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CHAPTER I 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 
1.1  Background of the study  

 

Hospitality industry, one of the most important tourism industries in 

Thailand, has contributed significantly to the growth of the country’s income.  The 

hotel business is very competitive in both the country and on the international stage.  

Currently about 20 percent of hotel rooms in Thailand are operated by international 

chains in order to increase their competitive advantages (Maysa Chanikornpradit and 

Sukanya Sirikeratikul, 2005). This fact supports the report of Diethelm Travel’s 

Thailand Tourism Review (2008) in that 80% of Thailand five-star hotels have 

manipulated by foreign investors.  However, Thai hotel development has not met 

international standards even though its development has been expanded rapidly 

(Wangpaichitr, 2007).  This view corresponds to the concern of the Tourism 

Authority of Thailand (TAT) who has urged the Thai Hotel Association (THA) to 

raise the “Thailand Hotel Standard” in order to achieve the international benchmark 

and compete with the world-class hotels properties (TAT, 2005).  The major criteria 

in considering the Thailand Hotel Standard are physical aspects, construction 

aspects, service quality and the ability to maintain quality, and the maintenance of 

the hotel and facilities (TAT, 2005).  Apparently, the concern of service quality and 

quality maintenance are directly related to the hotel staff at the operational level.  

Besides, the need to raise the quality of service, Blue and Harun (2003) emphasize 

that there is also a growing worldwide need for the front-line staff who are able to 

communicate with the guests effectively in the hospitality industry.   Diethelm Travel 

affirms that Thai tourism industry, including hotel business, still needs qualified 

hospitality and tourism workers who have better English skills (Diethelm Travel’s 

Thailand Tourism Review, 2008).  This concern is relevant to Wangpaichi’s (2007) 

point of view that developing Thai educational institutions to serve for the front-line 

staff is a very important factor contributing to the high quality in hotel business.  So, 
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there is a call for education across the country to prepare students for further 

productive careers in hospitality industry.    

Many Thai universities, both in the public and private sectors have produced 

qualified graduates for hotel and tourism industries.  According to the record of 

Office of Tourism Development (2007), currently 89 institutes including universities 

and colleges in Thailand offer courses and curricula related to hospitality and tourism 

management.  Thus, it is essential that the government and universities should 

concentrate on English skills on the hospitality oriented program in order to meet the 

increasing demand of hospitality industry and improve the overall service quality.  

To put this into action, the Thai government has established the English Language 

Development Center (ELDC, 2005) in order to encourage people in different career 

paths to be well equipped with skills, knowledge, and competencies in English in 

order to compete with the world economy.  Initially, English benchmarks for 25 

occupations have been proposed and the standard of English for hotel Front Desk is 

one of them (ELDC, 2005).   

In hotel business, English is used as a lingua franca and the most commonly 

used in the hotel industry worldwide (Blue & Harun, 2003; Ruiz-Garrido & Iborra, 

2006).  Thai hotel staff use English as a major medium to communicate with foreign 

guests.  Moreover, English skills are regarded as a prerequisite for economic success  

(Vandermeeren, 2005).    It is known that English communication skills are essential 

for hotel Front Office staff since they have the highest frequency of interactions with 

guests and they are centrally concerned with guests’ satisfaction.  However, Ruiz-

Garrido and Iborra (2006) and Vandermeeren (2005) stress that those professional 

staff in hospitality industry need not only communicative competence, but also  

pragmatic competence. This claim agrees with Blum-Kulka (1982) who concludes 

that effective communication in any given language requires more than linguistic 

knowledge, but it also includes the ability to appropriately produce and understand 

utterances in that language.  More importantly, Vendermeeren (2005) states that 

business interaction is often affected by limited sociolinguistic and pragmatic 

knowledge.  In terms of the corporate world, Vande Berg (1997) points out that 

communication breakdown either at the linguistic or pragmatic level in any business 

could damage customer relations or lose a contact.  Thus, an effective and 

appropriate communication in hotel business does not depend only on grammatical 

competence, but also on the awareness of pragmatic knowledge.   
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In addition, politeness, a part of pragmatic competence, plays a very crucial 

role in the hotel staff-guest communication.  Blue and Harun (2003) emphasize that 

hospitality in hotel business is ‘commercial’ hospitality.  The interaction between the 

hotel employees and guests is business transaction which aims for costs and benefits.  

Thus, the relationship between the hotel staff and guests cannot be mutual or friendly 

as it occurs in the private life.  Social distance, power, and the rank of imposition, 

reflected at the level of politeness, have to be considered seriously in the hotel staff-

guest interaction.  Accordingly, the hotel employees have to use politeness strategies 

in their communicative acts or speech acts in order to maintain positive relationships 

with the guests and enhance the prospect of repeating business.  Consequently, the 

loss of business opportunity can happen if the hotel employees fail to convey the 

appropriate level of politeness.   

Since appropriate language use to meet the clients’ needs in a certain business 

can decisively optimize the profits, the hotel personnel’s English communication 

skills cannot be overlooked.  Apparently, some Thai hotels use their own in-house 

English tests to examine their employees’ communication skills in order to offer 

special training courses to develop their hotel personnel’s English skills while many 

consider the scores of the Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC) 

reliable for an application process or for placing employees in language classes.  

However, the TOEIC result is an indirect measure of speaking and writing skills.  

The scores cannot tell specific actions or behaviors the candidates can perform in real 

situations.  Moreover, Lui (2006) states that the scores from other large-scale 

proficiency tests like TOEFL and IELTS do not correlate with pragmatic ability.  

Those who have higher scores do not seem to have correspondingly high pragmatic 

ability.  A number of studies also point out that learners of English as a second or 

foreign language who have excellent grammatical and lexical competence of the 

target language still fail to convey their message or communicate effectively (Beebe 

& Commings, 1996; Cohen & Olshtain, 1981; Kasper & Rose, 2002; Trosborg, A, 

1987; Wolfson et al., 1989).   This is because of the lack of social appropriateness 

rules as well as necessary pragmatic or functional communication rules to 

communicate their intent.  Above all, those proficiency tests do not reveal the level 

of an examinee’s pragmatic ability and the appropriateness of language use in the 

politeness aspect which are essential in business communication.   
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To date, only a small number of studies have examined pragmatic 

competence for English for Occupational Purposes (EOP) or pragmatic ability at the 

workplace.  Most available studies in pragmatics are cross-sectional studies which 

compare pragmatic competence between English native speakers and nonnative 

English speakers (Rose, 2000).  For foreign language learners, the assessment of 

pragmatic ability is generally assumed to be investigated under the communicative 

competence.  Liu (2006) and Roever (2006) point out there may be a lack of 

pragmatic issues in language testing and constructing valid pragmatic tests is not an 

easy process.  To our knowledge, there are not many studies that assess pragmatic 

ability in the context of hotel Front Office Department.  As mentioned above, the 

need to design a test to assess Thai students’ pragmatic ability in business 

communication particularly in hotel business is urgent.  The English proficiency test 

alone may not be sufficient to indicate one’s pragmatic knowledge.  Serious 

misunderstanding generally occurs at the pragmatic level (Thomas, 1983).  In 

addition, it is necessary to shift from the test of language functions for all purposes to 

focus on the pragmatic ability of English for Occupational Purposes for Thai students 

in hospitality oriented programs.  Moreover, in order to provide qualified hospitality 

workers who have better English skills in the hotel staff-guest communication, there 

is an urgent need to concentrate on the awareness in pragmatic ability of Thai 

students who are likely to be hotel employees to produce pragmatically appropriate 

utterances in English in their future career.    

 

1.2  Objectives of the study 

       1. To assess pragmatic ability of Thai students in hospitality oriented programs 

by using the Front Office Pragmatic Test based on the speech acts and politeness.   

       2.  To study whether the levels of English proficiency have a significant effect 

on the students’ pragmatic ability and investigate similarities and differences of 

linguistic features related to pragmatic ability produced by the students with different 

levels of English proficiency. 

       3. To investigate the errors that interfere with the students’ pragmatic 

knowledge.      
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1.3  Research questions  

      1.  Can the Front Office Pragmatic Test (FOP-Test) differentiate the students’  

 pragmatic ability into different levels?  

      2. Do levels of English proficiency affect the students’ pragmatic ability and 

what are the similarities and differences of linguistic features produced by the 

students with different levels of English proficiency?  

      3. What are the errors that interfere with the students’ pragmatic knowledge?  

 

1.4  Statement of hypotheses   

1. The Front Office Pragmatic Test (FOP-Test) can significantly differentiate  

the students’ pragmatic ability related to hotel Front Office Department context into 

different levels.   

        2. The students’ pragmatic ability of the high, average, and low levels of 

English proficiency differ significantly.   

 

1.5  Scope of the study  

      1. The samples of the study are the fourth-year Thai students majoring in the 

hotel and tourism management from Bangkok University, Dhurakit Pundit 

University, and Kasetsart University.   

      2.  The Front Office Pragmatic-Test (FOP-Test) is developed to test the students’ 

pragmatic ability based on the five speech acts which have been considered 

problematic for Thai hotel staff of four and five starred hotels in Bangkok.  

Therefore, the other speech acts that are not considered problematic are beyond the 

scope of the study.   

     3.  The hotels selected in the needs analysis are four and five starred hotels 

classified by the criteria of Thailand Hotel Standard (TAT, 2005).  The key factor 

considering only four and five starred hotels in this study, apart from the criteria of 

their luxuries and quality of services defined in the Thailand Hotel Standard, is 

positions offered in those hotels that employ specific personnel to perform different 

services in the Front Office Department. Besides, those are only hotels in Bangkok.  

The respondents’ answers cannot therefore be generalized to the hotels that are 

ranked below four starred hotels inspected by the Thailand Hotel Standard and the 

hotels in other regions.   
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      4.  The test items focus only on the situations in which the in-service staff of the 

Front Office Department have the high number of interactions with the guests.  Thus, 

the situations which generally occur in other major departments like Housekeeping 

or Food and Beverage Department are not included in this study.   

     5. Due to the major concern of speech production in the effectiveness and 

appropriateness in language use, grammaticality and nonlinguistic components like 

pause, tone of voice, pitch, and intonation are not examined in this study.     

     6. Cross-cultural aspects in communications are not included in this study.  The 

study is based on the dimensions of speech acts and politeness only.    

 

1.6  Limitation of the study         

       The test method of the Front Office Pragmatic-Test (FOP-Test) is typically an 

oral discourse completion test (ODCT).  This elicitation test has a limitation in 

collecting elaborated behaviors found in oral speech.  Thus, the FOP-Test is 

considered as a semi-direct speaking test, not a direct interactive speaking test.   

 

1.7  Definition of terms  

      1.  Thai hotel management and tourism students : They are the fourth-year 

Thai students from Bangkok University, Dhurakit Pundit University, and Kasetsart 

University from the faculties related to hotel management and tourism.  The students  

have to complete all English courses required from their curriculum and have 

internship programs with hospitality business which is a requirement of being 

graduated.  The determined number of 30 students of each university is selected by 

the stratified random sampling technique.  Therefore, there are 90 students divided 

equally into three language ability groups of the high, average, and low based on 

their English achievement in English language courses (GPA) taken from both 

fundamental and elective courses.    

     2.  Hotel Front Office Department: The hotel sector in a large hotel where 

public contacts between the hotel staff and guests and face-to-face communication 

occur.  The operational staff in this sector involves those who perform routine front 

office duties such as handling check-in and check-out procedures, assigning rooms, 

providing information about hotel facilities and policies, handling incoming and 

outgoing mails or messages, and handling complaints or guest requests.  The 

positions in this sector include front office receptionists, guest relation officers, 
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concierges, bell staff, and front cashiers.  Those operational staff who generally have 

no personal contact with the guests such as reservation staff and telephone operators 

are not included in this study.          

      3.  Pragmatic ability:  In this study, “pragmatic ability” is the ability of Thai  

students in hospitality oriented programs who are expected to produce appropriate 

speech acts given in the Front Office Pragmatic-Test (FOP-Test) and select linguistic 

forms to respond to a simulated hotel guest to the given specific situations happened 

in the hotel front office context appropriately and effectively.  In terms of testing,  

pragmatic ability in this study therefore refers to scores based on the analytical scale 

of rating adapted from Hudson et al. (1995) which consists of four components: 1) 

correct speech acts; 2) expressions and vocabulary; 3) amount of information; and 4) 

degree of appropriateness concerning formality, directness and politeness with five 

level bands of the effectiveness in language use.    

     4.  The Front Office Pragmatic Test (FOP-Test):  The Front Office Pragmatic 

Test (FOP-Test) is an oral production elicitation test to assess the pragmatic ability of 

English of Thai students in hospitality oriented programs, focusing on problematic 

speech acts reflected from Thai hotel front office staff from four and five starred 

hotels in Bangkok, and on the politeness dimension in the context of hotel Front 

Office Department.  The test was designed by the presentation computer program 

called Adobe Captivate which can facilitate the test face with audio-visual 

simulation.  Each test item appears with a slide consisting of three captures: 1) 

prompted scenarios; 2) the speech of a simulated hotel guest; and 3) a slot provided 

for the test takers’ speech to a simulated hotel guest.  The test takers listen to the 

audio narration of a prompted scenario and the speech of a simulated hotel guest 

along with the written script. They say aloud what they would respond to a  

simulated hotel guest related to the given specific situation and content.  The test 

takers’ speeches are recorded, transcribed and finally rated. 

    5.  Pragmatic knowledge:  It is the test takers’ recognition in pragmatics reflected 

from a questionnaire which examines the test takers’ pragmatic background 

knowledge in general and observes how Thai students in hospitality oriented 

programs interpret the hotel guests’ utterances and select appropriate linguistic forms 

to respond to the given specific situations in the context of hotel Front Office 

Department.     
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     1.8   Significance of the study  

       1.  In terms of theoretical contributions, the FOP-Test can initiate the test  

development for English for Occupational Purposes (EOP) assessment in hotel Front 

Office Department.  The pragmatic test method used in the test can be applied to 

other occupational areas.  The test constructs can yield more insightful information 

about the EOP assessment, especially in the hotel Front Office Department.  

            2. In terms of practical contributions, the FOP-Test can be used to accompany 

other standardized tests in recruiting hotel Front Office personnel.  It also can be 

used in in-service training to help Thai hotel personnel to be aware of aspects in 

pragmatics when communicating with the foreign guests.   More importantly, the 

FOP-Test can help English teachers in the hospitality field to prepare their students 

to be pragmatically competent and be qualified hotel staff in language use in their 

future career.    

 

Overview  

 Chapter one provides the background of the study.  It includes the objectives 

of the study, research questions, hypotheses, scope, limitation, definition of terms 

and significance of the study.   

 Chapter two presents a review of related literature in eight major concerns  

which are: 1) definitions of pragmatics; 2) pragmatic competence; 3) theories of 

speech acts; 4) theories of politeness; 5) the selection of speech acts; 6) methods of 

testing pragmatics; 7) the studies in pragmatic competence and assessment of 

pragmatic ability; and 8) linguistic speech acts and politeness strategies in hotel 

communication.   

 Chapter three focuses on research methodology.  The population and sample  

of the study are presented.  The procedures employed in constructing the research 

instruments are also described.  Finally, data collection and data analysis are 

included in this chapter.   

 Chapter four reveals the findings of the study, which are presented according 

to the research questions.  A discussion of each research question is presented, based 

on the literature review and theoretical background.  

 Chapter five provides a summary of the research and conclusions from the 

findings.  The implications from the study as well as recommendations for future 

research are also included.    

  



  

 
CHAPTER II 

 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

  
 This chapter presents a review of related literature from which the underlying 

concepts of this study were drawn.  It covers the definitions and  perspectives of 

pragmatics and pragmatic competence, theories of speech acts and politeness, the 

selection of speech acts, methods of testing pragmatics, a review of studies in 

pragmatic competence and assessment of pragmatic ability, and linguistic speech acts 

and politeness strategies in hotel communication.   

 

2.1  Definitions of pragmatics  

Pragmatics has been defined differently by many researchers.  The term 

“pragmatics” is interchangeably referred to as interlanguage pragmatics because it is 

one of inquiries in second language acquisition.     

 According to Leech (1983), pragmatics is the study of people’s 

comprehension and production of linguistic action in context.  He classifies 

pragmatics into two sub-areas: sociopragmatics and pragmalinguistics.  

Sociopragmatics is related to relations of social behavior and the appropriateness of 

linguistic forms which depends on a given context or culture.  It focuses on the rules 

of what is acceptable and appropriate language use.  While pragmalinguistics is 

related to linguistic forms and is concerned with the linguistic strategies for 

expressing speaker’s intention.    

Yule (1996: 3) defines pragmatics as “the study of meaning as communicated 

by a speaker (or a writer) and interpreted by a listener (or reader).  It has been 

concerned with the analysis of what people mean by their utterances more than what 

the words or phrases in those utterances might mean by themselves”.  In this sense, 

pragmatics is the study of the relationship between linguistic forms and their users.  

It essentially focuses on language in use and the users’ interpersonal meaning of their 

utterances.   

Kasper and Rose (2001: 2) define pragmatics as “the study of communicative 

action in its sociocultural context.  Communicative action includes not only speech 
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acts, but also participation in conversation, engaging in different types of discourse, 

and participating in speech events of varying length and complexity”.   

 Regarding pragmatic competence, Bachman (1990) defines it as the 

knowledge that learners use to perform a speech act successfully when 

communicating with native speakers of the target language.  It is also important to 

note that the term “competence” in pragmatics is different from the term “actual 

performance”.  It does not only depend on the abilities of understanding and 

producing speech acts and knowledge of different dialects or register, but also the 

ability to select appropriate linguistic forms to realize a certain speech act.   

Thomas (1995) states that pragmatic competence is the ability to produce 

meaning in a socially appropriate manner and to interpret meaning explicitly or 

implicitly stated while Taguchi (2007) views that pragmatic competence has been 

analyzed mainly from production skills, especially production of speech acts.   

 As for interlanguage pragmatics (ILP), Kasper and Dahl (1991) and Kasper 

and Blum-Kulka, (1993) refer to this term as nonnative speakers’ comprehension and 

production of speech acts, and acquisition of their L2 related to speech acts.  It 

includes rules of discourse and the focus on illocutionary and politeness dimensions 

of speech act performance.  Kasper (1998: 184) lately defines the term “ILP” in a 

narrow sense as “the study of nonnative speakers’ comprehension, production, and 

acquisition of linguistic action in L2, or put briefly, ILP investigates how to do things 

with words in a second language”.    

 According to Roever (2006), interlanguage pragmatics (ILP) investigates 

second language learners’ development knowledge and ability for use of the 

pragmatics rules, conventions, and practices of the target language.   

From the aforementioned definitions of pragmatics and interpragmatics,  the 

term pragmatics in this study is narrowly referred to Thai students’ knowledge of  

pragmatic rules and knowledge of its appropriate use in English.  Since the context of 

hotel Front Office Department is the frame of this study, pragmatics means the 

appropriateness to select linguistic forms to respond to the simulated hotel guests 

related to given situations performed in hotel Front Office Department.       
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2.2  Pragmatic competence  

        Since many studies discuss the importance of pragmatic competence as an 

integral and indispensable component of communicative competence, the theoretical 

framework of pragmatic competence in this study is based on Bachman’s (1990) 

framework of “communicative language ability” because this framework relates 

directly to the studies of L2 learners’ comprehension of the production of speech acts 

and acquisition of their L2 related speech acts.   

 Traditionally, communicative language ability comprises a number of 

specific competences, such as grammatical, textual, illocutionary, and sociolinguistic 

competence. According to Bachman (1990), the term “communicative competence” 

is defined as “communicative language ability” and he classifies communicative 

language ability into three aspects: (a) strategic competence; (b) psycho-

physiological mechanisms; and (c) language competence.  Firstly, strategic 

competence is the ability to relate knowledge of language to the knowledge of 

structures of language users and also the features of the context in which 

communication takes place.  This competence is used to perform assessment, 

planning, and execution function in order to meet communicative goals effectively.  

Secondly, psycho-physiological mechanisms are used to control the channel and the 

mode through which they are implemented.   Lastly, language competence is broken 

down into two discrete components, namely organizational competence and 

pragmatic competence.  Bachman’s (1990) organizational competence consists of 

grammatical competence and textual competence.   Grammatical competence  

involves the knowledge of vocabulary, morphology, syntax, and phonology/ 

graphology while textual competence is knowledge of cohesion and  rhetorical or 

conversational organization to form a text.  Pragmatic competence includes 

illocutionary competence and sociolinguistic competence.  The former enables the 

speakers to use language to express a wide range of functions while the latter is the 

ability to perform appropriate language functions in a given context with the correct 

knowledge of sociolinguistic conventions.  Illocutionary competence can be grouped 

into four macro-functions: (a) knowledge of ideational functions; (b) knowledge of 

manipulative functions; (c) knowledge of heuristic functions (use commonsense); 

and (d) knowledge of imaginative functions (figurative language).  For 

sociolinguistic competence, Bachman (1990) defines it as the ability to perform 

language functions in ways that are appropriate to the context.  Lately, Bachman and 
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Palmer (1996) locate knowledge of sociocultural rules within L2 “ability for use” 

framework as follows:  

 

  Sociolinguistic knowledge enables us to create or interpret language  
  that is appropriate to a particular language use setting.  This includes  
  knowledge of the conventions that determine the appropriate use of  
  dialects or varieties, registers, natural or idiomatic expressions,  
  cultural reference and figures of speech.  When we use different  

register … sociolinguistic knowledge is involved.  
(Bachman and Palmer, 1996: 70)  

 

Figure 2.1 below illustrates Bachman’s (1990) components of language competence 

affecting language learner performance.    

 

LANGUAGE COMPETENCE 

PRAGMATIC COMPETENCE ORGANIZATIONAL 
COMPETENCE

GRAMMATICAL 
COMPETENCE  

TEXTUAL 
COMPETENCE 

ILLOCUTIONARY 
COMPETENCE  

SOCIOLINGUISTIC 
COMPETENCE 

Voc. Cohes. Ideal.
Functs.

Sensit. To Dial. 
or Variety 

Morph. Rhet. Org. Manip.
Functs.

Sensit. to 
Reg. 

Synt. Heur.
Functs.

Sensit to 
Nat. 

Phon/Graph. Imag.
Functs. 

Cultl Refs. & 
Figs. Speech  

 

Figure 2.1  Components of language competence (Bachman, 1990: 87)  

 
Overall, all three components of communicative language ability: strategic, 

psycho-physiological mechanisms and language competence are theoretical concepts 

of the test construct; however, Bachman’s (1990) components in language 

competence, particularly in pragmatic competence, have the direct implication for 

the test of this study.  It is also important to point out that, for communicate 

competence, there has been a trend to focus on sociocultural factors that affect L2 

rather than focusing purely on linguistic aspects (Folse & Vitanova, 2006). This 
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affirms the concept of speech acts (illocutionary) that the basic units of human 

communication are not linguistic expression, but rather the performance of certain 

“speech acts” (Austin, 1962).   

In testing, based on Bachman’s (1990) model of language competence which 

is related to testing, pragmatic competence is defined as follows:    

  “The knowledge necessary, in addition to organizational  
  competence, for appropriately producing or comprehending  

discourse.  Specifically, it includes illocutionary competence, or the  
knowledge of how to  perform speech acts, and sociolinguistic  
competence, or the knowledge of the sociolinguistic conventions  
which govern language use.”  

            (Bachman, 1990: 42)    
 

In conclusion, pragmatics is the production and understanding of speech acts 

and their appropriateness in given situations.  Thus, this study applies Bachman’s 

(1990) notion of pragmatic competence to assess Thai hotel students’ pragmatic 

ability in performing language functions occurring in the speech acts performed in 

hotel Front Office Department.  The theories of speech acts are reviewed in the next 

section.   

 

2.3  Theories of speech acts  

Speech acts are the most commonly studies in the area of interlanguage 

pragmatic research so far (Roever, 2006).  Austin (1962) and Searle (1975) have 

been regarded as the pioneers of speech acts.  Austin (cited in Blum-Kulka, 1997: 

42) provides the shift from “basic insight about the capacity of certain linguistic 

expression to perform communicative acts to a general theory of communicative 

actions”. According to Austin’s (1962) influential book named How to Do Things 

with Words, he makes an interesting point that when people talk, they not only say 

things, but also do things.  Austin believes that each utterance contains  three acts 

which have different specific force.  According to Austin, the three kinds of acts are 

as follows (cited in Levinson, 1983):     

1.  A locutionary act is the act of saying something that has a literal meaning 

conveyed by the particular words and structures.     
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2.  An illocutionary act is the speaker’s intention in using the utterance to 

perform a particular language function such as offering, questioning, promising, etc.  

It is the act of saying something that has a certain force either explicitly or implicitly.     

3.  A perlocutionary act is the act that the speaker wants his/her speech to 

have the result or future effects on the addressee.  In other words, it is an 

achievement of certain effects by saying something.   

These three kinds of speech acts mentioned above can be illustrated by the 

utterance of a bartender to the customers, “The bar will be closed in five minutes” as 

follows (Batch, 2004: 466):           

 Locutionary acts To inform the customers of the 
bar will be closed in five 
minutes from the time of 
utterance.   

“The bar will be closed in 
five minutes.” 

Illocutionary acts To urge the customers to 
order a last drink 

 Perlocutionary acts  To make the customs believe 
that the bar is about to close 
and to make them order one 
last drink                    

 

Regarding the three types of speech acts, the illocutionary act is regarded as 

the most important because the speaker normally performs implicit speech acts or an 

illocutionary force to achieve his purpose in mind.  For example, the arrival guest 

speaks to the porter who shows the room “I think this room is too stuffy” can be 

performed implicitly either to complain or request for a new room.    

Austin (1962: 99-100) explains that an illocutionary act is “the performance 

of an act in saying something as opposed to a performance of an act of saying 

something”.  This term is used to determine what kind of acts will make a   

successful communication.  In addition, the utterance will be successful if there are 

certain actions from what people say.  According to Austin (1962), he believes that 

an utterance is meaningful when the speaker performs certain actions in making such 

an utterance.  Moreover, the utterance is meaningful if it happens in the right 

“circumstance” and is “appropriate” because it is necessary for either the speaker or 

the hearer to perform certain action either “physical” or “mental”  (Austin, 1962:  

8-9).  Austin (1962) classifies illocutionary acts into five major categories below:  

(a)  Verdictives are acts that perform the action of making a  

judgment, e.g. pronounce (guilty), estimate, judge, rule that, etc.   
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(b) Exercitives are acts of giving a decision for or against a course  

of action, e.g., appoint, dismiss, order, sentence, vote, warn, etc.  

(c) Commisserives are acts that commit the speaker to do  

something, e.g., contract, give one’s word, plan, agree, promise, etc.   

(d) Behabitives are expressions associated with social behaviors,  

e.g., apologize, thank, congratulate, welcome, etc.   

(e) Expositives are acts of expounding of views, conducting of  

arguments, and clarifying, e.g., deny, inform, assume, refer, affirm, state, etc.   

Austin’s speech act theory has been expanded in Searle’s (1975).  Searle 

agrees with Austin that illocutionary act is an important part of speech act theory.  

Searle (1975) defines the notion of illocutionary as “the production of sentence taken 

under certain conditions”.  So, speech acts are the production of linguistic 

communication.  According to Searle (1975), he groups illocutionary acts into the 

following five main types.   

1.  Representatives: an utterance that commits the speaker to the truth of the 

proposition expressed, e.g. stating, suggesting, complaining, arguing, informing, 

reporting, and claiming, for example, “Check-out time is at noon.” (front desk 

receptionist informs the hotel guest.) 

 2.  Directives: an utterance to get the hearer to do something by acts like 

ordering, commanding, begging, requesting, instructing, advising, and 

recommending, for example, “You can leave your luggage with the bell captain and 

collect it later.” (front cashier recommends the check-out guest.)   

 3.  Commissives:  an utterance that commits the speaker to some future 

actions like promising, vowing, and offering, for example, “I will check with the 

housekeeping and call you immediately.” (front office manager promises to the hotel 

guest.)   

 4.  Expressives:  the expression of attitude or feelings, such as thanking, 

apologizing, congratulating, and condoling, for example, “I’m so sorry to hear that.” 

(front desk receptionist consoles to the hotel guest.)   

5.  Declaratives:  the statement which brings about reality and has no 

psychological state, such as declaring peace and firing an employee.   

 In addition, Searle (cited in Schiffrin, 1994: 59) also proposes the notion of 

indirectness in speech acts and he defines it as “an utterance in which one 

illocutionary act (a “primary act”) is performed by way of the performance of 
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another act (a “literal act”)”.  This means the illocutionary force is not derived from 

its surface structure or the structure of sentence.  For example, with the utterance in 

this statement structure “This room smells very stuffy”, this may be interpreted as a 

request to the porter who shows the room to the new arrival guest in order to inform 

the front desk receptionist to assign a new room for him or her.  It also could be 

perceived as a complaint if it were said unsatisfactorily.   

For Searle (cited in Blum-Kulka, 1997: 46), the interpretation of indirect 

speech act is governed by Grice’s (1975) Cooperative Principles that call upon the 

speaker and the hearer to cooperate in order to make interaction effective and 

efficient.  It also depends on the context given which includes the hearer’s 

interpretation ability and sociocultural context as well.  The Gricean principles are 

reviewed in the next section.   

Another important contribution made by Searle (1975) is his attempt to use 

Austin’s felicity conditions to categorize speech acts.  According to Austin (1962),  

two conditions are associated with a particular act; one is felicity condition and the 

other is infelicity condition.  The former one is also called “happiness” conditions or 

“appropriateness” because the illocutionary act is achieved, while the latter one leads 

to unhappy conditions.  To explain the condition of “happiness”, Austin (cited in 

Levinsion, 1983) proposes a set of felicity conditions as:   

A. There must be a conventional procedure; the circumstance and people 
must be appropriate.   

B. The procedure must be executed correctly and completely.  
C. Often, the persons must have the requisite thoughts, feelings, intention, 

etc. and if consequent conduct is specified, then the relevant parties must 
do so.   (Levinson, 1983).   

 
Considering Austin’s (1962) infelicity condition, sometimes people fail to act 

from what they say so or have no intention to make false utterances.  It happens in 

the occasion when “the things that can go wrong” (Austin, 1962: 39).  For example, 

the utterance “I promise” will be “unhappy” if the speaker has no intention for 

keeping it.   In other words, infelicities make an utterance unhappy without making it 

true or false.  According to Austin’s (1962) view, infelicity condition is violation of 

utterances.  The violation of felicity condition can be either ‘misfires’ or ‘abuses’.   

Therefore, there must be certain conditions for utterances to be successfully 

performed and the illocutionary force to be achieved.   
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Searle (1975), however, emphasizes that successful felicity conditions consist 

of various illocutionary forces, and illocutionary acts can be differentiated one from 

one another.  Searle (cited in Blum-Kulka, 1997: 44) classifies felicity conditions 

into four conditions as follows:  

1.  Propositional conditions specify features of the semantic content of   

an utterance.  For example, requests usually contain references to an action in the 

future whereas an apology refers to an act in the past.   

2.  Preparatory conditions specify the necessary contextual features needed 

for the speech act to be performed.  Those who perform the act must have the 

authority to do it in the appropriate circumstance and with appropriate actions.  

According to Austin, this matches with the violation of ‘misfire’ if the condition is 

not satisfied.      

 3. Sincerity conditions will be fulfilled if those who perform have  

appropriate beliefs or feelings.  If sincerity condition has not been met, it is called an 

‘abuse’ as Austin once stated.     

 4.  Essential conditions are the speakers’ intentions that the act must be 

carried out from their utterances.  For example, in the utterance of a request, the 

speaker attempts to get the hearer to do what is requested.  The intention to get things 

done must be from both the speaker and the hearer. If the speakers’ intentions are not 

met, the act has not really been carried out.   

Austin (1962) and Searle (1975) have paved the way to research into 

linguistic functions instead of linguistic forms as are often observed in earlier 

linguistic studies.  Yet, regarding the classification of speech acts, both Austin’s and 

Searle’s taxonomies are criticized for allowing too much overlap between different 

speech act categories.  Besides, it seems not to be clear and there is no firm 

agreement on the taxonomic system of illocutionary acts.  So far, speech act is still 

most commonly researched in the area of pragmatic competence and indirectness is 

considered universal across all languages as it occurs in everyday conversation.   

In conclusion, speech acts theories attempt to explain how the speakers use 

language to meet the intended actions and how the hearers infer intended meanings 

from what is said.  Regarding the context of hotel Front Office Department in this 

study, the speech acts are used to study how the hotel students understand the hotel 

guests’ utterances and how they use English to meet the guests’ needs in situations 

occur in the hotel Front Office operations.   
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2.4   Theories of politeness   

         Politeness is a dimension that usually enters into speech act performance 

(Ellis, 1994).  In this study, the concept of politeness is mainly related to the 

perspectives of the conversation principle and face-saving.     

        2.4.1 Conversation principle  

                      The conversation principle is grounded principally on Gricean 

Cooperative Principles (Grice, 1975).  According to Grice (cited in Blum-Kulka, 

1997), all communication is based on the assumption of conversation principle  

which is claimed as a universal principle.  Grice points out the differences between 

what linguistic expressions mean and what speakers mean in using them (Batch, 

2004).  Grice (1975) stresses that the intention of communication between the 

interlocutors does not necessarily state explicitly.  Grice (cited in Sadock, 2004) calls 

things that are communicated beyond what is said as implicatures and those 

implicatures depend upon the hearer’s assumption.  It is then called conversational 

implicatures which mean the speaker intentionally implies something from what he 

actually says and the hearer can infer the speaker’s intention by using contextual 

information or his world knowledge to decode a message adequately.  Grice’s (1975) 

Cooperative Principles contain four maxims as follows:  

1. Maxim of Quantity 

1.1 Make your contributions as informative as is required; 

1.2 Do not make your contribution more informative than is required.  

2. Maxim of Quality 

2.1 Do not say what you believe to be false; 

2.2  Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.  

 3.  Maxim of Manner  

3.1  Avoid obscurity; 

3.2 Avoid ambiguity; 

3.3  Be brief; 

3.4  Be orderly.               

4. Maxim of Relation: Make your contribution relevant  

                                                                                (Grice, 1975: 45-6) 

 Thus, to sustain conversation, the hearer expects whatever the  

speaker says to be truthful, informative, appropriate, clear and relevant.     

According to Grice’s (1975) maxims, the violation of conversational  
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maxim will be perceived as signaling the speaker’s intentions to say something that 

seems to have hidden meaning.   This view is regarded as politeness which is 

discussed in the following section.  The violation of conversational maxim can be 

illustrated in the situation given below when a front desk receptionist responds to the 

arrival guest who does the registration:   

 

Front desk receptionist   : What time will you be checking- out, sir?   
Arrival guest : My departure flight will be at 8.00 pm. 
Front desk receptionist    : Well, we’re quite fully booked at this time. Half day  

price will be charged if you want to keep the room after 
the check-out time, sir.  

           
From the example illustrated above, the arrival guest indirectly  

signals for the approval of late check-out while the front desk receptionist informs 

the condition of half day charge without the guest’s enquiry.   

Lakoff (1973) proposes a “politeness rule”, which implements the  

Gricean’s “clarity rule”.   According to Lakoff’s view, if communication is the major 

aim, the speaker will make the message clear in order to avoid any possible 

misunderstanding.  On the other hand, if the main purpose is to make the hearer feel 

good, politeness should be implied.   Lakoff (1973) proposes three rules of politeness 

from the speaker’s point of view as follows:  

(1) Don’t impose (used when formal/impersonal politeness  

is required);  

(2) Give options (used when informal politeness is required);  

(3) Make the others feel good (used when intimate politeness 

 is required). 

Leech (1983: 108) views that indirectness and politeness are  

associated and the indirect illocutions “increase the degree of optionality” and “the 

more indirect an illocution is, the more diminished and tentative its force tends to 

be”.  Leech (1983) also builts his politeness model on Gricean Cooperative Principle 

but equates politeness along the scale of cost vs. benefit, praise vs. dispraise, 

agreement vs. disagreement, and sympathy vs. antipathy.  For example, in classifying 

imperatives according to the cost-benefit scale, Leech claims that an imperative is 

more polite when it brings benefits to the hearer and less polite when it is uttered at 

cost to the hearer.  Thus, for example, “Bring me the manager” sounds impolite (at 
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cost to the hearer), while “Have a welcome drink in the lobby” does not (at benefit to 

the hearer).  Leech (1983) provides six Interpersonal Maxims as follows: 

(1) Tact Maxim: Minimize hearer cost; Maximize hearer benefit 

(2) Generosity Maxim: Minimize your own benefit; Maximize your 

hearer’s benefit  

(3) Approbation Maxim; Minimize hearer dispraise; Maximize hearer 

praise 

(4) Modesty Maxim: Minimize self- praise; Maximize self-dispraise 

(5) Agreement Maxim: Minimize disagreement between self and others; 

Maximize agreement between self and others. 

(6) Sympathy Maxim: (a) Minimize antipathy between self and others; 

(b) Maximize sympathy between self and others  

Among the six maxims mentioned, tact maxim seems to be the most  

related and essential in hospitality services since it directly involves in the hotel staff-

guest interaction.  According to Leech (1977: 24), tact is a strategy to avoid the 

confrontation.  He proposes three criteria of the amount of tact more required in a 

given situation when: (1) the more power the hearer holds over the speakers; (2) the 

more socially distance the hearer is from the speaker; and (3) the more costly X  is to 

the hearer.  Lakoff (1973) also agrees that tact is a tool used in order to reduce 

friction in personal interaction.  Thus, it can be seen that tact maxim is needed to be 

applied in the hotel staff-guest communication.  Besides, it is perceived as politeness 

in business interaction because it could maximize the benefit and minimize the cost 

to the hearer.  Tact is also associated to face-saving which is reviewed in the next 

section.   

 2.4.2  Face-saving    

           The fundamental view of face-saving has been derived from Goffman’s 

(1967) notion of face. Face becomes a public image that comes from judgments from 

society.  According to Goffman (1967: 15-20), face is a “public property” and the 

public image in which people engage in is called “face-work”.  In other words, face 

becomes a public image from judgments of the society.  With regard to face saving, 

House and Kasper (1987) point out that it is a defense act to save one’s own face and 

protective orientation to save the other’s face.  They also call this phenomenon as 

tact.      
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Brown and Levinson’s (1987) notion of “face” is based on  

Goffman’s (1967) definition of face.  They expand the definition of “face” as “the 

public self-image and “face is something that is emotionally invested, and that can be 

lost, maintained, or enhanced and must be constantly attended to in an interaction” 

(Brown and Levinson, 1987:61).  For Thais, Richards and Sukwiwat (1983) suggest 

that the concept of face in Thai is referred to by the term “krengjai” which means 

taking the other person’s face needs and feelings into account so that no threat should 

be involved either to the speaker or to the hearer.   

Brown and Levinson (1987) also emphasize that face is  

characterized as an individual’s wants rather than a social norm.  They state that 

every individual has two kinds of face: positive and negative face.   Positive face is 

the individual’s desire that his wants be accepted and appreciated in.  It is the wish to 

create a positive self-image in relation to other members of society.   Negative face 

can be defined as the individual’s desire to have freedom to act without being 

impeded or invaded by others.  Therefore, these two types of face are needed to be 

continually attended to when communicating so that politeness can be achieved 

(Brown & Levinson, 1987).    

  Despite the fact, it is sometimes necessary for the speakers to perform 

acts that threaten their addressees’ face.  These acts are referred to as “face 

threatening acts” (‘FTAs’ for short).  Brown and Levinson (1987) state that a certain 

type of speech act inherently threatens either the speaker’s face or the hearer’s or 

both the speaker’s and the hearer’s face.  Brown and Levinson (1987: 66-68) propose 

the following four-way analysis as follows: 

(i) Acts threatening the hearer’s negative face: e.g., requesting, 

ordering, advising, threatening, warning; 

(ii) Acts threatening the hearer’s positive face: e.g., complaining, 

criticizing, disagreeing, raising taboo topics; 

(iii) Acts threatening the speaker’s negative face:  e.g., accepting and 

offering, accepting thanks, promising unwillingly; 

(iv) Acts threatening the speaker’s positive face:  

e.g., apologizing, accepting compliments, confessing.   

Brown and Levinson (1987) state that the speaker can soften or  

intensify the face-threatening acts according to his evaluation of the situation on the 

hearer.  The speaker can select a choice either positive or negative politeness 
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strategies when a particular speech is performed.  According to Brown and Levinson 

(1987), the degree of threat posed by an FTA depends on the three social context 

variables: (D) the social distance, the degree of familiarity and the relationship 

between the speaker and the hearer; (P) the relative power, the status of the speaker 

with respect to the hearer; and (R) the rank of imposition, the speaker difficulty when 

asking the hearer to do something.  These three variables are considered to be the 

three independent and culturally sensitive variables that play important roles in 

speech and behavior.  Thus, if the speaker chooses to perform an FTA, he or she can 

estimate the seriousness or calculate the risk of face loss by the formula that assesses 

the weightiness of an FTA.  The weightiness of an FTA is calculated in the following 

equation:           

 

       Wx = D(S,H) + P(H,S) + Rx     (Brown & Levinson, 1987: 76) 

 

  From the formula, D(S,H) represents the social distance between 

interlocutors; P(H,S) is a measure of the power that the hearer has over the speaker; 

and Rx is the degree to which an FTA is rated an imposition in that culture.  

Apparently, whenever the speaker intends to do an FTA, she or he must determine                      

the seriousness of an FTA based on three factors in order to decide which strategy 

should apply to.   

On the basis of Brown and Levinson’s “weightiness” calculation,  

the speakers have several strategies to protect their faces or commit FTAs in different 

ways.  Brown and Levinson (1987) propose a taxonomy of possible strategies for 

performing FTAs which are given in Figure 2.2 below (the higher the number of the 

strategy, the more polite it is) (Brown & Levinson, 1987: 69).    
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             Lesser                                                1. Without redressive action, 
                                                                           baldly 
                                              On Record                                              2.  Positive politeness 
                                                                                                                
                                                                       With redressive action 
                              Do FTA                                  
                                                                                                               3.Negative politeness 
Elimination                                4. Off Record  
of risk of                                    
face loss                                                                                                                 
                            5.  Don’t do FTA                  
                             
 
               Greater       
 

Figure 2.2: Possible strategies for performing FTAs            

From Figure 2.2, in performing a particular speech act, the speaker 

has a choice to decide whether to do the acts that threaten his addressee’s face by 

choosing “on record” or “off record” strategy.  On record means that the speaker’s 

intention is clear and unambiguous and can be so interpreted by the hearer, i.e. 

perform a direct speech act.  It is act which makes the intention of the speaker 

understand.  When the speaker chooses the FTA “on record” or direct strategy, he  

can either commit it without a redressive action (baldly) in a blunt and 

straightforward manner by adopting either one or two kinds of the redressive action 

namely positive politeness and negative politeness.  However, if the speaker wants to 

minimize the threat, it is also possible to commit an FTA “off record”, threats which 

are ambiguous or where the speaker’s intention is unclear i.e. choose to use more 

indirect strategies such as a metaphor, an irony, rhetorical questions, an 

understatement, tautologies, and all kinds of hints.   

Despite the fact mentioned above, there is no clear-cut politeness  

rules; however, to date, Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory is considered 

one of the most influential and comprehensive politeness models.  Therefore, this 

study is based on Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory in terms of appropriateness as 

it considerably explains the use of English for nonnative speakers and it is the most 

useful for second and foreign language pedagogy.   

 

 2.4.3   Politeness strategies in the hotel encounters 

Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory of politeness has been used to  
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describe pragmatic features in business documents and communication widely.  

However, the issue whether Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory and politeness 

strategies should be claimed universal is not a major concern in this study since 

Brown and Levinson’s rules of politeness are generally implied in cross-cultural 

business communication.  Especially in the hotel encounters, both hotel staff and  

guests expect roles and acts within the rules of commercial game, though those front-

line hotel staff need to concentrate on attending the guests’ needs which is related to 

Brown and Levin’s notion of “face” (Blue & Harun, 2003: 80).  Brown and Levinson 

(1987) conclude politeness strategies which are presented in Table 2.1.    

 

Table 2.1:  A summary of politeness strategies   

Positive politeness strategies Negative politeness strategies  
1. Notice, attend to hearer’s interests,  
    wants, etc. 

1.  Be conventionally indirect 

2.  Use in-group markers 2.  Question, hedge 
3.  Be optimistic 3.  Be pessimistic  
4.  Seek agreement 4.  Minimize the imposition 
5.  Indicate common ground 5.  Give deference 
6.  Offer, promise 6.  Apologize  

 

Since face is known as the basic wants or needs that every society  

member wants to satisfy, so do the hotel guests.  According to the aspect of 

politeness in the context of hotel Front Office staff and guest interaction, not only 

positive politeness is used in hotel context, negative politeness is also frequently used 

as well (See Table 2.1).  

This study focuses on linguistic politeness that Thai students related  

to hospitality oriented programs express verbally through their use of language in the 

situations related to hotel Front Office Department.  Linguistic form of speech acts 

and politeness strategies in the hotel-guest communication can be concluded as 

follows:  

          First, the use of modal verbs (e.g. “could”, “would”) come with 

sociolinguistic rules of language that are important for service industry.  Modals can 

be used to make speech more indirect, which are often viewed as more polite.   In 

business or commercial like interaction, the interaction or relationship between the 

hotel staff and guests is impersonal (Blue & Harun, 2003).  It can also be perceived 

as the status-unequal encounters.  So, the less direct and therefore less 
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confrontational tone is important in the hotel-guest communication.  Notice how 

these utterances made by the receptionist to the hotel guest gradually increase in 

indirectness and politeness:  

Sign your name. 

Can you sign your name? 

Could you sign your name? 

Would you sign your name? (Folse & Vitanova, 2006: 52-53).   

This example can explain in terms of the weightiness of politeness that the speaker 

calculates the weight of his speech acts from his social variables.  Apparently, 

modals contribute to politeness.  However, modal verbs do not add much change to 

the degree of politeness in the interrogative mood as it is already in a question form, 

but it differs in the declarative mood.  Moreover, the degree of politeness in the 

modal of past tense does not affect much the degree of politeness.   

The second feature is the address forms and politeness markers.    

Addressing people by title, first name, last name, nickname, or some combination of 

these also depend on the variables of the social distance (D), the relative power (P), 

and the rank of imposition (R).  For example, “Mr. Higgins” indicates inequality and 

unfamiliarity while addressing the first name indicates equality and familiarity 

(Wardllaugh, 1990).  Since the relationship between the hotel staff and guests is 

determined involves the transactional status (e.g. a doctor – patient relationship), the 

social condition affects the language use.  Besides, the hotel staff are required to treat 

the guests as superior or show them the respect, so negative politeness strategies are 

also used.  For so doing, the hotel staff spontaneously address the guests by using 

“Sir” or “Madam” and addressing the title and last name, “Mr. Lewis”’ and “Miss 

White”.  In addition, “please”’ is used in order to mark for indirect force like “Hold 

the line, please” or “Can you just check through the details, please?”.  Hence, when 

the hotel staff decide on a choice of politeness strategies, they have to consider how 

socially close or distant they are from the guest.  Therefore, social condition affects 

the language use in the hotel staff- guest communication.   

  Third, the realization of speech act strategies affects the degree of 

politeness as well.  For example, in making a request, mood contributes the greatest 

to the politeness hierarchy, in the order: interrogative – most polite (e.g., “Could  

you …?”); declarative – next most polite (e.g., “I’d like …”.); imperative – least 

polite (e.g. “Give me…”).  Using a request as a question gives the hearer a greater 
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negative “face” or negative politeness, than does either the declarative or the 

imperative mood (Carrell and Konneker, 1981: 27-8).  Clearly, the mood of 

distinction contributes the greatest to politeness distinctions.     

  The last feature is the use of formulaic expressions.  It was found that 

the language use taken from the dialogues in the textbooks is different from that in 

Blue and Harun’s (2003) job site observation.    Obviously, the dialogues taken from 

the textbooks are formal, patterned and overly explicit.  Many sentences use 

conventional means, for example, “I will put you through to …”, “Would you  

like …?”, “Would you like X or Y?”, “Do you have a preference for …?” and “May 

I take your home address, please?” The utterances are formal even there are some of 

ellipses like “And the name, sir, is …” and “And your address?” in the hotel 

encounters.   

 

2.5 The selection of speech acts   

The selection of speech acts from previous studies is varied.   In order to 

utilize the speech acts, a number of studies to date have generally selected the speech 

acts of requests, refusals, and apologies to be investigated.   In terms of testing, the 

process of determining which variables to include in the test of speech acts is 

considered in the selection of power (P), social distance (D), and degree of 

imposition (R) as the sociopragmatic variables.  These variables are selected because, 

within the research of pragmatics, they are identified as the three independent and 

culturally sensitive variables  (Hudson, 2001).  Hudson et al. (1995) describe the 

definitions and descriptions of the variables used in the development of the 

assessment instruments in pragmatic performance as follows:  

Relative power (P): It shows the power of the speaker with respect  

to the hearer.  In effect, it is the degree to which the speaker can impose his or her 

will on the hearer because of a higher rank within an organization, professional 

status, or as the result of the hearer’s need to have a particular duty or job performed.  

This power relates to the relative rank, title, or social position between the speaker 

and the hearer.   

Social distance (D): This represents the distance between the  

speaker and the hearer.  In effect, it is some affiliation and solidarity of the degree 

which they share through in-group or out-group membership.   
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Absolute ranking of imposition (R): This is the potential imposition  

of carrying out the speech act, in terms of the expenditure of goods and/or services 

by the hearer, or the obligation of the speaker to perform the act.  The rank of 

imposition depends on the extent to which the expenditure of goods, service, or 

energy is involved or how severe the offence would be made in a certain kind of a 

speech act such as a request, a refusal, or an apology.     

 Besides, since politeness and speech acts are in the filed of pragmatics, these 

two aspects have been investigated mutually due to the construct of appropriateness.    

In terms of politeness aspect, requests and apologies also have been studied most 

because these two acts constitute face-threatening acts and call for a redressive 

action.  Requests affect the face of the hearer while apologies counteract the 

speaker’s face wants (Kasper & Blum-Kulka, 1993).   Apparently, the notion of 

politeness plays important roles in considering what speech acts will be examined.   

Thus, if one wants to study the aspect of acts threatening to face, both positive and 

negative face, he might consider Brown and Levinson’s (1987) four types of 

threatening acts as mentioned earlier.    

Regarding the speech acts assessed in hotel Front Office Department in this 

study, it is clear that speech acts performed in the hospitality business are varied.   

However, kinds of speech acts generally depend on job descriptions in each 

department.  The front-line staff such as the receptionists, guest relation officers, or 

concierges need to employ more politeness strategies because they have the highest 

frequency of interaction with the guests.   Thus, the selection of speech acts included 

in this study is based on the hotel Front Office staff’s perception in kinds of speech 

acts that they perceive to be problematic for them.  The speech acts assessed in this 

study are presented in Chapter 3.     

 

2.6  Methods of testing pragmatics 

          There are different kinds of methods that have been used to elicit particular 

speech acts.  Hudson et al. (1995) originally design prototypic measures for testing 

cross-cultural pragmatics.  They develop six measure instruments to assess Japanese 

learners’ pragmatic competence in English.  The instruments consist of written and 

oral production questionnaires, role-plays, two types of self-assessment and multiple-

choice production.  The assessments are limited to study the speech acts of requests, 

apologies, and refusals. The six measure instruments assess the appropriateness of 
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learners' performance on speech acts under high and low settings of the parameters’ 

relative power, social distance, and degree of imposition. So far, researchers have 

used at least six types of Hudson et al.’s (1995) work for interlanguage pragmatics 

assessment because the reliability and validity of the instruments have been 

evaluated and developed.  The characteristics of each instrument are described as 

follows:     

 2.6.1  A written discourse completion test   

                      A written discourse completion test (WDCT or DCT) has been used in 

many cross-cultural and interlanguage pragmatics studies (Kasper & Dahl, 1991; 

Johnston et al., 1998).   Blum-Kulka (1982) first developed the WDCT to investigate 

the L2 learners’ knowledge required for achieving specific communicative functions 

by comparing the speech act realization patterns of native speakers and L2 learners.    

It is a written questionnaire consisting of a number of brief situational descriptions.  

The test takers are required to read the written description of each situation where a 

certain kind of speech act is expected.  Also, settings, participation roles, and degree 

of imposition are given.  The test takers are asked to provide a response that they 

think is appropriate in that situation.   The basic objective of the WDTC is to elicit a 

speech behavior that is appropriate to the context of a situation.   Originally, the test 

consisting of dialogs requires the insertion of one utterance in a blank.  An example 

is given below.    

 At the restaurant  
     Dan: What would you like to eat? 
    Ruth:  I don’t know, let’s have a look at the menu? 
    Dan: (to the waiter): Waiter _______________________________? 
 

The WDCT can include a rejoinder, an utterance from the imaginary interlocutor that 

follows the gap in which the test takers give their responses, as in the following 

example from Johnson et al. (1998: 175):   

  Your term paper is due, but you haven’t finished yet.  You want to ask  
  your professor for an extension.  
         You:  ___________________________________________________  
        Professor:  I’m sorry, but I never allow extension.   

 
The objective of rejoinder is to elicit the expected response at least  

one supportive move (Johnson et al., 1998).  It limits the length of the test takers’ 

responses and see whether the test takers give sufficient responses or not.   

Since the WDTC is the most common type of research instrument  
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in the first and second language pragmatic research (Kasper, 2000) and it has been 

used in many cross-cultural and interlanguage pragmatics studies (Kasper & Dahl, 

1991),  researchers state its advantages in many ways.  Cohen and Olshtain (1994) 

point out that the WDCT allows the researcher to control certain variables, i.e. age 

and gender of respondents and features of the situation.  It can be administered to a 

large group of respondents and is easy to statistically compare responses of native 

and non-native speakers (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989).  Kasper & Roever (2005) affirm 

that the WDCT does elicit knowledge about possible speech act realizations and it is 

an appropriate instrument for testing pragmalinguistic knowledge.  Besides, the 

WDCT can serve directly as a testing tool for establishing learners’ levels of 

pragmatic competence if it is administered to learners of various levels of linguistic 

proficiency (Olshtain and Blum-Kulka, 1987).  

However, there are some negative aspects of the WDCT that need to  

be considered.  It has been regarded as a limited tool in assessing authenticity of the 

situations they represent (Billmyer & Varghese, 2000; Kasper & Dahl, 1991).  

Holmes (1991) points out that the WDCT method does not correspond to natural data 

and does not allow the test takers to use language spontaneously as it is found in 

spoken speech.  Also, it is an offline task in which the test takers have time for 

introspection.  Most importantly, it lacks negotiation and sequential moves.  Galato 

(2003: 92) suggests that the WDCT is a valid instrument for a symbolic action, not a 

pragmatic action.  He claims that the WDCT is suitable for the study of “what people 

think they would say” than to study “what people actually do say” in a given speech 

setting.  Aston (1995) points out that the WDCT does not cope with social and 

psychological constraints of real-life interactions.   

 2.6.2   A multiple-choice discourse completion task   

  A multiple-choice discourse completion task (MDCT) is the selected 

response test that requires the test takers to read a written description of a situation 

and select what would be best to say in that situation.  The correct response and 

distractors follow in a random order.  The following is an example of a multiple-

choice item for pragmatic production (Davies et al., 1999):  

 You are a student.  You forget to do the assignment for your Human Resources  
 course.  When your teacher whom you have known  for some years asks for your  
 assignment, you apologize to your teacher. 
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A. I’m sorry, but I forgot the deadline for the assignment.  Can I bring it to you at 
the end of the day?  

B. Pardon me, sir, I forgot about that.  Shall I do the assignment at once? So sorry! 
It’s my fault! 

C. I’ve completed my assignment but forgot to bring it with me.  I’ll hand it in 
tomorrow.   

 

Multiple choice questions have their advantages.  First, a large 

number of items can be included in a language test.  Second, no special expertise is 

required to score them because there is only a possible correct answer for each item 

and the answers can be scored by machine.  Third, scores derived from them may 

easily be analyzed (e.g. item analysis) giving a clear idea of the difficulty and 

reliability of each item, as well as the test as a whole.  Analysis can also identify 

successful and unsuccessful distractors.  Fourth, to score objectively, multiple choice 

questions need a careful process of reviewing, pre-testing, trialing, analysis and 

revision.  This would make the test more reliable than the other forms of testing 

(Brown & Hudson, 1998; Davies et al., 1999; Hopkins & Antes, 1985).   

   However, multiple choice questions are frequently criticized for 

lacking validity, partly because they seem to be able only to assess test takers’ ability 

to recognize correct forms, but not to produce language (Roever, 2004).  Another 

criticism is that the development of the MDCT test options is very time-consuming. 

Besides, the high problematic feature of the MDCT is it is nearly impossible to create 

distractors that are clearly incorrect (Brown, 2001).  Options of the MDCTs are not 

always right or wrong, but rather need to be considered in terms of appropriateness.  

Thus, high-quality response options for the MDCT is time consuming and strenuous 

particularly writing distractors for politeness (Liu, 2006).  Roever (2004: 194) says 

that “politeness is not black-and-white. Many shadings exist along a continuum 

between polite and impolite responses”.  Moreover, writing high-quality distractors 

for all situations in a test of pragmatics is extremely laborious, just as Hudson et al. 

(1995: 54) comment:  

 
The answers and distractors were edited numerous times.  For many  
items, the distractors had to be modified due to their not being clearly  
incorrect from a pragmatic perspective.  
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Roever (2004) suggests that multiple choice questions could work  

well for testing implicature and routines, not for assessing speech act performance  

which requires sociopragmaitc knowledge, especially in politeness.    

2.6.3  A discourse self-assessment task   

           A discourse self-assessment task (DSAT) is an instrument that 

provides a written description of a situation and asks the take takers to rate their own 

ability to perform the pragmatics necessary in that situation.  Self-assessment (also 

known as self-evaluation, self-rating, self-testing, and self-appraisal) gives the 

learner continuous feedback on what he or she has learned and enables the learner to 

assess his or her total achievement.   

Hudson et al. (1995) developed two types of self-assessment.  The  

first one was an instrument for the examinees to evaluate the extent to which they  

could succeed in one of the DSAT situations.  The participants were asked to give an 

overall rating of their intended performance on a five-point scale after reading each 

situation.  The second type of self-assessment was the participants’ assessment of 

their performance on the structured interview in which the participants were asked to 

rate their actual pragmatic performance, also using a five-point scale.  The following 

is an example of the self-assessment from Hudson et al. (1995: 190):  

 

 Situation: You are a salesperson in a gift shop. You need to get something out of a  
display case now.  However, you are unable to get into the case because a 
customer is standing in the way and blocking your path.    

  
           Rating: I think what I would say in this situation would be    
                          very                       1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5                   completely        
                          unsatisfactory                                                    appropriate   
 

2.6.4  A discourse role-play task   

 A discourse role-play task (DRPT) is an instrument that provides a  

description of a situation requiring the performance of a speech act and asks the test 

takers to take a particular role with another person in that situation. Role-plays are 

simulations of communicative encounters based on role descriptions (Kasper & 

Rose, 2002).  The DRPT has been widely used in research on interlanguage 

pragmatics.  This is because it is an online production task and has features similar to 

an actual conversation such as turn-taking, sequencing, and hesitation phenomena.    

Despite the advantages of role-plays, many researchers point out  
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their drawbacks.  First, Kasper (2000) states that a role-play is predominantly 

motivated by the researcher’s goals rather than those of the interlocutors.  Second, 

the context of the interactions within role-plays is often imagined, and thus not real.  

The interactions in role-plays and in authentic discourse are not the same (Yuan, 

2001).  Olshtain and Blum-Kulka (1987) call a role-play as a semiethnographic 

technique which requires participants to take on roles that are not always their own.  

This agrees with Roever (2006) who concludes that role-plays cannot be regarded as 

authentic communication in the real-world, but rather a simulated communication.  

There is no guarantee that role-plays provide valid representations of pragmatic 

practices in an authentic context (Kasper & Rose, 2002).  Third, Galato (2003) states  

that role-plays cannot observe sociolinguistic variables which naturally occur in 

everyday conversation.  Lastly, role-plays are time consuming for data transcription 

analysis.  It would be worth if a role-play is carried out with a small number of 

examiners and is combined with video-taping (Olshtain and Blum-Kulka, 1987).   

2.6.5 An oral discourse completion task  

An oral discourse completion task (ODCT) is a pragmatic 

 instrument that requires the test takers to listen to a description of a situation 

(usually on a tape recorder) and to say aloud what they would say in that situation 

(typically into another tape recorder).  According to Kasper and Dahl (1991), the oral 

DCT is a form of closed role-plays which is very close to authentic discourse more 

than the written DCT does.  Yuan (2001) points out that the oral DCT has certain 

advantages over the written DCT in terms of eliciting conversational features.  

However, Beebe and Cummings (1996) state that a drawback of the oral DCT is that 

the respondents have no opportunity to negotiate or interact with the interlocutor. 

2.6.6 A role-play self-assessment   

A role-play self-assessment (RPSA) is a pragmatic instrument that  

combines the discourse role-play task (DRPT) with the discourse self-assessment 

task (DSAT) by requiring the test takers to rate their own pragmatic performance in a 

previously performed role-play that is recorded on a video recorder.    

Brown (2001: 320) concludes practical considerations of the six  

types of pragmatic tests which are given in Table 2.2 below:   
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Table 2.2:  Practical considerations for the six types of pragmatic tests   
Test types Practical advantages Practical disadvantages 
WDCT Easy to administer because of  

paper-and- pencil 
Written receptive and productive 
language only; does not 
encourage oral production or 
self-reflection; difficult to score 
because it requires recruiting, 
training, scheduling, and paying 
raters  

MDCT Easy to administer because of 
paper-and-pencil; easy to score 

Written receptive language only; 
does not encourage oral 
production or self-reflection 
 

DSAT Encourages self-reflection; easy 
to administer because of 
relatively quick and paper-and 
pencil; easy to score 
 

Not suitable for high-stakes 
decisions 

DRPT Encourages oral production; 
relatively quick to administer 

Difficult to administer because it 
must be administered 
individually using video 
equipment and an interlocutor; 
difficult to score because it 
requires recruiting, training, 
scheduling, and paying raters 
 

ODCT Encourages oral production; 
relatively quick to administer 

Relatively difficult to administer 
because it requires two 
audiocassette recorders; difficult 
to score because it requires 
recruiting, training, scheduling, 
and paying raters 
 

RPSA Encourages self-reflection;  
easy to score  

Relatively difficult to administer 
because it must be administered 
individually using video 
equipment; not suitable for high-
stakes decisions  
 

 

Brown (2001) shows that all instruments except the multiple-choice  

DCT had satisfactory reliability but varied widely in their practicality.  This agrees 

with Yamashita (1996) who adopted Hudson et al.’s (1995) test for Japanese as a 

second language.  He found that all sections had high reliabilities except the 

multiple-choice, whose reliability differed between test forms and was overall low.  

Hinkel (1997) points out that all instruments have more or less valuable and each 

  



 
 

34

instrument has its advantages and disadvantages from the researcher’s point of view.  

Any kind of test depends on whether it allows researchers to collect data that provide 

insights into speech act realizations and the norms of appropriateness accepted in 

various speech communities.  Olshtain and Blum-Kulka (1987) suggest that 

researchers should use more than one tool in order to get a more complete picture of 

speech act behaviors.  Even ethnographic means can be best for collecting the most 

authentic data; however, it is hard for large scale testing.  Therefore, one should also 

consider the practical aspect of the research tool.   

In sum, each test method has its own strengths and weaknesses.  The  

adoption of a test method lies in the purpose of testing along with the desired levels 

of reliability and validity.   The test method used in this study is typically an oral 

discourse completion test (ODCT); however, it has been designed by using the  

computer which can facilitate the test face with audio-visual simulation.  Details of 

the test are presented in Chapter 3.   

 

2.7   The studies in pragmatic competence and assessment of pragmatic ability   

  Most studies on pragmatic competence are based on three kinds: 

longitudinal, cross-sectional, and single-moment.  Cross-sectional studies are 

commonly found in the studies of pragmatics.  Most studies focus on illocutionary 

competence or the comprehension of indirect speech acts of EFL (NNS) students 

from various cultural backgrounds (Holtgraves, 2007).  A number of cross-sectional 

studies have been conducted to investigate in what ways learners perform 

illocutionary acts in the NNSs differently from NSs of the target language.  Kasper 

and Rose (1999) conclude the topics investigated in pragmatic studies as follows:  

1. The perception and comprehension of illocutionary force and 

politeness; 

2. The production of linguistic action; 

3. The impact of context variables on choices of conventions of means 

(semantic formulae or realization strategies) and form (linguistic material used to 

implement strategic options); 

4. Discourse sequencing and conversational management; 

5. Pragmatic success and failure; 

6. The joint negotiation of illocutionary, referential, and relational goals in  

interpersonal encounters and institutional settings.  
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Cohen (1995: 27) points out that the evaluation of the production of speech 

acts behavior of nonnative speakers is problematic because of the four questions he 

raises as follows:  

1. To what extent have learners acquired the sociocultural and  

sociolinguistic abilities needed to realize the particular speech acts?  

2. To what extent is the learner’s speech act behavior similar to or different 

from a native speaker’s behavior under the same circumstances?  

3. What compensation strategies do learners use when their language is 

inadequate?  

4. What are the learners’ selection route and decision making process with 

respect to strategy preference, modification preference, content limitation, and 

illocutionary intent?  

In terms of assessing pragmatic ability, test constructs are a priority to 

concern.  According to Davies et al. (1999: 31), a test construct is defined as “an 

ability or a set of abilities that will be reflected in test performance, and about which 

inference can be made on the basis of test scores”.  Brown (2004: 3) simply states 

that “test is a method of measuring a person’s ability, knowledge, or performance in 

a given domain”.  So, test constructs in assessing pragmatic ability are the constructs 

that can measure pragmatic ability in dimensions and contexts based on the 

researchers’ objectives.   

There are not many tests to assess the learners’ pragmatic ability, though 

pragmatic knowledge is an indispensable part of language proficiency as defined by 

Bachman (1990).  Few studies have been dedicated to show an important role of 

pragmatics in communicative teaching and testing.  One of the reasons why such 

measures have not been much produced is that developing a measure of pragmatic 

ability in an EFL context is not an easy task (Roever, 2006; Liu, 2006).  In addition, 

because tests of pragmatics try to assess language use in context, the researchers 

have faced the challenge of establishing a real-word context.  Besides, it is still not 

completely clear which elements of the context are important to ensure that 

pragmatic tasks engage respondents’ relevant knowledge and skills.  Also, 

establishing a context that resembles the real world is often not feasible even in the 

most sophisticated role-plays.  So, tests of pragmatics have often focused on testing 

knowledge rather than the ability to use the language and most tests focus on 

sociopragmatic knowledge at the level of speech acts (Rover, 2006).  Because there 
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are not many studies related to pragmatic ability in the field of testing, researchers 

have given more effort in developing different methods in measuring such ability 

systematically.     

Owing to the lack of pragmatic ability studies in the field of hotel services,   

the studies based largely on the concept of pragmatic ability in different learning 

contexts (EFL and ESL) are reviewed in the following section.   

            Carrell and Konneker (1981) compared the learners’ politeness strategies in a 

speech act of requests between native English speakers and the ESL learners.  The 

study was based on the basic scale of imperative/declarative/interrogative mood to 

investigate the degree of politeness in making requests.  They also added models and 

the tense distinctions to examine the degree of politeness.  The subjects of the study 

were two groups of the ESL learners and native speakers of American English.  The 

ESL group was a heterogeneous group whose overall ESL proficiency was at  

intermediate and advanced levels.  The construct was comprehension of politeness 

and realization strategies.    The learners had to determine which of several possible 

strategies was the most polite in the given situations.  The findings revealed that 

there was a high correlation between the native and ESL judgment of politeness in 

the request strategies.  Their findings gave the attribution to the effect of learning 

environments.  However, the ESL learners made a more politeness distinction than 

native English speakers did.  Some questions were made that the ESL learners 

probably did a kind of “‘over-sensitivity’ to syntactic/semantic form distinctions” 

(Carrell & Konneker, 1981: 27).     

The most well-known research on speech acts is the Cross Cultural Speech 

Acts Realization Project (CCSARP) (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984).  The study was 

carried out by a group of international researchers as the first major group who 

attempted to study speech acts across a range of languages and cultures to investigate 

whether there are universal principles in speech act realization and what the patterns 

may be.  This project investigated speech act realization patterns cross-culturally 

from both native and non-native speakers of several languages by using a discourse 

completion test (DCT).  The construct of this study was the strategies used in 

requests and apologies which were associated to Bachman’s (1990) components of 

pragmatic competence in the aspects of understanding the illocutionary force and the 

choices of speech acts realization and linguistic forms.  The findings showed that 

conventional indirectness was preferred in requesting in all languages examined.  
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Regarding the study of apologies, it was found that expressing an overt apology by 

employing illocutionary force in the  speech acts and assuming responsibility for the 

offense were applied in nonnative speakers. The CCSARP has also produced useful 

instruments for data collection and a coding scheme that has been widely used in 

other speech act studies.   

Bouton (1988) investigated the ESL learners’ interpretation of conversational 

implicatures.  The construct of this study was the ability to recognize illocutionary 

force, which is the ability to recognize a mismatch between the literal utterance and 

the intention of utterance and to comprehend the intention of the utterance.  Two 

groups of subjects were American NSs and NNSs from different cultures.  The 

instrument of the study was a multiple-choice test that comprised a brief description 

of a scenario followed by a short dialog containing the inferred message and four 

possible interpretations of the utterance in question.  Bouton’s findings revealed that 

the ESL learners’ performance in interpreting the implicatures was significantly 

poorer.  The findings suggested that cultural background is a reliable predictor of 

nonnative speakers’ (NNS) ability to interpret implicatures the way native speakers 

(NSs) do.  Not only did NNSs differed from the NSs, but they also differed 

significantly among themselves.  This finding also showed that individuals with 

different backgrounds drew different implicatures from the same utterance.  Bouton’s 

(1988) study reported that there was a significant difference in the way NSs and 

NNSs interpreted the implicatures found in the contextualized dialogues in the test.  

Even though the findings suggested that cultural backgrounds played an important 

role in predicting the implication, this test did not resolve the question of whether 

one’s cultural background is an important influence on the nature of the implicatures 

that he or she draws.  Thus, it may be concluded that the insufficient in interpreting 

the implicatures in cross-cultural interactions has potentially obstructed successful 

communication.   

Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei (1998) examined L2 learners’ detection of  

pragmatic and grammatical errors in different EFL and ESL learning contexts.   The 

objective of the study was to investigate the learners’ abilities in distinguishing 

appropriate-inappropriate and correct-incorrect utterances.  The construct of the 

study was the language learners’ ability in distinguishing appropriateness and 

correctness of utterances. Based on Bachman’s (1996) framework of language 

competence, the awareness of correctness was investigated under grammatical 
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competence while the dimension of appropriateness reflected sociolinguistic 

competence.  The method of data collection was videotaped scenarios.  The finding 

showed that the ESL learners recognized a considerably higher number of pragmatic 

errors than grammatical errors.   Conversely, the EFL groups rated grammatical 

errors significantly higher than the ESL learners did.  In addition, the low-

proficiency students gave lower ratings to both grammatical and pragmatic errors in 

comparison with the high-proficiency group; however, the high-proficiency students 

demonstrated a much greater increase in grammatical awareness than in pragmatic 

appropriateness.  The high-proficiency ESL group also noticed more pragmatic 

inappropriateness when compared with their low-proficiency learners.  The findings 

of this study suggested that the learning context (ELF/ESL) and proficiency levels 

affected the ability in pragmatic and grammatical awareness.   

Cook and Liddicoat (2002, cited in Schauer, 2006) investigated L2 learners’ 

comprehension of request speech acts at different levels of directness.  The construct 

of this test was to examine the language learners’ knowledge in illocutionary force 

and realization strategies on how correctly they identified the meaning in request 

ranking from direct, conventionally indirect, and non-conventional indirect.  They 

employed a cross-sectional design in their study that compared the high-and low-

proficiency ESL learners’ pragmatic awareness of requests with that of Australian 

English native speakers.  It was found that there were significant differences in the 

interpreted action of conventionally indirect and non- conventionally indirect 

requests between the native speakers and the learner groups of both proficiency 

levels.  The native speakers correctly identified the meaning of requests with a higher 

frequency than the ESL learners.  In addition, the low-proficiency ESL learners also 

interpreted a significantly lower number of direct requests correctly than the native 

speakers did.  To compare the performance from the high and low proficiency ESL 

learners, it was found that the high-proficiency learners correctly identified the 

meaning of conventionally and non-conventionally indirect requests with a 

significantly higher frequency than the low-proficiency learners.  Thus, this suggests 

that increasing proficiency levels might enhance L2 learners’ ability to interpret 

request utterances correctly.   

Matsumura (2003) investigated Japanese ESL learners’ perception of 

appropriateness in an advice situation.  The construct of the test was related to  

sociolinguistic competence.  This study was one of the few longitudinal 
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developmental studies in interlanguage pragmatics that was based on data that were 

elicited before the learners left their L1 context to the L2 context.  The data were 

collected during their time in the L2 context and were gathered in 3-month intervals.  

The findings showed that those learners who had a greater exposure to English 

displayed a greater amount of competence.  The results further revealed that the 

amount of exposure in the learners’ home country influenced their pragmatic 

development abroad.  The findings also suggested that proficiency only had an 

indirect effect on pragmatic development when interlinked with exposure to L2.  

This means that those “Japanese learners who reached a higher level of proficiency 

when they were in Japan sought more opportunities to be exposed to English in the 

target speech community, and as a consequence of a greater exposure, they could 

become more pragmatically competent” (Matsumura, 2003: 485).   Matsumura’s 

(2003) study has shown that the length of stay in the L2 context and the overall level 

of proficiency in the target language play an important role in the acquisition of 

pragmatic awareness.   

 Liu (2006)’s study was to find the reliable and valid methods in assessing 

pragmatic ability of the ESL learners.  This study was direct to the field of testing 

and the test construct revealed the perception of appropriateness in meaning and 

form of requests and apologies in speech acts with three sociopragmaic variables 

(familiarity, power, and imposition). It also investigated whether learners of different 

EFL proficiency levels (i.e., the high-level group and the low-level group) performed 

differently in pragmatics tests.   The objectives of the study were whether the test 

methods used in this study were reliable and valid and whether learners of different 

EFL proficiency levels performed differently in pragmatics tests.  The three test 

formats: written discourse completion test (WDCT), multiple-choice discourse 

completion test (MDCT), and discourse self-assessment test (DSAT) were used in 

the study.     The results showed that the WDCT and DSAT were highly reliable and 

the MDCT was also reasonably reliable.  The two proficiency groups in this study 

were shown to differ significantly in terms of their English proficiency which 

indicated that the higher level of English proficiency of Chinese EFL learners 

seemed not to have correspondingly higher pragmatic ability in English.  The 

constructs also involved strategies that the test takers adopted in answering questions 

with different test methods that appeared to differ.  Their relevant knowledge 

constructs were not significantly different in the test methods of the WDCT and 
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DSAT; however, the two proficiency groups were significantly different in the 

MDCT.   Thus, it can be concluded that this  difference might result from the effect 

of the test method.    

To conclude, the constructs reviewed in the previous studies test the students’ 

comprehension of speech acts and politeness and how they produce language 

appropriately and correctly according to the speech acts under study.  The constructs 

investigated are based on Bachman’s (1990) components in pragmatic competence: 

illocutionary competence or speech acts competence and sociolinguistic competence.   

    

2.8  Linguistic speech acts and politeness strategies in the hotel communication   

To date, the studies focusing on the linguistic speech acts used in hotel 

services are considerably rare.  The latest work named Hospitality Language as a 

Professional Skill written by Blue and Harun (2003) has been reviewed widely.   It is 

related to English for Specific Purposes (ESP) in the field of hospitality industry.  

Regarding language form, hospitality language has not been studied distinctively 

because the scope of hospitality language is quite wide as there are several kinds of 

business related to the patterns of hospitality language such as hotels, travel agents, 

restaurants, information centers, and tourist attractions (Blue & Harun, 2003).  So, 

linguistic forms of speech acts and politeness strategies in this study are referred to 

“hospitality” and “hospitality language” which are associated with the hotel-guest 

interactions in hotel Front Office Department.  Blue and Harun (2003: 74) define the 

word “hospitality” as “the cluster of activities oriented towards satisfying guests” 

while “hospitality language” refers to “all linguistic expressions which relate to and 

represent hospitality concerns”.     

Hospitality language arises from a combination of procedures in hospitality 

cycle (Blue & Harun, 2003).    Baker et al. (2000) show the  hotel guest cycle that 

can associate with the language functions needed for hotel Front Office staff-guest 

encounters as illustrated in Figure 2.3 below.     
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Arrival 
-Door men and porter  

Pre-arrival  
 
-Reservations  

 
-Registration  
-Room assignment  
-Issuing of keys  
-Baggage handling  

 

 

 

 Occupancy 
-Currency exchange  
-Safe deposits  
-Maintaining guest accounts  
-Mail and information  
-Telephone calls 
-Trans

Departure 
-Baggage handling 
-Transportation 
-Bill settlement  
-Check-out   

 

 

 portation  
 

 

Figure 2.3:  A typical hotel guest cycle (Baker et al., 2000: 46) 

 

Blue and Huran (2003) draw the characteristics of hospitality language since 

hospitality language arises from a combination of procedures in hospitality cycle.  

The difference between the traditional hospitality cycle and the commercial 

hospitality cycle or hotel services is the former one is non-commercial while the 

latter one involves payment.   Table 2.3 shows the language used in the commercial 

hospital cycle which is related to the linguistic forms of speech acts and politeness 

strategies used in hospitality language.     

 

Table 2.3:  The commercial arrival-departure hospitality cycle  

Stage Activity Language used 
Arrival Pick-up service in some 

hotels; luggage may be 
carried by porters; 
registration at the reception.  
All services are commercial. 

Greeting by driver, welcome 
by receptionist, Routine and 
Rehearsed language used,  
Formal question-answer 
transactions in formal tone, 
Varies with category of hotel 

Familiarization Receptionist briefs guest on 
what and where in-house 
facilities are available, and 
on meal and check-out 
times; guest may also read 
in-house brochures and ask 
questions about hotel. 

Briefing style, rehearsed 
message, additional 
questions and answers, 
formal tone, language use 
varies according to category 
of hotel  
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Table 2.3:  The commercial arrival-departure hospitality cycle (cont.) 

Stage Activity Language used 
Engagement Independent use of facilities 

in rooms and in different 
sections of the hotel.  
Popular items include: TV, 
restaurant and bar, pool, 
gymnasium, sauna, disco. 
 

Mostly formal and 
impersonal, but may depend 
on how long guest stays in a 
hotel.  Difficult to predict 
exact language needs other 
than those relating to use of 
facilities.  

Departure Language transfer, 
preparation of bill, 
perfunctory farewell 
conversation.  

Mostly rehearsed language, 
mostly formal and 
impersonal.   

Blue and Huran (2003: 75) 

 

From language used shown in the commercial hospitality cycle, the 

distinctive aspects of language used in the hotel-guest interaction are generally 

formal and impersonal.  However, it also depends on the acquaintance between the 

speakers and the hearers (the hotel staff and guests and vice versa). The factor that 

appears to contribute to formal language use in the hotel staff-guest communication 

includes Brown and Levinson’s (1987) three social variables as mentioned 

previously.  The commercial hospitality is indeed a business transaction which aims 

at cost and benefit, not for non-commercial hospitality like in the traditional arrival-

departure hospitality cycle.   

 Besides, Blue and Harun (2003) made a field observation of reception 

encounters at the Front Desk in order to observe the domain functions in hospitality 

language.  It was found that the domain functions in hospitality language was  

transactional and informative.  The functional activities that were exchanged at the 

hotel reception were information and queries, miscellaneous requests, check-ins, 

check-outs, and complaints and criticisms respectively.  The structure of the 

conversation for those who had face-to-face interaction like receptionists and those 

who dealt indirectly like the telephone operators was very similar.  Blue and Harun 

(2003) summarize the utterances at hotel receptions as follows: 

a. The utterances are formal, short, straightforward, and purposive.  This  

is because the interaction and communication at the hotel counter is more like a 

business transaction. The interlocutors have specific purposes in an interaction.   The 
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role of the hotel staff and guests is expected in one another and their responses are 

mostly functional.   

b. The utterance of hospitality language is predictable.  The utterances 

mostly come in a form of adjacency pairs.  Both the hotel staff and guests can 

recognize the utterances that they are expected to respond.    

 c. Politeness plays a crucial role in hospitality language.  The title and the 

guest’s last name is used to mark the respect in a formal way.  Conventional words 

for asking requests like “Would you…?”, “Could you…?”, and “Can I…?”  are also 

used frequently.  “Please” and “Thank you” are commonly found in hospitality 

language.   

 d. The hotel staff’s utterances are more like a routine interaction.    The 

pattern of conversation and language function is performed repeatedly according to 

its job descriptions or responsibilities.  Because of this, the utterances are predictable 

and purposive.    

 To conclude the utterances taken from Blue and Harun’s (2003) site 

observations, it has been found that the utterances in the hotel context are short, 

direct, and purposive.  Utterances can also be described as formal and commercial-

like where each participant is expected the force from a specific action.  Regarding 

the degree of formality, it could be either formal or informal.  This depends on the 

level of acquaintance among participants themselves as well.  Moreover, the 

utterances are mostly predictable. Both the speakers and hearers (namely the hotel 

staff and guests and vice versa) understand the utterances, not only from literal 

meaning (locutionary acts), but also the force or an act by uttering a sentence 

(illocutionary). 

 The other relevant source that is directly related to the needs of language use 

in service industries is the English benchmark for Thai hotel Front Desk.  This 

benchmark has been initially established by the English Language Development 

Center (ELDC) in order to encourage Thai people to improve their English 

communication skills in their careers (ELDC, 2005).  Initially the English benchmark 

for 25 occupations has been set and each career is expected to meet  four standards.  

Table 2.4 shows the two benchmark indicators that are associated with language 

functions in the arrival-departure hospitality cycle and politeness aspects used in 

hotel Front Desk (ELDC, 2005: 21-22).     
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Table 2.4:  The English benchmarks for Thai hotel Front Desk 

Standard 2: Use spoken English to 
participate in work interaction at an 
advanced level.   
 

Standard 3: Use an appropriate language 
variety and register according to 
audience, purpose, setting and culture.   
 

1.  Use and respond to basic courtesy 
formulas, e.g. greeting, leave-taking, 
introductions. 
 

1.  Use appropriate language register to  
interact with guests.  
 

2.  Ask and respond to guests’ questions, 
request, opinions, suggestions, and advice. 

2.  Respond appropriately to  
compliments, refusals, negative value  
judgments, criticism and complaints  
from guests. 

3.  Give guests directions, instructions, 
suggestions, advice, confirmations, 
apologies, warnings, and compliments.  
 

3.  Use polite language to interact with 
guests, epically when persuading, 
handing complaints, expressing value 
judgments, emotions, and negotiating. 

4.  Explain and describe information to 
guests, e.g. bookings, hotel facilities, 
current promotions, daily activities 
problems, weather.  

4.  Use idiomatic expressions appropriately.  
 

5.   Promote house activities, special  
functions, special offers by providing 
specific details along with using 
convincing language.  

5.  Recognize humor and respond 
appropriately.  

6.  Provide precise information upon 
guests’ requests about Thai history, 
cultures, institutions, Thai dishes, drinks, 
fruits, current events.  

 

7.  Initiate and carry on small talks. 
 

 

8.  Handle phone situations and diplomatic 
replies.  

 

9.  Speak fluently with clear 
pronunciation patterns. 

 

10.  Adjust language for clarity and  
accuracy. 

 

 

Language functions shown above are similar to the hospitality cycle 

mentioned by Blue and Harun (2003).   The additional aspects are appropriateness 

and politeness that are major dimensions in the linguistic form of speech acts and 

politeness strategies used in hotel business.   
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Summary  

 Chapter two presents a review of related literature that provides the  

underlying concepts of this study.  The review includes the definitions of pragmatics, 

the concept of pragmatic competence, theory of speech acts, theories of politeness, 

the selection of speech acts, methods of testing pragmatics, the studies in pragmatic 

competence and assessment of pragmatic ability, and linguistic speech acts and 

politeness strategies in hotel communication.  They are then employed as the basis 

for instrument development, data collection and analysis, and interpretation of the 

findings.  The next chapter presents the research methodology of this study.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



  
 

 
 

CHAPTER III 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  

 

 This chapter presents the research methodology regarding the population and 

sample, the procedures employed in the development, and the validation of the 

research instruments.  The steps taken in data collection and data analysis are also 

illustrated.   

 

3.1.  Population and sample  

        3.1.1  Thai fourth-year university students who majored in the field of 

hospitality from private and public universities in Bangkok were selected to be the 

population of the study.  There were two main reasons to select the fourth-year 

university students as the population of the study.  First, they all completed the 

prerequisite courses of English at their universities.  As such it could be assumed that 

their English ability met the university requirements and were able, at least, to 

understand and perform basic communicative activities.  Second, they were required 

to participate in the internship program with hospitality or tourism companies in 

Thailand for at least two months in order to gain on-the-job training and hands-on 

experience. Therefore, they presumably used English in their work-oriented 

programs and in their future career related to hotel business.  

       There were three universities in Bangkok randomly selected as the 

subjects in this study: Bangkok University, Dhurakit Pundit University, and 

Kasetsart University.  These three universities were selected because of the following 

reasons.  Firstly, they offer a four-year bachelor’s degree related to hospitality and 

tourism industry.  Secondly, they have long established in providing potential 

students to enter the hospitality or tourism industry.  Lastly, they cooperatively 

allowed their students to participate in the study and, most importantly, could 

provide the computer laboratory for collecting the data.    

The target subjects from the selected three universities were categorized into 

three groups: the high language ability group, the average language ability group, 

and the low language ability group.   In the process of sample selection, the stratified 
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randomly sampling technique was used to select the subjects according to their GPA 

in English language courses taken from both fundamental and elective courses.   Two 

steps were employed in the stratified randomly sampling technique.  First, the 

students’ grade reports were obtained in order to classify them into three language 

ability groups by computing the means and standard deviations.  Second, 10 subjects 

of each language ability group from each university were randomly selected. 

Therefore, there were 30 subjects in each language ability level from three 

universities resulting in 90 subjects in this study.   

 To conclude, the subjects of this study were selected by the stratified random 

sampling technique.   The number of the universities and the test takers were based 

on the predetermined sample size and practicality of the administration.  Research 

instruments are presented in the next section.  

 

3.2.  Research instruments  

        Two research instruments were employed in this study: the Front Office 

Pragmatic-Test (FOP-Test) and a pragmatic questionnaire.    

           3.2.1  The Front Office Pragmatic-Test (FOP-Test) 

                      The Front Office Pragmatic Test (FOP-Test) was developed to assess 

the students’ pragmatic ability in the context of hotel Front Office Department.  The 

test method of the FOP-Test was typically an oral discourse completion test (ODCT); 

however, it was designed by the computer software called Adobe Captivate to import  

images related to situations in the FOP-Test, to provide audio narration of the test 

items and to control the timing of responding.  In other words, the program can 

facilitate the test face with audio-visual simulation.  There are 15 situations of 5 

speech acts assessed in the FOP-Test.  A slide of each situation is presented into 3 

captures: prompted scenario, the speech of a simulated hotel guest, and the slot 

provided for the test taker’s speech to respond to a simulated hotel guest.  The 15 

situations are ranged based on the degree of difficulty from the least to the most 

difficult and the test takers responded orally to a prompted scenario along the written 

script and gave a response by saying aloud what they would respond to the simulated 

hotel guest related to the given situations.  The test takers’ speeches were recorded, 

transcribed and finally rated.   
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                   3.2.1.1  The development of the FOP-Test   

        Conducting the needs assessment questionnaire was the 

preliminary step in developing the FOP-Test.  It aimed to investigate the situations 

that had  potentially high chance of occurrences when communicating with the hotel 

guests in the Front Office operation.  The sample of the needs assessment 

questionnaire was considered as a convenient sampling and the predetermined 

sample size for a questionnaire was a constraint because it depended on the hotel’s 

consent.  According to the deficiency of determining the desired sample size, the 

questionnaire was conducted with the hotel Front Office staff from six leading hotels 

in Bangkok (out of 18 hotels) which allowed the researcher to collect the data on 

their premises.   The six hotels were The Grand Hyatt Erawan Bangkok, The Four 

Seasons Bangkok, The Landmark Bangkok, The Intercontinental Bangkok, The 

Novotel Bangkok on Siam Square, and The Conrad Bangkok.  The department of 

human resources distributed the questionnaires to their hotel Front Office staff based 

on their convenience.  Thus, the sample of the questionnaire was considered as 

convenience sampling.  As a result, there were 63 respondents from the six hotels 

and the results of their responses were used to determine what speech acts would be 

included in the FOP-Test.  The collection procedures, data analysis, and the findings 

of needs assessment questionnaire were carried as follows.   

3.2.1.1.1 Data collected from the needs assessment questionnaire  

              Firstly, the letters of permission with the questionnaires to 

 the human resources departments were sent to the leading 18 four-starred and five-

starred hotels in Bangkok.  However, only six hotels consented to the proposal as 

mentioned earlier.  After having the hotel’s permission, fifteen copies of the 

questionnaires were distributed to the department of human resources of each hotel.  

Besides, the hotel Front Office staff answered the questionnaires at their 

convenience.  However, the members of the human resources staff followed up and 

collected the questionnaires and mailed them to the researcher afterwards.   All 90 

questionnaires were distributed to the six hotels by hand; however, 63 copies were 

returned.  The needs assessment questionnaire was written in Thai and consisted of 

three parts (See Appendix A).  The first part was the demographic information of the 

respondents, i.e. gender, age, position, level of education and working experience.  

The result is shown in Table 3.1 below.   
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Table 3.1:  Summary of demographic information of the hotel Front Office staff  

 

Attributes   Number Percent 

Gender    Male  22 34.92 

    Female  41 65.08 
    22-24 15 23.80 
    25 – 27  16 25.40 
    28 – 30  12 19.05 
    31 – 33  8 12.70 

Age    34 – 36  6 9.52 
    37 – 39  0 0 
   40 – 42 0 0 
   43 – 45 1 1.59 
   46 – 48  1 1.59 
   Not identify  4 6.35 

 Front Desk Receptionist 37 58.73 
 Guest Relation Officer 3 4.76 
 Front Cashier 0 0 
 Bell Caption 7 11.11 
 Concierge 4 6.35 
 Butler 5 7.94 

Positions  Duty Manager 2 3.17 

 Assistant Front Office Manager 1 1.59 
 Operator 1 1.59 
 Reservation 1 1.59 
 Executive Club Officer 1 1.59 
 Executive Club Supervisor 1 1.59 
 Certificate of Vocational Education 1 1.59 
 Diploma of Vocational Education 8 12.70 
 B.A 46 73.02 

Levels of education M.A. 3 4.76 

 Others (M. 6) 2 3.17 

 Not identify 3 4.76 
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Table 3.1:  Summary of demographic information of the hotel Front Office staff    

                   (cont.)  

Attributes   Number Percent 

 Below one year 2 3.17 

 1 – 3 yr. 27 42.86 

Year(s) of working experience 4 – 6 yr. 14 22.22 

 7 – 9 yr. 8 12.70 
 10 – 12 yr. 4 6.35 
 More than 12 yr. 3 4.76 
 Not identify 5 7.94 

 

Table 3.1 shows gender, age, position, level of education, and years of 

working experience of the respondents.  Based on the information collected, the 

majority of the respondents were female (65.08%) while 34.92% of the respondents 

were male.  For age group, the large group of the respondents was between 25-27 

years old representing 25.40% followed by 22-24 years old and 28-30 years old 

representing 23.80% and 19.05% respectively.  Considering the position, levels of 

education, and working experience, more than half of the respondents were front 

desk receptionists (58.73%).  The majority of them had a bachelor’s degree 

(73.02%), and a working experience between 1- 3 years (42.86%).   

 At the end of the first part, the respondents were asked to state some 

communication problems in English with foreign hotel guests.  This task was  

optional; however, the problems reflected from the Thai hotel Front Office staff in 

this study can be grouped below:   

1. They did not comprehend the fast speech of native speakers of English.   

The rapid speech causes misunderstanding.   

2. They were not familiar with the different accents and tones of English  

of foreign hotel guests who are from different countries.   

3. It was hard to communicate with foreign hotel guests who were non- 

English speakers like Spanish, Middle East group, Japanese, or Italian.  

4. They had no confidence in writing.  They were more concerned with   

grammatical points.   

5. They understood the hotel guest’s intention, but could not respond  

promptly.  This may be part of their level of proficiency in English.     
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6. They were unfamiliar with some vocabulary, idioms, and slangs  

produced by native speakers of English.   

7. Some foreign guests could not communicate in English at all.  So,  

nonverbal language was used and this sometimes caused misunderstanding.   

8. The hotel guests did not understand what the hotel staff had said.    

The second part of the questionnaire contained closed questions which 

consisted of 40 situations concerning with eight speech acts of informing, 

apologizing, handling complaints, offering help, promising, requesting, thanking, and 

responding to compliments respectively.  There were five situations that represented 

each speech act.  The statements required the hotel Front Office staff’s opinions on a 

scale of 1-5 for frequency from Impossible to Most likely possible to indicate what 

situations would possibly occur in their jobs.  The mean scores were interpreted as 

follows:  

                        1.00 -  1.49 The situation is impossible to happen. (1) 

1.50 -  2.49  The situation is likely impossible to happen. (2) 

2.50 -  3.49 The situation is potentially possible to happen. (3) 

3.50 -  4.49 The situation is likely possible to happen. (4) 

4.50 -  5.00  The situation is the most likely possible to happen. (5) 

The result is shown in Table 3.2 below.    

Table 3.2:  The results of possible situations occurring in the hotel Front Office 

Department  
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Informing          

1.inform the condition of  
the room type  
    

- 
 

18 
(28.57%) 

15 
(23.81%) 

20 
(31.75%) 

10 
(15.87%) 

3.35 1.06 3 

2.inform the price of late  
   check- out 
 

- 5 
(7.94%) 

25 
(39.68%) 

19 
(30.16%) 

14 
(22.22%) 

3.67 0.92 4 

3. inform different types of  
    room rates  
 

16 
(25.40%) 

9 
(14.29%) 

25 
(39.68%) 

9 
(14.29%) 

4 
(6.35%) 

2.62 1.20 3 
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Table 3.2:  The results of possible situations occurring in the hotel Front Office 

Department (cont.) 

 

          

                    Scales  
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 SD 
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n 
 

Informing          

4. inform the number of   
 staying guests irrelevant 
 to  the reservation record  

5 
(7.94%) 

9 
(14.29%) 

21 
(33.33%) 

21 
(33.33%) 

7 
(11.11%) 

3.25 1.09 3 

5. inform alcohol will not  
be served on a particular 
day  

- 3 
(4.76%) 

13 
(20.63%) 

6 
(9.52%) 

41 
(65.08) 

4.35 0.97 4 

Apologizing 
 

        

6. apologize for not being 
able  to locate the 
connecting  room 

 
- 

12 
(19.05%) 

29 
(46.03) 

13 
(20.63) 

9 
(14.29) 

3.30 0.94 3 

7. apologize for not 
allowing  unregistered 
guests to go up to the room 

2 
(3.17%) 

10 
(15.87%) 

29 
(46.03%) 

13 
(20.63%) 

9 
(14.29%) 

3.27 1.00 3 

8. apologize for not being 
able  to hold the room due 
to late check-in 

23 
(36.51%) 

21 
(33.33%) 

9 
(14.29%) 

5 
(7.94%) 

5 
(7.94%) 

2.17 1.24 2 

9. apologize for connecting 
to the wrong guest 
 
 

18 
(28.57%) 

22 
(34.92%) 

7 
(11.11%) 

8 
(12.70%) 

8 
(12.70%) 

2.46 1.37 2 

10. apologize for not being  
able  to tell the guest room 
number to the outsider 

1 
(1.59%) 

3 
(4.76%) 

13 
(20.63%) 

22 
(34.92%) 

24 
(38.10%) 

 

4.03 0.97 4 

Handling complaints 
 

        

11. deal with the complaint 
of informing an incorrect 
room price  

11 
(17.46%) 

23 
(36.51%) 

20 
(31.75%) 

7 
(11.11%) 

2 
(3.17%) 

2.46 1.01 2 

12. deal with a complaint 
of missing the message  
 

17 
(26.98%) 

21 
(33.33%) 

8 
(12.70%) 

11 
(17.46%) 

6 
(9.52%) 

2.54 1.34 3 

13. deal with a complaint 
of the noise from the next 
door 

- 
 

13 
(20.63%) 

29 
(46.03%) 

12 
(19.05%) 

9 
(14.29%) 

3.27 0.95 3 

14. deal with the complaint 
that the  hotel guest’s has 
been searched.    

21 
(33.33%) 

14 
(22.22%) 

11 
(17.46%) 

10 
(15.87%) 

7 
(11.11%) 

2.49 1.39 2 

15. deal with the  smell of 
cigarettes in a non- 
smoking room 

- 16 
(25.40%) 

20 
(31.75%) 

17 
(26.98%) 

10 
(15.87%) 

3.33 1.03 3 
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Table 3.2:  The results of possible situations occurring in the hotel Front Office 

Department (cont.) 
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Offering help 
 

        

16. offer to order flourish  
 
 

- 2 
(3.17%) 

14 
(22.22%) 

19 
(30.16%) 

28 
(44.44%) 

4.16 0.88 4 

17. offer to do morning 
call 
 

- - 3 
(4.76%) 

23 
(36.51%) 

37 
(58.73%) 

4.56 0.59 5 

18. offer to call the hotel 
doctor 
 

- 1 
(1.59%) 

4 
(6.35%) 

22 
(34.92%) 

36 
(57.14%) 

4.48 0.69 4 

19. offer to contact the 
embassy  
 

- 3 
(4.76%) 

11 
(17.46%) 

15 
(23.81%) 

34 
(53.97%) 

4.24 0.95 4 

20.  offer to keep check-
out guest’s luggage at the 
store room 

- - 1 
(1.59%) 

14 
(22.22%) 

48 
(76.19%) 

4.75 0.47 5 

Promising 
 

        

21. promise to send more 
room amenities   
 

1 
(1.59%) 

1 
(1.59%) 

3 
(4.76%) 

15 
(23.81%) 

43 
(68.25%) 

4.60 0.66 5 

22. promise to mail the 
guest’s  lost and found 
item    

1 
(1.59%) 

4 
(6.35%) 

10 
(15.87%) 

21 
(33.33%) 

27 
(42.86%) 

4.10 1.00 4 

23. promise to have an air 
conditioner  in the room 
checked   

- 1 
(1.59%) 

3 
(4.76%) 

21 
(33.33%) 

38 
(60.32%) 

4.52 0.67 5 

24. promise to ask the  
manager to decode the safe  
 

- 2 
(3.17%) 

7 
(11.11%) 

13 
(20.63%) 

41 
(65.08%) 

4.52 0.76 5 

25. promise to reserve 
hotel limousine to the 
airport upon the  departure 

- - 
 

4 
(6.35%) 

27 
(42.86%) 

32 
(50.79%) 

 
4.46 

 
0.62 

 
4 

Requesting 
 

        

26. request the guest to 
smoke in the area provided 
 

1 
(1.59%) 

3 
(4.76%) 

12 
(19.05%) 

25 
(39.68%) 

22 
(34.92%) 

4.02 0.94 4 

27. request check-out 
guests to pay for the  hotel 
bathrobes 
      

16 
(25.40%) 

9 
(14.29%) 

20 
(31.75%) 

14 
(22.22%) 

4 
(6.35%) 

2.70 1.25 3 
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Table 3.2:  The results of possible situations occurring in the hotel Front Office 

Department (cont.) 

 

          

                    Scales  

 

 

   Speech acts  

   
 

Im
po

ss
ib

le
 (1

) 

L
ik

el
y 

im
po

ss
ib

le
 (2

) 

Po
te

nt
ia

lly
 p

os
si

bl
e 

(3
) 

L
ik

el
y 

po
ss

ib
le

 (4
) 

M
os

t l
ik

el
y 

po
ss

ib
le

 (5
) 

 SD 

In
te

rp
re

ta
tio

n 
 

28. request the guest not to 
bring strong smell of food 
to the room 

2 
(3.17%) 

17 
(26.98%) 

14 
(22.22%) 

8 
(12.70%) 

22 
(34.92%) 

3.49 1.31 3 

29. request the gust not to 
bring pets up to the room 
 

18 
(28.57%) 

6 
(9.52%) 

7 
(11.11%) 

5 
(7.94%) 

27 
(42.86%) 

3.27 1.73 3 

30. request the guest to 
reconfirm the check-out 
time       

- 5 
(7.94%) 

18 
(28.57%) 

22 
(34.92%) 

18 
(28.57%) 

3.90 0.93 4 

Thanking 
 

        

31. thanks for tipping 
 
 

- - 5 
(7.94%) 

18 
(28.57%) 

40 
(63.49%) 

4.56 0.64 5 

32. thanks for the gift 
 
 

2 
(3.17%) 

3 
(4.76%) 

8 
(12.70%) 

14 
(22.22%) 

36 
(57.14%) 

4.25 1.06 4 

33. thanks for giving  
discount coupon 
 

3 
(4.76%) 

5 
(7.94%) 

10 
(15.87%) 

15 
(23.81%) 

30 
(47.62%) 

4.00 1.19 4 

34. thanks for informing 
suspected persons 
 

2 
(3.17%) 

22 
(34.92%) 

14 
(22.22%) 

9 
(14.29%) 

16 
(25.40%) 

3.27 1.29 3 

35. thanks for staying and  
using services  
 

- 1 
(1.59%) 

- 6 
(9.52%) 

56 
(88.89%) 
 

4.87 0.46 5 

Responding to the 
compliments 

        

36.  response for nice 
uniform 
 

1 
(1.59%) 

2 
(3.17%) 

16 
(25.40%) 

15 
(23.81%) 

29 
(46.03%) 

4.06 0.98 4 

37. response for hotel 
decoration 
 

1 
(1.59%) 

- 7 
(11.11%) 

32 
(50.79%) 

23 
(36.51%) 

4.21 0.77 4 

38. response for offering 
efficient services 
 

- - 3 
(4.76%) 

25 
(39.68%) 

35 
(55.56%) 

4.51 0.59 5 

39. response for having a 
well take care of guest’s 
properties  

- 2 
(3.17%) 

9 
(14.29%) 

26 
(41.27%) 

26 
(41.27%) 

4.21 0.81 4 

40. response for having a 
good command of English 
 

- 1 
(1.59%) 

5 
(7.94%) 

33 
(52.38%) 

24 
(38.10%) 

4.30 0.69 4 
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In addition, at the end of the second part, the respondents were asked to write 

the situations related to the speech acts surveyed in the questionnaire that they 

already encountered in hotel front office operation.  Most respondents returned their 

questionnaires with writing of situations that happened in their operation.  The 

responses were varied; however, they can be grouped in Table 3.3 below.   

 

Table 3.3: Possible situations occurring in the hotel Front Office operation    

Speech 
acts 

Situations 

In
fo

rm
in

g 

• Inform hotel services, facilities, the in-room amenities  
• Inform the room rate  
• Inform the length of staying in order to confirm the reservation  
• Inform the operation time of shops and services in the hotel 
• Inform time and place for breakfast  
• Inform the confirmation of flight reservation  
• Inform messages or parcels delivered to the guest  
• Inform accountable shops for shopping (not in the hotel) 
• Inform the fire rehearsal schedule  
• Inform guest benefits e.g. allowance to use the executive lounge for 

free of charge 
• Inform the benefits gained from the different types of reservation   
• Inform the price of facilities  

 

A
po

lo
gi

zi
ng

 

• Apologize for keeping the guest waiting for a long queue when 
checking-in   

• Apologize for unavailable of some foreign exchange currencies  
• Apologize for the luggage delay 
• Apologize for damaging the guest’s belongings 
• Apologize for keeping the arrival guest waiting for an available 

room due to early check-in or fully booked 
• Apologize for an unavailable room requested due to the occupancy 

or fully booked 
• Apologize for keeping the check-out guest waiting for settling bills  
• Apologize for the insufficient facility like the internet delay  
• Apologize for the unavailable size of the bed requested  
• Apologize the check-in guest for assigning the room which has been 

occupied  
• Apologize for disturbance made by the housekeeping  
• Apologize the walk-in guest for some deposit 
• Apologize for informing incorrect room price 
• Apologize for not offering some services which are not included in 

reservation record e.g. free breakfast or using the executive lounge 
• Apologize for  not giving late check-out due to the fully booked 
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Table 3.3: Possible situations occurring in the hotel Front Office operation  

                 (cont.)  

Speech 
acts 

Situations 
H

an
dl

in
g 

 c
om

pl
ai

nt
s 

• Deal with delay of services  
• Deal with the no-show of airport representative at the airport 
• Deal with the untidy room 
• Deal with the noise disturbance from,  e.g., hotel refurbishment, 

T.V. from the next door 
• Deal with the loss of passport  
• Deal with some technical problems of room facilities, e.g. room  

temperature, a water heater   
• Deal with malfunction of room equipment  
• Deal with some problems occurring with the room key or key card  
• Deal with unpleasant smell from refurbishment 
• Deal with overcharged from taxi service 

 

O
ff

er
in

g 

• Offer to contact with the police in case of the loss of guest’s 
property such as jewelry, travel cheque, or other valuable items  

• Offer to do wake up call 
• Offer to reserve the restaurants in the hotel and the nearby hotel  
• Offer to contact with the airline in case of the baggage loss, delay, 

or damage 
• Offer to pack the guest’s parcel 
• Offer to arrange the hotel limousine to the airport 
• Offer to keep the check-out guest’s luggage in the store room 
• Offer to make a phone call in case of emergency    
• Offer to change the flight ticket due to unavailable operation time of 

airline office  
• Offer to have the check-out guest wait in the lounge  
 

Pr
om

is
in

g 

• Promise to have the luggage down when check-out  
• Promise to have ice cubes sent up to the room 
• Promise to inform the housekeeper to clean up the room 
• Promise to arrange a surprise birthday upon the guest’s request  
• Promise  to relocate the room for the next day due to the 

unavailability on the arrival day 
• Promise to change room if possible  
• Promise to reconfirm flight 
• Promise to have a housekeeper send an iron to the guest room 
• Promise to arrange a van or taxi which is not hotel service 
• Promise to send more room amenities  
• Promise to arrange the room on the lower floor/higher floor 
• Promise to send some enquired information to the guest room such 

as telephone number or nearby attractions  
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Table 3.3: Possible situations occurring in the hotel Front Office operation  

                 (cont.)  

Speech 
acts 

Situations 
R

eq
ue

st
 

• Request to wear a swimming suit when using the hotel swimming 
pool 

• Request to smoke in the area provided 
• Request to return the room key/key card 
• Request for the credit card for guarantee or  pre-authorization  
• Request to pay for the hotel’s properties which have been damaged 

by the guest  
• Request to dress properly to where the dress code is required e.g. 

restaurants 
• Request to fill in some information required in the registration card 
 

T
ha

nk
in

g 

• Thank for giving tips 
• Thank for staying with the hotel 
• Thank for cooperating with the hotel 
• Thank for the gifts 
• Thank for the guests’ comments 
• Thank for understanding the hotel’ policy or regulations   
 

R
es

po
nd

in
g 

to
  

th
e 

co
m

pl
im

en
t  • Respond for having service-mind of hotel staff 

• Respond for having efficient and prompt services   
 
 
 
 

 

The last part of the questionnaire asked the respondents’ opinion towards the 

degree of difficulty when performing a certain speech act in English via a scale from 

1(the easiest) to 5 (the most difficult).  The mean scores are interpreted as follows:  

 1.00 – 1.49 The easiest to perform 

 1.50 – 2.49  Rather easy to perform 

 2.50 – 3.49 Not too difficult or easy to perform 

 3.50 – 4.49  Rather difficult to perform   

4.50 – 5.00  The most difficult to perform   

The result and the interpretation are shown in Table 3.4 and Figure 3.1 below.  
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Table 3.4: Hotel Front Office employees’ opinions toward difficulty in 

performing speech acts     

 Degree of          

difficulty 

 

 

Speech acts 
 

Th
e 

m
os

t d
iff

ic
ul

t 

 

R
at

he
r d

iff
ic

ul
t 

N
eu

tr
al

 

R
at

he
r e

as
y 

Th
e 

 e
as

ie
st

 

X 
S.D

. 

In
te

rp
re

ta
tio

n 

1.Informing  - - 41 

(65.08%) 

22 

(34.92%) 

- 2.65 

 

0.48 Neutral 

2. Apologizing   26 

(41.27%) 

32 

(50.79%) 

5 

(7.94%) 

- - 4.33 

 

0.62 Rather 

difficult 

3.  Handling 

complaints 

7 

(11.11%) 

31 

(49.21%) 

24 

(38.10%) 

1 

(1.59%) 

- 3.73 

 

0.70 Rather 

difficult 

4. Offering - - 3 

(4.76%) 

34 

(53.97%) 

26 

(41.27%) 

1.63 

 

0.58 Rather 

easy 

5. Promising - - 29 

(46.03%) 

26 

(41.27%) 

8 

(12.70%) 

2.35 

 

0.70 Neutral 

6. Requesting 3 

(4.76%) 

13 

(20.63%) 

38 

(60.32%) 

9 

(14.29%) 

- 3.16 

 

0.72 Neutral  

7. Thanking - - 2 

(3.17%) 

17 

(26.98%) 

44 

(69.84%) 

1.33 

 

0.54 The 

easiest  

8.  Responding to 

compliment  

- - 4 

(6.35%) 

44 

(69.84%) 

15 

(23.81%) 

1.83 0.52 Rather 

easy  

 

As shown in Table 3.4, the first five speech acts which got the highest mean 

scores were considered problematic for Thai hotel front office staff.  Figure 3.1 

shows the result in order from the most difficulty to the easiest.  
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Figure 3.1:  The mean scores relating to the degree of difficulty in performing 

the speech acts in English from the most difficulty to the easiest   

 

Figure 3.1 shows that the top five speech acts are apologizing, handling  

complaints, requesting, informing, and promising.  Considering the mean scores of 

these five speech acts, it can be seen that “promising” is considered “rather easy to 

perform” because it obtained the mean score lower than 2.49.  However, it was 

selected to be tested because the number of five speech acts was predetermined to be 

the suitable number to be tested in this study.  Therefore, the other speech acts: 

thanking, offering, and responding to the compliments which also appeared to be 

easy to perform were not selected.  Thus, the speech acts of apologizing, handling  

complaints, requesting, informing, and promising were assumed to be  problematic 

for the Thai hotel Front Office staff and they were selected to be included in the 

FOP-Test.   

3.2.1.1.2 Test items selection  

                           After selecting the five speech acts, situations from each speech act 

were drawn from the results of the needs assessment questionnaire and the Front 

Office staff’s opinions. Ten situations from each speech act were chosen based on 
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the situations from the close-ended questionnaire which were interpreted in the range 

of possible (2.50 – 5.00) as shown in Table 3.2 and they were randomly selected 

from the practitioners’ opinions given in the open-ended part shown in Table 3.3.  

The number of situations to be tested in each speech act was three based on the Item 

Objective Congruent (IOC).  Nine occupational experts and practitioners related to 

the hotel Front Office services, i.e. the personnel at the manager level (3), hotel Front 

Office staff (3), and hotel guests (3) were interviewed in order to identify the 

situations which were more likely to happen in the Front Office Department. The 

situations with the degree of congruence more than 70% were randomly selected to 

be included in the test situations (See Appendix B).  Besides, the comments and 

suggestions given by the experts and the practitioners were used to modify the test 

situations. Therefore, the content validity of the FOP-Test was based on the expert 

judgement.   Hence, the situations from five speech acts were finally selected to be 

included in the FOP-Test as shown in Table 3.5.   

 

Table 3.5: The given situations in the FOP-Test  

Speech 

acts 

Situations 

A
po

lo
gi

zi
ng

  Apologize for ineffective service claimed by the staying guest  
 Apologize for unavailability of the room asked for upon checking-in 
 Apologize the arrival guest for a shortage of staff when checking-in 

 

H
an

dl
in

g 

co
m

pl
ai

nt
s 

 Deal with the malfunction of a water heater 
 Deal with noise disturbance from the next door and the housekeeper’s 

duty on the floor  
 Deal with the no-show of the airport representative as required in 

reservation   
 

R
eq

ue
st

in
g 

 Request a walk-in guest for a deposit 
 Request the check-in guest to give the check-out time due to high 

occupancy rate  
 Request the check-out guest to pay for two hotel bathrobes taken from 

the room   
 

In
fo

rm
in

g  Inform where to get access to the internet  
 Inform the check-out guest regarding an invalid credit card 
 Inform the late check-out charge  
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Table 3.5: The given situations in the FOP-Test (cont.)  

Speech 

acts 

Situations 

Pr
om

is
in

g  Promise to send more room amenities  
 Promise to arrange the limousine to the airport 
 Promise to mail the hotel guest’s lost items if found  

 
 

The stages to validate the FOP-Test can be summarized into the following 

steps:  

 Firstly, the test specifications were designed in order to set the content and 

constructs of the FOP-Test (See Appendix C).  Then, three language testing experts 

and three experts related to hotel services were asked to comment on the content and 

constructs of the test specifications (See Appendix D for the qualifications of experts 

related to hotel and services).   

 Secondly, the narration of the prompted scenarios and the simulated hotel 

guests was written and related to 15 situations and 5 speech acts obtained from the 

needs assessment questionnaire.  Then, the researcher asked the language experts to 

express their opinions towards the language used and content relevance of the script. 

The main revision was to give more elaboration in the language used in prompted 

scenarios.   

      Thirdly, after the revision was made, the script was applied to the Adobe 

Captivate software program which facilitated a screen capture movie.    The first 

capture of each slide appeared with the prompted scenario which described the 

condition of the situation that the test takers had to focus on in order to predetermine 

the expected performance.  Then, the speech of a simulated hotel guest related to the 

given situation appeared in order to elicit a test taker’s response.   The last capture 

was left for recoding the test taker’s speech.  Besides, the image related to the given 

situation and the sound file of the narration were imported to the program.  

    Lastly, the test was revised again.  The major concern was to give the 

appropriate response time.   

    3.2.1.1.3 Pilot study  

               The last step of test development was conducting a pilot study.  The 

objective of the pilot study was to verify the research instruments and the procedures 

of the test administration. The subjects who participated in the pilot study were 30 
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Kasetsart University in the first semester of 2009 academic year.  The students in the 

pilot study were excluded from the main study.  The procedures of the pilot study 

were replicated in the main study.  Details of the test administration are presented in 

Section 3.3 of data collection.  After taking the test, questionnaires were distributed.    

Due to the extension of the administration time, all the test takers from the pilot 

study  were asked to have the retrospective semi-structure interview by phone and by  

appointment.  MP 3 was used to record the interview of the test takers’ opinions 

regarding these six aspects: degree of difficulty, familiarity of the test content, 

quality of sound and image, response time, speaking experiences in the hotel context, 

and the overall appropriateness.   

From the interview, it was found that generally they gave the positive 

comments to the test.  Regarding difficulty and familiarity of the test content, they 

reflected that the content was very relevant to their background knowledge which 

was related to hotel operations so the content was not problematic for them at all.  

However, some revealed that their limited proficiency in English made them very 

difficult to respond.  They thought the overall aspect of the test was very appropriate 

to their level of education.  Besides, the technical quality of the sound and image 

appeared on a slide did not cause any interference.  However, their major concern 

was the time constraints and the slow pace of their communication due to their 

limited proficiency in English.  Some indicated that they could not complete the 

response within the given time.  They suggested more time should be given for each 

response.   

Apart from the interview of the six aspects, the test takers confined that they 

had a very little chance to practice speaking in English from the classroom learning. 

They wished they would have had an opportunity to practice more, especially 

exploring English in the hotel context.  Since having little chance to practice in a 

particular context, they reflected that the cause of difficulty was not from the test 

itself, but from their limited proficiency in English and deficit of classroom practice.  

To conclude, the main adjustment from the pilot study was time allotment which was 

extended from 30 seconds to 45 seconds.   

 When considering the responses collected from the pilot study, in brief, there 

were some points to be raised related to the rating scale.  First, it became apparent 

that the response expected for one speech act consisted of many speech acts.  For 

example, a request initially occurred with an apology.  However, such scenario was 
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not eliminated from the test because it rarely occurred; however, it was brought up to 

seek an agreement when rating.    Next, not only the occurrence of more than one 

speech act, but few test takers did not include the expected speech act as well.  So, 

the discussion among the raters was made in order to seek an agreement when rating.   

Therefore, the problematic area found from the speech production related to the 

rating scale from the pilot study was revised.  After the revision and adaptation were 

made from the validation process, the final version of the FOP-Test was obtained 

(See Appendix E).       

 

3.2.2  The FOP-Test rating scale  

  The scoring scale for the test takers’ production from the FOP-Test was 

adapted from the holistic scale of Hudson et al (1995).  It was developed into an 

analytical rating scale of four descriptors with five level bands of the effectiveness in 

language use.  The four major descriptors are the correct speech act, expressions and 

vocabulary, amount of information given, and degree of appropriateness (levels of 

formality, directness, and politeness).  It is important to note that intonation, 

nonlexical intonation signals like uh, um, or hum in English and grammaticality are 

beyond the scope of the study.  After the rating scale was developed, it was evaluated 

by three testing experts and three experts related to hotel services, revised, and tried 

out in the pilot study.   The rating scale used for the FOP-Test is presented in Table 

3.6 below.   

 

Table 3.6:  Analytical rating scale for the FOP-Test  

Level 

band 

Effectiveness level 

 

The correct speech acts 

5  Very effective • Promptly shows understanding of function or 
illocutionary force of an utterance in a given situation.  

• Is able to correctly and effortlessly perform the speech 
act required in a given situation.  

 
4 Effective • Appears to have only occasional problems in 

understanding function or the interlocution’s intention 
in a given situation.   

• Is able to effortlessly convey his/her intended message 
in the speech act required in a given situation.  
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Table 3.6:  Analytical rating scale for the FOP-Test (cont.)  

Level 

band 

Effectiveness level 

 

The correct speech acts 

3 Somewhat effective • Appears to be able to understand the function of 
speech and the interlocutor’s intention in a given 
situation, but he/she hesitates to give a response to 
the interlocutor’s speech.   

• Is able to perform the required speech act in a given 
situation somewhat understandably.    

 
2 Ineffective • Clearly has difficulty understanding the function of 

speech and the interlocution’s intention in a given 
situation.   

• Gives irrelevant responses in the given situation 
even if the intention of the speech act can be 
identified.  

 
1 Very ineffective • Has great difficulty understanding the function of 

speech and the interlocution’s intention in a given 
situation.  

• Is unable to respond to the speech act and/or gives 
isolated words or short formulaic expressions which 
cannot be communicated.    
 

Level 

band 

Effectiveness level 

 

The   amount of information given  

5  Very effective • Provides sufficient information needed in a given 
situation in a proficient an effective manner with a 
variety of sentence lengths.    

• Expands and supports the interlocution’s intention 
spontaneously.  

• Adds explanations required in a given situation in a 
comprehensive manner.   

 
4 Effective • Is able to give a variety of oral sentence lengths 

with relevant information needed in a given 
situation.  

• Provides moderate responses needed in a given 
situation fairly well.  

• Expands explanations when they are required in a 
given situation fairly well.  

 
3 Somewhat effective • Provides relevant information needed in a given 

situation even if it is sometimes unnecessary or 
abrupt.  

• Attempts to fulfill the interlocutor’s intention in a 
simplistic way by using sentences or words in 
chunks that can be somewhat understood.  

• Attempts to add elaboration when it is required in a 
given situation although it is complete.  
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Table 3.6:  Analytical rating scale for the FOP-Test (cont.)    

 

Level 

band 

Effectiveness level 

 

The   amount of information given  

2 Ineffective • Produces utterances related in a given situation 
which tend to be very short and communicate only 
the most essential information.  

• Provides fairly incomplete information.  
• Cannot elaborate information when it is required 

in a given situation.  
 

1 Very ineffective • Unable to give information required in a given 
situation.  

• Attempts to provide some information, but it is 
clearly incomplete and/or irrelevant to the given 
situation.  
 

Level 

band 

Effectiveness level 

 

Expressions and vocabulary   

5  Very effective • Uses a wide range of appropriate vocabulary and 
expressions that precisely enhance the interaction 
in a given situation.  

• Has a good command of idiomatic expressions 
related to the speech necessary in a given 
situation 

 
4 Effective • Uses an adequate range of vocabulary and 

expressions fairly well to express the idea related 
to the speech required in a given situation.   

• Use effective formulaic phrases or expressions that 
enhance communication in a given situation.    

• Has the ability to compensate for speech 
limitations in expressions and vocabulary.   

 
3 Somewhat effective • Occasionally selects expressions and vocabulary to 

express the idea related to the speech act required 
in a given situation.  

• Fairly dependent on rehearsed or formulaic 
phrases with limited generative capacity.  

 
2 Ineffective • Selects vocabulary and expressions to the speech 

act required in a given situation that are frequently 
inaccurate and sometimes awkward.  

• Uses formulaic phrases or expressions in chunks 
that do not enhance the communicative interaction 
in a given situation.  
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Table 3.6:  Analytical rating scale for the FOP-Test (cont.)  

 

Level 

band 

Effectiveness level 

 

Expressions and vocabulary   

1 Very ineffective • Clearly shows difficulty in expressing the idea 
related to the speech act in a given situation 
because of the lack of appropriate expressions and 
vocabulary.  

• Able to only use words in isolation or uncommon 
expressions that are ineffective to the speech act 
required in a given situation.  

  
Level 

band 

Effectiveness level 

 

Degree of appropriateness  

5  Very effective • Uses word choices, phrases, terms of address and 
verb forms appropriately and effectively in 
response to the interlocutor’s relationship and the 
required speech act in a given situation.  

• Demonstrates a high awareness of listener’s 
needs/wants by using polite linguist forms (to 
show the proper degree of directness and 
formality) to respond to the speech act in a given 
situation in highly effective ways.  

 
4 Effective • Generally uses word choices, phrases, terms of 

address, and verb forms appropriately and 
effectively to the interlocutor’s relationship and 
the speech in a given situation.  

• Demonstrates a good awareness of the listener’s  
needs/wants by fairly well applying polite 
strategies to the speech act in a given situation.  

 
3 Somewhat effective • Uses word choices, phrases, terms of address, and 

verb forms which are somewhat appropriate to the 
interlocutor’s relationship and the speech act in a 
given situation.  

• Has some awareness of the listener’s needs/wants, 
but has some difficulty in applying polite 
strategies to save listener’s face in a given 
situation.  

 
2 Ineffective • Uses word choices, phrases, terms of address and 

verb forms that cannot enhance the interlocutor’s 
relationship and the speech act in a given situation. 

• Clearly has limited awareness of the listener’s 
needs/wants and is generally unable to select 
appropriate polite strategies in certain situations in 
order to save the listener’s face.  
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Table 3.6:  Analytical rating scale for the FOP-Test (cont.)  

                                                                    

Level 

band 

Effectiveness level 

 

Degree of appropriateness 

1 Very ineffective • Uses incorrect or inappropriate word choices, 
phrases, terms of address, and verb forms in 
his/her responses related to a given situation.  

• Is not aware of listener’s needs/wants and is 
essentially unable to respond appropriately in a 
given situation.  

 

3.2.3  Pragmatic questionnaire  

          The questionnaire was also expected to provide information about the test  

takers’ pragmatic background knowledge in general, speech acts, and politeness in 

language used (See Appendix F).  The questionnaire consisted of two parts.  The first 

part included 15 statements concerning background knowledge of pragmatics in 

general.  The statements were knowledge of pragmatics related to the context of 

hotel Front Office Department.  It was a true or false questionnaire.  The test takers 

were asked to read the statements carefully and rated whether each statement was 

true or false.  The second part was composed of five scenarios representing five 

speech acts assessed in the test.  There were five responses of each scenario.  A five 

point Likert scale was given to the test takers to rate the appropriateness of each 

response statement under the situations.  The rating ranged from “very 

inappropriateness” as “1” to “very appropriateness” as “5” on the scale.  The order of 

5 statements in each scenario was jumbled.  The test takers were asked to read 

through the scenarios and statements and rated the statements according to their 

opinions whether the statements seemed to be appropriate or inappropriate.  The 

rating scale could be made just once, not double ratings.     

 

 3.3  Data collection  

 After the development of the instruments and the pilot study, the main study 

was conducted in the first semester of the academic year 2009.  For the main study, 

the similar procedure of the pilot study was followed.  The test administrations with 

three universities were conducted separately.  The subjects from each university were 

tested outside the classroom on the same day in the computer laboratory of the 

university.  The test was administered under supervised conditions in the university 
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computer laboratories.  The objectives and benefits of the study to the field of 

language pedagogy were firstly explained.  To confirm that the test takers agreed to 

participate in the study, they were requested to sign in the consent form with an 

explanatory statement translated in Thai (See Appendix G).  A practice session was 

conducted before the data collection began.  The instructions for the test 

administration translated in Thai were also given to the test takers (See Appendix H).  

The administration of the FOP-Test took about one hour including the practice 

session to check the test takers’ understanding of the steps in doing the test.  The test 

takers’ responses were recorded and saved into the Sound Recorder program.  The 

file sound was transcribed and scored by two raters.   After the FOP-Test was 

completed, the pragmatic questionnaires were distributed.   Time for completing the 

questionnaires took about 30 minutes. For speeches collected, the sound files were 

transcribed and scored by the two raters afterwards.  It is important to note that the 

transcriptions of the paralinguistic features were included even though they were not 

counted in rating (See Appendix I).      

 

3.4  Rating for test scores   

  Two raters rated the responses collected from the FOP-Test.  One was an  

experienced English language instructor who had taught English for a number of 

years and was interested in cultural communication of non-native English speakers 

(See Appendix J for the rater’s qualifications).  The other was the researcher herself.  

After rater training which took place during the pilot study, there was one point to 

discuss.  The raters reported that they sometimes hesitated between the scale 4 and 

scale 3.  So, the rating scales were adjusted in order to make them clearer and easy to 

grade.  However, if hesitation still occurred, intuition was suggested to make.  

Besides, the reminder related to the criteria of grading was given to help the raters to 

keep in track of the descriptors of the scale (See Appendix K for the reminder and  

grading form).   

The statistical method was used to investigate the reliability of the scores from 

the two raters.  The inter-rater reliability was estimated by Pearson product-moment 

correlation coefficients which were calculated to indicate the correlation of the two 

raters’ scores as shown in Table 3.7.   
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Table 3.7: Correlations of the two raters’ scores for the FOP-Test  

 N Correlation 

Correct speech act 90 .922* 

Expression and vocabulary 90 .857* 

Amount of information  90 .950* 

Degree of appropriateness  90 .911* 

Total 90 .953* 

*The correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  

 

Table 3.7 presents the correlations between the two raters in rating the FOP-Test 

of the total scores and each component.  The correlation coefficients range between 

.953 - .857.   All are significant at .01 level.  This suggests that the two raters rated 

the test takers’ responses consistently both in the total scores and sub scores.   

 

3.5 Data Analysis   

 To answer the research questions, the following data analysis procedures 

were employed.  

1.  With regard to the first research question, “Can the Front Office Pragmatic  

Test (FOP-Test) differentiate the students’  pragmatic ability into different levels?  

Descriptive statistics, including means, standard deviations, and ranges of scores for 

each component was carried out.    

2.  The second research question was “Do levels of English proficiency affect the 

students’ pragmatic ability and what are the similarities and differences of linguistic 

features produced by the students with different levels of English proficiency?  F-test 

or the one-way ANOVA was carried out to test if the means of the three language 

ability groups were significantly different.  In addition, a Scheffé post- hoc analysis 

was conducted to find the significant differences among the means of the three 

groups.    To answer the second sub-question of this research question in comparing 

the similarities and the differences, content analysis was employed.  The comparison 

was made from the typical linguistic features found from the test takers’ responses.  

The results were analyzed by comparing the frequency of the pragmalinguistic 

features that were correspondingly related to the rating scale used in the FOP-Test. 
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Then, the major features found in both similarities and differences among the test 

takers’ three language ability groups were described.   

3.  For the third question, “What are the errors that interfere with the students’ 

pragmatic knowledge?”, from the questionnaire, the descriptive statistics and the 

one-way ANOVA were computed in order to investigate the test takers’ pragmatic 

knowledge in general and test if the means of the three language ability groups were 

significantly different.  Then, the content analysis of the test takers’ inappropriate 

responses were investigated and categorized based on the descriptors of the 

ineffectiveness along with the inappropriateness of the FOP-Test rating scale.   

 

Summary  

 This chapter illustrates the research methodology of the study.  The data of 

subjects selection was presented.  The procedures employed in the development of  

the research instruments were described.  The steps taken in data collection and data 

analysis were also illustrated.   The findings of the study and the discussions of the 

results are presented in the next chapter.   

  

 

 

 

          

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



 
 

 
 

 CHAPTER IV 
 
 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS  
 

 

 This chapter presents the findings of the study related to the research 

questions and discussions of the results.  The data were analyzed quantitatively and 

qualitatively.  There are two parts in this chapter.  The first part deals with the 

information about the test takers.  The second part is the results of the study.  

Descriptive statistics, one way ANOVA, and content analysis were applied to answer 

the three research questions.  Discussions based on research findings were made at 

the end of each research question.   

   

4.1  Test takers’ demographic data    

Table 4.1 presents the test takers’ demographic data drawn from the student 

grade report.  The test takers in this study are homogeneous in terms of age, 

education level, field of the study, and training experiences related to hospitality 

operation.  Therefore, the data of English courses taken gives more beneficial 

information related to the study.  Table 4.1 below presents the number of English 

courses both in the required and elective courses in the curriculum taken by the test 

takers.    

 

Table 4.1: The test takers’ demographic data    

Background  Total Per cent 

G
en

de
r Male 

Female  

 

18 

72 

20.00 

80.00 

Fo
un

da
tio

n 

E
ng

lis
h 

Foundation English I  

Foundation English II 

Intermediate English 

90 

90 

78 

100.00 

100.00 

86.67 
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Table 4.1: The test takers’ demographic data (cont.)    

Background  Total Per cent 

R
ea

di
ng

 
Fundamental English Reading /Reading Skill 

Intermediate English Reading 

Reading for Mass Communications in English 

Reading for Tour Guides 

45 

3 

27 

3 

50.00 

3.33 

30.00 

3.33 

W
ri

tin
g 

Fundamental of Writing  

English Structure I 

English Structure II  

Paragraph Writing  

English Correspondence  

60 

60 

30 

9 

33 

66.67 

66.67 

33.33 

10.00 

36.67 

L
is

te
ni

ng
 &

  

Sp
ea

ki
ng

 Listening I /Basic Conversation I 

Listening II /Basic Conversation II 

English Pronunciation  

 

90 

60 

9 

100.00 

66.66 

10.00 

E
ng

lis
h 

fo
r 

O
cc

up
at

io
n 

Communicative English for Careers 

Technical English  

English for Ground & In-fight Attendants  

English for Business Communication  

English for Tour Guides 

Communicative English for Tourism 

 & Hospitality  

51 

27 

3 

9 

42 

27 

 

56.67 

30.00 

3.33 

10.00 

46.66 

30.30 

E
ng

lis
h 

fo
r 

H
ot

el
 English for Hotel Studies I 

English for Hotel Studies II  

 

90 

30 

100.00 

33.33 

 

O
th

er
s English through songs  24 26.67 

 

Table 4.1 shows the English language courses that the test takers took from both 

fundamental and elective courses based on the curriculum.  It can be seen that all the 

test takers completed foundation English courses as a prerequisite.  Besides, they all 

took English Listening I (Basic Conversation I), and English for Hotel Studies I.  
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When calculating all English subjects taken by each test taker, the number of English 

subjects taken by the test takers in this study were approximately 10 subjects  

(Mean = 10.97, SD = 1.79).   

 

4.2 Results and discussions 

      The results of the main study are presented based on the three research questions 

mentioned in Chapter 1.     

Research question 1:  Can the Front Office Pragmatic Test (FOP-Test) differentiate 

the students’ pragmatic ability into different levels? (Tables 4.2 - 4.6)  

Research Hypothesis 1:  The FOP-Test can significantly differentiate the students’ 

pragmatic ability related to hotel Front Office Department context into different 

levels.  

The mean scores and standard deviations obtained from the FOP-Test of the 

high, average, and low language ability groups were calculated and presented in 

Table 4.2.   

 

Table 4.2:  Descriptive statistics of the FOP-Test total scores  

Language  

ability 

groups 

 

N 

Total 

score 

 

Minimum 

 

Maximum 

 

Mean 

 

SD. 

 

% 

High  30 300 147 264 217.45 28.324 72.48 

Average  30 300 103 254 184.78 38.797 61.59 

Low  30 300 82 247 154.50 34.602 51.50 

 

 Table 4.2 demonstrates the means and standard deviations of the total scores 

of the FOP-Test.  It can be seen that the mean scores obtained from the test takers 

with high language ability (72.48%) is more than that of the average language ability 

group (61.59%), and more than that of the low language ability one (51.50%).  This 

indicates that the test takers from the high language ability group have the highest 

scores. More specifically, the following tables (Tables 4.3 – 4.6) show descriptive 

statistics of the four components (i.e., the correct speech acts, the expressions and 

vocabulary, the amount of information, and the degree of appropriateness) assessed 

in this study.   
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 Table 4.3:   Descriptive statistics for the correct speech acts scores   

Language   

ability 

groups 

 

N 

Total 

scores 

 

Minimum

 

Maximum 

 

Mean 

 

SD. 

 

% 

High  30 75 37 75 57.83 9.082 77.11%

Average  30 75 28 69 52.08 10.970 69.44%

Low  30 75 20 64 41.58 8.926 55.44%

 

From Table 4.3, when the correct speech acts are considered, it can be seen 

that the mean scores obtained from the high language ability group (77.11%) is more 

than that of the average language ability group (69.44%), and more than that of the 

low language ability one (55.44%).   

When comparing the overall mean scores of correct speech acts of the three 

ability groups, the standard deviations show that the scores of the correct speech acts 

from the three language ability groups are not much varied.  However, the average 

group has the largest spreading of scores (10.970) while the low group (8.926) and 

the high language ability group (9.082) have similar standard deviations.  Table 4.4 

below shows descriptive statistics of the expressions and vocabulary.   

   

Table 4.4:  Descriptive statistics of the expressions and vocabulary scores  

Language 

ability 

groups  

 

N 

Total 

score 

 

Minimum

 

Maximum 

 

Mean 

 

SD. 

 

% 

High  30 75 39 68 54.27 7.756 72.36 

Average  30 75 25 59 45.17 8.889 60.23 

Low  30 75 20 60 38.83 8.967 51.77 

 

 From Table 4.4, it can be seen that the scores of the expressions and 

vocabulary of the three ability groups assessed by the FOP-Test are 72.36%, 60.23%, 

and 51.77% respectively.  When comparing the standard deviations, those of the 

average and the low ones are almost the same.  The standard deviations are 8.889 and 

8.967 respectively.  The high language ability group has the smallest standard 

deviation (7.756).   
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Table 4.5:  Descriptive statistics of the amount of information scores 

Language 

ability 

groups 

 

N 

Total 

scores 

 

Minimum

 

Maximum 

 

Mean 

 

SD. 

 

% 

High  30 75 35 66 52.03 7.420 69.37 

Average  30 75 24 63 43.45 9.894 57.93 

Low  30 75 21 64 36.08 9.428 48.11 

 

Table 4.5 shows the descriptive statistics of the amount of information.  It can 

be seen that the mean scores obtained from the test takers with the high language 

ability group (69.37%) is more than that of the average language ability group 

(57.93%), and more than that of the low language ability one (48.11%).   

The standard deviations show that the spreading of scores of the amount of 

information of the average and the low language ability groups are not much varied 

(9.894 and 9.428).  However, the spreading of scores of the high language ability 

group is narrower than the other two groups.    

 

Table 4.6:  Descriptive statistics of the degree of appropriateness scores  

Language  

ability 

group 

 

N 

Total 

score 

 

Minimum 

 

Maximum 

 

Mean 

 

SD. 

 

% 

High  30 75 37 66 53.32 6.540 71.09 

Average  30 75 27 63 44.08 9.529 58.77 

Low  30 75 21 59 38.00 8.352 50.67 

 

 Table 4.6 shows the differences in the mean scores for the degree of 

appropriateness among the three language ability groups.  It can be seen that the 

scores of the degree of the appropriateness of the high, average, and low language 

ability groups assessed by the FOP-Test are 71.09%, 58.77%, and 50.67% 

respectively.  When comparing the standard deviations, the average group has the  

largest spreading of scores (9.529) while the spreading of the scores of the high and 

the low ones are narrower.  The standard deviations are 6.540 and 8.352 respectively.    
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Discussion for the first research question  

 With regard to the FOP-Test as a semi-direct speaking test for assessing the 

students’ pragmatic ability in this present study, it was found that the FOP-Test could  

differentiate the test takers’ pragmatic ability into three levels: high, average, and 

low.  The findings show that the total mean score of the FOP-Test obtained from the 

test takers with the high language ability group is higher than those of the average 

and low language ability groups.  The means are 72.48, 61.59, and 51.50 

respectively.  With  respect to the four components, the high group has the highest 

scores and the  average group has higher scores than the low group.  More 

specifically, when comparing the correct speech acts, the expressions and 

vocabulary, the amount of information, and the degree of appropriateness, it was 

found that the mean scores obtained from the test takers with the high language 

ability are higher than those of the average and low groups in all four components.    

 It was also found that the mean scores of the correct speech acts was the 

highest while the mean scores of the amount of information was the lowest.  This 

could be interpreted that the ability to give the correct speech acts was regarded as 

the easiest while giving the sufficient amount of information was the most difficult.  

The highest mean scores of giving the correct speech acts indicated that the test 

takers from the different language ability groups could recognize what speech act 

was called for. Therefore, the scores were rated highest.  On the contrary, the scores 

of giving amount of information were rated lowest.  This can be explained by the fact 

that giving utterances in length required syntactical or grammatical knowledge to a 

certain extent or elaborating the utterances could meet the satisfaction of the hotel 

guests.  Regarding using the scores obtained from each component, the students’ 

pragmatic ability could be differentiated.  This finding confirms the finding of  

Hudson (2001) who proposes that five pragmalinguistic components of correctness 

of linguistic expressions, the amount of information, formality, directness, and 

politeness can be used to evaluate the speakers’ actual response.   

 It was also found that the standard deviations varied among the three groups 

in different components.  There are two possible explanations for this.  First, some 

respondents skipped the responses in some speech acts.  This often occurred when  

the test takers found it difficult to respond in English or when the low degree of 

imposition was needed such as in requesting or apologizing; however, the test takers 

chose not to answer.  This may be due to their insufficient English proficiency or the 
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feeling of no need to respond.  The occurrence of opting out caused a great effect in 

scoring.   Second, the elicitation of the wrong speech act occurred.  For example, the 

situation itself required an apology, but some respondents did not include an 

apology.  Besides, some scores deduction had to be made when some responses 

seemed to be parts of the described situation in the test rather than the expected 

responses.   

The findings revealed that the test could distinguish the test takers into three 

pragmatic ability groups using both the total mean scores and the component mean 

scores.  So, it can be concluded that the oral elicitation method of the FOP-Test could 

elicit the students’ pragmatic ability in the hotel Front Office context.  Therefore, the 

FOP-Test could be an instrument for assessing pragmatic ability in English for 

occupational purposes, particularly in the hotel Front Office context.   

 

Research question 2:  Do levels of English proficiency affect the students’ 

pragmatic ability and what are the similarities and differences of linguistic features 

produced by the students with different levels of English proficiency?  

Research hypothesis 2:  The students’ pragmatic ability of the high, average, and low 

levels of English proficiency differ significantly.     

 There were two findings from this research question.  The first one was the 

finding of whether levels of English proficiency affect the students’ pragmatic ability 

while the second one was the finding of the similarities and differences of linguistic 

features produced by the students with different levels of English proficiency.  The 

discussion of the two answers were made at the end of each finding.      

 For the first sub-question,  one-way ANOVA was used to compare the mean 

scores of the three groups in order to test the effects of language ability groups on the 

test takers’ pragmatic ability.  The results were analyzed using the Statistical Package 

for Social Sciences (SPSS).  The ANOVA of group differences in terms of 

proficiency levels is displayed in Table 4.7  
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Table 4.7: One-way ANOVA test of group differences    

Components Variance Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F 

 Correct speech acts Between Groups 4073.750 2 2036.875 21.630***

 Within Groups 8192.750 87 94.170  

 Total 12266.500 89   

Expressions and   

Vocabulary 

Between Groups 

Within Groups

3611.089 

6367.700 

2 

87 

1808.544 

73.192 

24.669***

 Total 9978.789 89   

Amount of 

information given  

Between Groups 

Within Groups

3823.439 

7012.683 

2 

87 

1911.719 

80.606 

23.717***

 Total 10836.122 89   

Degree  

of Appropriateness  

Between Groups 

Within Groups

3568.617 

5896.283 

2 

87 

1784.308 

67.773 

26.328***

 Total 9464.900 89   

*** p≤.001 

 

 In Table 4.7, one-way ANOVA showed significant differences between 

groups.  Significant differences were found in all components assessed, namely the 

correct speech acts (F=21.630, p≤.001), the expressions and vocabulary (F=24.669,   

p≤.001), the amount of information (F=23.717, p≤.001), and the degree of 

appropriateness (F=26.328, p≤.001).  This indicates that the three language ability 

groups differed significantly in all components.  Since the results of one-way 

ANOVA show that the mean scores from the three language ability groups were  

significantly different, a Scheffé post- hoc test was conducted to find the differences 

among the means of the three language ability groups and see where the differences 

lie among them.  The results are displayed in Table 4.8 below.     
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Table 4.8: Results of Scheffé post - hoc tests in all groups  

 95% Confidence Interval  

* p≤.05 

(I) GROUP 

 

(J) GROUP 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 

High Average 32.67* 8.825 10.69 54.65 

 Low 62.95* 8.825 40.97 84.93 

Average High -32.67* 8.825 -54.65 -10.69 

 Low 30.28* 8.825 8.30 52.26 

Low High -62.95* 8.825 -84.93 -40.97 

 Average -30.28* 8.825 -52.26 -8.30 

 

From Table 4.8 in the column “Mean Difference”, it can be seen that the 

difference in mean scores between the high and the average groups is 32.67 and the 

difference in the mean scores between the high and the low groups is 62.95.  The 

difference in mean scores between the average and the low group is 30.28.  All the p 

values were significant at the .05 level.  This indicates that the test takers in the high 

group were significantly different from the test takers in the average and low 

language ability groups.  More specifically, a Scheffé post-hoc test was also used to 

analyze the significant difference in each component (i.e., the correct speech acts, the 

expressions and vocabulary, the amount of information, and the degree of 

appropriateness) and to locate where the differences lied among the means.  The 

results are displayed in Table 4.9 below.     
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Table 4.9:  Results of Scheffé post-hoc comparison tests of each component 

 Components (I) GROUP (J) 

GROUP 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 

Correct speech acts High Average 5.75 2.506 

  Low 16.25* 2.506 

 Average High -5.75 2.506 

  Low 10.50* 2.506 

 Low High -16.25* 2.506 

  Average -10.50* 2.506 

Expressions  

and vocabulary  

High 

 

Average 

Low 

9.10* 

15.43* 

2.209 

2.209 

 Average High -9.10* 2.209 

  Low 6.33* 2.209 

 Low High -15.43* 2.209 

  Average -6.33* 2.209 

Amount of 

information 

High 

 

Average 

Low 

8.58* 

15.95* 

2.318 

2.318 

 Average High -8.58* 2.318 

  Low 7.37* 2.318 

 Low High -15.95* 2.318 

  Average -7.37* 2.318 

Degree of 

appropriateness 

High Average 

Low 

9.23* 

15.23* 

2.126 

2.126 

 Average High -9.23* 2.126 

  Low 6.08* 2.126 

 Low High -15.32* 2.126 

  Average -6.08* 2.126 

*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

 

The results in Tables 4.8 – 4.9 reconfirmed that all the three language ability 

groups differed from one another in all components except for the mean difference 

between the high and the average groups in the correct speech acts.   
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Discussion for the first sub-question of research question 2   

 The findings for the first sub-question were found to support the hypothesis.  

The findings showed that there was a significant main effect of the test takers’ level 

of English proficiency on pragmatic ability scores in all components assessed (i.e. 

the correct speech acts, the expressions and vocabulary, the amount of information, 

and degree of appropriateness) at the .001 level.  More specifically when examining 

where the differences lied among the three different levels of English proficiency by 

employing a Scheffé post-hoc test, it showed that all the p values were highly 

significant.  The difference in the mean scores between the high and the average 

English ability groups was 32.67 and the difference in the mean scores between the 

high and the low English ability groups was 62.95.  The difference in the mean 

scores between the average and the low English ability groups was 30.28.  This 

indicated that the test takers who had a high English proficiency performed 

pragmatic ability significantly different from the test takers who had an average 

English proficiency and were significantly different from those who had a low 

English proficiency.  Thus, the findings of this study could provide the evidence that 

English proficiency was a variable which had a great effect on the test takers’ 

pragmatic ability.   

 However, there was still a question whether learners of different English 

proficiency levels performed differently in pragmatic tests (Kasper & Rose, 2002).   

Kasper and Rose (2002) themselves believe that the development of pragmatic 

competence is closely related to that of grammatical competence.  The learners who 

are highly proficient students are assumed to have a high grammatical competence as 

well.  This agrees with Taguchi (2007) who supports that language background and 

English proficiency have demonstrated to influence L2 pragmatic processing.  The 

findings of this study could correspondingly agree with the studies of Bardovi-

Harling and Dorhyei (1998) in that different learning contexts (EFL/ESL) and 

proficiency levels are likely to affect the ability in pragmatic and grammatical 

awareness.   

 The finding of the effect of levels of English proficiency on pragmatic ability 

of this study corresponds with some previous studies (Matsumura, 2003; Roever, 

2005) in that the high language proficient participants had better performance in 

pragmatics tests than the low language proficient participants.  This study’s results 

are consistent with the results in Matsumura (2003)’s who revealed that the overall 
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level of proficiency in the target language plays an important role in the acquisition 

of pragmatic awareness.  Thus, the significant differences of the test takers’ 

pragmatic ability in this study could be influenced by the differentiation of the test 

takers’ GPA in English into three levels since their GPA are often one of the first 

evaluators in English proficiency and perceived to be linguistically demanding in the 

measurement of language proficiency.  In other words, English proficiency levels 

account for a variable of pragmatic ability.   

 The second sub-question of research question 2 was to examine the 

similarities and differences of the linguistic features collected from the test takers 

from the three language ability groups.  To avoid redundant or excessive examples, it 

was decided to randomly select responses of 10 test takers from each language ability 

group so the data collected from 30 respondents were examined.  The similarities and 

differences of responses from the three language ability groups were analyzed 

qualitatively.    

 The differentiation was drawn from the typical linguistic features found from 

the test takers’ responses in all five speech acts assessed from the test (See Appendix 

L for samples of responses).  So, to examine the similarities and differences, the 

results were presented by comparing the frequency of the pragmalinguistic features 

that were correspondingly related to the rating scale used in the FOP-Test, not 

separately analyzed like conversational analysis as generally done in the previous 

studies.  It is also important to note that the major response categories of 

pragmalinguistic features presented in this study might be different from those of 

other studies because it depended on the test takers’ responses to speech acts 

assessed by the FOP-Test.  Besides, the co-occurrences like politeness strategies 

found in speech acts of handling compliments and apologizing were also analyzed 

based on the frequent occurrence in the data collected.  Tables 4.10 to 4.14 below 

present the frequency counts of the number of pragmalinguistic features found from 

the speech acts assessed in the hotel Front Office Department context.  The number 

in parentheses appeared in the reporting part indicates the frequencies of the 

concerned features.             
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Table 4.10:  Frequency of linguistic features found in promising     

 

Feature of occurrences  

 

High 

Group 

(N=10) 

Average 

Group 

(N=10) 

Low  

Group 

(N=10) 

 f f f 

1.   Routine patterns 24 24 29 

I will provide/inform/prepare/arrange/contact … 20 12 18 

We will inform/prepare/send/bring … 3 3 1 

I will take care for that/take it for you/do it for you. 0 2 2 

I promise (you to) … 1 4 0 

We promise … 0 2 0 

We’re V+ing … 0 0 1 

Just a moment/wait for a moment, please.  0 1 7 

2. Affirmation  markers  29 29 19 

okay 7 2 3 

yes, of course 13 5 1 

yes 4 9 10 

certainly 5 9 3 

absolutely 0 3 1 

definitely  0 1 0 

yes, please. 0 0 1 

3.  Adverbial  12 12 9 

right away 4 1 1 

as soon as possible/we can  1 5 3 

immediately 4 4 3 

in about 5/15 minutes 0 1 1 

within 5 days 0 1 0 

for sure 1 0 0 

shortly 1 0 0 

for a second 1 0 0 

now 0 0 1 

4.  Politeness markers 7 3 6 

Could you (please) …? 1 0 0 

Could/can I …, please? 1 1 1 

May I have …, please? 1 1 1 
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Table 4.10:  Frequency of linguistic features found in promising (cont.)    

 

Feature of occurrences  

 

High 

Group 

(N=10) 

Average 

Group 

(N=10) 

Low  

Group 

(N=10) 

 f f f 

Embedded clause  4 1 2 

Please + VP 0 0 2 

5. Address form 18 23 17 

Sir 12 14 14 

Madam 5 9 2 

Ma’am 0 0 1 

Miss 1 0 0 

6. Others    

…thank you for V+ ing 1 0 2 

…thank you. 2 1 1 

…okay… 0 1 2 

Don’t worry (about that). 1 3 2 

It’s all right.  0 0 1 

  Note: Numbers in the boldface font show the total number of occurrences.   
          f = frequency of occurrences   
 

 Table 4.10 presents the frequency of the main features found in the prompted 

scenarios of promising to send more room amenities (Situation 1), promising to 

arrange the limousine (Situation 2), and promising to mail hotel guest’s lost items if 

found (Situation 3).   The responses can be grouped into six categories.  First, the use 

of routine patterns seemed to occur at the high rate in all three language ability 

groups.  Considering the expressions related to the future act with the use of model 

“will” followed by the performative verbs like “provide”, “prepare”, and “inform” 

as markers for the future action preceding with the pronoun “I” and “we”, the high  

group and the low groups used them with 23 and 21 tokens respectively while 17 

tokens were made in the average group.  When considering the use of pronoun “I” 

and “we” in this category, it is obvious that the “we” was used in a small degree in all 

groups.  The average group (5 tokens) mostly used the pronoun “we” while the high 

and the low group used relatively small with 3 and 2 tokens respectively.   It was 

interesting to see that the performative verb “promise” was explicitly used among the 

average group while it was absent from the low group.  However, it can be seen that 
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the respondents from the high group used “promise” only once while 6 tokens were 

found in the average group.  When considering other routine patterns, it is also 

interesting to see the test takers from the low group (7 tokens) preferred using the 

routine “Just a moment/wait for a moment, please” while the only one token was 

found in the average group, but none in the high group.   

 Secondly, the affirmation markers were observed, a number of frequent 

responses were the same in the high and the average groups (29 tokens) while the 

low group did 19 tokens.  It can be seen the features that occurred in this category 

varied.  The use of “okay” and “yes, of course” were very distinctive in the high 

group (7 and 13 tokens respectively).  While “certainly” and the markers “yes” 

alone were most frequently used in the average and the low groups with 9 and 10 

tokens respectively.  The other markers; “absolutely”, “definitely”, and “yes, please” 

were found more or less in the average and the low groups, but not in the high group.   

 Third is the observation of the co-occurrences of adverbials which occurred 

when the promising was made. It can be seen that the occurrences of adverbials from 

the test takers from the high, average, and low groups were 12, 12, and 9 tokens 

respectively.  However, the distinctive features among the three groups were the use 

of “right away”, “as soon as possible/we can” and “immediately”.  The intensifier  

“right away” was highly used in the high group (4 tokens) while “as soon as 

possible/we can” was commonly used in the average group (5 tokens).  The 

responses from the high and average groups yielded the agreement in the use of 

“immediately”(with 4 tokens) while it was used in the low group with 3 tokens.  

Other words or phrases of intensifiers “in about ... minutes”, “within … days”, “for 

sure”, “shortly”, “for a second”, and “now” were seldom used among the three 

groups.  There was only one token eventually found in each test taker group.  

 Fourthly, politeness markers were observed.  The higher total frequency was 

found in the high and the low groups with 7 and 6 tokens respectively.  The 

expressions of “Could/Can/May/ you/I ..?” were commonly found in all groups.  

However, when comparing the occurrences of each feature in this category, the use 

of the embedded clause was used remarkably in the high group (4 tokens) whereas 

only one and two tokens were found in the average and the low groups respectively.  

However, the marker of “please + VP” was neither found in the high nor the average 

groups, but it appeared only in the low group data with two tokens.   
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 Fifthly, the use of the address form was considered.  It can be seen that the 

average group highly addressed the hotel guests by the title (23 tokens) whereas 18 

and 17 tokens were used in the high and the low groups respectively.  In addition, the 

address form of “Miss” and “Ma’am” appeared separately once in the high and the 

low groups only.    

Lastly, for other minor features found from the test takers’ responses, the use 

of pre-closing “…thank you for V+ing” and “thank you” in the high group was 

identical to that of the low group who did this with 3 tokens each while only one 

token was found in the average group.  The pre-closing “…okay…” was found in the 

average group (1 token) and the low group (2 tokens), but not in the high group.    

Besides, the statement letting the interlocutor off the hook “Don’t worry about that” 

was also used in all groups with a small degree of occurrences (1, 3, and 2 tokens 

respectively) while “It’s all right” was found only once in the low group.  Table 4.11 

shows the linguistic features found in the responses in informing.                 

                                                                                                                                                     

Table 4.11: Frequency of linguistic features found in informing  

 

Feature of occurrences  

 

High 

Group 

(N=10) 

Average 

Group 

(N=10) 

Low  

Group 

(N=10) 

 f f f 

 1.   Routine patterns   12 9 9 

 We have …(name the facility). 1 1 2 

  We provide … 3 0 0 

  We already have … 1 1 0 

  You can access/use/ …  7 7 7 

2.  Formulaic expressions of regret  10 12 10 

Sorry. 4 4 5 

Excuse me. 0 5 1 

So sorry. 1 0 0 

I’m sorry about that/to tell you that … 3 0 1 

I’m so/terribly/really/ sorry.  1 3 3 

We’re sorry.  1 0 0 

3.  Politeness markers 14 11 6 

Would you mind/like…? 3 1 0 

Could/can you (please)…? 3 4 0 
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Table 4.11: Frequency of linguistic features found in informing (cont.)  

 

Feature of occurrences  

 

High 

Group 

(N=10) 

Average 

Group 

(N=10) 

Low  

Group 

(N=10) 

 f f f 

I’m afraid that … 2 2 0 

I think … 1 0 0 

Embedded (if) 4 3 3 

It’s possible to … 1 1 1 

Please 0 0 1 

Please + VP 0 0 1 

4.  Affirmation markers  8 8 10 

Yes, you can. 1 0 0 

Certainly 1 0 0 

Okay 2 0 0 

Yes 3 6 10 

(Yes) of course 1 2 0 

5.  Address forms 23 13 9 

Sir 11 3 0 

Madam 11 10 7 

Ma’am 1 0 2 

6. Others    

Thank you.  2 0 0 

…okay… 1 0 0 

Is that okay with you? 1 0 0 

No. 0 0 1 

No, you can’t. 0 0 1 

We could not. 0 1 0 

Note: Numbers in the boldface font show the total number of occurrences.   
       f = frequency of occurrences   
 

Table 4.11 shows the linguistic features found in the responses from 

prompted scenarios of informing where to get access to the internet (Situation 4), 

informing the check-out guest regarding an invalid credit card (Situation 5), and 

informing the late-checkout charge (Situation 6).   The features can be grouped into 

six categories.  The first category was the use of routine patterns when informing.  

The distinctive feature that could differentiate the responses among the three groups 
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was the use of “we” form when informing hotel facilities.  The high group used it 5 

tokens while it occurred in the average and the low groups in the same number (with 

2 tokens).  However, the statement beginning with “You can.” was preferred equally 

in all groups (with 7 tokens each).   

Second, the formulaic expressions of regret were observed.  They were highly 

performed in the situations 5 and 6 where the guest’s face was imposed.  It was 

found that the test takers from the three groups produced the expressions of regret 

with 10, 12, and 10 tokens respectively.  The performative verb “sorry” was most 

frequently used in all groups.  The expression “excuse me” was more frequently used 

in the average group (5 tokens) while the low group made only once.   However, it 

was absent from the high group.  Comparing the expressions of regret which were 

extended with the content like “I’m sorry to tell you that ….”, the high group (3 

tokens) did this more than the low group whereas it was absent in the average group.  

Besides, the “we” form in expressing the regret was found once in the high group 

only.   

 The third observation was the use of politeness markers.  The features found 

in this category varied.  The high group (14 tokens) performed them most while the 

low group (6 tokens) did the least.  The similar frequency found in all the three 

groups were the use of the embedded clause and the expression “It’s possible to …”.  

The remarkable finding from employing politeness markers was none from the low 

group that produced the indirect questions like “Would you mind/like …?, “Could 

you…?”, the downgrading makers, “I’m afraid that…” and “I think..”.  The use of 

these features was only found from the test takers from the high and the average 

groups who performed them interchangeably.   Besides, the features that neither the 

high nor the average groups did was the marker “Please” and “Please + VP”.  They 

were only found once in the low group.    

 Fourth was the examination of affirmation markers.  It was found that the 

frequency of affirmation markers among the three groups was similar.  However, the  

expressions “Yes, you can”, “Certainly”, and “Okay” were found only in the high 

group while the average and the low groups tended to use “Yes” and “Yes, of 

course”.   It was found that a single world “Yes” was mostly used in the low group 

(10 tokens).  

 The fifth category was the use of the address form.  The highest frequency 

was found in the high group (23 tokens) while the average and the low groups did 13 

  



 
 

89

and 9 tokens respectively.  Lastly, other minor features were observed.  The test 

takers from the high group used the pre-closing markers, “Thank you”, “…okay…”, 

and “Is that okay with you?”  in their responses whereas none of the test takers from 

the average and the low groups did.   Besides, the use of direct refusal markers, “No” 

and “No, you can’t” were only found in the low group while it was found only once 

in the average group with the use of the “we” form.   Table 4.12 illustrates the 

frequency of linguistic features which occurred in the speech act of requesting.                

 

Table 4.12:  Frequency of linguistic features found in requesting   

 

Feature of occurrences  

 

High 

Group 

(N=10) 

Average 

Group 

(N=10) 

Low  

Group 

(N=10) 

 f f f 

1.  Formulaic expressions of regret  15 12 7 

Sorry … 5 1 1 

Excuse me…  3 9 2 

I’m sorry … 4 0 2 

I’m so/very sorry (about it) … 0 0 2 

We’re sorry … 0 1 0 

We’re terribly sorry … 1 0 0 

Please accept my/our apology… 2 0 0 

We’re terribly sorry for the inconvenience… 0 1 0 

2. Routine patterns  2 2 2 

Just a moment, please. 0 0 1 

We hope you don’t mind. * 0 1 0 

Thank you for using xxx* 0 1 1 

Please have a nice holiday.* 1 0 0 

Hope to look forward to seeing you again.* 1 0 0 

3.  Affirmation markers  10 7 10 

Yes… 4 2 8 

Yes, of course… 1 3 0 

Certainly… 1 2 2 

That’s all right.. . 1 0 0 

Okay… 2 0 0 

Yes, you can… 1 0 0 
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Table 4.12:  Frequency of linguistic features found in requesting  (cont.)  

 

Feature of occurrences  

 

High 

Group 

(N=10) 

Average 

Group 

(N=10) 

Low  

Group 

(N=10) 

 f f f 

4. Politeness markers  23 14 8 

Would you mind …? 1 1 0 

Could/can you (please) (possibly)…? 8 5 0 

Would you (please) like  …? 2 0 1 

May/can I…, please?  4 4 1 

I’m afraid that … 1 1 0 

I think … 1 0 0 

I’m not sure … 0 1 0 

Unfortunately, … 1 0 0 

If (clause) 4 1 2 

Please + VP  1 1 4 

5. The “we” form  

(excluded from the formulaic expressions) 

5 3 1 

6. Address form (sir/madam/ma’am) 15 13 10 

7. Others    

xxx thank you (very much).  4 2 3 

Don’t have.  0 0 1 

I don’t know.  0 0 1 

No. 1 0 0 

It’s okay. 0 0 1 

xxx okay xxx.  0 2 0 

Is that okay with you? 1 0 0 

Don’t worry.  0 0 2 

Note: Numbers in the boldface font show the total number of occurrences.   
       f = frequency of occurrences   
 

 Table 4.12 shows the features that occurred in the prompted scenarios of 

requesting a walk-in guest for the deposit (Situation 7), requesting the arrival guest to 

give the check-out time, due to the high occupancy rate (Situation 8), and requesting 

the departure guest to pay for hotel room amenities taken from the room (Situation 

9).  The occurrences of features can be described as follows.  Firstly, it is obvious 
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that the formulaic expressions of regret were the most frequent features used in the 

high group (15 tokens) while the test takers from the average and the low groups did 

with 12 and 7 tokens respectively.  It can be seen that the test takers from the average 

group had more tendency to use the expression “Excuse me” (9 tokens) than did the 

high group (3 tokens) and the low group (2 tokens).  The high group preferred to use 

“Sorry” and I’m sorry” than the other two groups did.  Besides, the expressions that 

need a more supportive move like “Please accept my/our apology…” were made 

only in the high group (2 tokens).    

 The second category was the use of routine patterns.  The occurrences of this 

category were found in a very small degree.  The expression “Just a moment, please” 

was made once in the low groups.  There were other four expressions marked with 

asterisk markers were grouped in this category; however, they were irrelevant to the 

given situation.  These expressions were found in the high and the average groups 

with 2 tokens each while it was once made in the low group.  These errors are  

discussed in the discussion part of the third research question.      

 Thirdly, some respondents initiated their utterances with the affirmation  

markers.  The use of these markers varied; however, the markers that were 

remarkably found among the three test taker groups were a single word “Yes” and 

“Yes, of course.”  The former was the most frequently used in the low group (8 

tokens) while the latter was used in the high and the average groups with 1 and 3 

tokens respectively.  The markers; “That’s all right”, “Okay”, Yes, you can” were 

found in the high group only while “certainly” was used in all groups, but in a small 

number.  In addition, it is interesting to see that the occurrences of affirmation  

markers in requesting collected from the test takers in this study also produced the 

repetition of the requirement, for example, “Yes, of course.  One double room for two 

nights”, “Yes, there are rooms available for you” and “Okay, one double room for 

two nights”.  The repetitions of the guests’ requirements are considered as the norm 

of practice in the hotel-guest communication because this service encounter involves 

with payment.  It was found that the test takers from the high, average, and low 

language ability groups made them in the similar proportion with 10, 7, and 10 

tokens respectively.   

Fourthly, the politeness markers have the highest frequency when comparing 

to the other occurrences.  It is interesting to see that the politeness markers when 

making a request like “Would you mind…?” and “Could/can you (please) 

  



 
 

92

possibly…?” are seldom used by the low group while the high and the average 

groups performed them 11 and 6 tokens respectively.  Besides, when observing the 

use of indirect questions of request like “May/can I …, please?”, it was found that 

the high and the average groups used them in the same number (with 4 tokens each) 

while one was made in the low group.  Besides, the hedge markers, “I’m afraid  

that …”, “I think…”, “I’m not sure…” and “unfortunately” were absent from the 

low group.  They were only made in the high and the average groups, but in a very 

small degree.  In addition, the frequent use of “if clause” was highly found in the 

high group (4 tokens) while the average and the low groups did 1 and 2 tokens 

respectively.      

Fifthly, the finding reveals that the use of the “we” form was found in a small 

degree.  There were 5 tokens in the high group while the average and the low groups 

had 3 tokens and 1 token respectively.  The use of the address forms; “Sir”, 

“Madam”, and “Ma’am” were grouped in the sixth category.  It was found that the 

high group had 15 tokens while the average and the low groups performed 13 and 10 

tokens respectively.   

Lastly, when observing other minor features, the conventional closing like 

“thank you” and “okay” and the use of refusals were also found eventually in a small 

number. The frequent use of the marker, “thank you” was relatively similar in all 

three groups with 4, 2 and 3 tokens from the high, average, and low groups 

respectively.  As for the use of refusals, there were two respondents in the low group 

and only one respondent from the high group who performed the direct “No”.  

However, the test takers from the average group did not perform the refusal at all.  

Besides, the markers, “It’s okay”, “...okay…”, “Is that okay with you?” and “Don’t 

worry”, which function as pre-closing conversation, were found in a small frequency 

in the three groups with 1, 2, and 3 respectively. Table 4.13 illustrates the frequency 

of features which occurred in handling complaints.       
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Table 4.13:  Frequency of linguistic features found in handling complaints  

 

Feature of occurrences  

 

High 

Group 

(N=10) 

Average 

Group 

(N=10) 

Low  

Group 

(N=10) 

 f f f 

1.   Formulaic expressions of regret 36 47 35 

Excuse me… 0 2 1 

Sorry… 0 1 0 

So, sorry… 0 3 0 

I’m sorry… 1 3 4 

I’m sorry to hear that/for that.  2 0 1 

I’m sorry about /our mistake/for this wrong.  0 0 2 

… I’m very/so/really sorry (for you/for that) again.  1 0 7 

I’m so sorry /to hear that/for that.  5 11 5 

I’m so/truly/very/terribly sorry (for the inconvenience).  3 6 4 

I’m really sorry (about that mistake).  1 0 5 

I have to apologize you.  0 0 1 

Please accept my apology.  0 0 1 

We’re sorry.   1 0 0 

We’re sorry for the mistake/the inconvenience. 3 0 0 

We’re so/terribly/really sorry (about this/that problem) 8 10 3 

We apologize for an inconvenience.  0 0 1 

We really/do/ apologize for that/ this convenience. 1 5 0 

We have to apologize for the mistake.  1 0 0 

We hope you give me apology.  1 0 0 

We’re really /terribly/ sorry to keep you waiting. 2 0 0 

Please accept our apology. 6 5 0 

Could you please accept our apology?  0 1 0 

2. Routine patterns 6 3 3 

(wait) just a moment, please.   1 0 3 

Could you please wait for a minute? 0 1 0 

We understand how this happened.  1 1 0 

I understand you how … 1 1 0 

See what else I can do. 1 0 0 

Let see how we (could) make this out. 2 0 0 
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Table 4.13: Frequency of linguistic features found in handling complaints 

(cont.)  

 

Feature of occurrences  

 

High 

Group 

(N=10) 

Average 

Group 

(N=10) 

Low  

Group 

(N=10) 

 f f f 

3.  Politeness markers 4 12 0 

Would you mind…? 1 11 0 

Could you mind…? 1 0 0 

Could I …? 0 1 0 

Please. 1 0 0 

I think …  1 0 0 

4.  Adverbials 9 5 5 

Now 0 1 3 

Immediately 6 1 0 

As soon as possible/I can 1 0 1 

Right away 2 1 1 

(may be) in five/ten minutes. 0 2 0 

5.  Address form 17 26 14 

Sir 5 0 0 

Madam 12 25 13 

Miss 0 0 1 

Ma’am 0 1 0 

6. The “we” form  

(excluded from the formulaic expressions)  

3 4 3 

7. Strategies    

Give an explanation 1 2 1 

Acknowledge of responsibility 2 1 0 

Offer a repair 28 29 19 

Give compensation  4 1 6 

Promise of forbearance  1 1 1 

8. Others    

…thank you.  1 2 0 

Okay, it will be okay.  0 0 1 

Okay … 0 0 1 

…okay? 1 0 0 
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Table 4.13:  Frequency of linguistic features found in handling complaints 

(cont.)  

 

Feature of occurrences  

 

High 

Group 

(N=10) 

Average 

Group 

(N=10) 

Low  

Group 

(N=10) 

 f f f 

…okay… 1 0 0 

Don’t have. 0 0 1 

Don’t worry. 1 0 1 

Note: Numbers in the boldface font show the total number of occurrences.   
       f = frequency of occurrences   
 

Table 4.13 shows the features that occurred in the prompted scenarios of 

handling complaints regarding the malfunction of water heater (Situation 10), noise 

disturbance (Situation 11), and the no-show of the airport representative (Situation 

12).  The features found in the test takers’ responses in handling complaints could be 

categorized into eight features.   The findings could be reported as follows.  First, the 

formulaic expressions of regret were frequently used in all groups.  However, they 

were most frequently used in the average group (47 tokens) while the high and the 

low groups did 36 tokens and 35 tokens respectively. When examining the features 

occurred, it was found that the average group (32 tokens) highly used a greater range 

of intensifiers: “so”, “really”, “truly”, “very”, and “terribly” while the high and the 

low groups performed similarly with 21 and 24 tokens respectively.  When 

considering the use of the “we” form when expressing the regret, the high group (17 

tokens) and the average group (15 tokens) frequently used it in a higher degree while 

only 4 tokens occurred in the low group.   Besides, the use of routine patterns, 

“(Could you) please accept our apology” was equally used in the high and the 

average groups for 6 tokens whereas it appeared only once in the low group with the 

use of the first possessive pronoun, “Please accept my apology”.   

Second was the examination of the use of routine patterns.  When comparing 

the patterns found in this category, the test takers from the low group (3 tokens) 

preferred to use “(wait) just a moment, please” while it was found only once in the 

high group, but not in the average group which used the pattern of “Could you please 

wait for a minute” only once.  In addition, none of the test takers from the low group 

made the patterns that show the speaker’s concern like “We understand how this 
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happened.” and “I understand you how …”.  These routines were used equally in the 

high and the average groups.   In addition, the use of unspecific offers of repair 

expressions, “See what else I can do.” and “Let’s see how we make this out” were 

found in the high group only.     

 Third, it is interesting to see that the occurrences of politeness markers did 

not appear in the low group at all.  They were frequently used in the average group 

(12 tokens) while 4 tokens were found in the high group.  The average group (11 

tokens) mostly used the expression “Would you mind …?” which was much more 

frequent than the high group (1 token).   

 Fourth, the respondents showed the use of adverbials.  They  most occurred in 

the high group (9 tokens) while the average and the low groups did in the same 

proportion (with 5 tokens).   The word “immediately” was remarkably made in the 

high group whereas the low group tended to use “now” to intensify the action.   

 Fifth, the address form of the title “Sir” and “Madam” were made in the 

situations assessed.  The highest occurrences appeared in the average group (with 26 

tokens) while the high group used 17 tokens and the low group did 14 tokens.  The 

sixth category was the use of the “we” form.  It is noted that the “we” form in this 

category did not include in routine patterns and formulaic expressions of regret.  It 

was found that the “we” form similarly occurred in all three groups; however, it was 

found in a small degree.   

 Seventh, the respondents obviously performed politeness strategies used in 

handling complaints.  This category was made distinctively when comparing to the 

other four speech acts assessed in this study.  To consider the occurrences of 

strategies in all three groups, the high group (36 tokens) and the average group (34 

tokens) relatively produced them in a higher degree.  However, when comparing 

among the strategies used, offering a repair was highly made in the high and the 

average groups. For example, “…but I will check if there is available room on the 

other floor” and “Would you mind to change to another room?” were offered when 

the requested room was not available (Situation 11).  On the contrary, giving 

explanations like in the situation when the airport representative did not show up at 

the airport (Situation 12) “…there are some problems with the representative of our 

hotel on the way to the airport” and acknowledging of responsibility like “…We’re 

pleased to have responsibility for it” were less performed in all groups.  Another 

interesting finding was the low group employed strategies of compensation such as 
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“I will give you a welcome drink and a dinner for free” and “Don’t be worried about 

the taxi price because we will take care of it” more than the high and the low groups.  

However, when the content of compensation was observed, it was found that 

information given appeared to be awkward and unreal.  The occurrence of promise of 

forbearance such as “I will not let it happen again.” and “It would not happen the 

next time.” was found in all groups as well, but it was only once made in each 

language ability group.   

The last category was the occurrence of the minor features produced by the 

test takers. The pre-closing markers were employed in all groups interchangeably, 

but in a very small number.  However, it was obviously found that the average group 

made only 2 tokens of closing markers like “…thank you” in this category while the 

high and the low groups equally used the marker of “okay” with 2 tokens each.  The 

refusal marker was neither found in the high and average groups, but it appeared in 

the low group.  The statement letting the interlocutor off the hook “Don’t worry” 

was found only once in the high and low groups.   Table 4.13 shows the features 

which occurred in the responses in apologizing.         

 

Table 4.14:  Frequency of linguistic features found in apologizing  

 

Feature of occurrences  

 

High 

Group 

(N=10) 

Average 

Group 

(N=10) 

Low  

Group 

(N=10) 

 f f f 

1.  Formulaic expressions of regret  37 40 26 

Excuse me… 0 1 0 

Sorry… 5 3 0 

So sorry… 0 1 0 

I’m sorry to hear that.  1 0 0 

I’m sorry /for the mistake/for this wrong. 5 5 9 

I’m so/very/really/ sorry for that/about it/ about this.  7 3 16 

I’m terribly/truly sorry. 1 1 0 

I apologize.  0 1 0 

I do apologize for this inconvenience.  0 1 0 

Please accept my apology. 1 4 1 

We’re sorry (about that problem). 3 0 0 
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Table 4.14:  Frequency of linguistic features found in apologizing (cont.) 

 

Feature of occurrences  

 

High 

Group 

(N=10) 

Average 

Group 

(N=10) 

Low  

Group 

(N=10) 

 f f f 

We’re so/really/very/ terribly sorry (for this).  4 10 0 

We apologize (and show our sorry).  1 0 0 

We have to apologize (about this).  1 0 0 

We do apologize (for this inconvenience).  2 4 0 

Please accept our apology.  1 2 0 

…sorry for keeping/letting/ you waiting. 5 4 0 

2. Routine patterns  6 3 11 

(Please) wait for a moment/just a minute (please). 5 0 11 

We do understand … 1 0 0 

…let me talk to the manager and see what we should do for 

you. 

 

0 

 

3 

 

0 

3. Politeness markers 24 6 4 

I’m afraid that … 2 0 0 

I think … 1 0 0 

Could/can you (please)…? 4 1 0 

Would you mind …? 6 2 0 

Would it be possible …? 1 0 0 

Embedded (if) 6 2 0 

Please + VP 4 1 3 

Please 0 0 1 

4. Adverbials 4 6 2 

Immediately 4 2 0 

Urgently 0 2 0 

Right now 0 1 0 

Very/really sorry  0 1 1 

As soon as I can  0 0 1 

5. Address of form 8 21 7 

Sir 2 0 0 

Madam 3 17 5 

Ma’am 3 4 2 
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Table 4.14:  Frequency of linguistic features found in apologzing (cont.) 

 

Feature of occurrences  

 

High 

Group 

(N=10) 

Average 

Group 

(N=10) 

Low  

Group 

(N=10) 

 f f f 

6. The use of “we” form 3 2 - 

7. Affirmation markers 3 0 3 

Of course. 1 0 0 

Okay … 2 0 0 

…okay …  0 0 1 

Okay? 0 0 1 

Certainly  0 0 1 

8. Strategies     

Give explanation  8 6 6 

Acknowledge of responsibility  1 1 0 

Offer a repair 17 12 13 

Give compensation 5 4 6 

Promise of forbearance 0 1 1 

9. Others     

…thank you. 1 0 0 

Are you okay? 1 0 0 

Don’t worry. 0 1 0 

We don’t have.  0 0 1 

Note: Numbers in the boldface font show the total number of occurrences.   
       f = frequency of occurrences   
 

Table 4.14 shows the features that occurred in the prompted scenarios of 

apologizing for ineffective services (Situation 13), unavailability of the room  

(Situation 14), and a shortage of staff when checking-in (Situation 15).   The 

occurrences of features can be described as follows.  First, for formulaic expressions 

of regret, the expression “I’m (we’re) sorry…” was the most commonly used in all 

groups.  However, the distinctive feature that could differentiate the expressions of 

regret among the three groups was the use of intensifiers.  In order to express the 

concern for the hearer, the  intensifiers, “really”, “terribly”, and “very” were 

remarkably made, especially in the average group (14 tokens) and the low group (16 

tokens) while 12 tokens were made in the high group.  Besides, in order to indicate a 
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strong commitment, the high and the average groups used aggravating “do 

apologize” which was absent from the low group.  However, the average group (5 

tokens) performed more than the high group did (2 tokens).   In addition, the 

expressions requested for forgiveness like “Please accept my/our apology” was the 

most preferred response in the average group (6 tokens) while the high and the low 

groups produced a very small number of occurrences with 2 and 1 token 

respectively.  Besides, the expression “…sorry for keeping/letting/ you waiting” was 

absent from the low group while the high group (5 tokens) and the average group (4 

tokens) performed this similarly.   

Second was the use of routine patterns.  There were three expressions found 

in this category.  The expression “(please) wait for a moment/just a minute (please)” 

was most frequently used in the low group (11 tokens) while the high group (5 

tokens) performed half of what the low group did; however, none of the test takers 

from the average group used this expression.   The expressions “We do understand” 

and “… let me talk to the manager and see what we should do for you.” were only 

found in the high and the average groups.  The former occurred only once in the high 

group while the latter was found in the average group with 3 tokens.   

Third, for politeness markers, the responses that were most preferred in the 

high group were the hedge markers, embedded clauses, and “Please” followed with 

the verb phrase.   For the head act, neither the test takers from the average and the 

low groups used the hedge of “I’m afraid that…” and “I think …”.  These two 

markers appeared in the high group only.  The head act “Could/can you..?”, and 

“Would you mind …?” that are commonly used to soften the speech in apologizing 

were found in the high group (10 tokens) and the average group (3 tokens) while they 

were absent from the low group.  When considering the features of embedded 

clauses, only the high group (6 tokens) and the average group (2 tokens) used the 

syntactic downgrading of “if”.  The examples are “Would you mind if I change the 

room for you?” and “You can talk to her (the manager) if you want a discount.” and 

“It will be nice if you get a double room”.  Besides, the verbal downgrading “Would 

it be possible…?” was used only once by the high group.  In addition, the maker of 

“please+VP” such as “Please, follow me.” and “Please, wait for a while” was 

frequently used similarly in the high group (4 tokens) and the low group (3 tokens) 

while it was made only once in the average group.   However, it is obvious that the 

low group only chose markers “please + VP” (3 tokens) and a single word “please” 
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(1 token) in the feature of being polite while the high and the average groups used 

these markers with 4 tokens and 1 token respectively.    

Fourth, the adverbial intensifiers, “immediately”, “urgently”, “right now”, 

“very/really” and “as soon as I can” were observed.  It was found that the frequent 

use of these intensifiers in the high group (4 tokens) and the average group (6 tokens) 

was similar while the test takers from the low group used the adverbial intensifier of 

“very/really” and “as soon as I can” only once each.    

Fifth, the use of the address form, the addressing by the title “Sir” and 

“Madam” was found in this study due to the nonexistence of the names given in  the 

prompted situations.  A more frequent use of the address form appeared in the 

average group (21 tokens) while the high group (8 tokens) and the low groups (7 

tokens) used it less.    

The sixth observation was the use of the “we” form, which was relatively 

found in a small frequency.  It was used only in the high and average groups with 3 

and 2 tokens respectively while it was absent from the low group.  Seventh, the 

affirmation  markers only appeared in the responses from the high and the low 

groups, not in the average group.  However, the frequency found in this category was 

rather small with 3 tokens in the high and the low groups.     

Eighth, the speeches collected from the three groups of the test takers also 

show strategies used in apologizing.  The findings show that the test takers from the 

three groups attempted to minimize the degree of offence by giving explanations in 

apologizing, for example, “Oh sorry madam, the double rooms are sold out…” or  

“We’re terribly sorry, ma’am, but we’re really fully booked for the double room right 

now”.  The high group (8 tokens) performed higher than did the other groups (with 

the identical number of 6 tokens).  According to acknowledging the responsibility, 

the high and the average groups performed only once while it was absent from the 

low group.  The two responses were “I’m very sorry for that – that you have a 

terrible room" and “We’re sorry about that problem.”   On the contrary, all three 

groups offered a repair in a high degree.  For example, “Would you prefer a suit 

instead?”, “Could you change to another room?”, and “… let me talk to the 

manager” were offered when the room required was not available.  However, 

offering a repair was the most frequently used in the high group (17 tokens) while the 

average group (12 tokens) and the low group (13 tokens) offered a repair in the 

similar degree.  In order to satisfy the simulated hotel guests, the test takers from the 
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three groups also attempted to give a compensation in a similar frequency of 5, 4, 

and 6 tokens respectively.  However, the use of the promise of probearance like “I’m 

sorry, it wouldn’t be happened anymore” only occurred once in the average and low 

groups while it was absent from the high group.                                                                                    

Lastly, the minor features were also found from the respondents.  Pre-closing 

markers “…thank you” and “Are you okay?” were used once in the high group.  At 

the same time, a statement letting the interlocutor off the hook “Don’t worry” and 

the direct refusal “We don’t have.” were each used in the average group and the low 

group respectively.     

 

Discussion for the second sub-question of research question 2   

 Tables 4.10 – 4.14 show the similarities and differences of the linguistic 

forms reflecting the pragmatic ability of the test takers in the high, average, and low 

English proficiency groups.  These pragmalinguistic forms were grouped based on 

the major linguistic features found from the actual responses from the data collected.  

It can be seen that the differentiations of the linguistic features performed in the five 

speech acts assessed in the study varied.  The details of the frequency of occurrences 

in each feature were separately reported in each table (as presented in Tables 4.10 – 

4.14).  However, in order to discuss the similarities and differences of the test takes’ 

pragmalinguistic forms as a whole, the total of frequency counts of the number of 

pragmalinguistic features found from the five speech acts assessed by the FOP-Test 

are displayed in Figure 4.1.     
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 Figure 4.1: The differentiations of linguistic features collected from the 

five speech acts assessed by the FOP-Test 

 

Figure 4.1 shows the major differences of linguistic features drawn from the 

test takers of three language ability groups in the frequency counts.  Their responses  

can be basically distinguished into seven categories.  The category of “others” and 

strategies applied in handling complaints and apology are presented separately in 

Figures 4.2 and 4.3.  Comparing frequency counts of linguistic features in all 

categories, the distinct features that can differentiate among the test takers from three 

language ability groups were the use of politeness markers and the address forms.   

Firstly, it can be seen that the test takers from the high group highly applied politeness 

markers in their responses to the simulated hotel guests in the situations given in the 

FOP-Test (as presented in Tables 4.10 – 4.14). From the data collected, particularly in 

requesting (see Table 4.12), the markers; “Could/Can you… please?”, “Can/Could I 

…, please?”, and “May I  …?” were highly used among the test takers from the high 

language ability group.  The markers which require the syntactic knowledge to 

lengthen the utterances like the hedge “I think …”, “I’m afraid …”, and the 

embedded clause are rarely found from the low English proficiency test 
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takers.  Thus, there are two possible reasons for the apparent high frequency for the 

use of politeness markers produced by the high level test takers.    First, the highly 

proficient students may have awareness and be more comfortable to make their 

speech more polite than the average and the low groups.  Second, the English 

proficiency of the high level test takers enables them to make their responses more 

polite by applying their grammar knowledge to lengthen their intention in English 

while the less proficient students might have difficulty due to the lack of the 

grammatical knowledge to express themselves.  The absence of the occurrence of the 

politeness markers in handling complaints in the low level takers could be could be 

considerable evidence (See Table 4.13).  The test takers from the low group in this 

study obviously exhibited the marker of “Please + VP” and an isolate word 

“Please” to soften their speech when the requesting was required.  In terms of 

politeness, in fact, “please” makes a sentence more polite when using it with a 

command or a direction, but not with a request (Fukushima, 1990).     

 On the contrary, the test takers from the low English ability group frequently  

used routine patterns higher than the high and the average groups.  It was also 

interesting to see that the test takers tended to use one form of routine patterns 

repeatedly in their responses.  However, the number of frequency was relatively 

similar among the three groups of the test takers.  A possible explanation for the 

apparent high frequency of routine patterns in the low group is that those forms can 

be learned easily through the list of possible utterances provided in their textbooks so 

they possibly rely on the rote memory of routine patterns.  This agrees with the 

researchers who have noted that the acquisition of the routine patterns occurs 

relatively early in the stage of L2 learning.  However, from data collected, the use of 

routine patterns in the high proficiency test takers was rather different from the 

responses collected from the low proficiency group in terms of the length of patterns.  

It can be seen that the test takers from the high and the average groups tended to use 

long routine patterns such as “We do understand …” and “ …let me talk to the 

manager and see what we should do for you.”  One possible explanation for this 

difference could be related to their ability to conclude from the overall input they 

heard and were able to put words in longer sentences rather than expressions that 

come in chunks or short forms of expressions.   

 Formulaic expressions of regret were highly used in all speech acts assessed 

by the FOP-Test except for the speech act of promising.  Expressions of regret were 
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most commonly found in handing complaints and apologizing as presented in Tables 

4.13 – 4.14.   Unlike speech acts of promising, informing, and requesting, handling 

complaints and apologizing were expressive functions proposed by Searle (1975).  

He mentions that the expressive functions are used when the speaker expresses 

his/her feelings or attitudes towards things.  In this study, handing complaints and 

apologizing were made when the hotel guests were unsatisfied towards hotel 

services.  Expressing regrets to the hotel guests agrees with Olshtain’s (1983) 

explanation that when one person (the hotel guest) is perceived as offended, the party 

(the hotel staff) needs to apologizing.  From the data collected, it could be seen that 

the high and average groups used formulaic expressions of regret remarkably similar 

in a greater degree when compared to all categories of linguistic forms examined in 

this study.   

Another distinct linguistic feature among the three groups appears in the use  

of the address form to the hotel guests by addressing the title like “Sir, would  

you …?” which is considered polite and appropriate in the context of hotel service 

encounters.  There is one point to make from the test takers’ responses that they only 

addressed the simulated guests by using the forms of “Sir” and “Madam” since the 

simulated guest’s first and last name was not mentioned in the test.   It was clear that 

the test takers tried to avoid the difficulty, so they addressed the simulated hotel 

guests by addressing “Sir” and “Madam” which Wardllaugh (1990) mentions that it 

is possible to do so if there is doubt how to address.  In spite of this fact, in English, 

addressing by the title is the least intimate address form; however, the address terms 

of “Sir” and “Madam” to the hotel guests are considered professionally prestigious.  

Regarding the role of business interaction, the address forms “Sir” and “Madam” are 

the linguistic politeness markers which include honorifics and solidarity booster.  

Besides, in hospitality language, the title and the guest’s last name are used to mark 

the respect in a formal way (Blue & Harun, 2003).  However, in this study, the last 

name was opted out.  Gu (1996) regards address maxim as one of the politeness 

maxims.  A failure to use an appropriate address term is a sign of rudeness.  He 

illustrates that addressing one’s interlocutor is not simply addressing to draw 

attention, but it involves the speaker’s recognition of the hearer as a social being in a 

specific social status or role.   Since the interaction between the hotel staff and guests 

is considered an unequal encounter, it is a norm for the hotel staff to initiate the talk 

by addressing the guests and choose address terms which are more formal.  From the 
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findings, it can be seen that the test takers from the low language ability group used it 

least while the high and the average levels of the test takers performed the use of 

“Sir” or “Madam” in a high degree relatively.  Even the average language group 

frequently used them higher than the high group.  One possible explanation of this 

occurrence is the test takers from the low language ability group may be reluctant to 

address the hotel guests and the high and average groups have power-hierarchy 

consciousness of being formal in the hotel staff-guest transactions in English higher 

than the low group.   

 Those three categories that can reveal the similarities among the three 

language ability groups are the use of adverbials, the use of affirmation markers and 

the use of the “we” form.  It should be noted that the use of the “we” form in this 

category did not include routine patterns and formulaic expressions of regret.  The 

frequency from the most to the least occurred from the high to the low groups 

respectively.  However, comparing frequency counts of linguistic features in all 

categories of three language ability groups, the occurrences of affirmation markers 

like “Yes” or “Certainly” and the use of adverbials were seemingly similar in a 

moderate degree and low degree respectively while the use of the “we” form was 

produced in a very small degree.  Figure 4.2 shows the category of “others” that 

includes minor features produced by the test takers.  
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Figure 4.2 shows minor linguistic features found from the data collected.  It 

was separately reported from the major features discussed in Figure 4.1 due to low 

frequency of use.  The linguistic features in this category varied.  The distinctive 

features that can distinguish the responses from the three groups of the test takers 

from one another were the use of pre-closing markers “…thank you…” in the high 

group and “…okay…” in the low group.  While “It’s all right (okay)”, “Is that okay 

with you?”, and “Are you okay?” were used equally in the high and the low groups, 

but not in the average group.  It is important to note that the function of “thank you” 

made by the test takers in this study is not a response to the compliment, but an 

attempt to close the encounters between the hotel staff and guest or to terminate the 

conversation.   The function of “thank you” responded from the test takers in this 

study corresponds with Aston (1995:60) who states that “thank you” does not only 

refer to express the gratitude, but also to signal the conclusion of a conversation and  

“‘thanking’” was treated as appropriate closing as a matter of politeness”.    Rubin 

(1983) points out that “thank you” used in a service encounter seems to be a quick 

and  ‘bold’ thank you. However, it is considered as a social amenity.  From the data 

collected, the test takers, particularly in the high group, attempted to use “thank you” 

as a signal to close their responses to the simulated hotel guests in the given 

situations in the FOP-Test while the low group frequently used “okay” as a sign of 

pre-closing instead.  One possible explanation to explain the high difference of the 

use of pre-closing marker “thank you” in the high group is that they may have an 

awareness of being purposive in the hotel staff-guest transactions.  They attempted to 

make it end without considering other requirements which may follow.  While 

“okay” provides a partial solution to ongoing interactional problems, it is opening up 

the way for closing (Beach, 1993).  However, when examining the content, the test 

takers from the low group attempted to use pre-closing to close difficult situations 

due to their lack of English ability to respond to the given situations.   

Lastly, the test takers from the low group tended to use the statement letting 

the interlocutor off the hook “Don’t worry (about that)”.  The remarkable feature 

that can differentiate the test takers of the low group language ability from those of 

the high and the average groups is the use of direct refusals such as “No” or “No, 

you can’t” even though each was found in the high and the average groups only 

once.     
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Regarding politeness strategies found in handling complaints and 

apologizing, it is important to note that observing a particular strategy when handling 

complaints and apologizing was not an aim of this study; however, since they were 

found correspondingly from the speeches collected; thus, they were also analyzed 

like the co-occurrence features and are  presented in Figure 4.3.   

Give an 
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of 

responsibility

Offer a repair Give 
compensation
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The strateties used in handling complints and apologizing 

High group Average group Low group

Figure 4.3:  Strategies used in handling complaints and apologizing 

 

Figure 4.3 concludes the occurrences of politeness strategies found in    

handling complaints and apologizing from the data collected.  They were observed 

correspondingly with the linguistic forms because they were remarkably produced 

when handling complaints and apologizing were made.  Comparing the strategies 

applied in the data collected, it can be seen that the strategy of offering a repair was 

highly used in the high group while the average and the low groups performed 

differently in a relative degree.  On the contrary, the low group attempted to give 

compensation in a higher occurrence compared to the high and the average groups. 

However, the content of compensation appeared awkward or unreal in real hotel  

encounters.  It sounded contextually awkward although the appropriate strategy was 

applied.   

 The frequent occurrence of giving an explanation and a promise of 

forbearance seemed not to be able to differentiate among the three groups since they 

all performed relatively similarly with the small degree of occurrences.  However, 
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none of the test takers from the low group applied the strategy of acknowledging of 

responsibility.  Only the high and the average groups did this in a small degree. 

 The use of the strategy of offering a repair in all groups in a high degree can 

be explained with two reasons.  First, it is the influence of classroom rehearsals.   

Handling complaints and apologizing are functional language commonly found in 

the textbooks related to hospitality language for the hotel staff.  They are explicitly 

taught as tools to be used when facing the difficult hotel guests or difficult 

circumstances.  Such explicit instructions seem to be excessive in offering help or 

repair in the hotel guests’ dissatisfaction.  For example, “…but I will check if there is 

available room on the other floor” or “Would you mind to change to another room?” 

were offered when the requested room was not available.  Second, the test takers 

may attempt to reduce their offense by offering a repair in mistakes they did not 

make.  However, when the content of offering a repair was observed, it was made in 

short and in a chunk form like a rote memorization.    

 

Research question 3:  “What are the errors that interfere with the students’ 

pragmatic knowledge?”  

In response to the third research question, the findings are divided into two  

parts. The first part reports maximum and minimum scores, means, and standard 

deviations of the responses from the pragmatic questionnaire related to the test 

takers’ pragmatic background knowledge in general as well as speech acts and 

politeness in the hotel Front Office context.  The second part is the report of the 

content analysis of the test takers’ responses which were inappropriate and 

ineffective in the hotel staff-guest communication.  Finally, the results of two parts 

are discussed.      

To report the finding of the first part, the maximum and minimum scores, 

mean scores and standard deviations obtained from the pragmatic questionnaire 

collected from the high, average, and low language ability groups were calculated 

and presented in Table 4.15.  
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Table 4.15: Descriptive statistics of the responses from the pragmatic 

questionnaire  

      Groups: High  

Language Ability 

(N = 30) 

Average  

Language Ability 

(N = 30) 

Low  

Language Ability  

(N = 30)  

SD Max/ M Questionnaire:  Max/ 

Min 

M SD Max/ 

Min 

M 

 Min  

SD 

General* 

knowledge 

15/ 

7 

10.90 2.09 15/ 

6 

10.73 1.93 13/ 

6 

10.10 1.83 

Promising** 5/ 

1 

3.80 2.09 5/ 

0 

3.43 1.65 5/ 

0 

4.23 1.22 

Informing** 5/ 

1 

3.87 1.33 5/ 

0 

3.37 1.79 5/ 

0 

3.77 1.52 

Requesting** 5/ 

0 

2.23 1.74 5/ 

0 

2.40 1.59 5/ 

0 

3.07 1.57 

Handling** 

complaints 

5/ 

1 

3.83 1.34 5/ 

0 

3.27 1.68 5/ 

0 

3.10 1.49 

Apologizing**  5/ 

1 

4.00 1.44 5/ 

1 

3.07 1.66 5/ 

0 

3.73 1.66 

Notes: * indicates total scores of 15 and ** indicates total scores of 5.   

 

Table 4.15 shows the maximum and minimum scores, mean scores and 

standard deviations of the scores from the pragmatic questionnaire.  The mean scores 

of the general pragmatic knowledge collected from the high, average, and low groups 

are 10.90, 10.73, and 10.10 respectively.  The mean scores of general pragmatic 

knowledge collected from the test takers from the three English ability groups appear 

to be very close.  When considering the five scenarios representing the five speech 

acts, the mean scores obtained from the high group in apologizing, informing, 

handling complaints, and promising are the highest by the mean scores of 4.00, 3.87, 

3.83, and 3.80 respectively.  The mean scores obtained from the low group in 

promising, informing, and apologizing are also high by the mean scores of 4.23, 

3.77, and 3.73 respectively.  The mean scores from the average group in all speech 

act scenarios, except apologizing which in the lowest, are in the middle.  Table 4.16 

shows the mean scores obtained from the pragmatic questionnaire from all test 

takers.  
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Table 4.16: Descriptive statistics of the responses of all test takers from the 

pragmatic questionnaire  

 N Minimum Maximum  Mean SD. 

Pragmatic knowledge 90 6 15 10.58 1.960 

Promising 90 0 5 3.82 1.503 

Informing  90 0 5 3.67 1.558 

Requesting  90 0 5 2.57 1.656 

Handling complaints 90 0 5 3.40 1.527 

Apologizing  90 0 5 3.60 1.620 

 

Table 4.16 shows the mean scores of pragmatic knowledge obtained from the 

three test takers groups is 10.58.  Considering the mean scores of the five scenarios 

representing the five speech acts, the highest mean score is promising 

( X = 3.82) while the lowest is requesting with the mean score of 2.57.  The other 

three speech acts range from informing, apologizing, and handling complaints with 

the scores of 3.67, 3.60, and 3.40 respectively.  In order to see any significant mean 

differences of pragmatic knowledge, one- way ANOVA was applied to compare the 

scores obtained from the three language ability groups.   

 

Table 4.17:  Results of one-way ANOVA test from the pragmatic questionnaire  

Variables Variance Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

General knowledge  Between Groups 10.689 2 5.344 1.404 .251 

 Within Groups 331.267 87 3.808   

 Total 341.956 89    

Promising Between Groups 

Within Groups

9.622 

191.533 

2 

87 

4.811 

2.202 

2.185 .119 

 Total 201.156 89    

Informing Between Groups 

Within Groups

4.200 

211.800 

2 

87 

2.100 

2.434 

.863 .426 

 Total 216.000 89    

 Total 244.100 89    
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Table 4.17:  Results of one-way ANOVA test from the pragmatic questionnaire 

(cont.)  

Variables Variance Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

Requesting Between Groups 

Within Groups

11.667 

232.433 

2 

87 

5.833 

2.672 

2.183 .119 

 Total 244.100 89    

Handling 

complaints 

Between Groups 

Within Groups

8.867 

198.733 

2 

87 

4.433 

2.284 

1.941 .150 

 Total 207.600 89    

Apologizing  Between Groups 

Within Groups

13.867 

219.733 

2 

87 

6.933 

2.526 

2.745 .070 

 Total 233.600 89    

 

Table 4.17 shows the result of one-way ANOVA test run for the mean 

differences of the questionnaire answers made by the three language ability groups.  

The findings show that the test takers’ pragmatic recognition from three language 

ability groups are not significantly different from one another in all parts, so there is 

no further examination to test the mean differences of the three groups.    

 The findings from the pragmatic questionnaire indicate that the test takers in 

the three groups did not differ significantly in pragmatic recognition assessed by the 

questionnaire.  Due to the differences in the means reported in Table 4.17, pragmatic 

failures produced by the test takers in all groups were analyzed qualitatively.  

Examining pragmatic inappropriateness that could cause communication breakdowns 

between the hotel staff-guest in the hotel Front Office operation can give useful 

information to answer the third research question.  Decision regarding 

inappropriateness was based on the descriptors of the ineffectiveness along with the 

inappropriateness of the FOP-Test rating scale. The major features of 

inappropriateness in language use collected from the test takers’ responses were 

grouped into seven types of inappropriateness. The first observation was the 

deficiency in giving the correct speech act.  The second to the fourth observations 

reported the failure in information given.  The fifth observation was the deficiency in 

the usage of words and expressions.  The last two observations were the failures in 

terms of the degree of appropriateness.  Figure 4.4 shows the pragmatic errors that 
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were made by the test takers.  The report for each error was analyzed with regard of 

the frequency of occurrences.  The excerpted transcripts with the underlined 

sentences demonstrate the errors in terms of pragmatic failures.  In addition, it is 

important to note that there is no correction in the excerpted transcripts since the 

major concern of the production is the effectiveness and appropriateness in language 

use.  In order to illustrate the ineffective or inappropriate responses, the descriptions 

of situations are shown in brief but all utterances of the simulated hotel guests are not 

given here (See Appendix E for the FOP-Test).  Data were drawn from the same 

group of the test takers who were randomly selected to answer the second sub-

question of the second research question and the scripts were analyzed qualitatively 

before the frequency counts were made.      

 
 
Figure 4.4:  Pragmatic errors produced by the test takers in the hotel Front 

Office context  

Figure 4.4 shows the occurrences of seven pragmatic errors collected from the 

test takers of the three English proficiency levels.  The results are descriptively 

reported as follows.  First, in terms of ineffectiveness in giving correct speech acts, it 

was found that the test takers from the average and the low groups gave incorrect 

speech acts while the high group did not.  The error also included the absence of the 

speech act required for the given situation.  It could be seen that the test takers from 
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the low group produced more errors than the average group did.  The following 6 

excerpts (A5, L3, L6, L2, L4, L8) illustrate the examples of incorrect speech acts:     

 

Situation 7 : Request a walk-in guest for a deposit   
A5 : “And what time do you check out? …” 

 
L3 : “Yes, just a moment please.  I will check one double room”.  

 
L 6 : “Yes, madam.  I will check for you”.   

 
Situation 8 : Request the arrival guest to give the check-out time, due to high 

occupancy rate    
L 2 : “Thank you.  You xxxx miss anything.  Don’t worry.  If you miss 

anything, I will take it // send it for you”.  
 

L 4 : “Everything is correct.  Thank you for using our service//our hotel”.  
 

L 8 : “Check out time will be at 12.00//12 pm”.  
 

In the examples shown above, the test takers did not perform the required 

speech act of request.  The test takers were expected to make a request of a credit 

card as a deposit guarantee (Situation 7) and time for check-out (Situation 8), but 

they gave responses that were irrelevant to the situations given and did not include 

the speech acts required.  The suggested answers for requesting in Situation 7 and 8 

could be responded respectively, such as, “Excuse me, madam.  Would it be possible 

to have your credit card for imprint?” and “Excuse me, sir.  Could you please give 

us your check-out time?  We do apologize for asking because we’re quite busy at the 

moment.”  

 The second observation is the failure in giving sufficient information.  It can 

be seen in Figure 4.4 that there is a marked difference in giving incomplete and 

unclear information of the examinees from the low language ability group.  Besides, 

there were unfinished sentences in their responses.  The following responses were 

taken from the speech acts of handling complaints and apologizing.     
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Situation 14 : Apologize for unavailability of the double room asked for upon 
the checking-in 

H 6 : “We’re sorry.  The rooms  are: all occupied.  Er: can you: er: see: 
er: what about another room?”  
 

A 4 : “I’m so sorry madam – um – please accept my apology and I-will-
took//I will take to another room.” 
 

L8 : “I’m really sorry madam.  The occupancy full.”

Situation 11 : Deal with noise disturbance from the next door and the 
housekeeper’s duty on the floor  

H 8 : “I will call the – housekeeping immediately.”  
 

L 6 : “I’m really sorry ma’am.  I will told the housekeeping and stop vacuum  
cleaner.”  
 

L 8 : “I have to apologize you madam.  I-I-I will (   ) I will tell the house 
cleaner for (. )”  
 

 

 

 In H8, L6, and L8 (Situation 11) the test takers simply acknowledge the 

responsibility to one cause of problem by informing the housekeeping while problem 

solving of the other cause of disturbance from the next door had not been mentioned.   

A sample response of this situation is, “ I’m really sorry, madam. I can understand 

how you must feel.  I will tell the maid to move to the other area and send someone to 

tell the next door to turn down the volume.  I’m really sorry to hear this. I am very 

sorry again for the noise, madam.”  In case of supportive examples in Situation 14, 

the examinees, H6, A4, and L8, simply stated about the unavailability without any 

alternative choice to the simulated hotel guest. They failed to give the prhecise 

information of what room type would be offered in case there is no availability of the 

room requested.  The responses were left with doubt and unclear answer. Since the 

room rate initially influences decision making of the hotel guest, it is important to 

know what type of room would be offered and whether it meets his/her prior expense 

arrangement or not.  The suggested answer could be as follows:  

“We’re sorry, madam.  Unfortunately, all of our double rooms are occupied  
this evening.  What I can do for you is to first keep your request and have it  
checked for tomorrow.  If possible, we will inform you immediately and have  
your room changed.  Will it (the twin) be all right for you this evening,  
madam?  We’re so sorry again.” 
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 Third is an error in giving correct information.  The observed frequency in 

Figure 4.4 shows that the test takers in all three language ability groups gave 

incorrect information to the simulated hotel guest in the situation given.  When 

comparing the frequency of responses from the three groups, they were relatively 

similar; however, the average group produced slightly less than the high and the low 

groups.  Consider the following responses by the test takers from the three language 

ability groups:   

Situation 14 : Apologize for unavailability of the double room asked for upon the 
checking-in 

H3 : “Could you change to another room? May be king size bed room or 
queen size bed room or may be you’re looking to the other facilities.”  
 

A 3 : “So sorry madam.  Um this is our mistake.  I will change your room to: 
um: <suite room> or – double room.  Are you okay, madam?”  
 

L 9 : “We will install the double bed to your room.  Please wait for a 
moment.” 

 

  From the excerpted examples, the examinees made an error in giving 

information related to the type of the hotel room.  In terms of room types, a double 

room is one bed for two persons.  The size of the bed is another concern for the 

requirement.    It is surprising to see that the examinees, who were the hotel students, 

not only had the wrong concept of the room type, but offered the double bed room 

which was not available according to the room status mentioned in the given 

situation.   

 The results also show that the test takers from all three language ability 

groups attempted to give the simulated hotel guest information of the hotel as much 

as possible, but the responses were irrelevant and sometimes awkward.  The 

irrelevant responses include the reacting to parts of the described situations in the 

prompt.  The observed frequency of irrelevant information appeared in a high degree 

from the three language ability groups; however, it is surprising to see that the 

examinees from the average group (40 tokens) produced higher than the high group 

(31 tokens) and the low group (38 tokens).  The supportive examples are as follows.  
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Situation 4 : Inform where the internet can be accessed  
H 3 : “You can access the internet from your bed room.  In the bed room has a 

lot of facilities such as king size bed room, American breakfast and: all of 
them you can see from the brochure.”    
 

A 6 : “The internet is already been set for – you to connect them to the exact 
point if you – connect the wireless.  It is already set for the Hi-speed 
internet, sir.”  
 

L 3 : “The double room xxxx king size bed and Hi-speed wireless internet.  You 
can enjoy er: internet in the double room.”  
 

Situation 3 : Promise to mail the hotel’s guest’s lost item if found 
H 7 : “Of course, madam.  I will send it as soon as we possible.” 

 
A 8 : “Absolutely, your belt will be served to your house within five days.  

Don’t worry about that.”  
 

L 2 : “Certainly.  Er: if we find: er: I just-I just take-I just take.  Er: I just 
take it//give it to you.” 
 

Situation 13 : Apologize for ineffective service claimed by the staying guest  
H 2 : “Sorry. I’m sorry madam to hear that.  Please: er: wait our manager.  

I will contact her immediately.  You can talk to her if you want a 
discount – let me know – what could we do for you?”  
 

A 5 : “I’m very apologize for this situation: um: we will manage this thing 
by reduce your – room cost and the price is not include the spa 
therapy, madam.” 
 

L 7 : “I’m so sorry madam.  I think about your hot first night: er: I will 
send someone for fix it xxx and I have discount er: 80% for you.  I’m 
so sorry again.”   

In H7, A8, and L2 (Situation 3) the responses sound very awkward.  This is 

because the guest’s valuable items can be lost or found in case of the loss;  however, 

the test takers did not spare for the fact of being lost.  Instead, they automatically 

gave a promise to ensure the guest to return the guest’s property or valuable things 

which sounded uncommon to the real circumstance.  The suggested response could 

be like “I’m so sorry to hear that, madam.   I will inform the housekeeping and ask 

them to check right away.  Whether we find it, we will inform you as soon as 

possible.  Is that all right, madam?” Besides, the test takers failed to give precise 

information regarding hotel facilities.  In H3, A6, and L3 (Situation 4) the examinees 

were expected to give specific information needed but they gave irrelevant or 
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unnecessary information in their responses instead.  The possible answer to Situation 

4 is,  “Certainly madam.  The internet access is available in your room through WiFi 

connection, madam.”  In addition, unreal information was also given as illustrated in 

H2, A5, and L7 (Situation 13), the examinees from the three language ability groups 

offered the discount as offering a repair for the guest’s dissatisfaction which is not a 

receptionist’s job description.  In fact, based on the job descriptions in the hotel front 

office operation, the decision maker in giving the compensation to the hotel guest 

such as a discount is from the manager level.  Moreover, considering the content of 

compensations, they seemed to be contextually awkward based on the real job 

performance.  The suggested response should be left for those who have the authority 

to handle the problem; for example, “I can understand this must have been 

frustrating for you.  I’m so sorry to hear that, madam.  May I ask our manager and 

see if there is anything we could do to make your stay more enjoyable?” 

 Fifth, the examinees from the three language ability groups made pragmatic 

errors in giving inappropriate formulaic expressions; however, the examinees from 

the average group exhibited a marked increase in the frequency of inappropriate 

idiomatic expressions, when compared with the high and the low English proficiency 

levels.     The examples of the errors are illustrated as below:  

 

   Situation  7 : Request a walk-in guest for a deposit 
H 2 : “Yes, of course madam. One double room for two nights for you – the 

room is available – and we guarantee our service.  Please have a nice 
holiday.”  
 

A 6 : “Yes, sir.  We’ll book // we will set the room for you right now and 
please be happy with our service.” 
 

 

  Situation 10 : Deal with the malfunction of a water heater 
H 10 : “We’re terribly sorry ma’am.  We under: um: please accept: hm: our 

apology and let’s us see how we could make this out for you.”  

From the responses shown above, the test takers, H2 and A6 (Situation 7), 

attempted to use idiomatic expressions to function as the pre-closing conversation; 

“we guarantee our service. Please have a nice holiday” and “please be happy with 

our service” which sound very strange to the given situation.  The suggested 

response could be briefly stated like “Excuse me, madam. Would it be all right for 
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leaving us a deposit for 50% of the room charge?  Another example is in H10 

(Situation 10). The test takers tended to terminate the conversation when the 

problems had not been solved yet by expressing, “let us see how we could make this 

out for you.” In fact, the hotel guest needs informative answer.  Here is the suggested 

answer that could be extended from H10’s response:  

“…let us see how we could make this out for you.  We will immediately  
send the mechanic to have it checked.  Would you mind to wait for a few  
minutes?  We will take care of that right away, madam.”   
 
Sixth, inappropriate politeness strategies are also found in all groups.  

Surprisingly, the test takers in the high group produced them in a very high degree.  

Their responses were very direct and without hints.   The excerpts below support the 

finding:     

Situation 5 : Inform the check-out guest regarding the invalid credit card 
H 4 : “So sorry madam.  Your credit card has not been approved.  Do you 

have any card?”  
 

A 10 : “I’m terribly sorry madam.  Expenses will be pay by credit card, but 
you credit card has not been approved.  Could you …?”  
 

L1 : “Sorry, the credit card is wrong.  It’s not approving is um: my 
account.” 
  

Situation 9 : Request the check-out guest to pay for two hotel bathrobes from 
the room   

H 1 : “I’m sorry sir.  The housekeeping just called me that you are taking 
two hotel bathrobes with you – so: er: would you mind: er: return: 
…” 
 

A 9 : “Um + + I’m not sure – er – the – the house department report me 
that – you - >take something with you<.” 
 

L 4 : “Excuse me. You have taken the two bathrobes.  Please check it …” 
  

Situation 14  Apologize for unavailability of the room asked upon the 
checking-in 

H 5 : “Oh, sorry madam.  You haven’t made a requirement for the double 
bed room: um: however …”  
 

A 8 : “Very sorry for that, but: er: we didn’t - // we haven’t been informed 
that: you required for – double bed…”  
 

L 1 
 
 
 

: “I’m sorry.  Now I don’t’ have a double room for you xxx for you 
because when you regis (  ), you don’t inform me // you didn’t inform 
me about the double bed.  …”  
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In all excerpted examples shown above, the examinees did not apply face-

saving strategies in their responses, which were too direct without hinting. From 

Situation 5, the suggested response for this situation is, “I’m sorry madam.  I’m 

supposed there must be something wrong with your credit card.  Would you mind 

giving me another card or do you prefer to pay by cash?”  It is interesting to see that 

the test takers expressed their regrets by using the expressions in order to soften their 

speech like “so sorry” or “I’m terribly sorry”; however, the extended utterances were 

too direct which might easily be considered impolite.   Besides, making a request in 

Situation 9, it is clear that the test takers seemed to lack applying politeness strategies 

in their responses.  The suggested response could be, “I’m sorry madam, our 

bathrobes are also for sale.   If you prefer to keep them, we could add them to your 

bill.  Will that be all right for you, madam?”  It can be seen that the test takers’ 

responses for Situation 9 did not give any options to the hotel guest.  According to 

Lakoff’s (1973) politeness rules, if the purpose of communication is to make the 

hearer feel good, giving an option is required.  Moreover, sample responses shown in 

Situation 14 were also too direct and purposeful; however, the failure to make  

general hints might be perceived as impolite.   

The last error is inappropriateness in the use of word choice, verb forms, and 

phrases.   All groups of the test takers exhibited this error; however, the average 

group did the highest while the high and the low groups performed relatively similar.  

The use of the verb forms “have to”, “need to”, and “must” was high like in 

Situations 6 and 9 illustrated below.  The inappropriateness in the use of verb forms 

are illustrated in Situations 6 and 9 as follows:  

 

Situation 6 : Inform the late check-out rate 
H 5 : “Yes, of course, madam.  It is possible to keep the room until 8.00 pm., 

but you have to pay for the extra 50% for the room. …” 
 

A 8 : “Yes, it is possible, but you have to pay more ex xxxx 50% charge for a 
late night”.  
 

L 4 : “You can keep the room until 8.00 pm., but we have to charge if you – 
if you – if you want it you can”.  
 

Situation 9  Request the check-out guest to pay for two hotel bathrobes from 
the room 

A 1 : “We’re sorry madam.  You have to pay charge for – item souvenir – 
it’s not including in your room rate – madam”.  
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A 5  : “Excuse me.  I’m so sorry, but you have to pay for – a two hotel bath 

xxxx “(.)  

 From all excerpts shown above, the utterances were grammatically 

correct, but they failed pragmatically.  The sample response of informing extra 50% 

charge for check-out late in Situation 6 could be slightly changed to “…our hotel 

needs to charge 50% for the room if you prefer to keep the room until 8.00 pm,  

madam”.  It is clear that the imperative form of verbs can be regarded as 

inappropriate in hotel services where high negative politeness is preferred.  Instead of 

using imperative verbs, the suggested responses in Situation 9 could be,  “… If you 

prefer to keep the hotel bathrobes, we could add them to your bill.  Will that be all 

right for you, madam?” as previously mentioned.  In terms of making a request, 

Blum-Kulka (1994) suggests effectiveness is an important role in performing a 

request.  The hearer can recognize the speaker’s intent when the request is made.  

The example from A1 in Situation 9 mentioned above, “you have to pay charge- for 

item souvenir” is the most direct and effective way to perform a request, but it is 

certainly considered impolite in the hotel staff-guest communication.  Brown and 

Levinson (1987) suggest that effectiveness can be a conflict with politeness when  

directness is applied.  There are also other expressions that are considered 

inappropriate as illustrated in Situation 15 below:  

 

Situation 15 : Apologize the arrival guest for short of staff when checking-in 
   

A 4 : “We’re so sorry madam.  Please accept my apology: um: - and we 
understand for your waiting.  What should we do for you?”  
 

A 8 : “I’m sorry for that.  Our staff were busy.  I don’t know what to do.  
What do you want me to do? xxxx”  

From the responses shown in A4 and A8, the examinees did not attempt to 

save the hotel guest’s face. They just simply expressed their regrets without giving 

any elaboration such as the empathy and explanation.  The expected response could 

be as follows:  

 “I’m so sorry madam.   I do understand how you must feel for waiting  
 so long.  By the way, our staff are quite busy at this moment.  What I  
 can do for you now is to put you to the room with our pool view.  And  
 if anything we could do to make your stay more enjoyable, please 
            let us know.    
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Perhaps this case may be explained that the test takers either they lacked awareness 

of the polite form of language use in the hotel staff-guest communication or they 

wanted to be polite, but they did not know how.  Their English proficiency was not 

adequate enough to express their intentions in order to satisfy the guest’s needs.   

 

Discussion for research question 3    

 The test takers were expected to give some information relating to their 

knowledge of pragmatics in general, speech acts, and politeness in the context of 

hotel Front Office Department through the questionnaire.  It was found that there was 

no statistically significant difference among the three language ability groups in their 

responses.  This task is similar to a judgment task to evaluate whether the statements 

relating to pragmatic knowledge were true or false and speech act utterances in the 

given situations were pragmatically appropriate by rating a five-scale of 

appropriateness from the “very inappropriateness” to “very appropriateness”.  The 

test takers’ pragmatic recognition from the three language ability groups were not 

significantly different from one another in all parts.  They showed the same degree of 

awareness by recognizing the errors of some kinds in pragmatic items and they could 

distinguish different degrees of politeness reflected by their responses in the  

questionnaire.  This may be explained by the aspect of recognition in pragmatics.  A 

small number of studies have been discussed regarding the development of L2 

pragmatics and recognizing of learners in pragmatic learning.  However, the 

recognition in pragmatics has been  supported by Schmidt (1995: 24) who has 

hypothesized that recognizing is the first level of awareness in pragmatic learning.  

Learners can recognize in general “a principle, rule, or pattern” in pragmatics before 

“understanding” it.  Schmidt has termed conscious perception or awareness as a 

matter of “noticing”.  Schmidt’s (1995) anecdotal evidence supports that there is a 

relationship between what learners notice and what they learn about pragmatics.  In 

terms of recognizing, it partially agrees with Kasper (1998) who stresses that the 

acquisition of pragmatic knowledge can be acquired if the learners have an 

opportunity to notice the relevant input through a mode of recognizing.  The result of 

no significant differences in pragmatic knowledge among the three groups reflected 

from their responses in the questionnaires suggests that the learners could recognize 

the pragmatic violations and the degrees of appropriateness whether the utterances 
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were pragmatically correct by using the questionnaire.  In this study, the test takers’ 

levels of proficiency does not affect the degrees of recognition in pragmatics.   

 Examining pragmatic failures that could cause communication breakdowns 

between the hotel staff-guests in the Front Office Department was further 

investigated.  From the seven errors mentioned in Figure 4.4, there are possible 

explanations why the examinees made inappropriate responses.  First, regarding  

ineffectiveness in giving correct speech acts, the examinees from the low language 

ability group highly exhibited this failure.  From the evidence, the examinees could 

not respond to the expected speech act in a particular given situation.  Regarding to 

Grice’s (1975) Cooperative Principle rules, the error in giving incorrect speech act 

seems to break the maxim of relevance.  The test takers said something irrelevant and 

could not respond to immediate hotel guests’ needs during the stage of transaction 

between the hotel staff and guests.  They tended to overuse routine patterns that are 

not relevant to the given situations and said something which was not beneficial to 

both the hotel staff and guests.  As a consequence, this error might be related to the 

fact that the examinees lacked both grammatical and contextual knowledge related to 

hotel Front Office operation.  This error does not really harm the interaction with the 

hotel guests, but it highly affects the guests’ perceptions towards an individual as an 

unprofessional and incompetent practitioner.    

Second, the test takers’ responses were incomplete and short without  

appropriateness of information, especially the test takers from the low language 

ability group.  This could lead to misunderstanding because they failed to give 

sufficient information required for given situations.  This error can be taken into the 

consideration of violating the Maxim of Quantity in Grice’s ( 1975) Cooperative 

Principle rules.  Generally, the hotel staff-guest communication is more like business 

transactions which are straightforward and purposive.  The hotel staff are expected to 

give sufficient amount of information and services that the hotel offers.  This 

ineffective performance could be caused by unfamiliarity or inexperience in the 

given situations and the test takers’ language ability.  One possible explanation of the 

lack of familiarity might result from classroom practice.  Generally, Thai hotel 

students have experience in language of hotel services only from the classroom 

where many rehearsal situations or encounters between hotel staff and guests are 

predictable.  However, when they could not employ predictable varieties in the test, 

the problems then occurred.  The lack of familiarity with the given situations seems 
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to make a language task difficult since the complexity of language is required by the 

situation.  Therefore, the test takers’ unfamiliarity in terms of language practice may 

affect their performance in the FOP-Test.   In addition, the incomplete utterances 

may come from the lack of the test takers’ English proficiency.  The examples from 

the collected speeches showed that many test takers failed to express the positive 

elaboration which the hotel guests expected from the hotel staff to satisfy their needs, 

particularly when dealing with difficult guests such as in the case of handling 

complaints.  More elaborative information in such situation is needed in order to 

make the guests feel at ease.   Their lack of linguistic knowledge appears to be the 

reason for their inappropriate knowledge to provide sufficient information.   

 Third, the failure in giving the correct information was found in a small 

degree.  The possible explanation of this error might be due to the test takers’ 

misunderstanding, particularly in the wrong usage of terms in hotel front office 

work-oriented and content related to the hotel studies, rather than the test takers’ 

deficiency in language ability.  Therefore, the examinees may be required to have 

extensive knowledge of terms used in hotel operation.   

             The findings of the production of irrelevant or unnecessary information are 

quite striking since they were found in a high degree in all test takers language ability 

groups.  This phenomenon agrees with Blum-Kulka & Olshain’s (1984) assumptions 

that the L2 learners are more wordy than native English speakers because they try to 

compensate for their language deficiencies by adding a great deal of unnecessary 

information.  This phenomenon may come from two possible causes.  The first cause 

is the lack of experience of being exposed to English in real work-oriented 

communication.  This limitation hindered them to give informative responses to 

unpredictable situations given in the test.  The second possible cause is that the 

effects from inauthentic classroom practices impaired their responses.  Based on the 

responses collected from this study, several examinees gave the answers which were 

unrealistic to the given situations such as offering discounts or giving compensations 

that were beyond one’s job responsibility.  This might be the effect from the 

classroom practice relying on the suggested answers from textbooks that contain 

unrealistic situational contents.  Besides, it might be from English language teachers 

who are inexperienced in hotel context and heavily depend on the textbooks.   The 

error in giving irrelevant and unnecessary information actually would not seriously 

lead to communication breakdown; however, it personally affects the hotel guests’ 
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perception towards the image of operational and administrative levels of the hotel as 

a whole.     

 Fifth, inappropriateness in the usage of formulaic expressions can be found 

from the responses collected.  This error can be interpreted as a result of the great 

influence of prior classroom instructions as mentioned in the aspect of giving 

irrelevant or unnecessary information.  Those formulaic expressions are simplified 

and easy to memorize through classroom practice.  According to Fukushima (1990), 

this error made by the test takers could be the result from memorizing the use of set 

phrases which would not be so difficult for foreign language learners.  Several 

evidences showed inappropriateness in the usage of linguistic realizations practiced 

from the classroom.  It can be seen that expressions vary according to the content of 

the utterance.  One pattern is appropriate for one situation, but not for the others.  

However, the examinees employed such patterns unknowingly whether they are 

suitable in certain situations or not.  Besides, considering the textbooks, most of the 

language from the textbooks related to the hotel services are too explicit, overly 

polite, and often simplified (Blue & Harun, 2002; Williams, 1988).   This agrees with 

Scotton and Bernstern (1988: 53) who state that textbooks provide “list of over-

polite, over explicit, one-sentence long exponents for function”.  To illustrate, below 

are two dialogs taken from one textbook of English for hotels.  The former deals with  

the registration for the walk-in guest and the latter is the transaction when checking-

in:   

 Receptionist (1) :  “…because  you’re not a British citizen, I will require your  
          passport in order to complete the registration.” 
 Receptionist (2): “Thank you.  Here’s your credit card, passport, and here’s  
         your key.  It’s room 706 on the seven floor.  The elevator  
         is on the right.   If you just tell a porter your room number,  
                    he’ll follow you up with the luggage.”  

     (Harding & Henderson, 1994: 156) 

As a result, the presentation in the textbooks obscures the natural contexts and their 

appropriateness.  It does not always seem to reflect authentic hotel language 

encounters.  Some certain words or expressions are used differently in different 

contexts and the overuse of routine expressions might have contributed to their 

failure in communication.   

 For the last two errors were the use of inappropriateness in politeness 

strategies and phrases or verb forms.  There were fewer expressions of indirectness 
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applied in the test takers’ responses.  Besides, many imperative verb forms such as 

“must” and “have to” were highly used, especially in making requests.  This is 

opposite to Levinson (1987) in that the imperative is rarely used in requests in 

English.  The native English speakers tend to make sentences indirect when 

requesting is made.  It can be seen that failure to be indirect is perceived as being 

rude in the hotel services.  There are two possible explanations for these two failures.  

One possibility is the lack of pragmatic awareness.  From the utterances collected, 

generally the examinees exhibited their grammatical knowledge and were able to use 

syntactic patterns in their utterances, especially in the high language ability group.  

However, they lacked knowledge in applying politeness strategies to save the 

hearer’s face, which is involved with people’s feelings.  In observing the principle of 

“face” (Brown and Levinson, 1987), the hotel staff-guest communication and 

interaction may require a degree of directness much higher than another service 

encounter does.  For example, the test takers tended to use imperative verb forms that 

can be perceived as being offensive in the hotel services.  The possible explanation 

of the overuse of imperatives is a result of the transfer of training.  According to 

Blum-Kulka (1982), imperatives are the first request forms taught in L2.  The 

learners acquire the use of imperatives easily because they are direct and a clear 

strategy in requesting.  As a result, they might use them without being aware of the 

risk of high imposition to the hearer, especially in the hotel service context where the 

guests generally have high needs/wants in services.   

The second possible explanation for the ineffectiveness of politeness 

strategies and verb forms is that the examinees had no tact maxim.  Tact maxim, one 

kind of politeness of which a scale of cost-benefit to the hearer (hotel guest), plays an 

important role in politeness (Leech, 1983).  This scale of politeness is the preference 

in the hotel service context where “benefit to guest” is required, but “cost to the 

guest” is avoided.  Indirectness tends to be more polite because it increases the 

degree of options and decreases the force to the hearer (Leech, 1983).   Leech (1983) 

views tact as the most important kind of politeness in English speaking society, 

especially in business interaction since it could maximize the benefit and minimize 

the cost to the hearer.  It is also used to avoid a conflict which apparently comes with 

experience in social communication.  Because of the fact that tact violates the 

Grice’s (1975) “clarity rule”, a speaker should make the message clear in order to 

avoid any possible misunderstanding.  However, Lakoff’s (1973) politeness rule of 
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giving options applied in tact maxim is required for the hotel staff.   Since the 

communication of the hotel staff-guest involves with cost-benefit relationship, the 

knowledge about what is appropriate depends much more on social appropriate rules 

than on linguistic knowledge.  This problem was raised by Trosborg (1987: 147) who 

stated that “proficient foreign language learners may fail to communicative 

effectively because they lack social appropriateness rules for conveying their 

intended communicative acts.”  It is clear that social appropriate rules correspond  

with Bachman’s (1990) components of language competence that pragmatic 

competence does not only depend on the abilities of understanding and producing 

speech acts and knowledge of different dialects or register, but also the ability to 

select appropriate linguistic forms to realize a certain speech act.  There have been 

considerable evidences that non-native speakers of English face difficult tasks in 

acquiring the appropriate ways to communicate language functions (Carrell & 

Konneker, 19891; Cohen & Olshtain, 1981); Rintell & Mitchell, 1989).  The 

evidences of this study are consistent with the results in Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei 

(1998) which show that learners show knowledge of a particular grammar in the later 

stage of learning L2, but fail to use it to create pragmatic effects.     

 

Summary 

 This chapter reports the results of the findings.  Descriptive statistics were 

employed to the first and third questions.  One-way ANOVA and content analysis 

were applied to answer the second question and pragmatic failures in the third 

question.  Frequency counts were conducted to reveal pragmalinguistic features and 

pragmatic failures produced by the test takers from different English proficiency 

levels.  Each part ends with discussions based on the findings and literature review.   

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

  



 
 

 
 

CHAPTER V 
 
 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

 
 Chapter Five presents a brief summary of the study and the summary of 

findings from Chapter Four.  The implications in methodology, theory, and pedagogy 

are also presented.  Finally, the recommendations for future studies are provided in  

this chapter.     

 

5.1  Research summary 

 This study reports the investigation of pragmatic ability in the context of 

hotel Front Office Department of the fourth year Thai university students who 

majored in the field of hospital and tourism management.  The purpose of the present 

study firstly aimed to assess the pragmatic ability of the fourth-year Thai students in 

hospitality oriented programs by using the Front Office Pragmatic Test (FOP-Test).   

Secondly, it aimed to study whether the levels of English proficiency have a 

significant effect on the students’ pragmatic ability in a specific context of hotel 

Front Office Department including the investigation of similarities and differences of 

the linguistic forms related to the pragmatic ability of students with different levels 

of English proficiency.  Finally, it investigated the pragmatic knowledge that 

interferes with students’ pragmatic abilities and pragmatic failures produced by the 

students from different levels of English proficiency.   

 The construct of the FOP-Test was based on the theoretical framework of  

Austin’s speech acts (1962), Brown and Levinston’s politeness (1987) as well as 

studies concerning assessment of pragmatic ability in different learning contexts.   

 The participants of the study were the fourth-year students from Bangkok 

University, Dhurakit Pundit University, and Kasetsart University majoring in the 

field of hotel and tourism management.  They were classified into three groups of the 

high, average, and low language ability according to their GPA in English courses 

taken through the curriculum.  The stratified randomly sampling technique was 

applied to obtain the sample size of 30 students in each language ability group.  

Thus, the sample of this study included 90 students.   
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 Research instruments in the study consisted of the needs assessment 

questionnaire, the FOP-Test, and pragmatic questionnaire.  The needs assessment 

questionnaire was conducted to draw situations likely to happen in the hotel Front 

Office Department and investigate the problematic five speech acts reflected from 

the hotel Front Office staff from four and five starred hotels in Bangkok.  The FOP-

Test focused on problematic speech acts reflected by the practitioners and from the 

politeness dimension in the context of hotel Front Office Department.  The test 

method of the FOP-Test was an oral elicitation test which was designed through the 

computer mode.   Both instruments were validated by the practitioners related to 

hotel services and experts in language instruction and testing.   

 Data were collected and analyzed quantitatively and qualitatively.  

Descriptive statistics were carried out to examine the pragmatic ability assessed by 

the FOP-Test.  One-way ANOVA was conducted to test if the means of the three 

language ability groups of the test takers were significantly different.  In addition, a 

Scheffé post- hoc test was conducted to find the significant differences among the 

means of the three groups.  Content analysis was employed to examine the 

similarities and the differences of typical linguistic features found from the test 

takers’ responses.  The result was analyzed by comparing the frequency of the 

pragmalinguistic features that were correspondingly related to the FOP-Test rating 

scale.  In addition, content analysis was also used to examine the major features of 

inappropriateness of responses which could lead to pragmatic failures in the context 

of hotel Front Office department.  Finally, the responses from the pragmatic  

questionnaire were computed by the descriptive statistic and one-way ANOVA.  .   

 

5.2 Summary of the findings  

Concerning the first research question, the total mean scores of the FOP-Test 

obtained from the test takers in the high language ability group was higher than those 

of the average and low language ability groups.  More specifically, when compared 

all components assessed, namely the correct speech acts, the expressions and 

vocabulary, the amount of information, and the degree of appropriateness, it was 

found that the mean scores obtained from the test takers with the high language 

ability was more than those of the average and low groups in all four components.   

This finding revealed that the FOP-Test could distinguish the test takers into three 

pragmatic ability groups using both the total scores and the component scores.  
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Therefore, the findings supported the hypothesis that the FOP-Test could  

differentiate the students’ pragmatic ability related to the hotel Front Office context 

into high, average, and low levels of pragmatic ability.  

 Regarding the second research question, there was a significant main effect of 

the test takers’ levels of English proficiency on pragmatic ability in all components 

assessed (i.e. the correct speech acts, the expressions and vocabulary, the amount of 

information, and the degree of appropriateness) at the .001 level.  More specifically 

when employing a Scheffé post-hoc test to examine the differences among the means 

of the three different levels of English proficiency, it was found that all the p values 

were highly significant.  Thus, the students’ pragmatic ability of the high, average, 

and low levels of English proficiency differed significantly.   

In addition, the findings obtained from the frequency counts revealed the 

similarities and differences of the students’ pragmalinguistic ability in the context of 

hotel Front Office department.  The major linguistic features were grouped into 

seven categories: routine patterns, formulaic expressions of regret, politeness 

markers, adverbials, affirmation markers, address formS, and the use of the “we” 

form.  These features were categorized based on the actual responses to the five 

speech acts assessed by the FOP-Test.  The findings revealed that there were two 

distinctive features which appeared to differentiate the linguistic forms related to the 

pragmatic ability of the students with different levels of English proficiency.  They 

were the use of politeness markers and the use of address forms.  The former was 

highly performed by the high proficient students only while the latter was more 

frequently used by both high and average proficient students.  The other five 

linguistic features: routine patterns, formulaic expressions of regret, adverbials, 

affirmation markers and the use of the “we” form were performed similarly in all 

groups with a small difference.   Comparing the frequency among the similar  

features, the students in all proficiency levels highly exhibited the use of formulaic 

expressions of regret.  The use of routine patterns and affirmation markers were 

moderately produced while the use of adverbials was less than the others, about half 

of them.  The use of the “we” form, which was not in the routine patterns and 

formulaic expressions of regret, was used the least.  Apart from the major linguistic 

features, minor linguistic errors were also analyzed.  It was found that the high 

proficient students preferred to use pre-closing marker “(xxx) thank you (xxx)” 

differently from the average and the low groups.  On the contrary, the low proficient 
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students tended to use “(xxx) okay (xxx)” to terminate the conversation higher than 

the other two groups.  Little evidence of the use of pre-closing patterns like “It’s all 

right (okay)/Is that okay with you?/ Are you okay?” was found.  They were used by 

the high and low proficient students, but not in the average ones.  Another minor 

feature that remarkably distinguished the students’ pragmatic production of all 

proficiency levels was the use of direct refusals in the low proficient students.  The 

expression letting the interlocutor off the hook “Don’t worry (about that)” was more 

frequently used by the low proficient students; however, it did not appear to be so 

distinctive when comparing to the other two groups.   Moreover, the strategies 

applied in handing complaints and apologizing were also observed together with the 

observation of linguistic forms produced by the students.  When comparing the 

frequency counts, it was found that the students in all proficiency levels similarly 

applied strategies needed when handling complaints and apologizing.  However, the 

strategy of offering a repair was remarkably highest performed when compared with 

the strategies of giving an explanation, acknowledging the responsibility, giving 

compensation, and promising of forbearance.   These strategies were produced in a 

very low degree and with a small difference in all groups.   

Regarding the third research question, it was found that there was no 

significant difference in pragmatic knowledge among the three language ability 

groups reflected in the questionnaire.  The result suggests that the test takers can 

recognize the pragmatic violations and the degree of appropriateness whether the 

utterances were pragmatically correct by using the questionnaire.  Then, the 

interference or pragmatic failures or pragmatic inappropriateness that could lead to 

misunderstanding or communication breakdown between hotel staff-guest was 

further investigated.  From the content analysis of inappropriateness of language use 

in the context of hotel Front Office Department, the errors were grouped into seven 

failures.  The failures in giving correct speech acts, necessary information, 

appropriate formulaic expressions, complete information, and correct information 

were perceived as pragmalinguistic failures due to the lack of linguistic and 

contextual knowledge.  The failures in using appropriateness in politeness strategies 

and the use of phrases or verb forms were considered as sociopragmatic failures.  

These failures were also perceived impolite leading to the end of hotel staff-guest 

relations.   
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5.3 Conclusions 

 This study attempted to elicit and assess the pragmatic production of Thai  

students majoring in the field related to hotel and tourism management from  

different levels of English proficiency and to study whether the levels of English 

proficiency have a significant effect on the   pragmatic ability related to hotel Front 

Office Department context.  It also examined the similarities and differences of 

pragmalinguistic forms and pragmatic failures produced by the students.  The 

students’ recognition of pragmatic knowledge obtained from a questionnaire was 

also investigated.    

 The findings indicated that the FOP-Test could differentiate the students into 

high, average, and low pragmatic ability groups and there was a significant main 

effect of the students’ levels of English proficiency on their pragmatic ability scores 

in all components assessed.  The high proficient students could apply their 

grammatical knowledge and politeness strategies to their speech production under 

time pressure in the test while the low proficient students had difficulty to construct 

their utterances to fit the given situations due to the lack of linguistic knowledge and 

pragmatic ability.  The findings agreed with some previous studies (Matsumara, 2003 

& Roever, 2005) in that the high proficient students had better performance in the 

pragmatic test than the low language proficient students and the overall level of 

proficiency in the target language played an important role in the acquisition of 

pragmatic ability.  So, it could be concluded that the oral elicitation method by 

means of the computer mode, the FOP-Test, could elicit the students’ pragmatic 

ability in the hotel Front Office context.   

 As regards the students’ production in pragmaticlinguistic forms, the 

qualitative analysis of frequency of the linguistic features responding to the five 

speech acts suggested similarities and differences.  The distinct features that can 

differentiate among the students from different levels of English proficiency are the 

use of politeness markers and the use of address forms.  The high proficient students 

exhibited more politeness markers than the other two groups.  Some markers such as 

“would you mind…?” and “Can you possibly…?”, and the hedge markers like “I’m 

afraid that …” and “I think…” require the syntactic structures to lengthen the 

utterances and complete sentences.  The high proficient students employed more 

linguistic knowledge to realize politeness patterns.  The less proficient students 

tended to use markers like a single word “Please” or “Please + VP” when they felt 
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they needed to be polite.  Thus, proficiency is seen to play a role in the frequency of 

the use of politeness markers in this study.   Besides, the high awareness in social 

appropriateness rules and the students’ English proficiency may be factors to enable 

them to make their speeches pragmatically appropriate by applying their 

grammartical knowledge to lengthen their intention in English.  Moreover, a greater 

degree of the use of the address forms through the use of “Sir” and “Madam” among 

the higher proficient students: the high and the average proficient students, could be 

the evidence to claim that they had more power-hierarchy consciousness in hotel 

staff-guest communication in English than the low proficient students.   

 Linguistic features performed similarly in all proficiency levels also varied.  

A number of frequencies differed, but the degree of differences was rather small.  

The high frequency of the following strategies ranged from the use of formulaic 

expressions of regrets, routine patterns, affirmation markers, adverbials, and the use 

of “we” form respectively.   The features of occurrences depended on the types of 

speech acts and given situations in the test.  Owing to the retrospective semi-

structure interview made in the pilot study, the students revealed that they had no 

opportunity to be exposed to  English in actual hotel practices.  They only learned 

and practiced from teacher instruction, textbooks, and the typical simulated activities 

of role-play in hotel setting.  Thus, classroom instruction is a key factor affecting the 

students’ choice of a particular word, expression or even realization of the structure 

in a certain function activity in hotel circumstances.  Besides, it is very typical to see 

the students tend to use one particular pattern to produce their responses in a certain 

speech act.  Nonetheless, it is important to note that the high occurrences of 

formulaic expressions of regrets including the use of routine patterns might not be 

able to represent the students’ pragmatic comprehension.  Schmidt (1993) concludes 

that L2 learners seem to use politeness features before they acquire rules that they 

need to govern their speech in real-life communication.  Regarding the strategies 

applied in handling complaints and apologizing, all groups of English proficiency 

applied each strategy more or less, but could not distinguish the differences except 

for the  strategy “offer a repair.”  The high occurrences of “offer a repair” found in 

this study were obviously influenced by classroom practice and available textbooks 

related to English for hotels.  Nonetheless, the evidence of low occurrences of other 

strategies in handling complaints and apologizing does not suggest that the students 
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could not perform those strategies in real-life communication due to the lack of 

negotiation in the test method.   

 Even the findings of this study could provide the evidence that English 

proficiency was an variable which had a great effect on the test takers’ pragmatic 

ability, but their proficiency did not affect the degree of recognition reflected from 

the pragmatic questionnaire.  They showed the same degree of awareness by 

recognizing the errors of some kinds in pragmatic items.  Then, the errors that 

interfere that test takers’ pragmatic knowledge were investigated. The major features 

of inappropriateness of responses collected from the students which could end 

customer relations in the hotel business is referred to as pragmatic inappropriateness 

or pragmatic failure (Thomas, 1983).  The consideration of appropriateness is to see 

whether the students know what is appropriate to say in the given situations in the 

FOP-Test.  In addition, the degree of seriousness in the hotel-staff and guest 

communication depends on whether it is pramalinguistics or sociopragmatics.  The 

error of the former is more forgiven because it is perceived as a linguistic problem 

while the latter is the most serious because it relates to the inappropriateness of a 

linguistic behavior.  The failures were grouped into seven features (See Figure 4.4 in 

Chapter 4) based on the descriptors of ineffectiveness along with the 

inappropriateness of the FOP-Test rating scales.  Ineffectiveness of giving correct 

speech acts, irrelevant or unnecessary information, and inappropriateness in the use 

of formulaic expressions appears to be less serious because they do not really harm 

the hotel staff-guest interaction.  The first two failures apparently reflect their lack of 

grammar, vocabulary, including inexperience in real job performance.  These 

incompetencies appear to impede the students from giving the correct speech act and 

informative responses related to a particular given situation. Blum-Kulka (1982: 53) 

stated that “failure to mark speech act can be another source of pragmatic 

inappropriacy.”  With regard to inappropriateness in the use of formulaic 

expressions, it may be a result from learning from previous classroom instructions, 

particularly from the textbooks.  Boxer and Pickering (1995) reveal that the patterns 

presented in many ESL/EFL textbooks generally rely on the authors’ intuitions, and 

those patterns greatly differ from the actual speech behavior in a spontaneous 

interaction.  Those predictable patterns could not help the students to communicate in 

real life communication.  As a result, the errors in giving the correct speech acts, 

precise information, and appropriate formulaic expressions might not really damage 
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the hotel staff-guest communication, but they could highly affect the guest’s 

perceptions towards an individual as an unprofessional and incompetent practitioner.   

 The failures in giving complete information and correct information could 

potentially cause misunderstanding.  The students were expected to give information 

related to the given situations only, not from other sources; however, they still gave 

incomplete and incorrect answers.  From the scores obtained from the FOP-Test, it is 

interesting to see the scores of giving sufficient amount of information was rated the 

lowest and the less proficient students tended to perform these errors.  Their lack of 

syntactical or grammatical knowledge might prevent them from elaborating or 

lengthening their utterances in English fluently.  Besides, the lack of familiarity or 

ease with the given situations in the test may affect their test performance.     Blue & 

Harun (2003) mentioned that the characteristics of the hotel encounters are 

informative and purposive; thus, giving insufficient or incorrect information may not 

end the transactions, but it might create undesirable effects if the complicated 

problems or difficult situations have been unsolved, particularly in complaining.    

 Inappropriateness in politeness strategies and the use of phrases or verb forms 

are perceived to lead to the potential for the most serious misunderstanding and could 

end the customer relations.   In terms of politeness in any hospitality services, the 

guest’s face should not be imposed by any means or reasons.  From the data 

collected, the students used overly direct strategies such as using the imperative form 

when making requests. Considering the social distance between hotel staff-guest, the 

use of the imperative form to the guest is considered impolite, though the 

occurrences of this failure may be caused by the lack of awareness in sociopragmatic 

judgment concerning the size of imposition, cost-benefit, and social distance.  A 

number of students’ responses were linguistically acceptable but pragmatically 

ineffective utterances.  Blum-Kulka (1982) confined that second language learners 

might fail to realize indirect speech acts in the target language in terms of both 

communicative effectiveness and social appropriateness. The speeches collected 

from the test takers in this study reveal that they faced a difficulty task in acquiring 

ways to communicate language functions effectively and appropriately.  As noted in 

the literature section, the hotel encounters are purposive, but directness could not be 

applied in all speech acts which occur in the hotel staff-guest communication.  The 

hotel staff also need to consider the risk of the hotel guest’s face loss and the three 

social variables, which are the social distance, the degree of familiarity  between the 
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hotel staff and the hotel guests, and the rank of imposition, as  mentioned in Brown 

and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory.  In ESP/EOP, the lack of mastering 

politeness strategies in any transactions can fail the business.  This agrees with Boxer 

& Pickering (1995) who stated that errors in grammatical patterns are often forgiven 

as an incompetence of native like in language use while sociopragmatic errors are 

typically interpreted as impolite.  As a result, there are no return customers.       

 

5.4  Implications of the Study 

       5.4.1  Methodological implications  

      The test method of the FOP-Test was modified from the oral discourse 

completion test (ODCT) proposed by Hudson and Brown (1995).  Even though the 

test method of this study limited the multiple-turn exchanges or opportunity to 

negotiate between the interlocutors, the FOP-Test allowed the students to perform  

the best of their pragmatic ability and the students’ pragmatic behavior could be 

assessed from their various responses.  Due to the limitation of test authenticity, it 

should be noted that the FOP-Test was designed for the research purpose rather than 

to test naturalistic speeches.   

  As suggested by Roever (2004), test items for constructing pragmalinguistics 

should be from real language use which could be collected from ethnographic studies 

representing the real world language use.  In ESP/EOP, ethnography could provide  

rich information in tasks, interaction patterns, and language involved; however, many 

hindrances such as the premise of organizations or cooperation from the practitioners 

may impede the ideal of “naturalistic”.  This study could be best in governing the 

prompted situations to be the test items by collecting authentic situations and 

problematic speech acts reflected by the real practitioners.  Thus, the FOP-Test could 

initially be administered as a diagnostic test for the novice hotel students or the hotel 

personnel in in-service training in order to help them to be aware of the aspects in 

pragmatics when communicating with foreign guests.   

 

 5.4.2 Theoretical implications  

          The aspects of speech acts and politeness of this study were based on 

Austin’s (1962) speech act theory and Brown and Levinson’s (1987) universal 

politeness theory.  The speech acts performed in hotel Front Office Department could 

be focused correspondingly to the four typical stages of guest cycles: pre-arrival, 
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arrival, occupancy, and departure (Kasavana, cited in Blue & Haran, 2003).  This 

routine is associated with a certain language function based on its job description or 

responsibilities.  Types of speech acts that are the functions of language in each stage 

could be focused specifically and taught explicitly since language functions in the 

guest cycle are performed repeatedly.   

      Brown and Levinson (1987) refer to the politeness rules as universal  

rules, despite the fact that different cultures have different aspects of being polite like  

the culture in business settings.   Thus, the hotel culture has its own norm of 

politeness.  However, it cannot be denied that profit is involved in hotel staff-guest 

communication consequently.   Certain politeness strategies in particular language 

functions corresponding to the FOP-Test should be highlighted in order to enhance 

guests’ satisfaction and maximize the hotel revenues.  In ESP/EOP, it would be 

beneficial to specify types of speech acts which differ from one another and which 

employ different politeness strategies in different types of service encounters because 

success of many important businesses depends on mastering the maxim of politeness.   

 

 5.4.3  Pedagogical implications  

                      Several pedagogical implications can be drawn from the findings as 

follows:      

1. The evidence from the students’ demographic information in this  

study suggests that only one or two English courses related to hotel services were 

given throughout the curriculum.  Thus, the institutions should offer more courses 

related to English for hotels in the curriculum rather than giving the students options 

to learn a number of courses that seem to be irrelevant to their communication needs 

in their majors related to hotel and tourism management.     

2. Pragmatics including the politeness aspect should be integrated into  

English courses.  It is generally acceptable that being English competent, students do 

not only need grammar knowledge and vocabulary, but they also need 

pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics in particular contexts.  Even though these 

components seem complicated, they need to be taught in order to raise students’ 

awareness of politeness because profitability comes from the hotel staff-guest 

interactions.  The awareness could be raised, as a starting point, by explicit 

instructions that involve realization of the target speech acts in different situations.   

3. Teachers should not rely on the needs of general business English.   
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It is too broad in ESP/EOP contexts and does not serve specific needs in a particular  

business.  Communicative needs and occupational needs assessment in specialized 

contexts or particular careers should be considered in both teaching and testing.   

4.  There is a need to have teachers who have equivalent knowledge in  

both pragmatics in English and subject knowledge in ESP/EOP teaching.  It is 

presumable that many Thai teachers may feel uncomfortable to teach pragmatics due 

to the lack of native intuition and having less direct exposure to cultures where 

English is used.  In addition, there are not enough English teachers who know the 

subject knowledge.  Thus, incompetence in both pragmatics and subject knowledge 

weakens their confidence in teaching.  Because of this, it may be hard to recruit the  

qualified ones.  Inviting experienced ex-hoteliers or the practitioners to be the guest 

speakers or work with teachers who understand pragmatics cold help solve this 

problem.      

5.  Owing to the shortcoming of textbooks in English for hotels, it is  

vital for institutions to work out in materials development as suggested by Boxer and 

Pickering (1995: 44) who claim that “there is a critical need for the application of 

sociolinguistic findings to English language teaching through authentic materials that 

reflect spontaneous speech behavior”.  English for hotels should also be an urgent 

one.  Available textbooks should not be used as a center of teaching.  As teachers are 

still role models in language use for Thai students, to teach pragmatically and 

socially appropriateness in business settings seems to demand teachers who are not 

only experts in language teaching, but also are more sophisticated in the corporate 

world as well.  

 

5.5  Recommendations for future research  

1. This study did not attempt to investigate the relationship between  

grammatical ability and pragmatic ability; however, its findings showed that English 

proficiency is a variable which has a great effect on the test takers’ pragmatic ability.  

However, it seems unclear how grammatical and pragmatic competencies correlate.  

There should be more studies that show the relationship of grammatical competence 

of the students in ESP/EOP and pragmatic ability in a specific context.     

2.  It will be more fruitful if both linguistic and sociolinguistic dimensions 

are investigated.  This study may contribute to test developers or researchers in the 

testing field to develop other methods which require more authentic oral productions 
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that would give them more insightful data of both pragmalinguistic and 

sociolinguistic features.   In fact, English teachers who fully understand pragmatics 

and the subject knowledge in hospitality industry would be best test developers in 

examining their students’ pragmatic competence in the  hotel services.   

3. Further research might replicate this study in terms of using the computer  

as the means of testing; however, some adjustments are needed.  The virtual reality 

environment may be an attractive test method for the future.  More natural and  

authentic methods are also suggested.  Additionally, if naturalistic data can be 

collected, there should be room for observing small talks as social talks happening in 

the hotel encounters.    

4. The FOP-Test has the potential to be further developed since it provided  

evidence of Thai hotel students’ pragmatic ability in a specific purpose and context.  

It is  hoped that more studies will investigate the students’ pragmatic ability in 

ESP/EOP in different contexts such as English for nursing, fight attendance English, 

tourism English, and/or even English for hotel services in different departments such 

as Food and Beverage department or Housekeeping where communication needs 

differ.   

5. In addition to the specifications of five problematic speech acts assessed  

in this study, other speech acts should be considered as well.  Besides, future studies 

should explore particular speech act in the hotel context in depth like conversational 

analysis in naturalistic utterances between the hotel Front Office staff and guests.     

6. Apart from the observation of materials presented in EFL/ESL context  

from previous studies, there is room for examining English for hotel textbooks 

generally used in Thai institutions.  There are many interesting aspects to observe 

such as types of speech acts, degrees of directness and formality, the use of 

expressions, and so on.  These aspects should be analyzed in order to help teachers 

see usefulness or drawbacks of their teaching materials and then find alternative 

ways to facilitate their students to be competent hoteliers in language use.   

7.  Since types of hotels vary, further studies should investigate 

 practitioners’ communicative needs in different types of hotels as well. The more 

sophisticated, the greater demand of the guests appears.  In terms of politeness, it  

would be interesting to see whether language use differs from types of hotels or not.  

Besides, for future studies, the test constructs should depend on the stakeholders’ 

needs in a particular context as well.  
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8. For replicable purposes, it is suggested to use the scores from  

standardized proficiency tests like TOEFL, IELTS, or even TOEIC to classify the 

levels of proficiency between the test takers and to see whether the scores from those 

tests are correlated with pragmatic competence instead of using the students’ GPA.   

9. The data collected provide a good evidence of nonlexical intonation  

signals like uh, um, or hum.  Studying these common features is recommended.  

Additionally, combining paralinguistics and nonlinguistic components like pitch 

changes, gestures, facial expressions should be explored in future studies.     

10.  Finally, in terms of testing, more triangulation methods for both  

qualitative and quantitative data to gain rich insights regarding pragmatic 

competence should be employed.  For example, how students’ politeness strategies 

and their opinions on learning experience influence their pragmatic behaviors and 

judgment.   
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Appendix A: Hotel Front Office speech acts questionnaire   
 

แบบสอบถามการสื่อสารเพื่อแสดงเจตนาหรือวัจนกรรม (Speech acts) ในภาษาอังกฤษ 
และสาํรวจความคิดเห็นของพนักงานโรงแรมแผนกบริการสวนหนาที่มีตอการสื่อสาร 

เพื่อแสดงเจตนาในสถานการณตาง ๆ 
 

วัตถุประสงคของแบบสอบถาม: แบบสอบถามนี้ทําขึ้นเพ่ือสํารวจการส่ือสารเพ่ือแสดงเจตนาหรือ 
วัจนกรรม (Speech Acts) ในภาษาอังกฤษระหวางพนักงานโรงแรมแผนกบริการสวนหนากับลูกคาใน
สถานการณตาง ๆ และสํารวจความคิดเห็นของพนักงานทีม่ีตอการส่ือสารเพ่ือแสดงเจตนาใน 
สถานการณตาง ๆ  เพ่ือนําไปพัฒนาแบบทดสอบความสามารถทางดานวจันปฏิบัติศาสตร  
(Pragmatics)ในภาษาอังกฤษ ในบริบทของงานการบริการการโรงแรมแผนกบริการสวนหนาแก 
นักศึกษาในสาขาวิชาการโรงแรมและการทองเที่ยว  ซึ่งนับเปนบุคลากรในอาชีพงานการบริการการ
โรงแรมในอนาคตตอไป  
 
คําช้ีแจงการตอบแบบสอบถาม:  แบบสอบถามนี้มีทั้งหมด 3 ตอน   ขอความกรุณาทานตอบ
แบบสอบถามตามความเปนจริง ซึ่งขอมูลทั้งหมดถือเปนความลับ  กรุณาสงคืนแบบสอบถามเม่ือ
กรอกเรียบรอยแลว 
 
ตอนที1่: ขอมูลสวนบุคล 

คําช้ีแจง:  โปรดทําเคร่ืองหมาย     ที่เปนขอมูลของทาน หรือเติมขอความตามท่ีกําหนด   

 
เพศ   1.  ชาย                            หญิง 

2.  อายุ _______________ ป 

3.  ตําแหนงในแผนกบริการสวนหนา  

 

   Front Office Cashier  

   Guest Relations Officer  

   Concierge  

   Front Office Cashier   

   Bell Staff: Bell Caption and  Bell man  

 อื่น ๆ โปรดระบุ:  _________________    

 

4.  ระดับการศึกษาสูงสุด  

 

ป.ว.ช.   ป.ว.ส. 

ปริญญาตรี    ปริญญาโท     

 อื่น ๆ โปรดระบุ: _________________________          

5.  ประสบการณการทํางานในแผนกการ

บริการสวนหนา  

 

_____________________ ป  
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ตอนที่ 2: แบบสํารวจการส่ือสารเพ่ือแสดงเจตนาหรือวัจนกรรมในภาษาอังกฤษระหวางพนักงาน
โรงแรมแผนกบริการสวนหนากับลูกคาชาวตางชาติ (Foreign Guests) ในสถานการณตาง ๆ   
คําช้ีแจง:   กรุณาอานขอความขางลางและระบุความเปนไปไดของสถานการณตาง ๆ ที่ทานตองส่ือสารกับ

ลูกคาชาวตางชาติจากการปฏิบัติงานจริง โดยทําเคร่ืองหมาย     ลงในชองส่ีเหล่ียมเพียงขอละหนึ่งชอง  

 
 การส่ือสารเพื่อแสดงเจตนา 

ในสถานการณตาง ๆ 
เปนไป
ไมได 

เปนไปได
นอยมาก 

พอเปน 
ไปได 

เปนไปได
คอนขางมาก 

เปนไป
ไดมาก
ที่สุด 

1. แจงลูกคาที่กําลังลงทะเบียนเขาพักใหคอยหองพัก

ประมาณคร่ึงช่ัวโมง เนื่องจากรายการจองหองพักเต็ม 

และแมบานกําลังทําความสะอาดหองพักอยู                    
     

2. แจงลูกคาวาทางโรงแรมตองคิดเงินคาหองในอัตราคร่ึง

หนี่งของราคาเต็มหากลูกคาตองการ Check-out เวลา 

18.00 น. 
     

3. แจงลูกคาที่ประสงคจะยายหองพักไปยังหองพักที่ติด 

ริมสระวายน้ําตองจายคาหองในอีกอตัราหนึ่งซ่ึงสูงกวา

อัตราหองพักที่พักอยู  
     

4. แจงลูกคาใหทราบวาทางโรงแรมพบจํานวน 

ผูเขาพักไมตรงกับจํานวนที่ลูกคาไดทําการจองมา      

5. แจงลูกคาใหทราบวาโรงแรมจะงดจําหนายเคร่ืองด่ืมที่มี

แอลกอฮอล ในชวงเลือกต้ังหรือในวันพระสําคัญ ๆ เชน 

วันมาฆะบูชา วันวิสาชบูชา เปนตน 
     

6. ขอโทษลูกคาที่มาเปนครอบครัววาหองพักแบบติดกัน

เต็มหมด เนื่องจากลูกคาไมไดแจงลวงหนา      

7. ขอโทษลูกคาวาทางโรงแรมไมอนญุาตใหบุคคลที่ไมได

ลงทะเบียนเขาพักข้ึนหองพักไปกับลกูคาได       

8. ขอโทษลูกคาที่ลงทะเบียนเขาพักดึกวาโรงแรมไดขาย

หองที่ไดจองไวใหแกลูกคารายอื่น เนื่องจากลูกคามิได

แจงกับทางโรงแรมวาตนจะเขาพักดึก (Check-in late)   
     

9. ขอโทษลูกคาที่ตนโทรศัพทติดตอผิดหองพัก 

 
     

10 ขอโทษบุคคลภายนอกที่ตองการติดตอกับลูกคาวาทาง

โรงแรมไมสามารถบอกหมายเลขหองพักของลูกคาได      

11. จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาเนื่องจากไมไดสวนลด 

คาหองพัก ที่ไดรับการยืนยันจากแผนกรับจองหองพัก        

12. จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาที่ไมไดขอความที่

บุคคลภายนอกไดฝากขอความไวให       
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 การส่ือสารเพื่อแสดงเจตนา 
ในสถานการณตาง ๆ 

เปนไป
ไมได 

เปนไปได
นอยมาก 

พอเปน 
ไปได 

เปนไปได
คอนขางมาก 

เปนไป
ไดมาก
ที่สุด 

13. จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาเนื่องจากเสียงทีวี จาก

หองพักขาง ๆ  
     

14. จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาที่แจงวากระเปาของตนถูก

ร้ือคนแมจะพบวาไมมีทรัพยสินใดสูญหายก็ตาม 
     

15. จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาที่แจงวาไดกลิ่นบุหร่ีใน

หองพักประเภทปลอดบุหร่ีของตน    
     

16. เสนอใหความชวยเหลือลูกคาโดยการส่ังดอกไมเนื่องใน

วันครบรอบวันแตงงานของภรรยา/สามีของลูกคา   
     

17. เสนอใหความชวยเหลือแจง Morning call ใหลูกคาที่

ตองออกเดินทางเพื่อใหทันเที่ยวบินในตอนเชา  
     

18. เสนอใหความชวยเหลือติดตอหมอของโรงแรมเนื่องจาก

ลูกคาแจงวาตนรูสึกไมคอยสบาย   
     

19. เสนอใหความชวยเหลือติดตอสถานทูตเนื่องจากลูกคา

มีความจําเปนที่ตองติดตอกับสถานทูตประเทศของตน  
     

20. เสนอใหความชวยเหลือรับฝากกระเปาหรือสัมภาระ 

ของลูกคาที่ได Check-out แลว เนื่องจากมีเที่ยวบินขา

ออกประมาณเที่ยงคืน  

     

21. รับปากลูกคาที่โทรศัพทจากหองพัก ทีข่อเคร่ืองใชใน

หอง เชน ผาเช็ดตัว หรือหมอนเพิ่ม                 
     

22. รับปากลูกคาที่ check-out แลววาจะหาส่ิงของที่ลูกคา

ไดโทรมาแจงวาตนไดลืมไวในหอง และจัดสงใหทันที

หากไดเจอของส่ิงนั้น 

     

23. รับปากลูกคาวาจะสงพนักงานข้ึนไปตรวจสอบ

เคร่ืองปรับอากาศที่หองพัก เนื่องจากลูกคาไมสามารถ

ปรับหรือลดอุณหภูมิหองได  

     

24. รับปากลูกคาวาจะโทรแจงผูจัดการใหไปเปด Safe 

deposit box เนื่องจากลูกคาลืมรหัสที่ตนต้ังไว 
     

25. รับปากลูกคาวาจะจองรถโรงแรมใหไปสงที่สนามบินใน

วัน Check-out  
     

26. ขอใหลูกคาที่กําลังจะจุดบุหร่ีสูบในที่หามสูบใหไปสูบใน

บริเวณที่โรงแรมไดจัดไวให  
     

27. ขอใหลูกคาที่กําลัง Checkout จายคาเส้ือคลุมอาบน้ํา 

เพราะแมบานโทรแจงวาไมมีเส้ือคลุมอาบน้ําในหองพัก    
     

28. ขอใหลูกคาไมใหนาํอาหารที่มีกลิ่น เชน ทุเรียน 

 ข้ึนหองพัก  
     

29. ขอใหลูกคาไมใหนาํสัตวเล้ียง เชน ลูกสุนัข ข้ึนหองพัก 
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 การส่ือสารเพื่อแสดงเจตนา 
ในสถานการณตาง ๆ 

เปนไป
ไมได 

เปนไปได
นอยมาก 

พอเปน 
ไปได 

เปนไปได
คอนขางมาก 

เปนไป
ไดมาก
ที่สุด 

30. ขอใหลูกคายืนยันวันและเวลา Check-out เนื่องจาก

ลูกคาไดอยูเลยกําหนดเวลาเขาพักที่โรงแรมกําหนด  
     

31. ขอบคุณที่ลูกคาใหทิป 

 
     

32. ขอบคุณที่ลูกคาใหของกํานัล เชน ชอคลโกแลต  

เปนของกํานัลกอน Check-out                     
     

33. ขอบคุณที่ลูกคาใหบัตรสวนลดจากหางสรรพสินคาที่ตน

ไปซ้ือของมา  
     

34. ขอบคุณลูกคาที่ไดแจงวาพบบุคคลที่ไมนาไววางใจ 

บนช้ันที่ตนพักอยู  
     

35. ขอบคุณลูกคาที่เขาพักและใชบริการของโรงแรม  

 
     

36. ตอบรับคําชมท่ีลูกคาชมเครื่องแบบของพนักงานโรงแรม  

 
     

37. ตอบรับคําชมท่ีลูกคาชมวาโรงแรมตบแตงบริเวณ 

สถานที่ตาง ๆ ไดอยางสวยงาม 
     

38. ตอบรับคําชมท่ีลูกคาชมการบริการของพนักงานโรงแรม

ที่บริการไดดีเย่ียม  
     

39. ตอบรับคําชมท่ีลูกคาชมวาโรงแรมดูแลทรัพยสินของตน

ไดดีมาก 
     

40. ตอบรับคําชมท่ีลูกคาชมวาพนักงานใชภาษาอังกฤษ

สื่อสารไดดี   
     

 

หมายเหต:ุ โปรดระบุหนึ่งหรือสองสถานการณที่ทานไดส่ือสารกับลูกคาจากประสบการณการทํางานจริงของ

ทานในแผนกการบริการสวนหนา โดยระบุตามเจตนาการส่ือสารที่กําหนดขางลางนี้   

 

ส่ือสารเพ่ือแสดงเจตนา สถานการณ 

 

แจงใหทราบ 

(informing) 

 

1……………………………………………………………   

2. …………………………………………………………. 

  

1. ………………………………………………………… 

2. ……………………………………………………….. 

ขอโทษ (apologizing) 
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ส่ือสารเพ่ือแสดงเจตนา สถานการณ 

 

จัดการขอรองเรียน 

(Handling with Complaints) 

 

1. ……………………………………………………………   

2. …………………………………………………………. 

 

เสนอใหความชวยเหลือ 

(Offering) 

 

1. ……………………………………………………………   

2. …………………………………………………………. 

 

สัญญาหรือรับปากวาจะทํา 

ส่ิงใดส่ิงหนึ่งให (Promising) 

 

1. ……………………………………………………………   

2. …………………………………………………………. 

 

ขอใหทําส่ิงใดส่ิงหนึ่ง 

(Requesting) 

 

1. ……………………………………………………………   

2. …………………………………………………………. 

 

ขอบคุณ (Thanking) 
 

 

1. ……………………………………………………………   

2. …………………………………………………………. 

 

ตอบรับคําชม 

(Responding with Compliments) 

 

1. ……………………………………………………………   

2. …………………………………………………………. 

 
ตอนที่ 3: แบบสํารวจความคิดเห็นของพนักงานแผนกบริการสวนหนาที่มตีอการส่ือสารเพ่ือแสดง
เจตนาหรือวัจนกรรม (Speech acts) ในภาษาอังกฤษในสถานการณตาง ๆ   

คําช้ีแจง:  โปรดพิจาณาความยากงายตอการส่ือสารในแตละเจตนาในภาษาอังกฤษ โดยทําเครื่องหมาย     

ลงในชองส่ีเหล่ียมที่ตรงกับความคิดเห็นของทานเพียงขอละหนึ่งชอง 

 
 ความคิดเห็นตอการส่ือสารเพ่ือแสดง

เจตนาหรือวัจนกรรม (Speech acts) ใน
ภาษาอังกฤษ  

ยากที่สุด  คอน 
ขางยาก  

ไมยาก 
ไมงาย 

 

คอนขางงาย  งายที่สุด 
 

1. การแจงใหลูกคาทราบขอมูล (Informing) เชน ขอมูล

เก่ียวกับการบริการหรือสิ่งอํานวยความสะดวกใน

โรงแรม หรือสิทธิพเิศษของลูกคาในหองพักในประเภท

ตาง ๆ เปนตน                 
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 ความคิดเห็นตอการส่ือสารเพ่ือแสดง
เจตนาหรือวัจนกรรม (Speech acts) ใน

ภาษาอังกฤษ  

ยากที่สุด  คอน 
ขางยาก  

ไมยาก 
ไมงาย 

 

คอนขางงาย  งายที่สุด 
 

2. การขอโทษ (Apologies)  ลูกคาเนื่องจากความ

บกพรองในหนาที่ของตน หรือตนไมสามารถปฏิบัติตาม

คํารองของลูกคาไดเนื่องจากเปนขอระเบียบของโรงแรม 

หรือตนไมมีอํานาจในการตัดสินใจในคํารองนั้น ๆ เชน 

การลืมแจง Morning call หรือการไมสามารถทําการ 

Up grade หองพักได  เปนตน  

     

3. การจัดการขอรองเรียน (Handling with 

complaints) ที่ลูกคาไมพึงพอใจตอการบริการของ

โรงแรม  เชน เสียงดังรบกวน หรือความผิดพลาดในการ

แจงราคาคาหองพัก เปนตน                    

     

4. การเสนอใหความชวยเหลือกับลูกคา (Offering) 

เชน แจง Morning call ให หรือแจงใหพนักงานยก

กระเปาดูแลกระเปาของลูกคาที่จะ Check-out  เปนตน   
     

5. การสัญญาหรือรบัปากวาจะทําสิ่งใดสิ่งหนึง่ 
(Promising) ใหกับลูกคาเก่ียวกับการใหการบริการของ

โรงแรมเพื่อสรางความประทับใจแกลูกคา เชน จัดสง

อุปกรณเคร่ืองใชในหองน้ําเพิ่ม หรือยืนยันต๋ัวเคร่ืองบิน

ให เปนตน                        

     

6. การขอใหลูกคาทาํสิ่งใดสิง่หนึ่ง (Requesting) 

เนื่องจากลูกคาอาจไมทราบหรือละเลยขอควรปฎิบัติ 

นั้น ๆ เปนตน เชน ขอใหสูบบุหร่ีในที่ทีท่างโรงแรมไดจัด

ไวให หรือ ขอคิดราคาเคร่ืองใชในหองพักที่เปน

ทรัพยสินของโรงแรมที่ลูกคานําออกไปจากหองพัก  

เปนตน  

     

7. การขอบคุณ (Thanking)  หากลูกคาใหรางวัลเล็ก ๆ 

นอย ๆ เชน ทิป หรือใหบัตรสวนลดที่ไดจากรานคา  

เปนตน                        
     

8. การตอบรับคําชม (Responding to Compliment) 

หากลูกคาประทับใจและเอยชม เชน ชมเคร่ืองแบบชุด

ทํางานของพนักงานหรือ ชมการใหบริการของพนักงาน 

เปนตน                         

     

 
 

***ขอขอบพระคุณทุกทานเปนอยางสูงที่สละเวลาในการตอบแบบสอบถามครั้งนี*้**  
 
 



 
 

1997
Agreement index for the speech act of apologizing    Agreement index for the speech act of apologizing    

Questionnaire Interview 
Situation Speech act of Apologizing Hotel Guests Managers F/O Staff Agreement 

Index 
(70%) 

  G1 G2 G3 M1 M2 M3 S1 S2 S3  
1. ขอโทษลูกคาที่ตองใหรอลงทะเบียนเขาพักนานเนื่องจากตองรับรอง 

ลูกคาที่มาลงทะเบียนกอน     
         89% 

2. ขอโทษลูกคาที่ยังไมสามารถปลอยหองพักใหไดเนื่องจากลูกคามา

ลงทะเบียนเขาพักกอนเวลาและไมมีหองพักวางเนื่องจากเปนชวงที่มี

ลูกคาเขาพักมาก (High season)   

         67% 

3. ขอโทษลูกคาที่ไมสามารถจัดประเภทของเตียงหรือทําเลที่ตั้งหองพัก

ที่ลูกคาขอไวได   
     78% 

4. ขอโทษลูกคาที่ลูกคาไมสามารถใชบริการบางอยางที่ไมไดมีอยูใน

เงื่อนไขของการจองได 
     67% 

5. ขอโทษลูกคาที่เพิ่งลงทะเบียนเขาพักที่ปลอยหองพักซ้ํากับลูกคาที่

พักอยูกอน  
        33% 

6. ขอโทษบุคคลภายนอกที่มาสอบถามขอมูลของลูกคาวาทางโรงแรม

ไมสามารถใหขอมูลใด ๆ ที่เกี่ยวกับลูกคาที่พักอยูไดเนื่องจากเปน

กฎระเบียบของโรงแรม  

     67% 

7. ขอโทษลูกคาแทนพนักงานแมบานที่ทําความสะอาดหองพักแลวทํา

ทรัพยสินของลูกคาชํารุดหรือเสียหาย  
     67% 

A
ppendix B

: T
he congruence agreem

ent  
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Agreement index for the speech act of apologizing  (cont.) 

Questionnaire Interview 
Situation Speech act of Apologizing Hotel Guests Managers F/O Staff Agreement 

Index 
(70%) 

  G1 G2 G3 M1 M2 M3 S1 S2 S3  
8. ขอโทษลูกคาที่ตองใหคอยผูจัดการเนื่องจากตนไมสามารถตัดสินใจ

ในบางเรื่องได เชน ขอรองเรียนของลูกคา  ปญหาที่เกิดจาก

ปฏิบัติงานของตน  หรือปญหาของลูกคาเอง   

   89% 

9. ขอโทษลูกคาที่ทางโรงแรมไมอนุญาตใหลูกคานําผูหญิงอาชีพพิเศษ

ขึ้นหองไดทั้งนี้เพื่อความปลอดภัยในชีวิตและทรัพยสินของลูกคาเอง   
     67% 

10. ขอโทษลูกคาที่ทางโรงแรมไมมีสกุลเงินตราตางประเทศบางสกุลให

แลก  
     67% 

11. ขอโทษลูกคาในเหตุสุดวิสัยบางอยาง เชน ลูกคาตองใชบันไดแทน

ลิฟตเนื่องจากไฟฟาดับ เปนตน  

         67% 

12. ขอโทษลูกคาที่ไมสามารถใหอยูเกินเวลาออกจากโรงแรม(Late 

check-out) ไดเนื่องจากทางโรงแรมตองขายหองพักใหลูกคารายอื่น

ตามอัตราการเขาพัก (Occupancy rate) ที่สูงมากในชวงนั้น   

    78% 

13. ขอโทษลูกคาที่ตองใหรอชําระคาใชจายเปนเวลานาน เนื่องจาก

คอมพิวเตอรอาจมีปญหาหรือรอแมบานโทรแจงรายการคาใชจาย

ในมินิบาร เปนตน  

     67% 

14.     67% ขอโทษลูกคาที่คิดคาใชจายผิดพลาด 

       33% 15. ขอโทษลูกคาที่เขาลงทะเบียนลาชาที่ไดขายหองพักที่ลูกคาจองไว

ใหแกลูกคาทานอื่นเนื่องจากลูกคาไมไดระบุหรือแจงกับทางโรงแรม

วาตนจะเขาพักดึก (Late check-in)  
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Agreement index for the speech act of handling complaints    

 
Questionnaire Interview 

Situation Speech act of Apologizing Hotel Guests Managers F/O Staff Agreement 
Index 
(70%) 

  G1 G2 G3 M1 M2 M3 S1 S2 S3  
1. 

จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาที่มีตอการบริการที่ลาชา 
    78% 

2. จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาเนื่องจากลูกคาไดแจงความประสงคให 

โรงแรมจัดรถไปรับที่สนามบินแตลูกคาไมพบพนักงานไปรับที่

สนามบิน (Airport Representative)  

    78% 

3. จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาที่มีตอหองพัก เชน หองพักไมสะอาด 

ผาปูที่นอนไมไดเปลี่ยน หรือหองน้ําสกปรก เปนตน  
    78% 

4. จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาที่มีตอเสียงดังรบกวนอันเนื่องมาจาก

การซอมแซมของโรงแรม เสียงทีวีของหองพักขาง ๆ หรือเสียงดังจาก

การทํางานของพนักงานแมบานที่ทํางานบนฟลอร เปนตน  

    78% 

5. จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาเนื่องจากลูกคาพบวาทรัพยสินของตน

ที่เก็บไวในหองพักสูญหาย 
     67% 

6. จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาที่มีตอสิ่งอํานวยความสะดวกใน

หองพักชํารุด หรือบกพรอง เชน หลอดไฟขาด เครื่องทําน้ําอุนไม

ทํางาน หรือ รีโมททีวีเสีย  เปนตน 

    89% 

7.       44% จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาประจํา (Frequent guest) ที่ไมได

หมายเลขหองพักที่ตนเคยพักประจําตามที่ไดระบุไวในการจอง

ลวงหนา   
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Agreement index for the speech act of handling complaints  (cont.)  

 
Questionnaire Interview 

Situation Speech act of Apologizing Hotel Guests Managers F/O Staff Agreement 
Index 
(70%) 

  G1 G2 G3 M1 M2 M3 S1 S2 S3  
8. จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาที่มีตอปญหากุญแจหองหรือการดเปด

หองพัก (Key card/key tag) 
    78% 

9. จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาที่มีตอกลิ่นสีที่ทาซอมแซมตัวอาคาร

ของโรงแรม  
    78% 

10. จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาที่มีตอมารยาทของพนักงานบางคนที่

ไมสุภาพ 
   78% 

11. จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาเรื่องราคาคาหองพักที่ไมตรงกับราคาที่

ไดจองมา  
       33% 

12. จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาเนื่องจากลูกคาไมไดรับขอความที่

บุคคลภายนอกไดฝากไวให  
      44% 

13.  จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาเนื่องจากลูกคาพบวากระเปาของตน

ถูกรื้อคน  
      56% 

14. จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาเรื่องหองพักมีกลิ่นบุหรี่เนื่องจากลูกคา

ไดระบุขอหองพักปลอดบุหรี่  
      56% 

15.       56% จัดการขอรองเรียนของลูกคาที่อางวาแพวัสดุของเครื่องนอนหรือแพ

กลิ่นสเปรยปรับอากาศ เปนตน    
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Agreement index for the speech act of requesting   
 

Questionnaire Interview 
Situation Speech act of Apologizing Hotel Guests Managers F/O Staff Agreement 

Index 
(70%) 

  G1 G2 G3 M1 M2 M3 S1 S2 S3  
1. ขอใหลูกคาชวยกรอกขอมูลที่จําเปนบางขอมูลในใบลงทะเบียนเขา

พัก 
    78% 

2. ขอบัตรเครดิตของลูกคาขาจร (Walk-ins) เพื่อทําการการันตีหรือขอ

อนุมัติลวงหนา 
   100% 

3. ขอใหลูกคาแตงกายใหเหมาะสมในการเขาใชบริการของโรงแรมใน

บางสถานที่ เชนในหองอาหารบางหองอาหาร หรือในคลับของ 

โรงแรม เปนตน  

    67% 

4. ขอใหลูกคาลงทะเบียนบุคคลที่ลูกคานํามาพักคางคืนพรอมแจงคิด

คาบริการหองพักเพิ่มดวย 
    67% 

5. ขอใหลูกคาสูบบุหรี่ในที่ที่ทางโรงแรมจัดไวใหสูบดานนอกอาคาร       78% 

6. ขอใหลูกคาไมใหนําสัตวเลี้ยงเขาหองพัก      67% 

7. ขอใหลูกคาชวยหรี่เสียงทีวี เนื่องจากลูกคาขางหองไดโทรไป 

รองเรียนที่แผนกบริการสวนหนา 
     78% 

8. ขอใหลูกคาไมใหนําอาหารที่มีกลิ่นไมพึงประสงคเขาหองพัก       56% 

9.       67% ขอใหลูกคางดการใชบริการในบางสถานที่ในโรงแรมเนื่องจากไดถูก

จองเพื่อจัดงานใดงานหนึ่งขอลูกคารายอื่นโดยเฉพาะหรือสงวนไว

สําหรับงานพิธีการใดพิธีการหนึ่งเปนตน  
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 Agreement index for the speech act of requesting (cont.)  
 
 

Questionnaire Interview 
Situation Speech act of Apologizing Hotel Guests Managers F/O Staff Agreement 

Index 
(70%) 

  G1 G2 G3 M1 M2 M3 S1 S2 S3  
10. ขอใหลูกคายืนยันเวลาออกจากโรงแรม (Check-out) ที่แนนอน

เนื่องจากเปนชวงที่โรงแรมมีอัตราการเขาพักสูง    
    78% 

11. ขอใหลูกคาชําระคาเสียหายที่ทําทรัพยสินของโรงแรมเสียหาย    78% 
12. ขอใหลูกคาที่กําลังจะออกจากโรงแรม (Check out) ชําระคามินิบาร 

(Mini bar) ตามที่พนักงานแมบานไดโทรแจงขณะที่ลูกคากําลังชําระ

คาใชจาย 

   78% 

13. ขอใหลูกคาชําระคาเสื้อคลุมอาบน้ํา ซึ่งถือเปนทรัพยสินของโรงแรม       56% 

14. ขอใหลูกคาชวยคืนกุญแจหองพักตอนออกจากโรงแรม (Check out)       78% 

15.       78% ขอใหลูกคาชวยกรอกแบบสอบถามของโรงแรมเพื่อจะนําขอมูลที่ได

ไปใชในการปรับปรุงการบริการของโรงแรมตอไป 
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Agreement index for the speech act of informing  

 
Questionnaire Interview 

Situation Speech act of Apologizing Hotel Guests Managers F/O Staff Agreement 
Index 
(70%) 

  G1 G2 G3 M1 M2 M3 S1 S2 S3  
1. แจงขอมูลเกี่ยวกับกิจกรรมหรือสิ่งอํานวยความสะดวกตาง ๆ ใน

โรงแรม รวมถึงสิทธิประโยชนที่ลูกคาจะไดรับระหวางการเขาพักที่

โรงแรม  

   100% 

2. แจงระยะการเขาพักและยืนยันราคาหองพักใหลูกคาทราบ     89% 

3. แจงเวลาเปด-ปดของรานคาและบริการตาง ๆ ในโรงแรมใหลูกคา

ทราบ 
     67% 

4. แจงใหทราบถึงสถานที่ทองเที่ยวหรือแหลงซื้อของในยานเดียวกับ

โรงแรม พรอมขอมูลที่เกี่ยวกับการเดินทาง  
      67% 

5. แจงใหทราบถึงมาตราการการดูแลความปลอดภัยที่เขมงวดเปน

พิเศษเนื่องจากมีผูนําคนสําคัญของประเทศเขาพักในโรงแรมเปนตน 
   89% 

6. แจงใหทราบวาทุกสถานที่ในโรงแรมเปนเขตปลอดบุหรี่ ยกเวน

บริเวณดานนอกตัวอาคารที่จัดใหเปนที่เขตสูบบุหรี่ได  
     67% 

7. แจงใหทราบถึงขอควรระวังในสถานที่ตาง ๆ  เชน ในสถานที่ 

ทองเที่ยว แหลงซื้อของ หรือการโดยสารรถแท็กซี่  
     67% 

8. แจงใหทราบเรื่องการจองตั๋วเครื่องบินหรือการยืนยันเที่ยวบิน     89% 

9. แจงใหทราบวามีขอความหรือพัสดุสงมาให     100% 

10. แจงวาบัตรเครดิตที่ใชชําระคาใชจายไมผานการอนุมัติ      100% 

11.       56% แจงใหทราบถึงตารางการซอมการหนีไฟของโรงแรม  
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Agreement index for the speech Act of informing (cont.)   

 
Questionnaire Interview 

Situation Speech act of Apologizing Hotel Guests Managers F/O Staff Agreement 
Index 
(70%) 

  G1 G2 G3 M1 M2 M3 S1 S2 S3  
12. แจงใหทราบวาทางโรงแรมงดขายเครื่องดื่มแอลกอฮอล  เชน 

ในวันกอนวันเลือกตั้ง หรือในวันสําคัญทางศาสนา 
      67% 

13. แจงอัตราคาใชจายหากลูกคาตองการพักเกินเวลาออกจากโรงแรม 

(Late check out)  
   89% 

14. แจงใหทราบวาทางโรงแรมตองคิดคาหองพักเพิ่มเนื่องจากทาง

โรงแรมพบวาจํานวนผูเขาพักไมตรงกับจํานวนตามที่ลูกคาไดทําการ

จองมา  

     78% 

15.      67% แจงลูกคาที่เพิ่งลงทะเบียนเขาพักใหคอยหองพักประมาณครึ่ง

ชั่วโมงเนื่องจากพนักงานแมบานกําลังทําความสะอาดอยู   
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Agreement index for the speech act of promising     

 
 

Questionnaire Interview 
Situation Speech act of Apologizing Hotel Guests Managers F/O Staff Agreement 

Index 
(70%) 

  G1 G2 G3 M1 M2 M3 S1 S2 S3  
1. รับปากวาจะจองโตะในหองอาหารหรือจองที่นั่งในคลับของโรงแรม

ให   
   100% 

2. รับปากวาจะแจงแผนกแมบานใหไปทําความสะอาดหองพักให    100% 

3. รับปากลูกคาที่ขอใหจัดของขวัญพิเศษ เชน เคก หรือ ชอดอกไม 

ใหแกคนพิเศษของลูกคา 
    89% 

4. รับปากวาจะยายหองพักที่มีประเภทเตียงที่ลูกคาตองการให

เนื่องจากไมสามารถจัดใหไดในวันที่ลูกคาลงทะเบียนเขาพัก  
   100% 

5. รับปากวาจะเปลี่ยนหองพักใหหากมีหองพักอื่นในประเภทเดียวกัน

วาง หรือเปลี่ยนหองพักตามฟลอรที่ลูกคาขอไว  
    67% 

6. รับปากวาจะจองหรือยืนยันตั๋วเครื่องบินให    100% 

7. รับปากวาจะตามหมอของโรงแรมมาใหเนื่องจากลูกคาแจงวาตน 

ไมคอยสบาย   
   100% 

8. รับปากวาจะแจงแผนกลิมูซีนเพื่อจัดรถของโรงแรมไปสงที่สนามบิน

ในวันที่ลูกคาจะออกจากโรงแรม   
   100% 

9.    100% รับปากวาจะจัดสงผาเช็ดตัว หมอน หรือเครื่องใชตาง ๆ หากลูกคา

โทรขอเพิ่ม   
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Agreement index for the speech act of promising (cont.)  
 

Questionnaire Interview 
Situation Speech act of Apologizing Hotel Guests Managers F/O Staff Agreement 

Index 
(70%) 

  G1 G2 G3 M1 M2 M3 S1 S2 S3  
10. รับปากวาจะจัดอาหารเชาใสกลองใหเนื่องจากลูกคาตองออกจาก

โรงแรมหรือมีโปรแกรมทัวรแตเชา    
   89% 

11. รับปากวาจะแจงพนักงานรับโทรศัพท (Operator) ใหโทรศัพทปลุก

ตามเวลาที่ลูกคาสั่งไว   
   100% 

12. รับปากวาจะสงชางของโรงแรมไปตรวจเช็คเครื่องทําความเย็นที่มี

ปญหาในหองพัก 
   100% 

13. รับปากวาจะสงของที่ลูกคาทําหาย (Lost & found) ไปตามที่อยูที่ 

ใหไว หากพบเจอของสิ่งนั้น ๆ  
   100% 

14. รับปากวาจะหาหมายเลขโทรศัทพหรือขอมูลการทองเที่ยวหรือ

ขาวสารตาง ๆ ที่ลูกคาตองการ   
   100% 

15.    100% รับปากวาจะสงโปสการด จดหมาย หรือจัดบรรจุหีบหอ และจัดสง 

ตามที่ลูกคาขอใหสงให  
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Appendix C: The test specifications 
 

Test task specifications 
 

Purpose  To assess pragmatic ability of Thai students in hospitality 
oriented programs related to the context of hotel Front Office 
Department    
 

Definition of construct  Ability to produce the correct speech act, the expressions and 
vocabulary, the amount of  information given, and degree of 
appropriateness (levels of formality, directness and 
politeness) in the speech acts under the study in different 
situations in hotel Front Office Department.     
 

Setting (See description of the test)  
 

Time allotment 45 minutes  
 

Instructions  
• Language 
• Channel 
• Instructions  

 
English & Thai (optional) 
Visual 
Explicit (See the test)  
 

Characteristics of input and 
expected response 

(See description of the test)  

Scoring method  Use analytic scale adapted from Hudson et al  
(1995) comprising four major descriptors, 
namely, the correct speech acts, expressions and 
vocabulary, amount of information given, and 
degree of appropriateness (levels of formality, 
directness, and politeness).  Five level bands of 
very effective (5), effective (4), somewhat 
effective (3), ineffective (2), and very ineffective (1) are used.   
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Description of the test 
 

Setting 
 

 

Physical characteristics  
 Location Computer laboratory arranged for testing  
 Noise level  Quite 

  Possible air-conditioning  
 Lightning  Well-lit 
 Materials   Computer, loudspeakers, headphone 

  Microphone 
  Recorder program 
  No dictionary or any assessable search engine  
Participants The fourth-year Thai university students majoring in the 

tourism and hotel from Bangkok University, Dhurakit 
Pundit University and Kasetsart University having 
completed required English courses in the curriculum.  

 
Time of the task          Outside the class time on the appointed dates and time  

 
Input (see the FOP-Test) 

 
Format   

 channel Computer-mediated presentation with audio and images 
 Form Language & non-language (images applied in the test items) 
 Language English (Technical English) 
 Length 50 minutes including instructing and rehearsing the test  
 Type An oral discourse completion test designed by computer 

program called Adobe Captivate 
 Speededness One minute per one item approximately  

 
Language characteristics 
 

 

Organizational  
characteristics  

 

 Grammatical  Simple statements based on the given situations and 
speech acts given in the test 

  Vocabulary and expressions related to the hotel Front 
Office operation 

 Textual   In-service encounter related to the hotel Front Office 
operation and situations likely to happen in the Front 
Office and five problematic speech acts reflected 
from Thai hotel personnel  

Pragmatics characteristics   
 Functional  Situations given in order to perform the speech acts 

of promising, informing, requesting, handling 
complaints, and apologizing. 

 Sociolinguistics  Politeness strategies and degrees of appropriateness  
Topical characteristics  Problematic speech acts in English reflected from Thai hotel 

personnel and politeness dimension in the context of hotel 
Front Office Department  
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Expected response 
 

 

Format  
 Channel Elicitation speaking test 
 Form Language (English) 
 Language Specific English used in given situations/technical English 
 Type Monologue speech  
 speededness One minute/ one respond (approximately) 

 
Language Characteristics 
 

 

Organizational 
characteristics  

 

 Grammatical  Select appropriate linguistic forms to realize a 
certain speech act and then perform speech acts 
appropriately and successfully when communicating 
with the simulated hotel guest  

 Textual   Related to the hotel Front Office work performances 
based on situations likely to happen in Front Office 
Department and given speech acts in the test 

 
Pragmatics characteristics  

 

 Functional  Interpret the simulated hotel guest’s utterance and 
perform the speech acts of promising, informing, 
requesting, handling complaints, and apologizing 
appropriately and effectively  
 

 Sociolinguistics  Appropriateness and politeness in the hotel business  
Topical characteristics              Response to the simulated hotel guest’s needs and 

             wants by performing the speech acts of promising,  
            informing, requesting, handling complaints, and  
            apologizing  
 

Relationship between input 
and response 

 

Reactivity Non-reciprocal 
 

Scope of relationship Narrow and topic based (mainly focus on responses to the 
simulated hotel guest’s utterance and how the test taker 
would handle the simulated guest’s needs 
 

Directness of relationship  Both direct and indirect  
  Direct – response to the simulated hotel guest’s 

wants 
  Indirect – use the test taker’s subject knowledge 

related to the hotel services  
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Appendix D:  The qualifications of experts related to hotel and services    

 

  

Ms. Anchalee Pathan   
EDUCATION   
1988 – 1989  : International Hotel & Tourist Management School  

(I-TIM) 
2005 – 2009  : Bachelor’s degree majoring in Child Development 

from the Faculty of Home Economy,  
Sukhothaithammathirat University  

2010 – present  : Bachelor’s degree majoring in English from the 
Faculty of Humanities, Ramkhamhaeng University  

EXPERIENCES   
1989 – 1990  : Guest Relation Officer at  Dusit Thani Hotel, Bangkok. 
1990 – 1991  : Catering Office at Air Lanka 
1991 - 1992 : Ground Staff at Northwest Airlines  
1992 - 1993 : Reservation Officer at Korean Air  
1993 – 2010  : Flight Attendant of Gulf Air  
 
Mr. Subharerk Subponghsang 

  

EDUCATION   
1988 – 1989 : Hotel and Tourism Institute (HTTI), Front Office 

Department  
EXPERIENCES :  
1989 - 1990 : Information Clerk at The Landmark Bangkok  
1990 – 1991  : Front Receptionist at Shangri-la Hotel Bangkok  
1991 - 1993 : Front Receptionist at The Grand Hyatt Erawan 

Bangkok 
1993 – 1994  : Front Receptionist at the Twin Towers Hotel  
1994 - 1997 : Assistant Front Office Manager at Siam City Hotel  
1997 – 2001  : Flight Attendant of Swiss Airlines  
2002 – 2007  : The Assistant Front Office Manager at The Grand 

Hyatt Erawan Bangkok  
2007 – present  : Flight Attendant of Swiss Airlines  

 
Mr. Paul Mahoney 

  

EDUCATION    
1985 - 1988 : Bachelor’s degree in Mathematics (Honors) from 

University College London 
1991 : A fully qualified Chartered Accountant (England and 

Wales)  
1996 : Teaching of English (TEFL) qualification from 

International House, London  
EXPERIENCES    
1988 – 1995  : Audit Manager for PricewaterhouseCoopers, London 
1998 – 2000  : Teaching Mathematics, Accounting, and English as a 

Foreign Language in Northern Thailand  
2007 – present  : Lecturing Finance at professional level internationally, 

in Central and Eastern Europe  
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Appendix E: The Front Office Pragmatic-Test (FOP-Test) 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 



 
 

172

 
 

 

 
 
 

 



 
 

173

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 



 
 

174

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 



 
 

175

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 



 
 

176

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 



 
 

177

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 



 
 

178

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 



 
 

179

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 



 
 

180

 
 
 

 

 



 
 

181

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 



 
 

182

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



183 
 
 

Appendix F: Pragmatic questionnaire 
 

แบบสอบถามเก่ียวกับความรูท่ัวไปดานวัจนปฏิบตัิศาสตร (Pragmatics)   
 
 

ําชี้แจงท่ัวไป     
แบบสอบถามน้ีเปนแบบสอบถามเก่ียวกับความรูท่ัวไปทางดานวัจนปฏิบัติศาสตร (Pragmatics) หรือ

าสตรท่ีอธิบายการเลือกใชรูปภาษาของผูใชภาษาเพ่ือใหการสื่อสารน้ัน ๆ สัมฤทธ์ิผล  แบบสอบถามนี้มีท้ังหมด  
 ตอน โดยแตละตอนมีรายละเอียดดังตอไปนี้  
บบสอบถามตอนท่ี 1  

 แบบสอบถามตอนท่ี 1 เปนแบบสอบถามความรูท่ัวไปดานวัจนปฏิบัติศาสตรของนักศึกษาการบริหาร
การโรงแรมและการทองเท่ียว ซึ่งมีท้ังหมด 15 ขอ  อน่ึงแบบสอบถามนี้จัดทําเปนภาษาไทย แตสวนของบท 
สนทนาและประโยคท่ีใชในแบบสอบถามจะเปนภาษาอังกฤษ ท้ังน้ีเพื่อใชตีความเจตนาของคูสนทนาและการ
ใชวัจนกรรม (speech acts) หรือถอยคําเพ่ือสื่อเจตนาเปนภาษาอังกฤษไดอยางเหมาะสม     
แบบสอบถามตอนท่ี 2  

แบบสอบถามตอนท่ี 2 เปนแบบสอบถาม Meta-pragmatic knowledge ซึ่งมีท้ังหมด 5 ขอ โดยคําถาม
ท้ัง 5 ขอจะใชสถานการณในแผนกการบริการสวนหนาของโรงแรมเปนตัวกําหนดบริบทของวัจนกรรม ซึ่งมี
ท้ังหมด 5 วัจนกรรม ไดแก วัจนกรรมการสัญญา (promising) วัจนกรรมการแจงใหทราบ (informing)   
วัจนกรรมการขอใหทําสิ่งใดสิ่งหน่ึง (requesting) วัจนกรรมการจัดการขอรองเรียน (handling complaints) 
และวัจนกรรมการขอโทษ (apologizing)  ตามลําดับ  ซึ่งในแตละสถานการณของแตละขอจะมีการตอบกลับ
ท้ังหมด 5 แบบ (a, b, c, d, e) และในแตละแบบจะมีเกณฑความเหมาะสมใหทานเลือก 5 เกณฑจากมี

ประสิทธิภาพนอยท่ีสุด (Very ineffective) ไปถึงมีประสิทธิภาพมากท่ีสุด (Very effective ) (เรียงจาก 1-5)   โดย

ค
 

ศ
2

แ

ทานสามารถใหเกณฑการตอบกลับในแตละแบบไดเพียงเกณฑเดยีวและคร้ังเดียวเทาน้ัน  
*************************** 

แบบสอบถามตอนท่ี 1   
คําชี้แจง:   แบบสอบถามตอนที่ 1 น้ีมีทั้งหมด 15 ขอ ขอใหทานพิจารณาแตละขอความและตอบขอความน้ัน ๆ 
โดยใสเครื่องหมาย  ในชองที่กําหนด    
ขอ ขอความ ใช ไมใช 
1. การส่ือสารโดยการพูดที่สัมฤทธิ์ผล คือการที่ผูพูดจงใจท่ีจะสื่อเจตนาของตนใหผูอื่น

ทราบ และผูอื่นซึ่งหมายถึงคูสนทนาและบุคคลอื่น ๆ ที่มีสวนรวมในการสนทนาน้ันๆ 
จะตองเขาใจเจตนาตามความตองการของผูพูดดวย  

  

2. การส่ือสารโดยการพูดที่สัมฤทธิ์ผลในภาษาอังกฤษน้ันขึ้นอยูกับความสามารถของ 
คูสนทนาในการใชภาษาอังกฤษใหถูกตองตามหลักไวยากรณเสมอ  

  

3. การส่ือสารโดยการพูดจําเปนตองใชถอยคําที่มีรูปภาษาและความหมายที่ชัดเจน

ตลอดเวลาเพ่ือผูฟงจะไดทราบเจตนาที่แทจริงของผูพูด 
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    โปรดพิจารณาบทสนทนาร อใชตอบขอความที่ 4 และ 5  
 

ละบทสนทนาขางลาง เพื่อตอบขอความที่  6 และ 7   
สถานการ

ะหวางบริกรและลูกคาในสถานการณสมมติขางลาง เพ่ื

โปรดพิจารณาสถานการณแ
ณ:  ลูกคาผูเขาพักรายใหมที่เพ่ิงลงทะเบียนเขาพักโทรศัพทจากหองพักติดตอพนักงาน ตอนรับ 

(Receptionist) ที่เพ่ิงรับลงทะเบียน   
Receptionist  : Good morning.  How can I help you? 
Hotel Guest : … I think this room smells very strange. 
                     
ขอ ขอความ ใช ไมใช 

6. เจตนาในการสื่อสารของลูกคาที่เขาพักมีเพียงเจตนาเดียว คือ ตองการแจงใหพนักงาน
ตอนรับทราบวาหองที่ตนพักน้ันมีกลิ่นอับ หรือกลิ่นไมพึงประสงค 

  

7. การสื่อสารของลูกคาที่เขาพักนับวาสัมฤทธิ์ผลหากพนักงานตอนรับรับทราบสิ่งที่

ลูกคาแจงบอกและจดบันทึกรายงาน  
  

สงใหแผนกแมบานรับทราบตอไป  

 
โปรดพิจารณาสถานการณและบทสนทนาขางลาง เพื่อตอบขอความที่  8 และ 9  
สถานการณ:   พนักงานตอนรับ (Receptionist) รบัโทรศัพทของลูกคาที่เขาพักในโรงแรมท่ีโทรศัพทมาจาก

ัก  
cep

Hote d I’ve lost  
may have  

 room – or maybe in the pool area 

 

หองพ

Re tionist  : Reception.  Can I help you? 
l Guest : Oh, hello, this is Mrs. Rogers from room 718.  I’m afrai

my watch – it’s a Rolex, and very expensive.  I think I 
left it in the sauna changing

 

 

ขอ ขอความ ใช ไมใช 
4. เจตนาในการสื่อสารของบริกรตอลูกคาในการตูนชองที่สองคือ ตองการแจงใหลูกคา

ทราบถึงเวลาที่ใชในการปรุงเมนูดังกลาวเทาน้ัน   
  

5. การสื่อสารระหวางลูกคาและบริกรในสถานการณสมมติน้ีถือวาไมสัมฤทธิ์ผลเพราะ

ลูกคาไมมีเวลาคอยอาหารที่ใชเวลาปรุงนานถึง 8 ช่ัวโมง  
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โปรดพิจารณาสถานการณและประโยคขางลาง เพ่ือตอบขอความที่  10   
 สถานการณ: พนักงานโรงแรมท่ีใหบริการท่ัว ๆ ไป (Concierge) แสดงเจตนาใหคําสัญญากับลูกคา 
ที่เขาพักในโรงแรมวาจะจัดหากลองและหอสิ่งของที่ลูกคาซื้อมาเพ่ือนํากลับไปประเทศของตน    

   (1)    I promise to d
  

o it. 
                  (2)   I guarantee that I’ll have it finished tomorrow.      

 
ขอ

10.
 ขอความ 

ประโยค 2 ประโยคดังกลาวมีเจตนากลาวคําสัญญา แตประโยคที่สื่อไดตรงตามเจตน
ใช ไมใช 

  า

 (สัญญา) และสื่อไดเปนธรรมชาติมากที่สุดคือ ประโยค (1) เพราะมีคํากริยา promise
อยู   กํากับ

 

  

ขอ ขอความ ใช ไมใช 
11.  หากคําวา “หน ” ม หรือความ

เปนที่ยอมรับในสังคม ฉะน้ันในการสื่อสารจึงจําเปนที่จะตองรักษาหนาผู
พูดหรือผูฟงดวยเชนกัน    

  า (face) หมายถึงภาพลักษณที่ทุกคนตองการมีในสังค
ตองการให

 
โปรดพ

านก ทะเบียน 

(2) Would you mind signing your name?      

ิจารณาประโยคคูขางลาง เพ่ือตอบขอความที่  12   

สถ ารณ:  พนักงานตอนรับขอใหลูกคาที่กําลังลงทะเบียนเขาพักลงลายมือช่ือในใบลง

(1) Sign your name?  

 
ขอ ขอความ ใช 
12. หาก

ไมใช 
เปรียบเทียบทั้ง 2 ประโยค เห็นไดวาประโยคท่ีพนักงานโรงแรมรักษาหนาลูกคาที่

พักคือป

  
กําลังจะเขา ระโยค (1)   

โปรดพิจารณาสถานการณ

ถานการณ : พนักงานตนหอง (Butler) แจงใหลูกคาคนสําคัญ (VIP guest) ทราบวาตนพรอมที่จะ 
ริการอาหารเย็นแลว   

  (1)  Would like to eat, sir?  
(2) Dinner is served, sir.      

และประโยคคูขางลาง เพ่ือใชตอบขอความที่ 13-14 

ส
บ

  

ขอ ขอความ ใช ไมใช 
8 เจตนาในการสื่อสารของ Mrs. Rogers มีเพียงเจตนาเดียวคือ ตองการแจงใหพนักงาน

ตอนรับทราบวาตนไดถอดนาฬิกาไวและลืมไว ณ บริเวณใดบริเวณหน่ึงในโรงแรม  
  

9 เจตนาหลักในการสื่อสารของ Mrs. Rogers ที่ระบุยี่หอนาฬิกาช่ือดัง ราคาแพง เพ่ือ
ตองการใหพนักงานรับตอนรับทราบถึงฐานะหรือสถานภาพทางสังคมของตนเทาน้ัน 
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ขอ ขอความ ใช ไมใช 
13. การใชคําเรียกขาน (Address terms) ใน ษ เชน Sir,  Madam หรือ  Mr.     ภาษาอังกฤ

เปนการใชภาษาอยางสุภาพอีกแบบหน่ึง   
ประโยคที่ถือวาใชภาษาไดอยางสุภาพอยางเปนทางการและเหมาะสมท่ีสุด คือ14.   
ประโยค (2)   

 

โปรดพิจารณาสถานการณและประโยคคําตอบสองประโยคขางลาง เพ่ือใชตอบขอความท่ี 15  

องพสถานการณ : พนักงานตอนรับเสนอขายหองพักใหแกลูกคาที่เขาพักในโรงแรมที่ตองการเปล่ียนห
Receptionist  : Would you like one of our Executive rooms, Mr. Lewis

ัก                     
, on the top 

tel Guest (1) : Well, actuall ouldn’t.  My wife doesn’t really l usi
the lift and also she’s got a bad leg, so I was hoping we ld h

Hote

floors with some wonderful views? 
 

Ho  y, no, I w ike 
cou

ng 
ave 

a room near the ground floor.   
 

l Guest (2)  : No, thank you.  The lower floor is good for us.  
 
ขอ ขอความ ใช ไมใช 

15.   หากเปรียบเทียบคําตอบของลูกคาคนที่หน่ึงและคนที่สอง เห็นไดวาประโยคตอบ 
ปฎิเสธท่ีรักษาหนาผูถามมากกวาคือคําตอบของลูกคาคนที่หน่ึง  

อบถามตอนท่ี 2  

  

 

บบส
แตละขอจะเปนสถานการณในแผนกบริการสวนหนา

 วัจนกรรม 
ทําสิ่งใดสิ่ง

หน่ึง (requesting) ียน (handling with complaints) และ วัจนกรรมการขอโทษ 
(apologizing)  ตามล างลูกคาที่เขาพักในโรงแรมและ

ิการสวนหนาของโรงแรม  ขอให ณาความเหมาะสมของการตอบกลับของพ านบ

ห y i ถึงมี

ประส )  (เรียงจาก 1 –5)  โดยทานสามารถใหเกณฑแกการตอบกลับในแตละ
แบบได เพียงเกณฑเดียวและคร้ังเดียว 

แ
คําชี้แจง:  แบบสอบถามตอนที่ 2  มีทั้งหมด 5  ขอ ซึ่งใน 
ของโรงแรม ซึ่งใชเปนบริบทของวัจนกรรม (speech acts) หรือถอยคําที่สื่อการกระทําทางเจตนา 5
ไดแก วัจนกรรมกา ญญา (promising) วัจนกรรมการแจงใหทราบ (informing)วัจนกรรมการขอใหรสั

วัจนกรรมการจัดการขอรองเร

ําดับ ในแตละสถานการณจะบทสนทนาบางตอนระหว

พนักงานบร ทานพิจาร นักง ริการ

สวน นาทั้ง 5 แบบ (a, b, c, d, e)  ตามเกณฑที่กําหนดจากมีประสิทธิภาพนอยที่สุด  (Ver
ิทธิภาพมากท่ีสุด (Very effective

neffective) 

เทาน้ัน โดยทําเครื่องหมาย ในชองที่กําหนด  

5 
 

1 2 3 4 
Very ineffective  Ineffective Somewhat effective Effective  Very effective 

 
 
 

 



 
 

187

1. ลูกคาที่เขาพักในโรงแรมฝากกุญแจหอง เพ่ือจะ sightseeing ขางนอก และไดบอก 
ง

 Please tell the housekeeping to makeup my room,  

……………… 
 1 4 5 a.  Don’t worry, madam.  It’s housekeeping job.     

ที่เคานเตอร

พนัก านตอนรับสวนหนาชวยแจงแผนกแมบานทําความสะอาดหองใหดวย        
Hotel Guest : I’m going out.  

615.   
Receptionist  : …………………………………………………
2 3 

 

1 2 3 4 5 b. OK. OK. 
 2 3 4 5 c. Certainly madam. We will inform the housekeeping to 

have your room clean immediately, madam.    
1

1 2 3 4 5 d. 615? Don’t worry. 
1 2 3 4 5 e. Certainly madam.  We will take care for that. 
 
2. เน่ืองจากทุกสถานที่ในโรง งโรงแรมจัดใหเปนที่สูบบุหรี่ เชน 
บริเวณดานนอกตัวอาคาร พน ิการท่ัวไป (Concierge) บังเอิญเห็นลูกคาที่เขาพักในโรงแรมทานหน่ึง
ก สูบ

Hotel guest 
Concierge …………………  

1 5

แรมเปนเขตปลอดบุหรี่ ยกเวนบางสวนที่ทา
ักงานบร

ําลังจุดบุหรี่สูบในที่หาม   
: (the hotel guest is about to lit the cigarette) 

………………………:  …………
 2 3 4  a. Sorry sir.   Can you smoke outside?    
 2 3 4 5

if you wish.  We’re terribly sorry for this inconvenience, sir.  
We hope you don’t mind smoking outside, sir.      

 b.  Excuse me, sir.  Our hotel provides smoking area outside 1

1 2 3 4 5 c.  Sir, no smoking here.   Sorry.   
1 2 3 4 5 d.  Excuse me, sir.  We’re so s

allowed here.  It’s hotel regula
orry sir.  Smoking i not 
tions, sir.  Would you mind 

smoking outside? 

s 

1 2 3 4 5 e.  Excuse me, sir.  You can smoke outside if you wish, sir.   
 
3. ในชวงที่โรงแรมมีลูกคาเขาพักมาก (High season) พนักงานตอนรับที่รับลงทะเบียนเขาพัก 
จําเปนตองถามเวลา Check-out กับลูกคาผูเขาพักรายใหมใหแนนอน ทั้งน้ีทางโรงแรมจะไดเตรียมหองพักใหกับ
ลูกคาของโรงแรมทานอื่นที่จะมาเขาพักในวันน้ันไดทันเวลา    
Hotel guest : (completed the registration card and handed to the receptionist) 
Receptionist  : (checked the check out time and found out that check-out time h

not been mentioned) …………………………………………. 
1 2 3 4 5 a.  Sorry madam. What time will you be leaving? 
1 2 3 4 5 b. Excuse me, madam.   Could you possibly give me your  

check- out time?  We are quite fully booked at this moment. 
1 2 3 4 5 c.  Sorry madam.  Please give me your check-out time.  We need 

as 

to check for sure because we’re very busy now.    
 2 3 4 5 .  Could you give me your check- out t ?  I need to m

or th
 

 d ime ake 
sure f at 

1

1 2 3 4 5 e.  Excuse me, madam.  We are really fully booked at this period 
of time. Do you mind telling us what time you will be leaving, 
madam? 
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4. มีบุคคลภายนอกมาฝากขอความเก่ียวกับการนัดหมายใหกับลูกคาที่เขาพักในโรงแรมทานหน่ึงกับ 
พนัก รับขอความซึ่งเปนการนัด

หมายในชว น ตอ

เชา เพราะได ี่ส ั

n ge …

งานบริการท่ัวไป (Concierge) ที่ทํางานในรอบบาย แตปรากฏวาลูกคาทานน้ันไมได
งเชาของอีกวันห ึ่งแ ยางใด ลูกคาคนดังกลาวไดมารองเรียนกับพนักงานบริการทั่วไปท่ีทํางานในรอบ
พลาดนัดหมายท

ot e
ําคญ

u k
ไป     

H el gu st :Yo now how this meeting means to me!  
………………………………….    Co cier  : …… …………

1 2 3 4 5 a. I’m sorry too, sir.  What should I suppose to do? 
     
1 2 3 4 5 

b. We are terribly sorry, sir.  We understand that how this 
to you. Please accept our apology and meeting is important  

let us see how we could make this up for you.   
 2 3 4 5 c. I’m so sorry sir.  Let me find out how this thin1 g happened 

and I will let you know sir.   
1 2 3 4 5 d. We’re so sorry  for this.  Please accept my apology and

me talk to the manager and see what we should you.   
 let 

1 2 3 4 5 e. I’m sorry too, sir.  Let me find out who got the message 
yesterday. 

 
า ย ช เดิ นตองคอยพนักงาน

น ว อ ระ ี่

โรงแรมมีลูกคาเขาพักเต็มหมด ไมม
el s   f again?                                     

i :  …  

     
 

e do 
eally 

re 
than half an hour.  Would you mind waiting in the lobby and 

logize for this 

5.  ลูกคาผูเข พักรา ใหมใ เวลา นทางโดยเครื่องบินทั้งหมดประมาณ 18 ช่ัวโมง จําเป
แมบา ทําค ามสะ าดหองอีกป มาณครึ่งช่ัวโมง หลังจากลงทะเบียนเขาพักเรียบรอยแลว เน่ืองจากเปนชวงท

ีหองวางเหลืออยูแมแตหองเดียว  
or 18 hours and do I need to wait for half an hour Hot

Re
 gue

ptio
t : 
st  

We
…

flew
……ce

 
n

 
  

 
…

 
…………………………………………….   
a.  We’re terribly sorry, madam, for keep you waiting.  W
understand how tried after having a long flight, but we r
fully booked no

1 2 3 4 

 

5
w.  By the way, the housekeeping is urgently 

taking care of your room. It’ll probably be finished not mo

refreshing with our welcome drink?  We do apo
inconvenience.    

1 2 3 4 5 b.  The room will be OK in 30 minutes.  I’m sorry.   
1 2 3 4 5 c.  I’m so sorry madam.  We’re quite busy now.  Anyway, 

e your room will be ready for a half an hour.   We do apologiz
madam.   

1 2 3 4 5     d.  Sorry for keep you waiting, madam.  Can you wait for 30 
minutes? 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

e.  I’m terribly sorry, madam. We don’t really have room 
available now.  I’ve already informed the housekeeping to 
finishing your room as soon as possible.  Would you mind 
waiting in the lobby and refreshing with our welcome drink? 
I’m so sorry for that. 

************จบแบบสอบถาม**************  
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Appendix G: The consent form 
 

แบบคําชี้แจงในการเก็บขอมูล 
 

 สขาพเจา นางสาว รรพร ศิริขันธ นิสิตปริญญาเอก สาขาวิชาภาษาอังกฤษเปนภาษานานาชาติ (English 
as an In ngua ําวิทยานิพนธใน

ก ค าม าง องเท่ียวใน

ริ ิการส  (Assessing Pragmatic Ability of Thai Hotel and Tourism Students in the 

tex  H l F t e บความสามารถ

ัจ บั ต ต ธิบ

ร จะ าม  
คณะ ..................................... มห กนิสิต/

ึ่งผ ว ค ักเป

องเที่ยวที่นับเปนทรัพยากรบุคค นอุตสาหกรรมการทองเที่ยวในอนาคต ที่จะไดทราบถึง

างมี

นัก





ระก ใดขอ หนิสิต นักศึกษาทําแบ

ิเคราะห และรายงาน ลตามความเป

ขอขอบคุณที่ใหความรวมม

 
 

                    
                                                                                                         ผูวิจัย  

-- -- -- -- ----
ําหร นิสิต/ ักศึกษา)  

พ … ……
คณะ.............................................. มห
และยินดีใหความรวมมือในการเก็บข

(หมายเหตุ:  โทรศัพท …………….………………หรือ e-mail ……………………….……… ในกรณีหากมี
การติดตอกลับ) 
 

ternational La ge) สหสาขาวิชา จุฬาลงกรณมหาวิทยาลัย  ขณะน้ีขาพเจากําลังท
ารวัด วามส ารถท วัจนปฏิบัติศาสตรของนักศึกษาการบริหารการโรงแรมและการทหัวขอเรื่อง 

บ บทของแผนกบร

Con

วนหน

ron

า  

Offict of ote Department) ซึ่งเครื่องมือที่ใชในการวิจัย คือ แบบทดสอ
ทางว นปฏิ ติศาส ร (ศาส รที่อ ายการเลือกใชรูปภาษาของผูใชภาษาเพ่ือใหการสื่อสารนั้น ๆ สัมฤทธิ์ผล)  

กา วิจัยในครั้งน้ี ไมส ารถลุลวงไดหากมิไดรับความอนุเคราะหจากภาควิชา.................................... 
าวิทยาลัย ............................ ที่ไดอนุญาตใหผูวิจัยไดเก็บขอมูลจา

นักศึกษา  ซ ลงาน ิจัยใน รั้งน้ีจ นประโยชนตอนิสิต/นักศึกษาที่เรียนดานวิชาการโรงแรมและ 
ลที่สําคัญยิ่งใการท

ความสามารถทางวัจนปฏิบัติศาสตรในภาษาอังกฤษเพื่อใหการสื่อสารน้ัน ๆ สัมฤทธิ์ผลและเปนไปอย

ประสิทธิภาพในงานดานการใหการบริการ และยังเปนประโยชนตอการเรียนการสอนที่จะใหผูเรียนไดตระห
ถึงความสําคัญของการใชภาษาอังกฤษในดานวัจนปฏิบัติศาสตร ที่นอกนอกเหนือไปจากความสามารถในการใช
ภาษาอังกฤษในดานอื่น ๆ   

อน่ึงผลของแบบทดสอบในครั้งน้ีถือเปนความลับและไมมีผลตอการเรียนของนิส ึกษิต/นักศ าแต

ป าร ใ / บทดสอบน้ีอยางเต็มความสามารถ เพ่ือผูวิจัยจะไดนําขอมูลที่ไดไป
นจริงในลําดับตอไป   

ือในการเก็บขอมูลในครั้งน้ีเปนอยางยิ่ง   

ว ผ

 

 
                                                                                              22(สรรพร ศิริขันธ)    

                   
------ ------ ------- ------- ------ ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
(ส ับ น

ขา เจา  ……… …… …………….นิสิต/นักศึกษาช้ันปที่ ….. ...ภาควิชา………………….. 
าวิทยาลัย ........................................  รับทราบวัตถุประสงคของการวิจัย 
อมูลของผูวิจัย เพ่ือนําผลที่ไดไปวิเคราะหและรายงานผลในลําดับตอไป  
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Appendix H: I ration 
 

คําชี้แจงในการทําแบบทดสอบ

nstructions for the test administ

 
แบบทดสอบน้ีเปนแบบทดสอบวัดความสามารถดานวัจนปฏิบัติศาสตรของนักศึกษาการบริหารการ

โรงแรมและการทองเที่ยวในการตีความเจตนาของแขกพักในโรงแรม และการใชวัจนกรรม (Speech acts) หรือ
ถอยคําที่สื่อการกระทําทางเจตนาเปนภาษาอังกฤษ วิธีของแบบทดสอบน้ีเปนการทดสอบแบบพูดทางเดียว โดย
จะไมมีการโตตอบระหวางคูสนทนา โดยทานจะไดรับบทบาทสมมุติใหเปนพนักงานคนหน่ึงในแผนกบริการ

สวนหนาของโรงแรม โดยตําแหนงงานน้ันจะขึ้นอยูกับสถานการณท่ีกําหนดในแบบทดสอบ ซึ่งเปนสถานการณ
ที่เกิดขึ้นในแผนกบริการสวนหนาของโรงแรม  ขั้นตอนในการทําแบบทดสอบมีดังตอไปน้ี   

1.  ทานจะไดฟงสถานการณที่เกิดขึ้นในแผนกบริการสวนหนาเปนภาษาอังกฤษ ในขณะที่ฟงจะมี 

Record Stop 

บทบรรย



ทํากา

ัง

 

บทดสอบ  

 

 

  
4. เมื่อทานทําแบบทดสอบเสร็จเรียบรอยแลว ขอใหทานต้ังแฟม (File) เพ่ือเก็บบันทึกขอมูลซึ่งเปนเสียง 

ะนามสกุลของทาน 

มาณ 45 วินาที และเมื่อแบบทดสอบแตละขอจบ แบบทดสอบขอใหมจะดําเนิน
ตอไปโดย

ที่

น

ใชภาษาแบบตรงหรือออมไดอยางเหมาะสม   

ายของสถานการณน้ัน ๆ ปรากฎเปนภาษาอังกฤษในเวลาเดียวกัน  
2.  เมื่อเสียงและบทบรรยายของแตละสถานการณจบลง โปรดฟงบทพูดบางตอนของลูกคาที่เขาพักใน 

โรงแรมที่มีตอสถานการณน้ัน ๆ  ซึ่งบทพูดดังกลาวจะปรากฎพรอมกับบทบรรยาย  
3. เมื่อบทพูดของแขกพักในโรงแรมจบลง ขอใหทานพูดตอบในสถานการณน้ัน ๆ โดย รบันทึกเสียง 

ของทานลงในโปรแกรม Sound Recorder ในเครื่องคอมพิวเตอรที่ทานกําล ทําแบบทดสอบอยูน้ี โดยทานเพียง
กดปุมบันทึก (Record)  เพ่ือทําการบันทึกเสียง และเมื่อทานพูดจบในแตละสถาณการณ ใหกดปุมหยุด (Stop) 
เพ่ือทําการหยุดช่ัวขณะ เพ่ือฟงสถานการณในแบบทดสอบขอใหมตอไป โดยทานจะทําวิธีการเดียวกันน้ีใน

แบบทดสอบทุกขอ จนจบแบ

 
 

 
  

คําตอบของทาน โดยทําการเก็บบันทึกขอมูล (Save as) และกําหนดต้ังช่ือไฟลเปนช่ือแล
โดยเก็บแฟมขอมูลของทานไวที่หนาจอคอมพิวเตอร (Desk top) น้ัน ๆ  

            แบบทดสอบน้ีมีทั้งหมด 15 ขอ (15 สถานการณ) โดยระยะเวลาที่ละไวเพ่ือบันทึกเสียงของทานในแตละ
สถานการณน้ันจะใชเวลาประ

อัตโนมัติ  ดังน้ัน ขอความกรุณาทานฟงแตละสถานการณดวยความเขาใจและสื่อสารตอบกลับใน 
สถาณการณน้ัน ๆ ใหเหมาะสมที่สุด โดยคะแนนของแบบทดสอบน้ีขึ้นอยูกับเกณฑหลัก 4 ประการ ไดแก   
การใชวัจนกรรมท่ีถูกตอง การใชคําศัพทหรือสํานวนไดอยางเหมาะสมและถูกตอง การใหปริมาณคําตอบ

เหมาะสม และระดับความเหมาะสมในการใชภาษา ซึ่งไดแก การใชภาษาอยางสุภาพ การใชภาษาอยางเป

ทางการ และการ

 



 
 

191

Appendix I:  Transcription conventions   

 

 The transcriptions conversions were used for detailed transcription of the tes

takers’ responses.  The actual responses from 90 test takers from all level language 

ability groups were transcribed with the transcriptions notions as follows:  

 

- A hyphen indicates short pause. 

t 

+  A plus marker indicates long pause. 

++ A double of plus marker indicates extended pause. 

xxxx  A quadruple of “x” marker indicates unintelligible word. 

ly 

 s

arentheses indicates silent, incomplete, or no answer. 

Colon indicates that the speaker has lengthened sound or syllable.  

The more colons, the greater extend of the stretching.  

 ) Empty parentheses indicate the presence of uncertainty, doubt, or an 

unclear fragment on the tape.   

// A double stork marker indicates reformulation of the speech.  

>….< “More than” and “less than” signs indicate the speaker noticeab

produced his/her speech quicker than normal speech.  

<….> “Less than” and “more than” signs indicate that the speaker noticeably 

produces his/her speech slower than normal peech.  

(.) A period within p

: 

( 
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Appendix J:  The rater’s qualifications   
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
: Illinois Teaching Certificate for secondary school  

 Teacher Certification, Canada  

 – 1987  Information Science 
ited Stated  

IENCE

7 - 1989 inois  

present 

Mr. Rodney Hermsmeier  
 

  

EDUCATION   
1971 - 1974  : Bachelor’s degree in School of Education from Quincy 

University, the United Stated  

1974 
 

1979 : British Columbia
 

1985 : Master’s degree in Library and 
from University of Hawaii, the Un

EXPER S   

198 : School librarian at Junior College, Quincy, Ill
 

: School librarian and teacher of History at St. Nichols 
Secondary School, Texas  
 

1989 - 2000 

2000 –  : Teaching at Assumption Samutprakarn School  
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Appendix K:  The rater reminder and sample of grading form   

 
 

 
…………………….., 

 
ame is Ms. Sonporn S k s an 

International Language Program at Chulalongkorn University.  I am currently 
my dissertation en l

d Tourism Stu Office 

My research instrument named the Front Office Pragmatic Test (FOP-Test) is an 
tion test which th

situations in the context of hotel Fr   

e data and the a  your 
ooperation to listen to and rate them according to the attached rating scales and 
escriptors which are adapted by the researcher.  I also provide the training manual  
 case you may find difficulty in rating.   

As having a professional degree in English teaching and experiencing Thai students 
ommunication in English for a number of years, your qualification is essentially 

needed for the accountable rater.  I also realize that your schedule is a busy one and 
at your time is valuable, but I am sure that you want to improve the quality of 

ssessment of English for specific or occupational purposes particularly in hotel 

 
hank you in advance for your kind cooperation.   

Yours sincerely,  

Sonporn Sirikhan   

 
 
 

Dear…

My n iri han, a Ph.D. candidate in the English a

working on tit ed, “Assessing Pragmatic Ability of Thai Hotel 
dents in the Context of Hotel Front Management an

Department”. 
 

oral comple e test takers were asked to respond to the given 
ont Office Department.   

 
From the voic tr nscripts attached, I would like to ask for
c
d
in
 

c

th
a
Front Office context as much as I do.   
 

T
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Note for t

The instrument of my study named The Front Office Pragmatic Test (FOP-Test) is 
an oral discourse completion test which the test taker was asked to listen to a brief situational 

escription with the written script and give a r sponse by saying aloud what they would say 
 the given situation. The test includes 15 situations which were constructed systematically 

nd used to study under the five speech acts of promising, giving information, requesting, 
andling with complaints, and apologizing orderly.   

ou have in hand will be rated based on the analytic scale 
) comprising of four major descriptors, namely, the correct 

eech acts, expressions and vocabulary, amount of information given, and degree of 

 grading each descriptor.    

he rater  

d e
in
a
h

The data transcription y
adapted from Hudson et al. (1995
sp
appropriateness (levels of formality, directness, and politeness) as given in the table below.  
In order to facilitate your grading, it is important to note that this given criteria is a 
simplified one  (the one for the main study is also attached).  The speech from each situation 
will be graded according to these four descriptors.  There is also a note for you in case you 
have questions in
 
1.  The correct speech acts  
 
 The correct speech acts 

5 - Recognize the hotel guest’s intentions im
(Very Effective) - Can speak in response correctly and effortlessly.   

 

mediately.  

4 
(Effective) 

- Has only occasional problems understanding the hotel guest’s   
intentions.  
- Can effortlessly respond to the interlocutor’s intention.  
 

3 
(Somewhat effective) 

- May understand the hotel guest’s intentions, but hesitate due to 
lack of ability/confidence.   
- Can give a fair response to the interlocutor’s intentions.  
 

2 
(Ineffective) 

- Has difficulty understanding the hotel guest’s intentions. 
- Generally responses are irrelevant.  
 

1 - Has great difficulty understanding the hotel guest’s intentions. 
ntions.  (Very ineffective) - Cannot respond to the hotel guest’s inte

 
 
 

Since each situation is designed to elicit a particular speech act and problems might 
For grading in this category, you should answer the question of  “how 

ppropriate is this speech act for this situation?”.  It is suggested that as long as the 
e speech act intended to elicit in a given situation, it should be 

test taker gives appropriate and correct speech act.  For example, a 
quest might begin with an apology: “I’m sorry, …”, this is still the correct speech act 

xpected in a situation given.   
Besides, it is important to remind you that the fluency and intonation are not 

onsidered in this rating.  You will also experience non-verbal behavior such as pause, tone 
f voice, pitch, intonation, and volume or non lexical intonation signal such as uh-oh, er, hm, 
nd so on.  These feathers will not be rated; however, the researcher marked these features in 
e transcriptions in order to recommend for further study.  Even the fluency and the 

iscourse intonation are not issues in this stud; however, if you feel the absence of his/her 
eech could cause misunderstanding or bring uncomfortable to the hearer (the simulated 

otel guest), it can be graded correspondingly to your intuition.   

occur in grading.   
a
response includes th
onsidered that the c

re
e

c
o
a
th
d
sp
h
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2.  Expressions and vocabulary  
 
 Expressions and vocabulary 

5 
(Very Effective) 

- Uses a wide range of vocabulary and expressions with 
precision. 
- Has a good command of idioms.  

4 
(Effective) 

- Has an adequate (good) range of expressions and 
vocabulary. 
-  Use formulaic phrases and expressions effectively.  

3 
(Somewhat effective) 

- Has a limited (fair) use of expressions and vocabulary. 
- Most depend largely on formulaic expressions, little 
generative capacity.   

2 
(Ineffective) 

- Expressions and vocabulary are often inaccurate and 
awkward.  
- Formulaic phrases and expressions are ill-used and sound 
chunky.  

1 - Poorly expresses the information needed to respond to the 
terlocutor.  

- Can only use words in isolation or poor expressions that are 
ineffective.   

(Very ineffective) in

 
 

This category focuses on how the test taker uses the expressions and vocabulary in 
his/her res se to a give re 
in do tuition e English speaker can be taken into consideration.  
However, it is also impo  study, so 
please do not let the ungrammatical response you may find in the test taker’s response 
influences ur rating.  I e.    

e een ungrammatical wording and non-
typical wording.  If you a ting.   

 
3.  The am nt of infor
 

pon n situation.  Please grade based on the criteria given, but if you a
 of a nativubt, your in
rtant to note that ungrammaticality is not an issue of the

 yo t is suggested to judge the acceptability of the response as a whol
 difficult to distinguish betwNonetheless, it might b
re in doubt, your native speaker intuitions can be used in ra

ou mation  

 The amount of information given 
5 

(Very Effective) 
- Proficiently and effectively provides that correct amount of    
information.  
- Can expand on the hotel guest’s intentions.  
- Can add explanations as required.   

4 
(E

- Provides relevant information.  
ffective) - Fair response to situations.  

- Fairly well expands explanations as required.  
3 

(Somewhat effective) 
- Provides relevant information although sometimes abrupt or 
unnecessary.  
- Simplistically interprets the hotel guest’s intentions.  
- Can expand explanations somewhat understood.  

2 - Can 
(In

communicate only essential information. 
effective) - Provides fairly incomplete information.  

- Cannot expand explanations when required.   
1 

(Very ineffective) 
- Cannot give information required. 
- Information given is incomplete and/or irrelevant.  
- Cannot expand an explanation.  
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n required for the situations in this test are varied.  The 
onsideration that how much the test taker should say will depend on a particular situation.  

 guest in the test.   
You may e rience the r
beca er’s ficiency; it is suggested to use your native speaker 
intuition to judge whether or too much information.   
Importantly e amount of d be satisfy 
his/her
 
4.  Degree o ppropriaten
 

The amount of informatio
c
However, the response should be clear and importantly satisfy the simulated

xpe esponse that is very short and direct without any elaboration 
English prouse of the test tak
 a response seems to be abrupt 

, th  information provided to the simulated guest shoul
 wants.  

f a ess  

 Degree of appropriateness 
5

(Ve
- E dress. 
- H ess of the hotel guest’s needs/concerns.  
- R

 
ry Effective) 

xcellent choice of words, phrases, verbs, or terms of ad
igh awaren
esponds in highly effectively ways.  

4 
(Effec e) 

- G e of words, phrases, verbs, or terms of address.  
- Good awareness of the hotel guest’
- R  well.  

tiv
ood choic

s needs/concerns.  
esponds fairly

3 
(Somewhat effective) 

- Fair choice of words, phrases, verbs, o
- F of the hotel guest’s needs/concerns.  
- S me difficulty responding and helping the hotel guest’s to 
save face.  

r terms of address.  
air awareness 
o

2 
(Ineffective) 

- Cannot enhance the relationship or communicative process. 
- Very limited awareness of the listener’s needs/concerns.  
- Cannot, in some situations, respond politely or help the hotel 
guest to save face.  

1 
(Very ineffective) 

- Uses incorrect or inappropriate words, phrases, verbs or terms 
of address.  
- Is not aware of the hotel guest’s needs/concerns. 
- Cannot respond appropriately or save face of the hotel guest.  

 

Due to many dimensions or elements of politeness, it is virtually impossible to 
ula to a er the utterance 

as a whole d grade how
use y ker s highly suggested you should rate them as you feel  
most appropriate ,but do 

While rating, to t ponse independently from  the 
others.  Tr cision of the response in question.  
In a u are eaker intuition to interact with each 
response without bias fro
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

define a definite politeness form ny situation given.   So please consid
 an  it is appropriately polite.  Therefore, focus on what you notice and 

intuitions.  It iour native spea
not use what you think you might say in that particular situation.     
he best of your ability, judge each res

y not to let the other responses influence your de
difficulty, yo allowed to use your native sp

m the last one.    
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Rating form for the FOP-Test 
Transcript 

 
Sit. 1 Sit. 2 Sit. 3 Sit. 4 Sit. 5 Sit. 6 Sit.7 Sit. 8 Sit. 9 Sit. 10 Sit. 11 Sit. 12 Sit. 13 Sit. 14 Sit. 15 

 Promis Requesting Handling complaints ing Informing Apologizing 
The correct 
speech acts 

5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

5
4
3
2
1

 5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

5 
4
3
2
1 

5 
4 
3 
2 

  1 

5 
4 

 
2 
1 

5
4
3
2
1

5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

2
1

5  
 
 
 
 

5
4 
3 
2 

 1 

5 
4 
3 
2 

   1 

5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

 
 
 

3

   

 
 
 
 
 

5 
4 
3 

 
 

5 
4 
3 
2 

   1 

4 
3 
2 

  1 
Expressions 

and vocabulary 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

5
4
3
2
1

5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

5 

 

5 5 

1

5 5 5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

5
4
3
2
1

 
 
 
 
 

5 
4 
3 
2 

  1 

5 
4 
3 
2 

   1 

4
3
2
1

 
 
 

4
3
2
1

 
 
 
 

4 
3 
2 

  

4
3
2
 1

 
 
 
   

4 
3 
2 
1 

 
 
 
 
 

5 
4 
3 
2 

  1 

5 
4 
3 
2 

  1 
The amount of 

information 
given 

5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

 
 
 
 
 

5
4
3
2

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

5
4
3
2
1

5 
4 
3 
2 

  1 

5 
4 
3 
2 

  1 

5
4
3
2
1

5
4
3
2
1

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

1   

5
4
3
2
 1

 
 

  

5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

5
4
3
2
1

 
 
 
 
 

5 
4 
3 
2 

  1 

5 
4 
3 
2 

  1 
Degree of 

appropriateness 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
 

5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

 
 
 
 

1 

5
4
3
2

 
 
 
 
 

4
3
2
1

 
 
 

2 
1 

5
4
3
2
1

5 
4 
3 
2 

  1 

5 
4 
3 
2 

   1 

5
4
3
2

5
4
3
2
1

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

1   

5
4
3
2
 1  

5 
 
 
 
 

5
4
3

 
 
 
 
 

5 
4 
3 
2 

  1 

5 
4 
3 
2 

  1 
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Appendix L: Sample of responses   

Three sam of the test ta responses from each language ability group 

are presented in this appendix.  They were

been m ries 

of linguistic features found from the data collected.  Highlighting was used for 

c

 

Linguistic feature 

 

ples kers’ 

 actual responses so no corrections have 

ade.  All transcripts were analyzed and reanalyzed into the major catego

ounting.  The colors marked relevant observed phenomena are as follows: 

Color code  

Routine patterns  Olive green  

Formulaic expression of regret  Orange   

Politeness markers Blue  

Adverbials  Purple  

Affirmation markers Tan  

Address form Green  

The use of “we” form  Yellow  

Minor features  Pink  
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Transcript                                                                                                           High 1 
 

 Situation 1 
 

OK I will manage the pillow for you for two at room 902 - certainly.  

Promising  
Situation 2 

Yes, sir.  We will manage the limousine for you to the airport 
tomorrow at 10 am, sir.   Anything else, sir?  
 

 
Situation 3 

Yes, sir.  I will check it for you and when I found it I will send it for 
you certainly sir, after the address that you:  registration card. 
   

 
Situation 4 

Um. We’re ready have the speed wireless inter in the room so you 
can access the internet by yourself in the room - sir.  
 

Informing  Situation 5 Yes, your credit card is: ah:  not been approved . So would you mind 
me give me anothe y it in a +  cash? Please.  r card? Or pa

 
n 6 

Yes.  If I will keep the room until 8 pm and after that: er:  would you 
Situatio mind leave the roo lease?  

 
m certainly, p

 
 7 Situation

OK. One double r o nights sir and: er - you can + you can oom for tw
use the room certa
 

inly.  

Req

 

uesting  

Situation 8

Excuse me, mada s is the high reason, so would you m.  Thi
mind to telling your leaving time so we will sure that we have 
to make sure that:  um:: the room is ready for the next 
customer.  

 

tion 9 

I’m sorry sir, the housekeeping just called me that you are taking 
two hotel bathrobes with you – so: er: would you mind :er:  return it 

Situa to us, please? And ..hm. I’m sorry that: er:  may be you not intend to 
pick it up. -  I’m sorry for you madam.  
 

 
Situation 10 

Uhm: I’m so sorry, sir.  I will call the maintenance to help you 
certainly at the room. Please -  sir.  
 

Handling  I’m so sorry for that sir.  Er: I will -  I will call the next door to si::: 
Complaints Situation 11 to be silent sir and do you want anything else, sir?  

 
 

Situation 12 

Hm. I’m so sorry madam  - very sorry: um: can I do anything for 
you to and make up for you and make you feel better? An:d I will - 
have some deduction for the room price for you if you don’t mind.  
 

 

Situation 13 

Uhmm: madam.  I’m very sorry for that - that you have  very terrible 
room.  So I’ll have a discount for you for 20% if you don’t mind.  
Can I do that for you sir?  
 

Apologizing  

Situation 14 

Uhmm:   I’m afraid I will check it for you again + Oh:h , we’re so 
sorry: uh: we don’t have a double room available now.  So can you 
wait a minute: er: for some guest – some guest will be check out .  
Can you wait it in the lobby? Or I will manage the single room for 
you now. 

 We’re so sorry: er: this is a very high season time.  So: er: everyone 
 is very busy so can I help you, sir - and sorry for - that you waiting 

so long.     
 

Situation 15 
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Transcript                                                                                                     High 2  
 

Situation 1 
 

Certainly sir. I will send you two extra pillows to your room number  
 902 immediately.   

 
Yes, of course sir. I will inform the limousine department to send you 
aPromising Situation 2  limousine to the airport at 10 am for sure.  
 
Yes, of course madam. I will inform the housekeeper to -  check it in 
yo Situation 3 ur room and if we found it, I will- I promise you to send it to your 
address according to the- registration card.  
Yes, madam. Er: you can access to the internet:  er: in your room 
ecause we provide a Wi-Fi high speed wireless internet.  It’s very b

convenience.   
 Situation 4 

Situation 5 

Sorry madam.  I’m afraid that your credit card is not improved. Er: 
so do you have any other credit card? Or you can contact to your 
bank. >I’m sorry about that madam.<  
 

Informing 

Situation 6 
Er: well: madam, in that case if you have: er: the necessary – 
situation, we can keep yo ur room till 8 pm.  Don’t worry.  
 

Situation 7 
Yes, of course madam.  One double room for two nights for you +  
The room is available - and we guarantee our service.  Please have 
a -  nice holiday.   

 

Er:  sorry madam, can you give me // er: could you give me your 
exact:: exactly depar:ture time because we’re-  fully booked now. 
>Please accept my apologize.< 
 

Requesting Situation 8 

 Situation 9 

I’m sorry to inform you that: er: the housekeeping - said to me – 
o:u have: er: take a bathrobe with you:y  er: and it is a policy to +  

calculate on your-  bill also.  So do you want // would you like th
bathrobes with you?  

e 

 Situation 10 
Er: please accept our apologize // our apology madam.  I will 
immediately send the maintenance staff to check it.  
 

Handling 
Complaints  Situation 11 Oh, I’m sorry about that madam.  I will sen:d our staff to – you:: the 

next room – and please apologize – accept out apologize.  

Situation 12 
I’m sorry to hear that: er:  I will have a check immediately and I will 
let you know how was it that happened.  >Please accept our 
apology< . 

 

 Situation 13 
Sorry:  I’m sorry madam to hear that.  Please: er:  wait our 
manager.  I will contact her immediately.  You can talk to her if you 
want a discount or -  let me know -  what could we do for you.  

Apologizing Situation 14 

Er:: I’m sorry madam, I’m afraid our room is ful:ly book and if you 
like a double room, ca:n it be // would it be possible to have extra 
bed instead? -  I will let the housekeeper do that immediately if you 
want.  

 So please accept our apology.  Ca:n yo:u wait in the lobby and rela
with the refresh welcome drink and I: will send someone to invite 

x 

you to the reception desk -  if we are ready.  Thank you.  
 
 

Situation 15 
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Transcript   High 3

 
 

Situation 1 Yes, of course.  I will send two pillows to your room right 
 away.   

Promising 
 ituation  S  2

Yes, of course, sir.  I will prepare limousine for you at 
10.00 am.  Your room number  is 911.  Thank you.  
 

 
Situation 3 

Yes, of course, madam.  I will send it to you at the address 
that you have recorded the xxxx card. -  Thank you for 
letting us know.  

 

Situation size bed room,  4 American breakfast and:  all of them you can see from the 
brochure.   

You can access the internet from your bed room.  In the bed 
room has a lot of facilities such as king 

Informing 

Situation 5 

Sorry madam, your credit card has not been approved.  
Would you like to pay us by cash or you have another credit 
card?  
 

 Situation Sure madam, but it have//it will be normally charged 50%  6 from the daily rate.  
 

Situation 7 

Certainly sir xxxx Could you please give us your credit card 
number?  It’s a policy of that hotel that if you walk-in first 
time, you must//you need to give us your credit card 
number.  

Requesting 

Situation 8 

Um: yes, madam.  We have to inform you that you: will - // 
you would  // you have to check out -  and leave the hotel 
before 12.00 pm. on the xxxx time.   
 

 
Situation

I’m sorry to tell you that housekeeping called us and tell us 
that may be you have taken two bathrobes by mistake.  
Could you please check it out. 

 9 

 

Situation 10 

We have to apologize for the mistake.  I will let the 
maintenance department know right away and send some 
people to check it out for you.  We’re sorry for the mistake.  

Handling We’re sorry for the inconvenience situation like this. I will 
 

Complai
let the housekeeper know that about your problem and I 
will talk to the guest next room and see what else I cant  s Situation 11 n do.  
We’re so sorry about this.   

 

Situation 12 

We’re so sorry about this and I will find the problem an
tell yo

d 
u that what happened exactly.  May be we can ask 

efit you// we can give you more// we can give you extra ben
for the apologize.   
 

 
 Situation 13 

Of course, sir.  I’m so sorry about this.  I’ll call the manger 
for you.  Could you please follow me this way?  
 

Apologizing 

 Situation 14 

Could you change to another room? May be king size bed 
room or queen size bed room or may be you’re looking to  
the other facilities.  
 

 

Situation 15 

We’re so sorry that:  letting your waiting or 20 minutes.  
We have to apologize about this.  May be we’ll send you 
some extra gift to your room.  We apologize and show our 
sorry.  

 



 
 

202

Transcript                                                                                                   Average  1 
 

 Certainly sir.  We will inform to housekeeping to take two 
moreSituation 1 

  pillows to your room is 902.  
 

Promising  
Situation 2 

Certainly sir.  We promise you to contact you to the 
lim
 

ousine to go to the airport tomorrow, sir.  

 
Situation 3 

Certainly madam. May I have your name madam and may I 
have you: room number also  - and we promise to send your 
– your:  belt into our address as soon as possible.  

 
Situation 4 

We a  set all Hi-speed wireless internet in every lready have
room in my hotel, madam.  
 

Informing  
Situation 5 

Excu adam.  Your credit card has been not accepting se me m
- Could you please change to be the new one for us, madam?  
 

 
Situation 6 

I’m terribly sorry madam, but you have to pay charge an 
extra 50% if you leaving after check out time  - madam.   
 

 
ituation 7 

Coul redit d you please paying for -  the rate to me + er: + c
cardS  . We accept just credit card – Thank you.  
 

Requesting  
Situation 8 May k out time madam?  

 
 I have your check in:  time // chec

 
Situa

We’re sorry madam.  You have to pay charge for - item 
souv .   
 

enir -   it’s not including in your room rate – madamtion 9 

 
Situa

We’r  to 
h

e terribly sorry madam.  We will inform the mechanic
eck in your bathroom madam.  May be it’s 10 minutes.  -  ction 10 

Thank you.  
Handling  We’r g e terribly sorry madam.  We will inform to housekeepin

as we inform to another customer to be – please calm down 
for

Compl Situation 11 aints 
 you.  Thank you.   

 

Situation 12 

We’r problem.   We will solve xxxx e terribly sorry about this 
this p  roblem and we will - inform you -  to this manager to
sol
 

ve this problem, madam.   

 
Situation 13 

We’r dam.  We: will urgently to inform this e terribly sorry ma
problem to the manager, madam.  
 

Apologizing 
tuation 14 

We’re very sorry about that madam.  We will find the way to 
-  to ::  to find the new room for you.    
 

Si

 We’r ut this problem madam.  We will + 
we will urgently contact to: to: : (.)    

e terribly sorry abo
 
 
 

Situation 15 
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Transcript                                                                                                   Average 2 
 

 
Situation 1 

 

Of course, madam.  I promise - I promise send it to your as 
soon as possible.  
 

Promising  
Situation 2 Of course, madam  + + we will have a limousine to a

 
irport.  

 
Situation 3 

Of course, madam.  I promise send -  it to you as soon as 
possible.  I will take care for that.  
 

 
Situation 4 Of course,  madam.   You can access the internet in this here. 

 

Situation 5 Sorry madam.  Your credit cInforming  ard has not been approved.  
 

 
Situation 6 

Of course madam.  It’s possible to keep the room until  8.00 
pm.  
 

 
Situation 7 

Of course madam - the hotel policy -  for a credit card for
walk- in guest.  One guest (.)  

 

 
Requesting  

Situation 8 
Of course madam. You can assign or block the room for the 
arrival guest appropriately.  
 

 
Situation 9 

We’re terribly sorry this inconvenience, sir.   We hope you 
don’t mind.  
 

 
Situation 10 

We do apologize for this in:in convenience - please accept 
our apologize and I will check it -  now.  
 

Handling  
Complaints Situation 11 We do apologize for this inconvenience. 

 
Situation 12 

We do apologize for this inconvenience.  Please accept our 
apologize.  I will // I promise +  to ++ (.)   
 

 
Situation 13 

We do apologize for this inconvenience. -  Please accept my 
apologize and let me talk to the manager (.)  
 

Apologizing  
Situation 14 

We’re ter:ribly sorry madam for keep you -  waiting.  We do 
understand (.)  
 

Situation 15 
xxxx We do apologize for this inconvenience.  We – we -  pr: 
we -  will take care -  of us.  
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Transcript                                                                                                   Average 3 
 

 Situation 1 
 

Certainly sir.  I promise - the two pillows will -  I will take two 
pillows to your room >as soon as possible.< 

Promising  
Situation 2 Certainly sir.  The limousine will arrive - at the airport - for 

you at - before 10 am. tomorrow.   
 

Situation 3 Certainly madam.  I’ll send your leather belt to -  you - to you 
- as soon as possible.  >Thank you, madam<. 

 y the Hi speed wireless 
ternet i:n your room + >in your room.<  Situation 4 Um: you - can access the internet b

in
Informing  

Situation 5 Excuse me, madam.  Your credit card has not been approved. 
Um: would you mind to - <pay by cash?>  

 
Situation 6 Excuse me, madam - it is + impossible to keep the room until 

.oo pm +  um: you can + (.)   8
 

Situation 7 
Certainly -  madam, one double room for two nights.  Um: – 
OK and: you buy - you pay by> credit card or cash?<  
 

Requesting  

Situation 8 

Excuse me, madam - could you possible give me your check
out time?  - Um: you will check

 
 out - about 12 pm on 

eparture date.   d
 

 
Situation 9 

Sorry madam: um: the housekeeping report me that you’ve 
ken hotel bathrobe + i:n //at your room: um: + and you will ta

-  pay (.)  
 

Situation 10 

Oh, so sorry madam.  I will - I will call to the engineer to - 
repair it and -  I will change your: ah: //would you mind to 
change your room.  I will change your room to the – to the 
better room.  
 

Handling  
Complaints  

Situation 11  

So sorry madam.  I will - call to the next room to - to turn off – 
to turn off  the volume of TV - and I’m so sorry about the our 
inconvenience for you.  Please accept our apologize.  
 

Situation 12 

S orry madam. Um:  please accept our apology and -  let me 
find out how this thing happened and I will let you know 
madam: um: (.)  
 

 

Situation 13 

So sorry madam -  about your room and: um:  please accept 
my apology and let me talk to the manager and - see what we 
hould you - and I: I  will – and  I will told about the problem s

to my manager.   
Apologizing  

Situation 14 

So sorry madam.  Um: this is our mistake. I will change your 
room to: um: <suite room> or - double room.  Are you OK, 
madam?  
 

 I’m sorry madam for - keep you waiting. Um: + . would you 
 mind waiting in the lobby and refreshing with - our welcome 
 Situation 15 drink.  We do apologizes for this inconvenience.  I’m sorry 

madam.   
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Transcript                                                                                                   Low  1 
 

 Situation 1 
 

Yes, please.   I will take it for you.  Just a moment.   

Promising  
Situation 2 I certainly sure.  I will take it for you.  I organize it.  Don’t 

worry.  
 

Situation 3 Absolutely, don’t worry. I’m finding it and send to you as soon 
as (.)  

 
Situation 4 

You can use internet from wireless of hotel.  I service you  
everywhere in hotel -  If you have a problem, you can  +  can 
tell me.  

Informing  
Situation 5 Sorry, the credit card is wrong, it’s not approving is um: - my 

account.  
 

Situation 6 
Sorry because it’s the room of hotel.  I can’t do like that.  If 
you want to check out late.  I can help you to // to find some 
where to keeps your pack // your bag.  Sorry.  

 
Situation 7 

Yes, sir, but you have to - you have to has a credit card for 
reservation this xxxx yes, all right.  It’s OK.  
 

Requesting  
Situation 8 

Thank you.  You xxxx miss anything.  Don’t worry.  If you miss 
nything, I will take it // send it for you.  a

 
 

Situation 9 

Sorry.  I will – I will extra.  You should have extra pay for 
service that a xxxx  you buy it from the room because the room 
of hotel – before you check out.  
 

 
Situation 10 

I’m sorry for this wrong.  I will – I will manage as soon as I 
can.  Please wait just a moment, please.   
 

Handling  
Complaints Situation 11 

I’m sorry.  I will - I will try to stop the sound – the sound like 
that and organize if for you.  Don’t worry.  OK, it will be OK.  
I’m sorry.  

Situation 12 

I’m sorry for this wrong.  Um: I’m so sorry, but I will pay you 

free 
for your // I will give you // I will pay you for – for  taxi 
expensive that you pay and give you some – some trip for 
to tour in Thailan

 

d // in Bangkok.  I’m sorry.  
 

 
Situation 13 

I’m sorry for this wrong.  Please calm down.  I will – I will 
inform my manager and organize this problem.  Please just 
wait a moment, please.   

Apologizing 
 

Situation 14 

I’m sorry.  Now I don’t have a double room for you xxxx for 
 you because when you regis, you don’t inform me // you didn’t

inform me about the double bed, OK but I will 
organize//manage it for you. I’m sorry. I will organize as soon 
as I can.  Just a moment.   
 

 
 

I’m sorry.  I will – I will take you to the sofa for relax and I 
take you some juice.  Please wait just a moment.   I’m sorry for 
this wrong 

 

Situation 15 
.  
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Transcript                                                                                                   Low  2 
 

 S
 

ituation 1 Certainly, sir.   Please wait in a room. 

Promising  Situation 2 Certainly, sir.  We’re: er: we’re preparing now. 
 

 Situation 3 Certainly. Er: if we find er: I just – I just take I just take. 
Er: I just take it// give it for you. 
 

 Situation 4 Oh, yes, er: we have – we have a speed – speed internet er: 
in // we have hi speed interent  er:  in: in er: in hotel: in the 
room. 
 

Informing  Situation 5 Oh sorry. Your credit card has not been approved for the 
er: transaction.  
 

 Situation 6 Er. no, we keep the room until beyond 6.00 er: 6.00 pm. 
we’re now really be charged an additional 50% of the daily 
ate.  r

 
 Situation 7 Er: certainly er: we: we: we: we have a – we have a – we 

ave a room available.  h
 

Requesting  Situation 8 Er: yes. Er: it’s time to check out at er: 12.00 pm.  
 

 Situation 9 r: no problem I (.)  E
 

 Situation 10 Oh, I’m I’m so sorry.  

Handling  
Complaints 

Situation 11 Oh, OK er: we will to check now.  

 Situation 12  this is – this has problem (.)  Er: yes. Er:
 

 Situation 13 Yes, er: we will call the manager.  Let’s call the manage
er: to talk to you.  
 

r 

EApologizing Situation 14 r: no er: xxxx when booking (.)  
 

Situation 15 Er: I’m so sorry.  Er: we: we: we: we: we have a fast work 
now.  Sorry sir.   
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Transcript                                                                                                   Low  3 
 

 Situation 1 
 

Yes, just a moment please.  I will um: send to your room now.  
Thank you.  
 

Promising  Situation 2 Just a moment please. Er: I will check a car: to um: to check 
time for you.  
 

 Situation 3 Yes, I will check em: your number romm is er: 621? OK I will 
send to you.  

 Situation 4 
t.  You can enjoy er: intenet in the double room.  

The double room xxxx king size bed and Hi-seed wireless 
interne
 

Informing  Situation 5 Um: sorry madam.  Um: your credit car has not been 
approved for the tran:saction.  I’m sorry.  
 

 Situation 6 Um::: I’m so sorry.  Your late check out – late check out 
6.00 pm. but xxx check out is 8.00 pm, I will normally to be 
charge

um: is 

d and additional 50% of the daily rate.  
 

 Situation 7 Yes, just a moment please.  I will check one double room  
 
URequesting  Situation 8 m: I’m sorry – I’m sorry xxx um: the xxxx hotel has room 
available but you can – king sixe? I’m sorry (.)  
 

 Situation 9 Sorry madam. Um: + housekeeping department call me to 
form you that you have taken two bathrobes with um: xxxx in

I’m sorry, so you – (.)  
 

 Situation 10 Um: sorry miss – I will call to the engineering department to 
check.  Um: the – hot water in your room.  Just a moment, 
please.   

Handling  
Complaints 

Situation 11 I’m sorry madam.  I will –I will check it for you now.  Um: can 
I – can you tell me what your room//what your number roo
 

m?  

U Situation 12 m: I’m sorry madam.  I will give free//give you for free 
optional our for trip to Thailand. I’m very sorry.  
 

 Situation 13 Yes, Just a moment please. Um: I’m sorry – everything.  I will 
call my manager.  Just a moment please.  

Apologizing Situation 14 I’m so sorry madam, but my room is full um: I will check a 
nearby hotel – for//and check double room for you and –um: 
hotel transfer for you, OK?  
 

 
 
 
 

Situation 15 I’m sorry madam.  Wait for a minute, please.  You can wait for  
- you can wait for at the lobby.  I will server you some drink? 
free – I’m sorry, really sorry.  Wait a minute, please.  
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