services offered by the waiter, are most often expressed by the
indirectness in the culture of English language, whereas the services that are
offered by the waiter in the culture of Macedonian language are expressed
through the direct mode, or through a mild form of the imperative:

May I take your coats? Bawume nanma mooiceme 0a mu eu
dademe.

Accepting orders

The ethnographies used by the waiter when accepting orders are also in
indirect form in the culture of English language, whereas the ethnographies
that the waiter uses in the culture of Macedonian language when receiving
meal orders are in direct form:

Can I help you?

May I help you?

What can I do for you?

What would you like? Tlogeneme.
Would you like to order now?

And what would you like to drink?

Is there anything else you would like to order?

The interrogative forms of polite request in the English language explicitly
invite to verbal response, as well as to non-verbal one. (OK, allright, sure,
etc.).In this way the cultural value, which is typicalespecially for the
American culture - culture of showing that the speaker approaches the
listener as an independent, free personality, with his own feelings and free
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will, and who may at any point during the conversation oppose or agree
with the speaker.

Analysing the ethnographies of politeness, it is obvious that there is a
difference in the realization in both cultures. As opposed to the Macedonian
culture, in the Anglo-American cultural tradition there is a presence of a
number of interrogative mechanisms of polite requests. It is interesting to
notice that in the communication of the speakers of English, there is a
presence of strong refusal in the use of the imperative, whereas with the
speakers of Macedonian, the imperative was constructed as one of the
milder form when expressing direct requests. In the Macedonian language
such similar constructions do not exists, which is certified with the samples
from the corpus. This can be explained with the existence of restriction of
interrogative forms in the Macedonian language outside the range of
questions. Similarly, the question form in the Macedonian language is not
valued from the cultural point of view as a means for giving directives, that
is, there is no cultural need for developing interrogative mechanisms
used for communicative strategies different from questions, or more
precisely for expressing directives.

The expression would you mind simply does not have a translatable
equivalent in the Macedonian language. That does not mean that in the
Macedonian language speakers never use interrogative forms for polite
requests.Examples of this type of ethnographies are mostly found in the sets
of conversation receptionist- guest, or waiter — guest, but rarely in the
everyday communication. For instance, the guest might express polite
request through pretending to ask about the listener’s capability to do
something, or asking about his politeness:
Ke mooceme ... ? Would
you ...
Ke 6udeme 1 maxa 0o6pu
oa...?Could you possibly...
Ke 6udeme 1 maxa
wybesnu oa...? Would you
be so kind to...

However, the correct Macedonian equivalents of the phrases would you do
it, won’t you do it, why don’t you do it, do you want to do it or would you
like to do it are not used as communicative strategies in the tourism
discourse when someone asks politely something. The pseudo-questions that
seemingly refer to the speaker’s wishes, but actually should be interpreted as
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polite requests (would you like to, do you want to), appear to be especially
weird and funny for the Macedonian speakers as these phrases look like
naive hypocrisy (as transparent acts of what looks like naive hypocrisy).
(Wierzbicka, 1985:153).This is why the realizations of the Macedonian
ethnographies will be different from the English ones in this domain.

Complaints

The ethnographies that express complaints and regrets are present in the
corpus, and they are part of the communicative competence of the guest,
whereas the ethnographies of expressing regrets are used as strategies on
behalf of the host (receptionist, waiter, housekeeper, tourist agent), in both
cultures. Complaints are integrated section in the tourism discourse, being
well elaborated ethnographies,that are used quite often by the speakers with
higher social status.

The corpus analysis indicated that the ethnographies of expressing
complaints by the speaker are more often present in the culture of English
language than in the culture of Macedonian speakers’ competence.These
communicative strategies are expressed indirectly in the English language,
too. It seems that Macedonian speakers very rarely use such communicative
realizations. Complaints are very often commented in the everyday tat-a-
tatconversations than to be made on official level, verbally or in
interrogative form. However, when they use this communicative strategy, it
is realized through direct mode of expression:

Excuse me, but Cobama ne e co nozned Ha e3epo.

the heating is out of order. Hszeuneme, Ho 60 barwwama
HeMa 0080HO KPNU.

I’'m sorry but my room is t0o noisy.

Could you please take it back? 0s0e neoocmacysa Hodxc!

It’s too greasy. Kennep, cynama ne e monna!
Excuse me, the steak is raw. Osoj npunoz e npeconen!
Excuse me ['ve been waiting  for Hszuneme, no eexe deaecem
MUHymu 2o

my dish for more than ten minutes. Yexam jaderemo.
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Expressing negation

Both cultures differ in the way speakers say no. The authorRubin,
(Wolfson/Judd,1983),analyzed ethnographies expressing  negation in
different cultures and he postulated nine basic ways of expressing negation.
Closely to the category of directness/indirectness, are the ethnographies that
express negation in the tourism communication. The analyses of the corpus
showed that there are cultural differences in the way speakers say no, as
well in the phrases that have negative value in the speakers’ consciousness in
both cultures. (pp.10-14).

The following examples of analyzed the ethnographies that express
resentment in the Anglo-American culture, seem to be most illustrative in the

corpus:

- silence as an option, doubting, expressing lack of enthusiasm

Why don’t we go on an Ke o0ume nu na sukend Ha
Henucmep?

isle-hopping this summer? (4]

(4]

In a number of cultures it means that the offer has been rejected. Following
the same author, the silence in the American culture means no, whereas in
the British culture it means maybe, or I'll do it later, when I have something
to say.Silence, as mode for expressing resentment can appear within the
speakers of Macedonian. Very often, the silence is a sign that the listener
expresses agreement with what the other speaker says.

- offering an alternative

In certain cases, in order the speaker not to be offended, the collocutor can
offer a possibility: in the Macedonian culture the alternative appears to act as
a mode of expressing unobtrusive negation, as for instance in the following
ethnographies:

How do you like your wine, Madam?  Kaxo eu ce dooara

cmecmygarbemo?

It's good but I prefer more dry. Ybaso e, no nosexe caxame
KAMRUHR..

Which restaurant should we dine? I'pynama mpeba oa 3amune
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Olives Garden? Ha exckypsuja 6o 6 ywacom

Haympo.

How about TGIF'’s.

Let's go to Arbot's. 3apem ne e nodobpo 6o 7
yacom?

We can book double-room. Mooiceme 0a 3ememe dse

Twin-bedded with king size beds 0BOKpegemHU COOU..

would be better. Ilo006po eona osoxpesemua co

NnoMouier nexrcaj.
- postponing

There are situations when the value of the negative answer to an invitation or
request has an answer that expresses postponing. Such situation is being
recorded in both corpuses:

Can we visit the cathedral today? Moxeme nu 0a ja nocemume
1 think that's a great idea, Kamedparama oenec?
but I don't think we have time. Hoejama mu e dobpa,no

oenec HABUCTUHA HeMame
epeme 3a mod..

-transferring guilt to the third or to something that is impossible to control
Did you buy the plane tickets?
Yes, but we are on the waiting list.

Kynu xapmu 3a na
meamap?

Cexaxko, uako Hemame

bpoesu Ha

ceouwmama.
Shall we go on a cruise this summer?
We might, but they say it's all sold out.

-avoiding

One of the modes to a negative response to a question or an offer is to
avoid a direct answer:

How do you like the agency's Tu ce donara nu Hosuom
Kamanoez Ha
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new booklet?  It's interesting. Oxpuocko nemo?

Ila, unmepecen e.
The expression It's interesting ‘ is neutral without real meaning but actually
the listener gives negative response.
- general acceptance of offer withoutcloser determination

In the American culture, the phrase Drop it any time, is not considered as an
invitation. It is the same situation with the phrase Call me when you're in
town. In the Macedonian language phrases that are used in this manner, such
as Haspamu nomnexozaw (Pop in sometimes)or Jasu ce (Call me), Ke ce
suodum (See you around), are not understood by the listener as a serious
invitation,but one of the common ways to end the conversation.

- distracting or confusing the listener

This effect in the culture of English language is achieved when a listener
answers with a question to a question, especially this is the case in the
American culture, but it is also present in the corpus of the Macedonian

language.

Please, give me some Hanu caxame Oge
e0HOKpesemHU cOOU

information about this trip. Hnu eona oeokpesemna, 2-
Ooune?

Why? Hmame nu anapmmanu na

ucmuom xam?

-generalized acceptance with apology is present inboth analyzed cultures:

It's a good idea, but... Yoaso rascysaw, camo, xoj
da 2o
cmopu moa?
- to say that the offer is inadequate

Can we have room service La nobapame pym cepauc
Ha

in this hotel? peyenyuja.

You're in the wrong place. Hoejama ne mu e nowa, Ho,
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This a youth hostel, not ce Haorame 6o
oomopanuwime, a He 60
xomei.

a five star hotel.

It is obvious that the ethnographies that express complaints and regrets in
both cultures share certain similarities and differences. In the culture
ofEnglish the indirectness appears again as a mode to express unobtrusive
negation, which is not an often case in the culture of Macedonian language.

CONCLUSION

Speakers of a given culture very often and much more are exposed to the
influence of a foreign culture and ever since before, as a result of the demand
of their profession or as a result of the socio-economic changes, which
contribute towards the ethic profile of a country being quite picturesque. In
that diversity of cultures customs and traditions, languages and dialects,
insufficiently informed person can go through a cultural shock, confronting
him with every day diverse influences. That is why, the systematic study of
the cultural phenomena in general and especially of the specific cultural
conventions of the speaker’s encounters becomes an inseparable part of the
modern educational system in the tourism studies.
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