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The objectives of this study were: (1) to assess the students’ pragmatic
ability in the context-ef hetel front-office-department; (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 forms related to
pragmatic abilityeprodueed /by the' students with different levels of English
proficiency; and (3)¢to imvestigate the errors that interfere with the students’
pragmatic knowledge. /The subjects were 90 fourth year Thai university students
related to hospitality sewvices from private and public universities in Bangkok.
Stratified random technique was applied to obtain the sample size of the students in
each language @bility’ group according to their GPA in English courses. The
research instrumenis included ‘a needs assessment questionnaire, the Front Office
Pragmatic-Test (FOP-Test), and a pragmatic questionnaire. Descriptive statistics
was carried out to assess the students’ pragmatic ability and the recognition of
pragmatic knowledge. One-way ANOVA was employed to observe the effect of
English proficiency on the studénts’ pragmatic ability. Content analysis and
frequency counts were €onducted to reveal linguistic forms and pragmatic failures.

The findings of thé Study were as follows. First, the FOP-Test could
distinguish the students’ pragmaiic abilify into high, average, and low levels.
Second, there was a significant main effect of the levels of English proficiency on
pragmatic ability. In addition, the use of politeness markers and the address forms
were distinetive_linguistic_features. that_differentiated_the ~students’ pragmatic
abilities while the routine patterns, formulaic expressions of regret, adverbials,
affirmation markers, and the use of the “we” were performed similarly in all
groups. Finally, the students’ levels of English proficiency did not affect the
degrees of recognition in pragmatics. Besides, the students in all groups performed
pragmatic errors in beth pragmalinguisticsiand sociolinguistics. These errors were
perceived (as| ineffectiveness fand) inappropriateniess /in «the «hotel staff-guest
interactions. . The findings provided more insights in pragmatic production of Thai
students ;in hospitality services. The study also contributed pedagogical and
assessment implications related to ESP/EOP teaching in specialized, contexts,
particularly hotel industry English.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background of the study

Hospitality industry, one of Jthe mostimportant tourism industries in
Thailand, has contributedssignificantly to the growth of the country’s income. The
hotel business is very eompetitive in both the country and on the international stage.
Currently about 20 peseent.of hotel rodIms in Thailand are operated by international
chains in order te'increase their competltlve advantages (Maysa Chanikornpradit and
Sukanya Sirikeratikul, 2003). ThlS fact supports the report of Diethelm Travel’s
Thailand Tourism Review (2008) in th.:dt 80% of Thailand five-star hotels have
manipulated by foreign investors. How';:yer, Thai hotel development has not met
international standards even.though “its 'de've‘]:opment has been expanded rapidly
(Wangpaichitr, 2007). fThis view corli*cl-gé(_)‘nds to the concern of the Tourism
Authority of Thailand (TAT)’ who has urged. t.'h%: Thai Hotel Association (THA) to
raise the “Thailand Hotel Standard™ in ordei"‘to achieve the international benchmark
and compete with the world=class hotels prdpertles (TAT, 2005) The major criteria
in conmdermg:;th.e__Thaﬂand_Holﬁl_Slmdngf_aerhysma{ aspects, construction
aspects, servite' quality and the ability to maintain quality, —ran’d the maintenance of
the hotel and facilities (TAT, 2005)." Apparently, the concern of service quality and
quality maintenalxqce are directly related to the hotel staff ’at the operational level.
Besides; the: needi to raise tthe, quality; of serviee) Blue jand,Harun(2003) emphasize
that there is also a growing wotldwide need for the front-line staff who are able to
communicate with the guests effectively in the hospitality industry. Diethelm Travel
affitms™that"Thai tetitism. industfy, including hotel, buisiness, [still nédds ‘qualified
hospitality and tourism werkers'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,



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 eurricula related to hospitality and tourism
management. Thus, it is essential that fhe” government and universities should
concentrate on English skills on the hospitality-oricnted program in order to meet the
increasing demand of hospitality indu'étry and 1mprove 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, Iknowledge, and competencies in English in
order to compete with the world econdn'iy. Initially, English benchmarks for 25
occupations have beeniproposed and thefétan_dard of English for hotel Front Desk is
one of them (ELDC42003). )"

In hotel business, English is used;s 2 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 majpr medlum to communicate with foreign
guests. Moreover, English skills-are regardegras_a prerequisite for economic success
(Vandermeeren, 2005). . -t is-known that Enghsh ecommunication skills are essential
for hotel Front-Office staff since they have the highest frequeney of interactions with
guests and they, ;1re 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 requirés 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.



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 distange, power, and the rank of imposition,
reflected at the level of politeness, have tobeconsidered seriously in the hotel staff-
guest interaction. Accordingly, the hotel empleyecs have to use politeness strategies
in their communicative acts or speech acts in.Order fo Maintain positive relationships
with the guests and cnhanee the prospect of repeating business. Consequently, the
loss of businesssopportunity.can happen if the hotel employees fail to convey the
appropriate level of politeness. |

Since appropsiate language usc 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:#, S(;me Thai hotels use their own in-house
English tests to €xamine their e}mployeé,js%’_,__cqr_nmunication skills in order to offer
special training courses to develgp their h(_)t};l ﬁersonnel’s English skills while many
consider the scores of the Test of English rfgiﬁ-lrri_ltﬁrnational Communication (TOEIC)
reliable for an application process or for ﬁl-acmg employees in language classes.
However, the TOEIC result-is-an mdirect ,fn'eés‘ure of speaking and writing skills.
The scores cannot tell specific actions or behaviors the candidates can perform in real
situations. Mofeover, 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.



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 constriicting valid pragmatic tests is not an
easy process. To our knowledge, thete are 10t many studies that assess pragmatic
ability in the context of hotclFront Office Department. As mentioned above, the
need to design+a teststo assess Thai students’ pragmatic ability in business
communication particularly in hotel busliness is urgent. The English proficiency test
alone may not be gufficient fo' indicate one’s pragmatic knowledge. Serious
misunderstanding generally occurs at the pragmatic level (Thomas, 1983). In
addition, it is necessary to shift from the fest JOf language functions for all purposes to
focus on the pragmatic ability of English f;r_.Ogcupational Purposes for Thai students
in hospitality oriented programs. Moreov¢r;. in. order to provide qualified hospitality
workers who have better English skills in Vt-flféjhr_ojtfl staff-guest communication, there
is an urgent need to concentrate on the ﬁé;éness in pragmatic ability of Thai
students who are likely te-be hotel employ,e"e's-jtd ‘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'proficieney.

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

knowledge.



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. I

2. The students™ pragmatic ability, of the high, average, and low levels of
English proficieney differ significantly.
1.5 Scope of the study : b 4

1. The samples ©of the study, ate the fdyrtﬁ-year Thai students majoring in the
hotel and tourism management from _]ée;n'_gjlfok University, Dhurakit Pundit
University, and Kasetsart University. r

2. The Front Office Pragmatic-Test (F OP;Teist)— is developed to test the students’
pragmatic ability based on the five speech acts which “haye been considered
problematic fop ‘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 seryices defined. in’ the Thailand Hotel Standard, is
positions offeredyin those hotels that employ specifie personnel to petform: 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.



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“arc not included in this study. The

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

1.6 Limitation.efithe study

The test methed of the Front Ofﬁcle Pragmatic-Test (FOP-Test) is typically an
oral discourse complétion test (ODCT). " This elicitation test has a limitation in
collecting elaborated jbehaviors found in (_)ral speech.  Thus, the FOP-Test is

considered as a semi-direct speaking test,hot a ditect interactive speaking test.

1.7 Definition of terms : -_,

1. Thai hotel management and toun::l_érﬁ ;s.t_udents : They are the fourth-year
Thai students from Bangkok University, Dl;turél.lj{:it Pundit University, and Kasetsart
University from the faculties-related to hotel-'fnénagement and tourism. The students
have to compléte all English courses required from their curriculum and have
internship progréms with hospitality business which 18 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 cemmunication
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,



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 torthesgiven specific situations happened
in the hotel front office context appropriately=and cffectively. In terms of testing,
pragmatic ability in this study therefore refers {0 Scores based on the analytical scale
of rating adapted from Hudson ¢t al. (1995) which consists of four components: 1)
correct speech aets; 2) expressions and wocabulary; 3) amount of information; and 4)
degree of appropuiateness conceming florrnality, directness and politeness with five
level bands of the efféctivéncss indanguage use.

4. The Front Office Pragmatic Tesf(FQP-Test): The Front Office Pragmatic
Test (FOP-Test) is an oral production elic..itatai'on test to assess the pragmatic ability of
English of Thai studeats in hospitality of;Qthd programs, focusing on problematic
speech acts reflected from Thai hotel frOjni;. ofﬁce staff from four and five starred
hotels in Bangkok, and on the politenesé Jc}ii;ni_ejrision in the context of hotel Front
Office Department. The test-was designeé—:b}}! _'Jthe presentation computer program
called Adobe Captivate-~which = can fac‘il"ita;te; “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’ specch 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’ /pragmatie, '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.



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 EOP-Test can be used to accompany
other standardized tests in recruiting hotel"Eront Office personnel. It also can be
used in in-service training to help Thai hotcl personnel to be aware of aspects in
pragmatics when commuamicating with the foreign guests. More importantly, the
FOP-Test can help English teachers in\the hospitality ficld to prepare their students
to be pragmatically competent and be Iqualiﬁed hotel staff in language use in their

future career.

Overview )
Chapter one provides the backgroﬁh_d of the study. Tt includes the objectives
of the study, resear¢h questions, hypotheses, scope, limitation, definition of terms

and significance of the study. 71,

Chapter two presents a review of re}ated literature in eight major concerns
which are: 1) definitions-of pragmatics; 25'.‘pﬁalgmatic competence; 3) theories of
speech acts; 4)-theories of politeness; 5) the selection of speechi acts; 6) methods of
testing pragmatiés; 7) the studies in pragmatic competencg 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 I
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter presents a review of related literature from which the underlying
concepts of this study were drawn. [t coversithe definitions and perspectives of
pragmatics and pragmatie competence, theories of speech acts and politeness, the
selection of speech.acts, methods of testing pragimatics, a review of studies in
pragmatic competenee and assessment of pragmatic ability, and linguistic speech acts

and politeness strategies ishotel communication.

A

2.1 Definitionsof pragmatics = . 3 &

Pragmaticgthas jbeen defined di:tfferently by many researchers. The term
“pragmatics” is interehangeably "referred.'}o as interlanguage pragmatics because it is
one of inquiries in'Second language acquisition.

According to Leech '(1983), ,-'i)ffélgdr'-natics 1S the study of people’s
comprehension and production "'of lingﬁigﬁc. action in context. He classifies
pragmatics into  two shb-arcas: soip?ﬁ]:‘gmatics and pragmalinguistics.
Sociopragmatics is related {0 relations of sp;ig}'l-;bgbavior and the appropriateness of
linguistic forms,which depe:nds on a given éoﬁtext 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 Hriéuistic strategies for
expressing speaket’s intention.

Yule (199643).defines pragmatics ag, “the study of meaning as communicated
by a speaker (or a writer) and interpreted; by i listener (or'reader). It has been
concerned with the analysis of what people mean by their uttérances more than what
the words or phrases in those uttérances might mean, by themselves”. In this sense,
pragmatics 1s, 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 {0.realizea Certain speech act.

Thomas (1995) states.that pragmatic competence is the ability to produce
meaning in a seeially 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 pragmatlcs '(‘ILP) Kasper and Dahl (1991) and Kasper
and Blum-Kulka, (1993)refer to this tert'as nonnative speakers’ comprehension and
production of speech acts; and acqulsmon of their L2 related to speech acts. It
includes rules of diseourse and the focus on,. 1llocut10nary and politeness dimensions
of speech act performance. Kasper (1998 184) lately defines the term “ILP” in a
narrow sense as “the study of nennative spg_a-ke_rs comprehension, production, and
acquisition of linguistic aetton-in £2, ot put; ]:;riéﬂy, ILP investigates how to do things
with words in.aecond language”.

Accordmg to Roever (2006), interlanguage pragmatlcs (ILP) investigates
second language learners’ development knowledge and ability for use of the
pragmatics rules, conventions, and practices of the target language.

From the aforémentioned definitions-of pragmatics and interpragmatics, the
term pragmatics in this study is narrowly referred t6 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 agts.

Traditionally, .communicative languagé ability comprises a number of
specific competences, such as grammaﬁcal, textual, illocutionary, and sociolinguistic
competence. According tesBaeghman (1990), the term “communicative competence”
is defined as “‘ecommuni€ative language ability” and he elassifies communicative
language ability sinto three aspects:l (a) strategic competence; (b) psycho-
physiological mechanismas; fand: (<) hﬁguage competence.  Firstly, strategic
competence is the ability to relate knowledge of language to the knowledge of
structures of language fusers and also tfle features of the context in which
communication fakes plage. = This comb_qtegce i1s used to perform assessment,
planning, and execution function i1 0rder_t§ m.eet communicative goals effectively.
Secondly, psycho-physiological mechanisn_lls: ,glr'_ej wused to control the channel and the
mode through which they ar¢-implemented. %astly, language competence is broken
down into two discrete~ Components, na{mély’ organizational competence and
pragmatic competence. Bachman’s (1990) organizational ¢ompetence consists of
grammatical corhpetence and textual competence. Grammatical competence
involves the knowledge of wvocabulary, morphology, syntax, and phonology/
graphology whilc 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 ifta given context with'the correct
knowledge of sociolinguistic conventions. ' [llocutionary competence ¢an 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 figurcs of speech. When we use different

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

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

affecting language lgarner performance.’

[ LANGUAGE COMPETENCE |
1

T 4 TR |
‘ ORGANIZATIONAL 4 [ PRAGMATIC COMPETENCE }
COMPETENCE |
I
] |

GRAMMATICALW TEXTUAL £ ILLOCUTIONARY | [SOCIOLINGUISTIC
COMPETENCE COMPETENCE 4£ §, COMPETENCE COMPETENCE

- Cohes. 4 Idea! Sensit. To Dial.
~Functs. or Variety

Functs. Nat
Imag. Cultl Refs. &
Phon/Graph. Functs. Figs. Speech

“Manip. Sensit. to
Functs. Reg.

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

Overall, all three compongnts of communigative language abilityy strategic,
psycho-physiolegicalmechanisms and langnage competence are theoretical concepts
of the test ‘construct; however, Bachman’s (1990) components™ in Tanguage
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 meludes illocutionary competence, or the
knowledge of how to pgrform speech acts, and sociolinguistic
competence, or the knowledge of the sociolinguistic conventions
whi€h govemadanguage use.”
(Bachman, 1990: 42)

)

In conclusion, pragmaticsis the production and understanding of speech acts
and their appropriateness/in given situations. Thus, this study applies Bachman’s
(1990) notion of pragmati¢ competence to assess Thai hotel students’ pragmatic
ability in performing language functions (f)'lgcurring in the speech acts performed in
hotel Front Office Department. The theorié_s-of.speech acts are reviewed in the next

. ‘l f
section. o Fin

Py i’j‘.,l

2.3 Theories of speech acts il

Speech acts are fhe~most 001nmohlf§'f-"s'tiidies in the area of interlanguage
pragmatic research so far (Roever, 2006).Austin-(1962) and/ Searle (1975) have
been regarded ;15 the pioneers of speech acts. Austin (cited.in Blum-Kulka, 1997:
42) provides the Vshift from “basic isight about the capacity of certain linguistic
expression to pefform communicative acts to a general theory of communicative
actions”r According to-Austin’s«(1962), influential boek .named How to Do Things
with Words, he makes an interesting pointthat wheh people talk, they not only say
things, but also do things. Austin believes that each utterance contains three acts
which havedifferentsspeeific force. pAccording-to Austingthe;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, “Thebar will be closed in five minutes™ as
follows (Batch, 2004° 466): 4

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

“The bar will o€ closed in /lllocutionary acts To wurge the customers to
five minutes.” - order a last drink

Perlecutionary acts To make the customs believe
| ; that the bar is about to close
J and to make them order one

it last drink

Regarding the three types of speech-"_a_cts, the illocutionary act is regarded as
the most important because,the speaker norrfnéli;{ performs implicit speech acts or an
illocutionary force to achieve his purpose ?Ir:mind. For example, the arrival guest
speaks to the porter who shows the room “I think this. room-is too stuffy” can be
performed implcitly either to complain or request foranew sdoi.

Austin(1962: 99-100) explains that an illocutionary aet 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 eommunicationsy In addition; the-utterance willsbessuceessful if there are
certain action§ from what people.say. According to Austin (1962), he believes that
an utterance is meaningful when the speaker performs certain actions in making such
afl ffteranceé™, Moreoyer,. the “utteranceisimeanitigful if ith happens™in (thé right
“circumstance’” and is Tappropriate” because it is nécessary 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 expetinding of views, conducting of
arguments, and clarifying, e.g., deny, inform; assume, refer, affirm, state, etc.
Austin’s speech act theory has been cxpanded in Searle’s (1975). Searle
agrees with Austin that _illocutionary act is an important part of speech act theory.
Searle (1975) defines themotion of illocutionary as “the production of sentence taken
under certain coaditions”. & So, speelzch acts are the production of linguistic
communication. Ageording fo Seatlc (.19’75), he groups illocutionary acts into the
following five main types. i
1. Representatives: an utterance fhata ‘commits the speaker to the truth of the
proposition expressed, e.g. stating, suggfe_gtiqg, complaining, arguing, informing,
reporting, and claiming, for examiple, “Cbeck-out time is at noon.” (front desk

|
receptionist informs the hotel guest.) -

2. Directives: an uiteiance to get %liejl?;arer to do something by acts like
ordering, commanding; - -begging, reqﬁe‘sﬁ.ﬁg,- instructing, advising, and
recommending,“for example, “You can leave your luggage with the bell captain and
collect it later.” (Tfront 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, “lI will check with the
housekeeping and call'you immediately.” (frent 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 m Blum-Kulka, 1997..46), the interpretation of indirect
speech act is governed by Grice’s (1975) €oeperative Principles that call upon the
speaker and the hearer to cooperateJin oider to make interaction effective and
efficient. It also depecnds en the context given which includes the hearer’s
interpretation abulity and‘sociogultural’ context as well. The Gricean principles are
reviewed in the next section. I‘

Another impeftang contibution made by Searle (1975) is his attempt to use
Austin’s felicitys€onditions to categorize speech acts. According to Austin (1962),
two conditions are associated with a part:icudl'ar act; one 1s felicity condition and the
other is infelicity condition. The former o-llie is also called “happiness” conditions or
“appropriateness” beeause the illoeutionary ;act 1s achieved, while the latter one leads
to unhappy conditions.. To exﬁlﬁin the égr:lc-lli;ciczn of “happiness”, Austin (cited in
Levinsion, 1983) proposes a set-of felicity cé,ﬂd}t_fons as:

A. There must be-a-conventional 'ﬁrdc-‘,edure; the circumstance and people
mustibe appropriate.

B. The procedure must be executed correctly and comipletely.

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 (1 962) infelicity condition, sometimes people fail to act
from what th€y say so/Or have no intentioni to make.false utterances. It happens in
the occasion when “the things thatcan go wrong” (Austin, 1962: 39). For example,

3

the utteraneCy I (promise™ willy be “unhappy’ if #the speaker hasine” 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 i the past.

2. Preparatory conditions specify thesnecessary contextual features needed
for the speech act to be performed. ~Those. who perform the act must have the
authority to do it in thesappropriate circumstance and with appropriate actions.
According to Austin, this matches with the violation of “misfire’ if the condition is
not satisfied. I

3. Sincerity g€onditigns 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 gonditions are the gpgalg_ers’ intentions that the act must be
carried out from their utterances.” For e)_(a-_mp.le, in the utterance of a request, the
speaker attempts to get the hearer o do wh:;t_-ig '_rf:quested. The intention to get things
done must be from both the speaker and the %tearer If the speakers’ intentions are not
met, the act has not really-ben carried out. | ~2i=-

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 thetaxonomic 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 cenclusion, speech acts theoties 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).  Agcording to Grice (cited in Blum-Kulka,
1997), all communication is based on the .asSumption of conversation principle
which is claimed as a universal princfpﬁrle. Grice points out the differences between
what linguistic expressions’ mean and what speakers mcan in using them (Batch,
2004). Grice (1975) stresses that the intention of communication between the
interlocutors does.not negessarily state elxplicitly. Grice (eited in Sadock, 2004) calls
things that are communicated beyonck what is said as implicatures and those
implicatures depend upon the hearer S assumptlon It is then called conversational
implicatures which mean the speaker mténtlonally implies something from what he
actually says and the hearer gan mfer the speaker s intention by using contextual
information or his weorld knowledge to dec'ode a message adequately. Grice’s (1975)
Cooperative Principles gontaiit four maxrm: as follows:

-“
1. Maxim of Quantrty =

1.1 Make your-eonttibutions as rnTormative as is required;

1.2 Do not make your contrlbutlon more 1nformat1ve than is required.
2. Maxrm of Quality . !

2.1 Do not say what you believe to be falsc;

2.2 DO not say that for which you lack adequate ¢vidence.
3. Maxim of Manner

3.1 Avoid obscurity;

3.2 Avoid ambiguity;

3.3 Beg 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:

Fromi'the example illustrated above, the arrival guest indirectly
signals for the appsoval of late check-0ut while. the. front desk receptionist informs
the condition of half day charge without the guest’s enquiry.

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

b (13

Gricean’s “clarity rule”. fAceording to Li:akoaf:f s view, if communication is the major
aim, the speaker willd make the messeig% 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 1mphed Lakoff (T973) proposes three rules of politeness

# ] J )
from the speaker’s point of view as follows:

(1) Don’t impese (used when.fpr_r_rgal/_impersonal politeness

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

t3) Make the others feel good (used when infifhate politeness
is required).

Leech (1983: 108) views thatiindirectness and politeness are
associated and the indirect illocutions' “‘increase the degree of gptionality” and “the
more indirect an illocution is, the more diminished and tentative its force tends to
be”. Leech (1983) also builts his ‘politeness modelon Gricean Cooperative Principle
but'iequates 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 seli=praise; Maximize self-dispraise
(5) Agreement MaXiin: Miﬁ;imize disagreement between self and others;
Maximize agrcement between self and others.
(6) SympathyMaxim: (a) Minimize antipathy between self and others;
(b)Maximizesympathy liISetween self and others
Among theSix'maxims mentioned, tact maxim seems to be the most
related and essential in hospltahty serv1ces smce it directly imvolves in the hotel staff-
guest interaction. According to Leech {1977 24), tact is a strategy to avoid the
confrontation. He proposes three crlterla of the amount of tact more required in a
given situation when: (1) the more power. thp 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) “dlso agrees that—tact is a tool used in order to reduce
friction in personal interaetion: Thus, it carr ‘be seen that tact maxim is needed to be
applied in the hetel staff-guest commumcatlon Bes1des it is percelved as politeness

in business 1nteract10n 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. 3
2.4.2 Face-saving

Thefundamental 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 (1§87) also emphasize that face is
characterized as an indipadual’s wants rather than a social norm. They state that
every individual-has twoerkinds of face: positive and negative face. Positive face is
the individual’s dgsire that his wants be Iaccepted and appreciated in. It is the wish to
create a positive selfsimage 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. Thereforé, tiiese two types of face are needed to be
continually attended t0 when cqmmunié;t@ng_ so that politeness can be achieved
(Brown & Levinson, 1987). : ,.

Despite the fact; it is sometird;%-eg ;qicessaw for the speakers to perform
acts that threaten their addiessees’ face.fﬁfese acts are referred to as “face
threatening acts” (‘FTAs’<foi short). Brown"a'ﬁd;LeVinson (1987) state that a certain
type of speech-act inherently threatens either the speaker’sfface 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:

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

ordering, advising, threatening, warning;

(i1)" Acts. threatening the hearetr’s: positive face! e.g., complaining,

criticizing, disagreeing, raising taboo topics;

(1i1) Acts threatening the_speaker’s négative face: e.g., acCepting and

offering, accepting thanks, promisingunwillingly;

(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 somethi jt ee variables are considered to be the

three independent and c es that play important roles in

speech and behavior. form an FTA, he or she can

estimate the serious i# @the formula that assesses
the weightiness o ighti A is calculated in the following

equation:

& Levinson, 1987: 76)

social distance between
interlocutors; P( earer has over the speaker
and Rx is the de position in that culture
Apparently, whenever , she or he must determine
the seriousness of an FTA b in order to decide which strategy
should apply to. .
L  basi Brown and son’s 3s” calculation,

the Speakers ha ,1 g‘!, j_l it FTAs in different
ways. Brown aﬂ Levinso XO omy_@ possible strategies for
performing FTAS which are given in Figure 2.2 below (the higher the number of the

str. ategﬁ1he more ;glﬁt is) (Brown & LeVirison, 1987: 69).

'V]ﬂ‘ﬂ‘iWﬂ'Wﬂ‘ﬁ
ammmm 1NIINYIAY
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Lesser 1. Without redressive action,
A 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’tdo FTA

v y
Greater

Figure.2:2: Ressible strategies for performing FTAs

Fromi"Figufe 22 /1 perfol‘rrning 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 regord” or “off record” strategy. On record means that the speaker’s
intention is clear and unambig{lous and! ce;h be so interpreted by the hearer, i.e.
perform a direct speech aet.  If 1s act -v&}l}_i.cl}_makes the intention of the speaker
understand. When the speaker chooses tljle-;!. FTA “on record” or direct strategy, he
can either commit it without a redrégéi;:g .Jaction (baldly) in a blunt and
straightforward manner by adepting either égé—l(’;_fr two kinds of the redressive action
namely positive politeness-afd negative poﬁfeﬁe-s‘s. “However, if the speaker wants to
minimize the theeat, it is also possible to commit an FTA “off record”, threats which
are ambiguoussz} where the speaker’s intention is unclearri.c, 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 abeve, 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 approptiateness as
it considerably explains the use of English for nonnative speakers andsit isithe 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 aie 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, '~ 1. Be conventionally indirect
wants, etc. :

2. Use in-group markers . . 2. Question, hedge

3. Be optimistic J 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 1\5:%';’111'[8 or needs that every society
member wants to satisfy, so.do the hotel gu_é_sts. 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 Tabie 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:

Fitst, the use of modal verbs (e.g. f‘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 yeur name?

Would you sign your name? (Felse& Vitanova, 2006: 52-53).
This example can explain in terms of the wcightiness 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 politencss.an the interrogative mood as it 1s already in a question form,
but it differs in the declarative mood.I 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 n;ime, nickname, or some combination of
these also depend on the variables of ther,jsfq_(;iql_ distance (D), the relative power (P),
and the rank of impgesition (R). Eor examp_lé., Mr Higgins” indicates inequality and

|
unfamiliarity while addressing the first name, indicates equality and familiarity

(Wardllaugh, 1990). Since the relationsh@éf;veen the hotel staff and guests is
determined involves the transactional statusj"(e":;g.; a-doctor — patient relationship), the
social condition‘affects the language use. Besides, the hotel staff are required to treat
the guests as supérior 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 ands overly explicit. Many sentences use
conventional means, for example, “I will putyoeuthrough to ...””, “Would you
like ...?””, “Would you like X or Y?”, “Do you have a preference for ...?”” and “May
| take your home address,please?” The utterances are formal even there are some of
ellipses like “And the mame, sir,'is 1..” and “And your address?” in the hotel

|
encounters.

2.5 The selectiom of speech agcts i
The selectiofl of $Speech acts from I;revious studies is varied. In order to

utilize the speech acts, @ number of studiésjt_g date have generally selected the speech
acts of requests, refusals,;and apologics to i;e investigated. In terms of testing, the
process of determining which variables tJo jri_lcjzliude in the test of speech acts is
considered in the selection-of power (P~),_= 1s!0_:cial distance (D), and degree of
imposition (R) as the sociepragmatic Variabl,és';-j-These variables are selected because,
within the research of pragmatics, they are identified as the' three independent and
culturally sensiti;/e 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 18 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 aparticular 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, oran apology.

Besides, since politeness and speech acts.are in the filed of pragmatics, these
two aspects have been.investigated mutually dwe 1o _the construct of appropriateness.
In terms of politencss aspect, requestg and apologies also have been studied most
because these two acts_egonsutute 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 & Bluml—Kulka, 1993). " Apparently, the notion of
politeness plays impeortant roles in conéid'éring 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 imight consider Brown Jand Levinson’s (1987) four types of
threatening acts as mentioned earlier. 7 d 1

Regarding the speech acts assessed m hotel Front Office Department in this
study, it is clear that speech acts perfom’l;{ijipj.‘ghe hospitality business are varied.
However, kinds of speech aets generall&-:déﬁend on job descriptions in each
department. The front-line staff such as the réeeptionists, guest relation officers, or
concierges need'to employ more politeness strategies because they have the highest
frequency of inte}action with the guests. Thus, the selection ofispeech 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 spcech 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 completiofn.iest (WDCT or DCT) has been used in
many cross-cultural and interlanguagé 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 ecommunicative functions
by comparing the speechiact rc:alizationI patterns of native speakers and L2 learners.
It is a written questionnaire ¢onsisting of a number of brief situational descriptions.
The test takers are required to read the written deseription of each situation where a
certain kind of speeeh act is expected. A:lso:'settings, participation roles, and degree
of imposition are given. The test takeré,ja_r__e asked to provide a response that they
think is appropriate in that situation. Thejléasié objective of the WDTC is to elicit a

|

speech behavior that is @ppropriate to the context of a situation. Originally, the test
¥ do s Ao

consisting of dialogs requires-the-insertion éi?—on'e utterance in a blank. An example
is given below. - -

At the restaurant
~Dan: What would you like to eat?
Ruth: | 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 theligdp (in fwhich(the t€st] takers/giveltheir résponses,;astin the following
example fromJohnson &t 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: IP’msorry, but'l 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 pessible speech act realizations and it is
an appropriate instrument for testingJ pragmalinguistic knowledge. Besides, the
WDCT can serve directly” as'a testing tool for establishing learners’ levels of
pragmatic competence ifit is'administered to learners of various levels of linguistic
proficiency (Olshtain and'Blum-Kulka, I1987).

However, thete are'some he’éative aspects of the WDCT that need to
be considered. It'has beeniregarded as afIimi_ted tool in assessing authenticity of the
situations they reptresent (Billmyer & :Va;ghese, 2000; Kasper & Dahl, 1991).
Holmes (1991) points out that the WDCTV,fnqthaod does not correspond to natural data
and does not allow the test takers to usejléng.uage spontaneously as it is found in
spoken speech. Also, it is.an offline taslifn }»ﬁhich the test takers have time for
introspection. Most importanély;-it lacks négef:i!ation and sequential moves. Galato
(2003: 92) suggests that the WDCT is a Valifl'_'iﬁs:trument for a symbolic action, not a
pragmatic action.  He claims that the WDCT is suitable for the study of “what people
think they Woulrdvsay” 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 eompletion 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 jexample 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 | forgot the deadline for the assignment. Can | bring it to you at
the end of the day?

B. Pardon me, sir, | 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 languagc.test. Second, no special expertise is
required to score them beecausc there i_s} only 4 pessible correct answer for each item
and the answers can be scored by machine. Third, scores derived from them may
easily be analyzed (e.gi item analysis) giving a clear idea of the difficulty and
reliability of each itemyas well as theltest as a whole. Analysis can also identify
successful and unsuccessfuldistractors. ‘_Fourth, to score objectively, multiple choice
questions need a careful process of re‘ViJé.wing, pre-testing, trialing, analysis and
revision. This*Would make the test mq_;e reliable than the other forms of testing
(Brown & Hudsony 19985 Davies et al.; 19_?9;- Hopkins & Antes, 1985).

However, multiple choicex--__que_stions are frequently criticized for
lacking validity, partly because they seem ‘fg{tz.e able only to assess test takers’ ability
to recognize correct forms, but not to prod.u‘cé Janguage (Roever, 2004). Another
criticism is that the developﬁent of the MDCT t‘;:st options is very time-consuming.
Besides, the high problematic feature of the MDCT s it s nearly impossible to create
distractors that.are clearly incorrect (Brown, 2001) —Optionsiof the MDCTs are not
always right oswrong, but rather need to be considered in terms of appropriateness.
Thus, high-quality response options for the MDCT is time consuming and strenuous
particularly writiﬁg distractors for politeness (Liu, 2006). Roever (2004: 194) says
that “peliteness ss mnot«black-and-white. Many sshadings=exist, aleng a continuum
between politeé 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) eomment:

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 necessaty in that situation. Self-assessment (also
known as self-evaluation, self-rating, self-iesting, and self-appraisal) gives the
learner continuous feedback on what fie or she has Tearned and enables the learner to
assess his or her total achievement.

Hudson ctal. (1995) developed two types of self-assessment. The
first one was an imstrument for the exalminees to evaluate the extent to which they
could succeed in ong®df thé DSAT situations. The participants were asked to give an
overall rating ofitheir intended performance on a five-point scale after reading each
situation. The second type of self—asseé’sm%nt was the participants’ assessment of
their performance on the structured inteNi}yy in which the participants were asked to
rate their actual pragmati¢ performance, al_sé us.ing a five-point scale. The following

ol of i
is an example of the self=assessment from Hudson et al. (1995: 190):
: Ao dd

Situation: You are a-salesperson in a g1ftshop You need to get something out of a
display case now. However, you are unable to gét into the case because a
customeris.standing.inthe way and.blocking yout-path.

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

2.6.4 | Adiscourse role-play task

A discourse role-play task (DRPT) is an instrument that provides a
description of a situation requiring the performancé-of a speech act and“asks the test
takers to take a“particular role with another person in that situation. Rele-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—play; provide valid rcpresentations of pragmatic
practices in an authentic centext (Kasper & Rose, 2002). Third, Galato (2003) states
that role-plays eannot _ebscwve sociolinguistic variables which naturally occur in
everyday conversation. Iasgly, role—plal‘ys are time consuming for data transcription
analysis. It would be werth if a role-i:ﬂéjl 1s carried out with a small number of
examiners and igsfcombined with Video-taﬁing_(Olshtain and Blum-Kulka, 1987).
2.6.5 Anoral discoursé comple;-tioh task

An oralidiscourse gompletiéq_jta§k (ODCT) 15 a pragmatic
instrument that requires the test takers,j’t;) li.sten to a description of a situation
(usually on a tape recorder) and to say albil.}‘ci. yvl}at they would say in that situation
(typically into another tape récorlier). Accofg]_:ﬁ{g_fto Kasper and Dahl (1991), the oral
DCT is a form of closed role-plays which ;ié'v-eﬁy elose to authentic discourse more
than the written! DCT does. Yuan (2001) points out that the oral DCT has certain
advantages ovéfv the written DCT in terms of eliciting 7conversational features.
However, Beebe and Cummings (1996) state that a drawback of the oral DCT is that
the respondents hiave no opportunity to negotiate or interact with the interlocutor.

2.6.6 A roleplay 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 theirown pragmatic performance in a
previously petformed role;play that is récorded on a ¥ideo 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

MDCT

DSAT

DRPT

ODCT

RPSA

Easy to administer because of
paper-and- pencil

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

Encourages'Sel#rcflection; easy
to_administef becanse of
relatively qui€k and papet-and
pengil; easy tofscore

Encetirages oral productiori;:
relatively quick to administer

Encourages oral production; =
relatively quick to administer

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

‘Waitten receptive language only;
deesnot encourage oral
production or self-reflection

Not suitable for high-stakes
decisions

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

7
‘Relatively difficult to administer

‘because it requires two

" “audiocassette recorders; difficult

Encourages self-retlection;
easy to score

to score because it requires
reeruitingtraming, scheduling,
and paying raters

Relatively difficult to administer
because it must be administered
individually using video
equipment; notisuitable for high-
stakes decisions

Brown (2001 ) shows that all instruments'except the muliiple-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
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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; €ach test method has ifs own strengths and weaknesses. The

adoption of a test methoddies.an the purpose of testing along with the desired levels
of reliability andwalidity. The test method used in this study is typically an oral
discourse comple@on test (ODCT); h(;wever, it has been designed by using the
computer which candacilitaté the test face with audio-visual simulation. Details of

the test are presented im Chapter 3.
)
2.7 The studies'in pragmatic cgmpetehée__aqd assessment of pragmatic ability
Most studies on pragmatic cq@petence are based on three kinds:
longitudinal, cross-sectional, and singléfr%lgg}esnt. Cross-sectional studies are
commonly found in the studies-of pragmaﬁ@&j!i\/lost studies focus on illocutionary
competence or the comprehiension of indiréc’tjspeech acts of EFL (NNS) students
from various eultural backgrounds (Holtgraves, 2007). A nutnber of cross-sectional
studies have béen 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 conyentions of means
(semanti¢ formulae or| realization strategie¢s) 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.



35

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 gircumstances?

3. What compensation strategies do.dearncis.use when their language is
inadequate? .

4. What arc the learners’ selection route and decision making process with
respect to strategy prefercmce, modification preference, content limitation, and
illocutionary inteng? I

In terms of jassessing pragmatfc ‘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 abilitics that will be reﬂbc{ed in test performance, and about which
inference can be made on the basis of teé;(_§cqres”. Brown (2004: 3) simply states
that “test is a method of measuring a persqr-;,’s e.lbility, knowledge, or performance in
a given domain”. So, test constitcts in ass;s_-s-if_l% pragmatic ability are the constructs
that can measure pragmatic—ability in d%mét.f;ions and contexts based on the
researchers’ objectives.. == . T

There .are not many tests to assess the learners® pragmatic ability, though
pragmatic knowlédge 1s 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; i 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 ,0f | the [context: ar¢ important te ' 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) comparcd the learners’ politeness strategies in a
speech act of requests.between native Englishespcakers and the ESL learners. The
study was based on the basic scale of . impeiative/declarative/interrogative mood to
investigate the degree of peliteness 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 EST learners anld native speakers of American English. The
ESL group was a _heterogencous groﬁp “whose overall ESL proficiency was at
intermediate andfadvanced leyels. " The T(fons_truct was comprehension of politeness
and realization strateégies. The learners ;hach to determine which of several possible
strategies was the most polite in the givé'_r{. situations. The findings revealed that
there was a high correlation between the _n-e_;tiv.e and ESL judgment of politeness in
the request strategies. /Their findings gavé._-tfli_ethtribution to the effect of learning
environments. However, the-ESE learners fﬁade a more politeness distinction than
native English speakers -did:~Some questfo‘ﬁs.iwere 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 langiiages 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 nativeiand non,natiye 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 ESLi 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 comﬁrehend the intention of the utterance. Two
groups of subjects werg 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 dialcl)g containing the inferred message and four
possible interpretations ofithe uttefance in question. Bouton’s findings revealed that
the ESL learness” pesformance in intefﬁret_ing the implicatures was significantly
poorer. The findings suggested that cu]:tur;il background is a reliable predictor of
nonnative speakers’ (NNS) ability to intéfp_r.eta implicatures the way native speakers
(NSs) do. Not only did NNSs differed;.fro.m the NSs, but they also differed
significantly among themselves.  This ﬁrfgii;lgj.?lso showed that individuals with
different backgrounds drew different implicé@ég from the same utterance. Bouton’s
(1988) study reported that there was a sigﬁi‘ﬁcant- difference in the way NSs and
NNSs interpreted the implicatures found in the contextualized.dialogues in the test.
Even though thev findings suggested that cultural backgrounds/played an important
role in predicting the implication, this test did not rcsolve 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
commufiication.

Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei (1998) examined L2 learners’ detection of
pragmati¢ and grammatical efrors 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—proﬁciench ESL group also noticed more pragmatic
inappropriateness when cempared with their low-proficicncy learners. The findings
of this study suggested that the learning context (ELE/ESL) and proficiency levels
affected the abilityin pragmatic and gralmmatical 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 gxamine the language:#leeimers’ knowledge in illocutionary force
and realization strategies on_how correcﬁy__they identified the meaning in request
ranking from directy conventionally indirf_:cil, a;nd non-conventional indirect. They
employed a cross-sectional .desigin in theﬁ:l S{u(p: that compared the high-and low-
proficiency ESL learners’ pragmatic awareﬁesg ,'Jof requests with that of Australian
English native speakers. -t -was found that,-fhére‘ ‘were significant differences in the
interpreted action of conventionally indirect and non-. éonventionally indirect
requests betweeri the native speakers and the learner groups/ of both proficiency
levels. The native speakers correctly identified the mcaning 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. ‘'Tocompare the performance fromithe 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. Thuss 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 Suggecsted that proficiency only had an
indirect effect on pragmatie development ‘Wwhen interlinked with exposure to L2.
This means that those “Japancse learners who reached a higher level of proficiency
when they were i 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 competené” (Matsumura, 2003: 485). Matsumura’s
(2003) study has shown that the length of stay in the L2 context and the overall level
of proficiency im'the target language play an important rele in the acquisition of
pragmatic awareness. '

Liu (2006)’s studywas to find tﬁé_ ,_reli_able and valid methods in assessing
pragmatic ability of the ESL learncrs. Thié st.udy was direct to the field of testing
and the test construct revealed the percep;lt_-i(;r'; JQf appropriateness in meaning and
form of requests and apologies-in speech é‘eté.ji-)vith three sociopragmaic variables
(familiarity, power, and imposition). It also ihvésitigated whether learners of different
EFL proficieney: levels (i.e., the high-level group and the low=level group) performed
differently in prégmatics 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 seclf-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.int 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).c€omponents in pragmatic competence:
illocutionary competence or speech acts competénce and sociolinguistic competence.

o
2.8 Linguistic speech actsand politeness strategies in the hotel communication

To date, the'studies focusing onithe linguistic specchracts used in hotel
services are considerably rare.. The la%est work named Hospitality Language as a
Professional Skill wiitten by Bluesand Hartn (2003) has been reviewed widely. It is
related to English for Spegcific Purposes (ESP) in the field of hospitality industry.
Regarding language form, hosprtahty la.hguage has not been studied distinctively
because the scope of hospltah‘;y language_ _Is_qu_lte wide as there are several kinds of
business related to the patterns of hospitality language such as hotels, travel agents,
restaurants, information centers and tourlsi attrallctlons (Blue & Harun, 2003). So,
linguistic forms of speech dcts and pohteness—s:rategles in this study are referred to
“hospitality” and “hospitality-language™ Whrch..are associated with the hotel-guest
interactions in-hotel Front Office Department. Blue and Harun (2003: 74) define the

word “hospltal_lty” as “the cluster of éetlvnles oriented towards satisfying guests”
while “hospitality language” refers to “all linguistic cxpressions which relate to and
represent hospitafiry 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 . Pre-arrival
-Door men and porter E
-Registration ! -Reservations
-Room assignment !
-Issuing of keys '
-Baggage handling E
Occupancy Depakture
-Currency exchange -Baggage handling
-Safe deposits -Transportation

-Mail and information

-Check-out

-Telephone calls
-Transportation

1
1
|
1
|
1
|
|
-Maintaining.guest.accounts
|
]
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

J-Bill scttlement

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 asises from a combiﬁg;tiqnaof 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
4 de s M d

latter one involves payment. Table 2.3 sho&fl.i_'é language used in the commercial

hospital cycle which is retatcd-to the linguist{c"foims of speech acts and politeness

strategies used-ih hospitality language.

Table 2.3: The cammercial arrival-departure hospitality cycle

Stage

Activity

‘Language used

Arrival

Pick-up service in some
hotels; lluggage may-be
earried by porters;
registration at the reception.

All services'are commercial.

Greeting by driver, welcome
by feeeptionist, Routine and
Rehearsed language used,
Formal question-answer
transactions in formal tone,
Varies with eategory of hotel

Familianization

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 Mostly formal and
in rooms and in different impersonal, but may depend
sections of the hotel. on how long guest stays in a
Popular items include: TV,  hotel. Difficult to predict
restaurant and bar, pool, exact language needs other
gymnasium, sauna, diseo. than those relating to use of
facilities.

Departure Language transfer, Mostly rehearsed language,
preparation of bill, mostly formal and
perfunctory farewell impersonal.
conversation.

Blue and Huran (2003: 75)

From languagesused sshown in the commercial hospitality cycle, the
distinctive aspects of language used in ..fhe hotel-guest interaction are generally
formal and impersonal. However, it alsz; depends on the acquaintance between the
speakers and the hearers (the hotel staff éllpd guests and vice versa). The factor that
appears to contribute to formal language ué_e in the hotel staff-guest communication
includes Brown and Levinson’s” (1987) three social variables as mentioned
previously. The commercial hospitality is indégc__i a business transaction which aims
at cost and benefit, not for non-commercialEsﬁitality like in the traditional arrival-
departure hospitality cycle. - YT

Besides,» Blue and Harun (2003) made a field-obscrvation 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 anformation;and+queries, smiscellaneous, requests, check-ins,
check-outs, | and complaints and criticisms respectively. | The gstructure of the
conversation for those who had face-to-face interaction like receptionists and those
whendealt indirectlyalikesthe telephone joperators was veny; similar™, Blue and jHarun
(2003) suminarize the uttetancesat 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 hespitality language. The title and the
guest’s last name is used to mark the respectsdn aformal 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 hetel staff’s ufterancesiare more like a routine interaction. The
pattern of conversation and language fllll’lCtiOI’l 1s performed repeatedly according to
its job descriptions or responsibilities. Because of this, the utterances are predictable
and purposive. Y

To conclude the utterances talc.ena'from Blue and Harun’s (2003) site
observations, it has been found that thé,jl}fgtegances in the hotel context are short,
direct, and purposive. Utterances can also i_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 fe;fm;i; or informal. This depends on the
level of acquaintance among participants-"'tfle'mselves as well. Moreover, the
utterances are-mostly predictable. Both the speakers and hearers (namely the hotel
staff and gues,tsvand vice versa) understand the utterances, mpot only from literal
meaning (locutionary acts), but also the force or an act by uttering a sentence
(illocutionary).

The other relevant source that is direetly related to the needs of language use
in seryice 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_pecople to improve theéir, English
communication skills in their eareers (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 Standard 3: Use an appropriate language
participate in work interaction at an variety and register according to
advanced level. audience, purpose, setting and culture.

1. Use and respond to basic courtesy 1. Use appropriate language register to
formulas, e.g. greeting, leave-taking, interact with guests.

introductions.

2. Ask and respond to guests’ questions, 2: Respond appropriately to
request, opinions, suggestions, and advice. compliments, refusals, negative value
judgments; criticism and complaints

from guests.
3. Give guests directions; instruetions, 3. Use polite language to interact with
suggestions, advige; confirmations. guests, epically when persuading,
apologies, warnings,and compliments. | handing complaints, expressing value
judgments, emotions, and negotiating.
4. Explain and describe information to ~ 4. Use idiomatic expressions appropriately.
guests, e.g. bookings, hotel facilities,
current promotions, daily activities 1
problems, weather. J
5. Promote house actiyities, special © 5. Recognize humor and respond
functions, special offers by providing +! appropriately.

specific details along with using
convincing language. i

6. Provide precise information.upon e sd i
guests’ requests about Thai history; —
cultures, institutions, Thai dishes, drinks,
fruits, current eyents. '

7. Initiate and-earry on small talks.

8. Handle phone-situations and diplomatic
replies.

9. Speak fluentlywith clear
pronunciation patterns.

10. Adjust language for clarity and
accuragy.

Language functions shownsabove are similar.to the hospitality cyele
mentioned by Blue and Harun(2003). The additional aspects are’appropriaténess
and politeness that are major dimensions in the linguistic form of speech actsand

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

ability, and linguistic speech acts and

]
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CHAPTER 11

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents the research methodology regarding the population and
sample, the procedures employed in the dcvelopment, and the validation of the
research instruments. The steps takentin data collection and data analysis are also

illustrated.

3.1. Population andsample \

3.1.1 Thai fousth-yeay university ;students who majored in the field of
hospitality from pgivate/and public univéréities 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 ofl the study. First, they all completed the
prerequisite courses of English at their universitics. As such it could be assumed that
their English ability met the .umniversity "jré’cluirements and were able, at least, to
understand and perform basic communicati\-fé-aic'ﬁvities Second, they were required
to participate in the 1ntemsh1p program \Vl?lx hospltahty or tourism companies in
Thailand for at least two months in order to galn on-the-jobstraining and hands-on
experience. [Tlcrefore;—they—presumably—used—knghsh~in “their work-oriented
programs and in_their future career related to hotel business.

There. were three universitics 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.cnters 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 stidy:

To conclude, the subjects of this study were selected by the stratified random
sampling technique.” Themumber of the universities and the test takers were based
on the predetermined sample size and) practicality of the administration. Research

|

instruments are presentedin the'next section.

3.2. Research instruments j‘ :

Two researgh instruments were émijloyed in this study: the Front Office
Pragmatic-Test (FOP-Test)and a pragmaﬁ;:_,qug:stionnaire.

3.2.1 The Front Office Pragmatic{j;esf (FOP-Test)

The Front Office Pragmaticri:esiti_ gleP-Test) was developed to assess
the students’ pragmatic ability-in-the contex{:ef“ !ﬁotel Front Office Department. The
test method of the FOP-Testwas typically an oral discourse completion test (ODCT);
however, it was‘designed by the computer software called Adobe Captivate to import
images related,t(; situations in the FOP-Test, to provide audio/ narration of the test
items and to confrol 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: ptompted 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 dciermining the desired sample size, the
questionnaire was conducted with the hotel Front Office staff from six leading hotels
in Bangkok (out of 18 hetels)*which allowed the researcher to collect the data on
their premises. «The sigthotels were The Grand Hyatt Erawan Bangkok, The Four
Seasons BangkokyThe JLandmark Balngkok, The Intercontinental Bangkok, The
Novotel Bangkok omn'Siam Square, and.The Conrad Bangkok. The department of
human resources‘distributed the quéstionnaires to their hotel Front Office staff based
on their convenienee. Thus, the sampie (;f the questionnaire was considered as
convenience sampling: As a result, thef@f'_\{yege 63 respondents from the six hotels
and the results of their responses, were usejdi_,.to determine what speech acts would be
included in the FOP-Test. The ¢ollection i)diiezgcjlgres, data analysis, and the findings
of needs assessment questionniaire were carﬁe;elje.i_'é follows.

3.2.1.1.1 Data collected from the needs assessment guestionnaire
7 Firstly, the letters of permission with the guestionnaires to

the human resolirces departments were sent to the leading L8 four-starred and five-
starred hotels in Bangkok. However, only six hotels consented to the proposal as
mentioned earlict. 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 'te the, six hotels byshand; 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.



49

Table 3.1: Summary of demographic information of the hotel Front Office staff

Attributes Number Percent

Gender Male 22 34.92
41 65.08

15 23.80
16 25.40
12 19.05
8 12.70
6 9.52
0 0

0 0

1 1.59
1 1.59
4 6.35

37 58.73
4.76
0
11.11
6.35
7.94
3.17
1.59
1.59
1.59
1.59
1.59

Manager

Y

ub Supervisor

[ e e N T T NG B e B U

1.59
‘ =~ Diploma of Matlonal Education 8 12.70

ﬂ'uoﬂﬁg NHYVIWE NS =

Others (M. 6) 3.17

PRAINT A INYa 8

Certificate of Vocational Education
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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
1-3yr. 27 42.86
Year(s) of working experience | 4 —6 yr. 14 22.22
% 4 8 12.70
BARTY T 4 6.35
; More than 12 yr: 3 4.76
f.-— Not identify 5 7.94

Table 371" shows™ gendery age, | position, level of education, and years of
working expericace of gthe respondents_. Based on the information collected, the
majority of the respondents were female'-(85.08%) while 34.92% of the respondents
were male. Forage group, the large gr-(.)‘upa of the respondents was between 25-27
years old representing 25.40% followedf"dbyr 22-24 years old and 28-30 years old
representing 23.80% and 19.05% aespectively. Considering the position, levels of
education, and working €xperience, more Jﬁfagn half of the respondents were front
desk receptionists (58:73%). ~ The majority. of them had a bachelor’s degree
(73.02%), and a working expéetience betweeﬂ-j 3 years (42.86%).

At the end of the first “part; the'—'r-.é's"po'fldents 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 werenot familiar with the differert accents and tenes of English
of foreign hotel guests who are from different countries.

3. It was hard tescommunicate with foereign hetel guestswhoweremneon-
English speakers like Spanish, MiddleEast 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 th t ire contained closed questions which
consisted of 40 situation ‘%{{S rni / ht speech acts of informing,
apologizing, handling ¢ ints, 'offering romising, requesting, thanking, and
responding to compmctive . Th@mations that represented
each speech act.ﬁ ited t ch staff’s opinions on a
scale of 1-5 for i o Most like ssible to indicate what
situations would 3 1 T* ¢ mea res were interpreted as

follows:

# 115
Saendions ' 2rte

The result is shown in Tablemelew.

Table 3.2: The results @Fpt;skl’ﬂié sl}x.’f LI ’ riing in the hotel Front Office
'

Departmen .-—E £{“
Y]

D)
2 c
Scal = S
¢ g t s B
0 " = 2 X é
3
Spe C . ©
p=
o
) 9T Tnforfuiic ‘ | 1] 3 AR’
1.inform the condition'o - TS K G 20 10+ 3.3 1.06 3
qhe room type (28.57%) (23.81%) (31.75%) (15.87%)
2.inform the price of late - 5 25 19 14 3.67 0.92 4
check- out (7.94%)  (39.68%) (30.16%) (22.22%)
3. inform different types of 16 9 25 9 4 262 120 3
room rates (25.40%) (14.29%) (39.68%) (14.29%) (6.35%)
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Table 3.2: The results of possible situations occurring in the hotel Front Office

Department (cont.)

S D _ %)
E @ N 2
Scales = S @ = S
= f T x =
X = =
Speech acts = | 3
P
| ———
Informing
4. inform the number of 7 325 1.09 3
staying guests irrele (11.11%)
to the reservation record _‘
5. inform alcohol wi ) 41 435 0.97 4
be served on a particular (4 76'3/)& 0 63 -(9 5 5 (65.08)
day
Apologizing l -—-T \ \
) "l
6. apologize for not bei o 9 330 094 3
able to locate the .(11.9_.(3 %), (46 03) (2 3) (14.29)
connecting room S A ,
7. apologize for not PLa == ’*29 13 9 327 100 3
allowing unregistered B. 17%) +T(I§n7-h"' 46.03% 0.63%) (14.29%)
guests to go up to the room —
8. apologize for not being | 2?"' i oyd 5 5 217 124 2

, nslsan 4 2oL ot
able to hold the room due (36.5&};(33.33“
to late check-in ~-

9. apologize for connecting 8 8 246  1.37 2

- .-"' ' -
to the wrong gue‘é—‘l:l (11. ll‘V 70%) " (12.70%)
| 1

%) (7.94%)  (7.94%)

E==
10. apologize fornet being
able to tell the guesl'liom

24 4.03 0.97 4
34.92%) (38.10%)

number to the outside ﬂ

Handling compl'aiﬁts

11. de 11n 246 101 2
R VAR R T
room price

12. deal qul a complaint 254 134 3
of missing the message (26. 98%) g’(33 33%) (12. 70& (17. 46%) 9. 52‘VU

oor

14. deal with the complaint 21 14 11 10 7 249 1.39 2
that the hotel guest’s has (33.33%) (22.22%) (17.46%) (15.87%) (11.11%)
been searched.
15. deal with the smell of - 16 20 17 10 3.33 103 3
cigarettes in a non- (25.40%) (31.75%) (26.98%) (15.87%)
smoking room
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Table 3.2: The results of possible situations occurring in the hotel Front Office

Department (cont.)

Scales

possible (3)

SD

Li ﬂ_.;-l‘lll'l.k |b|e (2)

Likely possible (4)

Speech acts

Most likely possible (5)
ol

Interpretation

Offering help

28 416 088
(44.44%)

16. offer to order flouris

37 456 0.59
(58.73%)

17. offer to do morni
call

18. offer to call the
doctor

36 448 069
(57.14%)

34 424 0.95

19. offer to contact th :
81%) (53.97%)

embassy

20. offer to keep check-
out guest’s luggage at the
store room

48 475 047
(76.19%)

Promising

15 43 460 0.66

A * 1@ (68.25%)

21. promise to send more
room amenities

(1.59%)  (1.59%)

22. promise to rmail the 4 N 27 410 1.00
guest’s lost and ouﬂji — - (42.86%)
I | il

item
23. promise to have'an air 1 Pa o 38 452 0.67

conditioner in the room (1.59%) q-I‘E‘I4.76%) (33.33%) (60.32%)

checked Jﬂh
BT 1 452 0.76

e 8%)
i L
25. promi&to reserve - - 4 27 32
hotel limousine to the ¢ (6.35%)m, (42.86%) (50.79%). 4.46  0.62
airp t e |
Requ g
q26. request the guest to 1 3 12 25 22 4.02 094

smoke in the area provided | (1.59%) (4.76%) (19.05%) (39.68%) (34.92%)

27. request check-out 16 9 20 14 4 270 125
guests to pay for the hotel | (25.40%) (14.29%) (31.75%) (22.22%) (6.35%)
bathrobes




54

Table 3.2: The results of possible situations occurring in the hotel Front Office

Department (cont.)

Scales

possible (3)

SD

Li ﬂ_.;-l‘lll'l.k |b|e (2)

Likely possible (4)

Speech acts

Most likely possible (5)
ol

Interpretation

22 349 131
(34.92%)

28. request the guest noi
bring strong smell of food
to the room

6.98%)  (22.22%) (1 70%)

29. request the gust not to
bring pets up to the roon

27 327 173
7.94%)  (42.86%)

30. request the guest to
reconfirm the check-o
time

L 2 18 390 0.93
0/ ) %

Thanking

31. thanks for tipping 40 456 0.64

(63.49%)

IIE;% .m\\\ -

8.57%)

32. thanks for the gift 14 36 425 1.06
- (22.22%)  (57.14%)

33. thanks for giving 15 30 400 119

discount coupon (23.81%) (47.62%)

16 327 1.29
(25.40%)

34. thanks for iqugl:iling
suspected persons =

56 487 0.6
(88.89%)

35. thanks for staying and |
using services 'ﬁ .

Responding to the

compliments
36. ris‘ﬁ ﬂ M 406 098
SBTTE) DRERIREIH T
37. response for hotel 421 077
decoration (1.59%) .f (11.11& (50.79% (36.51‘@
3 ons g ! 0.59
efficient servi
9
39. response for having a - 2 9 26 26 421 081
well take care of guest’s (3.17%) (14.29%) (41.27%) (41.27%)
properties
40. response for having a - 1 5 33 24 430 0.69

good command of English (1.59%)  (7.94%) (52.38%) (38.10%)
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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

—  SiuatiOnses

S 3 s

Informing

Infommhotel setvices, facilitics, theun-coom amenities
Informgthe t@0m rate

Inform ghe length of staying in order to confirm the reservation
Infefm theé operation time of shops and services in the hotel
Informaftime and place for breakfast

Infofm the gonfirmation of flight reservation

Informa'messages or-pateels delivered to the guest

Inform accountable shops for shopping (not 1n the hotel)
Informythe fire reheatsal’'schedule

Inform guest benefits-e. g allowance to use the executive lounge for
freejof charge * -

Inform the benefits gainedjfrom the different types of reservation

Inform the price of facilitieé,— :
; !JJJ

Apologizing

Apologize for keeping the ngest Waltlng for a long queue when
checking=1n-- T
Apologize for unavailable of some foreign exchange currencies

Apologize {oi the luggage delay

Apologize for damaging the guest’s belongings

Apologize for keeping the arrival guest waiting for an available
toom due to early check-in or fully booked

Apologize for an unavailable room requested due to the occupancy
or fullynbooked

Apologize for keeping thecheck-out guest waitinig+for settling bills
Apologize for the insufficient facility like the interfiet 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 Situations
acts

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 passpozé

Deal with some technical problems of room facilities, e.g. room
tempgrature] a.water heater

Deal with*malfunction of room equipment

Deal with'some problems occurring with.the room key or key card
Dealswithaimpleasant smell from refurbishment

Deal with gvercharged from taxi service

Handling complaints
[ ]

e _Offeyto contact with the"police in case of the loss of guest’s
propertySuch as jewelry, travel cheque, or other valuable items

e Offer to do'wake up call

e Offerto reserve the restaurants in the hotel and the nearby hotel

Offer to eontact with the airline in case of the baggage loss, delay,

or damage ¥ /N

Offer to paek the guest’s pe_@rcélj-_

Offer to arrange the hotel limousine to the airport

Offer to keep the check-out__:gue’_st’s luggage in the store room

Offerto make aphone callin 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

Offering

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 reloeate the room for thernext day dueto the
unavailability on the arrival day

Promise to change room if possible

Promise to reconfirm flight

Promise 10 have a housekeeper send an'iron'tethe guestiroom
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

Promising




57

Table 3.3: Possible situations occurring in the hotel Front Office operation

(cont.)

Speech
acts

Situations

Request

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 cand for.guarantee or pre-authorization
Request to pay for the hotel’siproperties which have been damaged
by the guest J

Requesitordress properly to where the dress code is required e.g.
restaurants

Requestso ful insome information required in the registration card
A

Thanking

Fhank for giving tips

Thank for staying withthe hotel

Thank for eogperating with the hotel

Thank for the gifts .

Thank for the guests’ comments

Thanlg forunderstanding the hotel’ policy or regulations

Responding to
the compliment

Respond for haying service-mind of hotel staff
Respond for having efﬁciéﬁtf'angl prompt services
¥ e g i’j‘.,l

o

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:

1100 —1.49 1 [ The easiest to-petform

1.50— 249 © Rather easy to'perform

2.50-3.49  Notgtoo difficult or easy to perform
3.50 —4.49~, "Ratherdifficult to perform
4.50 = 5.00© Themostdifficult to perform

The result and the interpretation are shown in Table 3.4 and Figure 3.1 below.



Table 3.4: Hotel Front Office employees’ opinions toward difficulty in

performing speech acts

58

Degree of
iff =i = c
difficulty E 3 > 3 =
= E 3 5 S.D <
— res) (<5} —
3 = < ° S
5 S = g
Speech acts 2 : =
|_
1.Informing 265 0.48 Neutral
2. Apologizing 433 0.62 Rather
difficult
3. Handling 3.73 0.70 Rather
complaints difficult
4. Offering 163 0.58 Rather
easy
5. Promising 235 0.70 Neutral
6. Requesting 3.16 0.72 Neutral
7. Thanking 3 : — 133 054 The
yr-— easiest
8. Responding to HI - ' 5 183 0.52 Rather
compliment (6.35%)  (69.84%) (23:81%) easy

A B NS B GT v

Were considered problematic for Thai hotel front office staff. Flgure 3.1

SCOres

q SR A TN
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4.33

M Degree of difficulty

Figure 3.1: The mean s ‘ difficulty in performing
the speech acts in Eng

.p'.pT‘
fl_:,;_-' wd ol
el b

Figure 3.1 shows 'ﬁm
complaints, {cﬁ

f‘w speech acts are apologizing, handling
¢

esting, informing, and p lering the mean scores of

;

perform becazm
selected to be tested because the number of five speech acts-was predetermined to be
the suitable number tesbe tested in this study. Therefore, the other speech acts:

thankﬂ u aﬂe%ﬁg wiw 'anﬂ S appeared to be
easy to.m:r orm were not sele hus, the speech acts of apologizing, handling

complaints, requesting, 1nform1n§ and promising s¥ere assumed to be “problematic

APIIATRRF AL S

P-Test.

it obta 49. However, it was

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) wercsinterviewed in order to identify the
situations which were more likely to happen«n the Front Office Department. The
situations with the degree of congruen‘z:e moic 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 Validilty of the FOP-Test was based on the expert
judgement. Hencethe situations from.five speech acts were finally selected to be
included in the EOP-Tgst ag shownin Table 3.5%

Table 3.5: The given situations in the F@B;Test

acts

F=q 1

[
) .-:A.--;‘IJ

Speech F K el fituations \
adad - Y
frs

= Apologize for ineffective segigé 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

Apologizing
| |

3 "Deal with the malfunction of a water heater I’
* _Decal with noise disturbance from the next-door and the housekeeper’s

2 £
R duty on the floor
S E = Deal with the no-show of the airport répresentative as required in
T 8 reseryation
= Request a walk-in guest for a deposit

= " "Request the check-in ‘guest to give the check-out time due to high

2 occupancy rate

GS; = Request the check-out guest to pay for two hotel bathrobes taken from
y &y the room

= Inform where to get access to the internet
= Inform the check-out guest regarding an invalid credit card
= Inform the late check-out charge

Informing
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Table 3.5: The given situations in the FOP-Test (cont.)

Speech Situations
acts
=3 = Promise to send more room amenities
2 * Promise to arrange the limousine to the airport
g = Promise to mail the hotel guest’s lost items if found
o
The stages to validate the FOP-Test. ean. be summarized into the following
steps:

Firstly, the.test specifications were designed in order to set the content and
constructs of the EOP-Tese(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, thg nagration.of the pfpmpted scenarios and the simulated hotel
guests was written andirelated to 15 situ&t_ions 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 elabo@iéi:-f' in the language used in prompted
scenarios. r _ .

Thirdly;jafter the revision was made; the script was' applied to the Adobe
Captivate softwate program which facilitated-a scteeficapture movie.  The first
capture of each-slide appeared with the prompted scenaito 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 atest 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 harration were imperted 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 thesinterview of the test takers’ opinions
regarding these six aspects: degree of diffieulty, familiarity of the test content,
quality of sound and image, response {ime, speaking experiences in the hotel context,
and the overall appropriateness:

From thevinterviéw, it was found that generally they gave the positive
comments to the test. Reégarding difﬁclulty and familiarity of the test content, they
reflected that the contentiwas very relevant to their background knowledge which
was related to hetel operations so“the content was not problematic for them at all.
However, some reyealed that their limited i)roﬁciency in English made them very
difficult to respond. They thought the ove}gll aspect of the test was very appropriate
to their level of eduecation. Besides, the _téphnical quality of the sound and image
appeared on a slide did not.cause any inte_lr_-f,ér'_ejn_ce. However, their major concern
was the time constraints and-the-slow pa%}b.f: their communication due to their
limited proficiency in English.: :Some indicated- that they could not complete the
response withinithe 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
exploning English"in the hotel ¢ontext.! 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 yersion 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_holistie scale of Hudlson et al (1995). It was developed into an
analytical rating scale of four descriptors.,_\{/-'ith five level bands of the effectiveness in
language use. The four major descriptors'are_ the correct speech act, expressions and
vocabulary, amoung of information giveﬁ, a:nd degree of appropriateness (levels of
formality, directness, ‘and politeness). dIt is. important to note that intonation,
nonlexical intonation signals like uh, um, pi; hLim in English and grammaticality are
beyond the scope of the study. After the ra’:m;; ;sJC?Ie was developed, it was evaluated
by three testing experts and thiee experts re}gfed' to hotel services, revised, and tried
out in the pilot study. The sating scale usea'_féﬁ the FOP-Test is presented in Table
3.6 below.

Table 3.6: Analytical rating scale for the FOP-Test

Level  Effectiveness level The correct speech acts
band ¢ o o/
F o M s [i%_lﬁﬁﬁﬂlﬂéiaﬂ*ﬂﬂlﬁ[mﬁhﬂ -
5 Very effective e | Promptly showsunderstanding of function or

illocutionary foree'of an utterance in a given situation.
e Isable to correctly and effortlessly perform the speech
act required in‘@given situation.

4 Effective e ; Appears to have only occasional problems in
understanding function or the interlocution’s intention
in a given situation.

e 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 Effectiveness level

band

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 toperform the required speech act in a given
situation semewhat 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

.'I 1dentified.

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
1§'olated words or short formulaic expressions which
caﬁnot be communicated.

Level Effectiveness level

band

!

.d.l. .

J..r_—

* T i

-~ The amountof information given

B A

5 Very effective

Pmmdes sufficient information needed in a given
situation'in a proficient an effective manner with a
variety of séntence lengths.
Expands and supports/ the interlocution’s intention
spontancously. !

Adds explanations requ1red in a given situation in a
comprehensive manier.

4 Effective

Is able to give a varicty 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.

Somewhat effective

Provides releyant infoomation 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  Effectiveness level The amount of information given
band
2 Ineffective e Produces utterances related in a given situation

which tend to be very short and communicate only
e most essential information.

i airly incomplete information.

ate information when it is required

1 Very ineffective able to give information required in a given
situatios
¢ information, but it is

y [ ‘."‘Ih 7 Proviac so
0 'h;“‘}::'\ fe-and/or irrelevant to the given
NN
RN

of af ropriate vocabulary and
\\ ely enhance the interaction

'\

\'\ and of idiomatic expressions
speech necessary in a given

ate range of vocabulary and
NS fairly well to express the idea related
ulred in a given situation.
phrases or expressions that

communication in-a given situation.

nsate for speech

S
ons and vocabulary.

4 Effective

3 Somewlﬂ effective

e  Occasionally selects eﬁssions and vocabulary to
express the idea related to the speech act required

ina gtﬁﬂ situation.

ormulaic
generative acity.
effectlve Selects Vocabulary and expressmnst the speech
act \?% ituation that ently
9 mmnm:&% TR,

that do not enhance the communicative 1nteract10n
in a given situation.
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Table 3.6: Analytical rating scale for the FOP-Test (cont.)

Level  Effectiveness level Expressions and vocabulary
band
1 Very ineffective e C(Clearly shows difficulty in expressing the idea

related to the speech act in a given situation
because of the lack of appropriate expressions and

e words in isolation or uncommon
e ineffective to the speech act

| \. , terms of address and
1S ap tely and effectively in
) 1 er or’s relationship and the
ech a a glven situation.
ra | awareness of listener’s
\ olite linguist forms (to
e prop egree of directness and
] ‘i the speech act in a given
fe ve ways.

€
on

4 Effective R enerally uses word choices, phrases, terms of
addre 1d verb forms appropriately and
the interlocutor’s relationship and
a given situation.
a good awareness of the listener’s
well applying polite
act in a given situation.

.

3 awhat asess terms of address, and
" are somewhat appropriate to the
erlocutor’s relationsm and the speech act in a
given situation.

e Has sQme awareness of the listener’s needs/wants,

pollte

ﬂ Ueang BEWETAYSS
Ineffectlve " Uses word cheices, phrases terms of'address and

9 RSN T ST

early has limi ed 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  Effectiveness level Degree of appropriateness
band
1 Very ineffective e Uses incorrect or inappropriate word choices,

phrases, terms of address, and verb forms in
his/her responses related to a given situation.

e Is not aware of listener’s needs/wants and is
essentially unable to respond appropriately in a
given.situations

o

3.2.3 Pragmatic guestionnaire
The questionmaire was also expected to provide information about the test

takers’ pragmatic baekground knowledge in general, speech acts, and politeness in
language used (Sce AppendixF). The questionnaire consisicd of two parts. The first
part included 15 statements concerning-_abackground knowledge of pragmatics in
general. The statements were knowled?e 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 fhe statements careﬁl’:l;l-};}. a}id rated whether each statement was
true or false. The second part was comij"ésed of five scenarios representing five
speech acts assessed in the test. There weréﬁéésresponses of each scenario. A five
point Likert scale was given to the test takﬁer_s_;tg) rate the appropriateness of each
response  statcment underr the situationé.- The rating’ ranged from “very
inappropriatenes§™as “1° 1o “Very appropriateness” as <57 onrthe scale. The order of
5 statements in-each scenario was jumbled. The test takers were asked to read
through the scemarios and statements and rated the statements according to their

opinions whether thestatements seemed to _be appropriate or inappropriate. The

rating/seale could be made just once, not double ratings.

3.3 Data collection

Alfterithe, 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 info the Sound Recorder program. The
file sound was transcribed and scored by two raters.  After the FOP-Test was
completed, the pragmatie questionnaires were distributed.  Time for completing the
questionnaires took about 30 minutes. IFor speeches collected, the sound files were
transcribed and scored by'the two raters.afterwards. It is important to note that the
transcriptions ofithe paralinguistic features were included even though they were not
counted in rating (See Appendix ). ) '

o

3.4 Rating for test scores )
ol
Two raters rated the responses collected from the FOP-Test. One was an

experienced English language instructor wlie}:;d taught English for a number of
years and was interested -in cultural commﬁiliéation of non-native English speakers
(See Appendix for the rater’s qualifications). The other was the researcher herself.
After rater traini;lg 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 occurreéd, 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 corrclations between the two raters in rating the FOP-Test

|
of the total scoregsand cach component. The correlation coefficients range between
953 -.857.  All age significant at .01 level. This suggests that the two raters rated

the test takers’ teSponses consistently both in the fotal scores and sub scores.
3.5 Data Analysis 3 b

To answer the research questionsf,j,the following data analysis procedures
were employed. d :.’]-J
1. With regard to the first research question, “Can the Front Office Pragmatic
Test (FOP-Test) differentiate-the students’ ;pfr'éiérmatic ability into different levels?
Descriptive stati§tics, including means, standard deviations,rand ranges of scores for
each componenitr 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 thelone-way ANOVA was carried out te test if the means of the three language
ability groups were significantly different. In addition, a Scheffé post- hoc analysis
wassconducted to find the. significant, differences-ameong the, means.of the three
groups. | Te ‘answert the second subsquestion of this research questionyn 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

significantly different. eihhicYy nalysis of the test takers’ inappropriate

responses were investig

ineffectiveness along w > 1nap pro iatemTest rating scale.

Summary B RN -

This cha of the study. The data of
subjects selection w. resente ,' 1 £ proce ployed in the development of
the research ins I\‘- s take \ ata collection and data
analysis were also i jat The find L S\ udy and the discussions of the

results are prese infthe flext chapter. - ' \

AU ININTNYINS
RN TUNRINYINY



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

This chapter prese study related to the research

questions and discussio re analyzed quantitatively and

qualitatively. The i T first part deals with the
information abow L second part is the results of the study.
Descriptive statisti A, and content analysis were applied to answer

the three research 4 i ased on rese arc findings were made at

Table 4.1 2: o -o ph \ drawn from the student
grade report. The f fiﬁ y are homogeneous in terms of age,
education level, field study, and fraining experiences related to hospitality

operation. Therefore, the . dats 1gis ses taken gives more beneficial

information related to thg‘f J;_Tabjlg' w presents the number of English

courses both inl'the re eq ired anc ses iculum taken by the test

T -
takers. , Y "
Table 4.1: The mt takers’ demographic data m
Background ¢ o o/ Total Per cent
= “ emale ' 2 80.00
0] ¢ £, @/

Foundation English II
Intermediate English 78 86.67

Foundation™{
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Table 4.1: The test takers’ demographic data (cont.)

Background Total Per cent
Fundamental English Reading /Reading Skill 45 50.00
£ Intermediate English Reading 3 3.33
E Reading for Mass Communications in English 27 30.00
Reading for Tour Guides 3 3.33
Fundamental of Writing 60 66.67
> EnglishiStructure [ 60 66.67
:§ Englioh Stucure 11 30 3333
= Paragraph"Writing 9 10.00
Bnglish/€orrespondence 33 36.67
& Listening T /Bagic Convers?tion I 90 100.00
g’ E Listgfingl /Bagi¢ Cenversation 11 60 66.66
g 51;3_ Bnglish Pronunciation - 9 10.00
-3 N
Commuinicative English for Careers 51 56.67
é Technical English ¥/ 27 30.00
% Englishifor Ground & In-fight Attendants 3 3.33
3 ;
9 English for Business Communication 9 10.00
2 English fot Pour Guides - 4« = 42 46.66
2 | Communicative English for Tourism 27 3030
(m '- & Hospitality
- English for Hotel Studies T 90 100.00
2 S | English for Hotel Studies IT 30 3333
-
Englishithrough songs 24 26.67

Others

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: Fhe FOP-Test can significantly differentiate the students’
pragmatic abilityrelated to hotel Front Office Department context into different
levels.

The mean scofes and standard deviations obtained from the FOP-Test of the

high, average, and low language ability :grqups were caleulated and presented in

Table 4.2. '

Table 4.2: Descriptive statistics of the F_Orr_P-Test total scores

Language Total =31,

ability N  score Minimum Maximum Mean SD. %
groups Tl o

High 30 300 147 264 21745 28324 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,deviatiens_ef the total scores
of the/FOP{Test! It can be seen that the mean scotes obtained frgm the test takers
with high'language ability (72.48%) is more than that of the average language ability
group (61.59%), andsmore~thanythatef the lew-language abilityy one (5#50%) This
indicates| thatithevtest takérs fromy thieshigh 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 Total

ability N scores Minimum Maximum Mean  SD. %
groups

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 04 41.58 8.926 55.44%

From Table 435 Wwhenothe correct speech acts are considered, it can be seen
that the mean scoressobtained 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%). 7

When comparing the overall mez{n scotes of correct speech acts of the three
ability groups, the standagd deviations shew 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 expréssrions andwvocabulary scores

Language Total

ability N« score Minimum Maximum Mean  SD. %
groups

High 30 7S 39 68 5427 7756  72.36
Average 30 75 25 o 45.177 8889 60.23
Low 30 75 20 60 38.83 8967 51.77

From' Table[4.4, it ¢an be seen that the scores of the exptessions 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 Total

ability N scores Minimum Maximum Mean  SD. %
groups

High 30 75 35 66 52.03 7.420 69.37
Average 30 75 24 63 4345 9.894 57.93
Low 30 75 %] 64 36.08 9.428 48.11

Table 4.5 shows the.descriptive statisties of the amount of information. It can
be seen that the mean seorcs obtained from the test takers with the high language
ability group (69.37%) 1s imore than that of the average language ability group
(57.93%), and mere than'that of the low language ability one (48.11%).

The standard'deviatigns'show that.-;[he spreading of scores of the amount of
information of the average and the low léngpage 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 Total

ability N score  “Minimum = Maximumis.Mean. SD. %
group

High 30 75 37 66 53327 6.540 71.09
Average 30 75 Zo 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 Janguage ability groups. It can be seen that the
scores‘of the ‘degreé 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 .mcans are 72.48, 61.59, and 51.50
respectively. With respect to the four compenents,.the high group has the highest
scores and the average group has Jhigher scores than the low group. More
specifically, when comparing the correct speech acts, the expressions and
vocabulary, the.amountsof information, and the degrec of appropriateness, it was
found that the mean sceres obtained fl'rorn the test takers with the high language
ability are higher than those of the avera.ge'génd 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 ambuht of information was the lowest. This
could be interpreted that the ability to gi\;e_ the correct speech acts was regarded as
the easiest while giving the sufficient amqﬁpt (.)f information was the most difficult.
The highest mean scowes of giving the C(_)II:-IE:(;:tj. speech acts indicated that the test
takers from the different language ability gfoups could recognize what speech act
was called for. Therefore; the scores were reife‘d.highest. On the contrary, the scores
of giving amount of information were rated lowest. This can-be ¢xplained by the fact
that giving utterénces in length required syntactical or grammatical knowledge to a
certain extent or e¢laborating the utterances could mecet 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 ¢ould distinguish the test takers into three
pragmatic ability groups using both the total.méan 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 couldsbe™ andnstument for, assessing pragmatie ability in English for
occupational purpeses, patticularly in thle hotel Front Office context.

i e
4

=

Research question 2: Do levels of"' Enghsh proficiency affect the students’
pragmatic ability and what are the S1m1la‘r1t1es and differences of linguistic features
produced by the students W1th d1fferent levels of English proficiency?
Research hypothesis2: The students pragn].atw ability of the high, average, and low
levels of English proﬁc1ency dlffer 51gn1ﬁcantly

There were two ﬁndmgs from this fesearch question. The first one was the
finding of whether levels of English proﬁc1ency affect the students’ pragmatic ability

while the second one was the finding of the similarities and d1fferences of linguistic

features produced by the students w1thr d1fferent levels of Engllsh 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 So¢ial 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 df Mean F

Squares Square

Correct speech acts Between Groups 4073.750 2 2036.875 21.630%**
Within Groups 8192.750 87 94.170

1808.544  24.669%**
73.192

Expressions and

Vocabulary

1911.719  23.717%%*
80.606

Amount of
information given
al i

. 'h . 1784.308 26.328%%*

);
Degree .&J e ¥
D 8 67.773

QPSS

- Total - | 9464.6

of Appropriateness

% n< 001 o

WrAdnr ¥

ég“"" = F T ) \

In Table 4.7, one-way *ﬁ A showed significant differences between
P e \

/
L20
groups. Significant dif ren -. ¢ foun components assessed, namely the

r
-i.sr'.-.! r

correct speech acts (F=21.636 :—Gni-,_f ¢pressions and vocabulary (F=24.669,

‘_""'.-""'",g" L2

p<.001), the amou orfaation (F=23: p<.001), and the degree of

appropriatengss 1 is indicates that th ¢ three language ability
— )

groups differed’ sig the' results of one-way
ANOVA show Et the mea ce lan e ability groups were
significantly different, a Scheffé post- hoc test was conducted to find the differences

ARIAINTUNIINGINY
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Table 4.8: Results of Scheffé post - hoc tests in all groups

95% Confidence Interval

Mean Std. Error  Lower Bound  Upper Bound
(1) GROUP (J) GROUP  Difference

(1-9)

High Average 8.825 10.69 54.65
/ 40.97 84.93

Average é -54.65 -10.69
ﬁ 8.30 52.26

Low g8 84.93 -40.97

-8.30

.f* \\\x
* p<.05 ‘ \
iﬁi \
From Table 4.8 ol olumn

difference in mean s¢ores be &n ﬁ(
difference in the imean scores between fl the low groups is 62.95. The
difference in mean sgore etﬁéﬁ;ﬂmﬁ"’ Vel ow group is 30.28. All the p
values were significant at the .85evel. This indicates that the test takers in the high

(o
group were significantly differen ‘fre"

e”’, it can be seen that the

1V e groups is 32.67 and the

takers in the average and low
language ability groups. ‘?, _@puﬁ ffé post-hoc test was also used to

analyze the signific he correct speech acts, the

g g S ————————————————————————————————

expressions and=vocabulary, the amount n nd the degree of
appropriateness —and to e(mnong the means. The
results are displayed in Table 4.9 below.

ﬂﬁﬁ’ﬂ'ﬂﬂ‘ﬂ‘ﬁﬂﬁﬂ‘i
QW']&NﬂiELJ UAIINYA Y
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Table 4.9: Results of Scheffé post-hoc comparison tests of each component

Components () GROUP @)] Mean Std.
GROUP Difference Error
(1-J)

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 High Average 9.10%* 2.209
and vocabulary Low 15.43* 2.209
f ffiae ="\ ity -9.10% 2.209

Low 6.33* 2.209

Low High -15.43* 2.209

i Average -6.33* 2.209

Amount of High Average 8.58* 2.318
information Low 15.95% 2.318
Average High -8.58* 2.318

Low 7.37* 2318

Low High -45.95% 2.318

Average =7:37* 2.318

Degree of High Average 9.23* 2.126
appropriateness Low 15.23* 2.126
Average High 923 % 2.126

Low 6.08* 2.126

Low High -15.32* 2.126

Ayetrage £6.08%* 20126

*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 méan scores between the high and the average
English ability groups was32.67 and the difference in the mean scores between the
high and the lowsEnglish ability groups was 62.95. The difference in the mean
scores between theraverage 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 signiﬁcar:ltly;-different from those who had a low
English proficiency. Thusithe findings of:'t_h_isa_study could provide the evidence that
English proficiency/was a variable Which-;ha.d a great effect on the test takers’
pragmatic ability. A =

However, there was still-a questioévs}.lji;e.:ther learners of different English
proficiency levels performed differently in ﬁrégﬁatic tests (Kasper & Rose, 2002).
Kasper and Rose (2002) themselves believe that the development of pragmatic
competence i clbsely related to that of grammatical competenée. The learners who
are highly proficient students are assumed to have a high grammatical competence as
well. This agrecs 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-
Harlingt'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 researeh™ question 2 was to examine the
similarities and differences of the linguistic features collected from the test takers
from the three language ability@roups.! To avoid redundant or excessive examples, it
was decided to randomlyseleet responses of 10 test takers from each language ability
group so the data gellected from 30 respl‘ondents were examined. The similarities and
differences of responses/from the thrée’-'language ability groups were analyzed
qualitatively. i

The differentiation was cirawn frolll'n tiie typical linguistic features found from
the test takers’ responses in all five speec-hj'a}_(;tsa assessed from the test (See Appendix
L for samples of responses). So: to exa@ne the similarities and differences, the
results were presented by compétfing the friéqdu:_enfy of the pragmalinguistic features
that were correspondingly related to-the ﬂ”—;t_ﬁ;l’]é scale used in the FOP-Test, not
separately analyzed like eonversational aﬂaiyéis as generally done in the previous
studies. It is® also important to note that the major response categories of
pragmalinguistfcvfeatures presented in this study might ber different from those of
other studies because it depended on the test takcrs’ responses to speech acts
assessed by the FOP-Test. Besides, the co-occurrences like politeness strategies
found in, speech acts 0f*handling compliments and apologizing were also analyzed
based on the frequent occurrenge 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

High  Average Low

Feature of occurrences Group Group Group

(N=10) ~ (N=10) (N=10)

f f f

1. Routine patterns

I will provide/inform/prep

We promise ...
We’re V+ing ...
Just a momen

okay
yes, of course
yes

certainly
absolutely
definitely
yes, please.

3. Adverbia
right away - -

as soon as possible
immediately il

in about 5/15 mlnutes 0

mﬁﬂﬂ?ﬂﬂﬂiﬂﬂﬂﬂié
Q’Wlaﬁﬂ‘im um'méné” 8

Could you (please) ...
Could/canT ..., please? 1

e = * ) T = R = T e T e S S U'S IR U'S B (o B S e N 08 )

May I have ..., please? 1
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Table 4.10: Frequency of linguistic features found in promising (cont.)

High  Average Low

Feature of occurrences Group Group Group
(N=10) (N=10) (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 | 0 0
6. Others
...thank you for V#ing 1 0 2
...thank you. 2 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 fontshow-the total number of oceurrences.
f = frequency of occurrenges '

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 nto 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 m the high and thesaverage 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,JOf course™ were very distinctive in the high
group (7 and 13 tokens wespectively). While “certainly” and the markers “yes”
alone were mostfrequently used in the average and the low groups with 9 and 10
tokens respectivelys Theother markers;I “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 ghe observation of the cc_‘f-occ_:urrences of adverbials which occurred
when the promising was made. It can be s.!eerai that the occurrences of adverbials from
the test takers from the high, average, é:;d_.lqw groups were 12, 12, and 9 tokens
respectively. However, the distinctive feaplires.among the three groups were the use
of “right away”, ““as sgon as possible/wergéﬁ’j ﬁnd “Immediately”. The intensifier
“right away” was highly used-in the high;g;éup (4 tokens) while “as soon as
possible/we can” was. cemmonly used in “the average group (5 tokens). The
responses fromdthe high and average groups yielded the agre¢ment in the use of
“immediately"(vs;ith 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

7 (13

sure, “shortly”, “for a second”, and ““now” were seldom used among the three
groups. There was only ene token eventually*found in each test taker group.
Fourthly, politeness markers were observed. / The higher total frequency was
found i the high and the low groups with 7 and 6 tokens respectively. The
expressions_of “Could/Can/May/ you/l ..?”” were commonly found in-all groups.
However, when eomparing the oecurtences 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.



86

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 fe aty

of pre-closing ““...thank '
p g %

identical to that of the lo W group tokens each while only one
token was found W ] okay > was found in the
average group W . & " t not in the high group.

Besides, the sta

om the test takers’ responses, the use

nk you” in the high group was

on’t worry about that”

was also used in ces (1, 3, and 2 tokens

—
""J"".I'
_.:..rf—'-‘:n y i
Featureof occurrences

rodee -__,.1-,-"

Average  Low

Group Group Group
(N=10) (N=10) (N=10)

=

f f f

1. Routine nghjns
We have ...(nz f'-_‘._'T
We provide

We already havm

You can access/use{‘r

Zoiﬁﬂ”ﬂ“’i"ﬁﬂ NING ’Iﬂ LA

9
1
0
1
7

N O O N

5

Excuse 1

0

ammn.ssm 31%17 1L EI’]R el
qI m so/terribly/really/ sorry. 3
We’re sorry. 1 0 0

3. Politeness markers 14 11 6
Would you mind/like...? 3 1 0

0

Could/can you (please)...? 3 4
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Table 4.11: Frequency of linguistic features found in informing (cont.)

High  Average Low

Feature of occurrences Group Group Group
(N=10) (N=10) (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 1
Please + VP 0 1
4. Affirmation marker 8 10
Yes, you can. 0 0
Certainly 0 0
Okay 0 0
Yes 6 10
(Yes) of course 2 0
5. Address forms 13 9
Sir 3 0
Madam 10 7
Ma’am 0 2
6. Others
Thank you. 0 0
...okay... 0 0
Is that okay with 0 0
0 1
No, y 0 1
U Angninging

Note: Nu ers in the boldface font show the total number of occurrences.
f= frequency of occurrences

DL AR NIRY o

“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



88

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. Thesperformative verb “sorry” was most
frequently used in all groups. The exp;ession “excuse me” was more frequently used
in the average group (5 tekens) while the low group made only once. However, it
was absent fromethe high group. Comparing the expressions of regret which were
extended with thes€ontent like *I'm sérry to tell you that ....”, the high group (3
tokens) did this morg'than'the low group.,_vi}hereas it was absent in the average group.
Besides, the “we® form in expressing t}fé regret was found once in the high group
only. ) '

The third observation was the usé,jd_f_ politeness markers. The features found
in this category varied. The high group (14,. t01.<ens) performed them most while the
low group (6 tokens) did the least. Thé Js1r-mljaiir frequency found in all the three
groups were the use of the embedded clausé—@ﬂjd!,')the expression “It’s possible to ...”.
The remarkable finding from €mploying po{iténess- markers was none from the low
group that produced the indirect questions like “Would you mind/like ...?, “Could
you...?”, the do\;vngrading makers, “I’'m afraid that...” and **Lthink..””. 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
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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 ” form. Table 4.12 illustrates the
e speech act of requesting.

—

Table 4.12: Frequency of linguistic eatures fou equesting

frequency of linguistic fea ~\:¢~ 1 0

igh  Average Low
Sroup Group Group
(N=10)  (N=10) (N=10)

f

[EEN
N

1. Formulaic expressio reqre N

Sorry ...

Excuse me...

I’'m sorry ... %‘ - 5-'1 -

‘ J
e

Jetris - o

I’m so/very sorry (about it
We’re sorry ...
We’re terribly sorry ...

N = O O A W W

SN

Please accept my/our ap
We’re terribly sorty for th e inconvenience. R
2. Routine r’?i ‘
Just a moment, pﬁ.
We hope you don’t'mind. *

Thank you for using ‘(h

RN ING ﬂ 3

3. Affirmation markers

’Q“lﬁ'lﬁﬂﬂ‘ifu umqwmaa

Certamly
That’s all right.. .
Okay...

— = O N =, O O = O O v =
S O = O = N O O O O N DN DN = N| =

O

—_ N = =
oS O O
S O O N

Yes, you can...
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Table 4.12: Frequency of linguistic features found in requesting (cont.)

High  Average Low

Feature of occurrences Group Group Group

(N=10) (N=10) (N=10)
f f f
4. Politeness markers 23 14 8
Would you mind ...2 / i ! 0
Could/can you (please) (p: é 8 5 0
Would you (please) li : ‘—‘" 2 0 1
May/can I pleasw 4 4 1
I’m afraid that ... . . S - 1 0
I think ... | 0 0
I’m not sure ... 1 0
Unfortunately, ... 0 0
If (clause) 1 2
Please + VP 1 4
5. The “we” form 3 1

(excluded from the for
15 13

=
o

6. Address form (sir/mad
7. Others
xxx thank you (very much?. :

Don’t have. o
I don’t know. = =
No. :
It’s okay.

xxx okay Xxx.

O N O O O o N

Is that

mﬁmmwﬂmwmm

N ©O ©O kB O P P W

o

Note: Nu ers in the boldface font show the total number of occurrences.
f= frequency of occurrences

oA WG AIRUNIINYINY. .

requestlng 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 céltegory; 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 disgussion part of the third résearch question.

Thirdly, Some respondents initiaféq their utterances with the affirmation
markers. The use of these markers \{a-;;iec.l; however, the markers that were
remarkably found among the thige test tal;e_-r,-g'rjo_ups were a single word “Yes” and
“Yes, of course.” The formerwas the moﬁt'iér"équently 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 i 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 seryice 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)
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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 | ..., 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 aver‘ége and the Tow groups did 1 and 2 tokens
respectively.

Fifthly, the'findiag reveals that the use of the “we™ form was found in a small
degree. There wege'S tokensin the higlli group while the average and the low groups
had 3 tokens and I token respectivefy.  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 tekens while the average and the low groups performed 13 and 10
tokens respectively. : T4

Lastly, when observing other minbr;. fe.atures the conventional closing like
“thank you” and “okay’’and.the use of refu;al-s. Were also found eventually in a small
number. The frequent use of-the marker, =thanf< 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 ong :respondent from the high group who perferrned 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 jgroups with 1, 2, and'3 reéspectively. 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

High  Average Low

Feature of occurrences Group  Group Group

(N=10) (N=10)  (N=10)

f f f

w
(ep]
D
\'
w
($x]

1. Formulaic expressions of regr

Excuse me...

Sorry...
So, sorry...
I’m sorry...

I have to apologiz

We’re sorry.
. ( adoid = 1o
We’re sorry for the mist cf-ﬁm-ﬂ*'ﬁ

We’re so/terribly/really sorry (about-this/that
i iy g

e

We apologize foran i er
We really/do/ apologice-foi-thai/-this-convenie

We have to apologiz

We hope you give ,!E e apology. —
We’re really /terribly/ sorry to keep you waiting.

wnm O O O wn O

Please

pt our apolo ./
R R AE N TN
2. Routifig patterns
(wait) just a moment, please. ] =4
QARG ER 19979
qWe understand how th

is happened.

]
188

[

oo =

[ understand you how ...

See what else I can do.

S O O O O W W o O O O O O = W o O = = W A N 9 DD = b~ O O =

N = =

Let see how we (could) make this out.
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Table 4.13: Frequency of linguistic features found in handling complaints
(cont.)

High  Average Low

Feature of occurrences Group Group Group
(N=10) (N=10) (N=10)
f f f
3. Politeness markers 4 12 0
Would you mind...? 1 11 0
Could you mind...? - 1 0 0
CouldI ...? / | 1 0
Please. 0 0
I think ... 0 0
4. Adverbials 5 5
Now 1 3
Immediately 1 0
As soon as possible/ 0 1
Right away 1 1
(may be) in five/ten 2 0
5. Address form 26 14
Sir 0 0
Madam 25 13
Miss 0 1
Ma’am 0
6. The “we” form ’_I' 4 3

|
(excluded from th ;j yrmulaic expres
7. Strategies

s m»lnfdhﬁ’l NN UM

Offer a 19
aﬁﬁ?ﬁi‘aﬂim AAANBIRY:
...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.)

High  Average Low

Feature of occurrences Group  Group Group

(N=10) (N=10) (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 beldface fontshow the total number of occurrences.
f = frequency of occurrences

Table 4.13 shews 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-shf;'\)v of the airport representative (Situation
12). The features found in'the test takers‘—f responses in handling complaints could be
categorized into eight features. The ﬁndillggs could be reported as follows. First, the
formulaic expressiong of regtet were freqﬁently used in all groups. However, they
were most frequently used in the dverage group (47 tokens) while the high and the
low groups did 36 tokens and 35" tokens reépé?_t_@vely. When examining the features
occurred, it was found that the average grouf?(SZ tokens) highly used a greater range
of intensifiers: *‘s0’’, “really”, “truly”, “Ve-r)-/;’-,_ ?a_jn’dr“terribly” while the high and the
low groups “performed._simularly with 21 and 24 “tokens' #espectively. 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+yaou) please jacceptrour apelogy*wasi equally~used insthe high and the
average groups for.6 tokens whereas it appeared only.once inithe low group with the
use of the first possessive pronouny“‘Please accept my apology”.

Secoiid was the examination Of the useof routing pattériist " Whth coOnmiparing
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 | 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).i

Fourth, the respondentssshowed 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 S¢tokens). +The wordl “immediately” was remarkably made in the
high group whereas the low group tended o use “now” to intensify the action.

Fifth, thefaddress form of the ftitle “_Sir” and ‘“‘Madam” were made in the
situations assessed.#Thehighest occurreﬁbe; appeared in the average group (with 26
tokens) while the high group used 17 tOkéI’_l§ and the low group did 14 tokens. The
sixth category was the use of the “‘we” fO_IT-_]_;l. .It 1s noted that the “we” form in this
category did not include in rotitine pattern_sl_-a.-n'_dj formulaic expressions of regret. It
was found that the “we” form-similarly occﬁﬁe:(.lfin all three groups; however, it was
found in a small degree. -~ T

Sevenths! the respondents obviously performed politeness strategies used in
handling complaints. This category was made distinctively. wlien 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 produeed 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 | 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, I11). '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 maikers 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 markersilike «...thank you™in this category while the
high and the low groups equally used thle marker of “okay” with 2 tokens each. The
refusal marker was néither found in the.hi'gh and average groups, but it appeared in
the low group. JThe statement letting the in_terlocutor off the hook “Don’t worry”
was found only onge in/the high and low éroups. Table 4.13 shows the features
which occurred in the fesponses in apologféjpg;_

3

Table 4.14: Frequency of linguistic feattires found in apologizing
# dd

— High Average  Low

Feature of-oCetirrences s f _ = Group Group Group
(N=10) (N=10) (N=10)
f f f
1. Formulaic expressions of regret 37 40 26
Excuse me... 0 1 0
Sorry... 5 3 0
So sortys.. 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/rcally/ sorty for that/about it/ about this. £ 3 16
I’'m terribly/teuly 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.)

High  Average Low

Feature of occurrences Group Group Group

(N=10)  (N=10) (N=10)

f f f

—
[e)

...sorry for keeping/!
2. Routine patterns

(Please) wait for

S O W b~ D, O O

We do understand ...
...let me talk to
you.

3. Politeness mar
I’m afraid that ...
I think ...
Could/can you (please)..."
Would you mind ...?
Would it be p ble
Embedded (if):
Please + VP "
Please

4. Adverbials

Errffﬁly‘l‘lEI’J‘I’IEJqlflTr’SlEl'ﬁ’]i
)

=B \C T \S B o) B L =l | R« I e R © ) )

nght n
Ve /really sorry

ghid RINTUURIINES

5 A dresso form

ONEJ

Madam 17

N L ©O N = = O O O N = W o o o o o o »d» o

Ma’am
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Table 4.14: Frequency of linguistic features found in apologzing (cont.)

High  Average Low

Feature of occurrences Group Group Group
(N=10) (N=10) (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 : i 1 0
Offer a repair 17 12 13
Give compensation . 4 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. 7 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 fineffeetive fservices ((Sittiation |13), | uiavailability of the room
(Situation 14), and a ‘Shortagel.of staff when checking-in |(Situdation 15). The
occurrences of features can be deseribed as follows. First, for formulaic expressions

oft tegrety thTexpression <1 mi(we’rg) 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 numbers 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'ofroutine patterns. There were three expressions found
in this category.«The expression “(please) wait for a moment/just a minute (please)”
was most frequently used i the low Igroup (11 tokens) while the high group (5
tokens) performed half of'what the low.gf(')up did; however, none of the test takers
from the average group used this expres§fon._ The expressions “We do understand™
and “... let me talk:io the manager-and éeeJWhat we should do for you.” were only
found in the highand the average groups. :-’ltheaformer occurred only once in the high
group while the latter was found in' the ave_ra-l_ge éroup with 3 tokens.

Third, for politeness.markers, the r_eI:_-sls(_)Ijls_es that were most preferred in the
high group were the hedge maikers, embedé@d:.cj'l-auses, and ““Please” followed with
the verb phrase. For the-had act, ncither 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 €onsidering the features of embedded
clauses, only the high group (6, tokens) and the ‘average group| (2 tokens) used the
syntacti¢ downgrading of “if’. The examples are “Would you mind if | change the
room, for you?”” and *‘You.can talk to_her (the manager).if you want a discount.” and
“Itwill 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 | 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 | can” only once caeh.

Fifth, the use of the address form, the addressing by the title “Sir” and
“Madam” was found 1n this study duc to the nonexistence of the names given in the
prompted situations. A.mote 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 lesss I

The sixth obsérvation was the use of the “we” form, which was relatively
found in a smalldfrequency. It was usedfénly in the high and average groups with 3
and 2 tokens respeetively while itrwas hbéent from the low group. Seventh, the
affirmation markers only appeared in t:l-l'_q. responses from the high and the low
groups, not in the average group. Howeve_r,-_,the. frequency found in this category was
rather small with 3 tokens in.the high and tﬁle_- lio;vy. groups.

Eighth, the speeches collected from%lé. j{hree groups of the test takers also
show strategies used in apelogizing. The ﬁﬁdfngs show that the test takers from the
three groups_ atiempted to minimize the degree of offence by giving explanations in
apologizing, for éxample, ““Oh sorry madam, the double rooms are sold out...” or
“We’re terribly sorry, ma’am, but we’re really fully booked faor the double room right
now”. The high group (8 tokens) performed higher than did the other groups (with
the identical number 016 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 > were used once in the high group. At

the same time, a stateme

the direct refusal “W

ff the hook “Don’t worry” and

group respectively.

Discussion for t

‘ ere grouped based on
the major linguistic ‘ T / he dctua reSpo a,\‘ from the data collected.
suistic features performed in the five
speech acts assesse : ; details of the frequency of occurrences
in each feature were se ely-repo rted n 1 table (as presented in Tables 4.10 —
4.14). However, in order t0tdise ss the s i ies and differences of the test takes’
pragmalinguistic forms as. 7 >quency counts of the number of
: -. by the FOP-Test
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Liguistic features collected from the FOP-Test
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Figure 4.1: The© ia or of ingui tures collected from the
five speech acts assessed

can be basically dlstlngmshed.m_m-‘ﬂ»ién _--_ Feei=The category of “others” and
strategles applled,‘Bhandlmg complaints and

categories, the dlstlrﬂeat s that @s
language ability gro 9 were the use of politeness markers and the address forms.
Firstly, it can be seen that thiautest takers from théthigh group highly applied politeness

e o L Sl e e

FOP-Test (aquesented in Tables 4.10 — 4.14). From the data collected, particularly in
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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 thave difficulty due to the lack of the
grammatical knowledge to express themselves«#The absence of the occurrence of the
politeness markers in handling complzﬁnts 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 theis speech whenl the requesting was required. In terms of
politeness, in fact, Jplease” makes a Sentence more polite when using it with a
command or a digéction, but not with a re?jues_t (Fukushima, 1990).

On the contiary, the test takers from Jthe low English ability group frequently
used routine patterns higher than the hlgh and the average groups. It was also
interesting to see that the test takers ten_d_@d .to use one form of routine patterns
repeatedly in their responses,  However, _&15 ;I}qmber of frequency was relatively
similar among the three groups of the test%al%.q‘;s. A possible explanation for the
apparent high frequency of routine patierns 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 reiy 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 interms 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’ cuests were unsatisfied towards hotel
services. Expressing regrets to the hotel gucsts 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 whem'compared to all categories of linguistic forms examined in
this study. I
Another distinct linguistic featuré,a'iﬁong the three groups appears in the use

of the address form to the hotel guests by,‘éddyessing the title like “Sir, would

you ...?”” which is gonsidered polite and;'api)ropriate in the context of hotel service
encounters. Ther€ 1s one point to make fr&r_q the test takers” responses that they only
addressed the simulated guests by using thé_,fofms of “Sir”” and ““Madam” since the
simulated guest’s first and last name was n(_)lt_- I-n'_ejn_tioned in the test. It was clear that
the test takers tried to avoid-the difﬁculty;fﬂb.ihey addressed the simulated hotel
guests by addressing “Sir*and “Madam™ whiéh;W—ardllaugh (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 thé title 1s the least intimate address form; howeyer, 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 politenéss* markers which inelude 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, appropriateé 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

average groups have power-hierarchy
consciousness of being f | ! /Jest transactions in English higher
é

than the low group. é{ 7
Those th? qmrities among the three
language ability S arerthe'u e f affirmation markers and

the use of the form™ 0 ‘ d th f the “we” form in this

address the hotel guests and th

category did not include' ey ' ressions of regret. The
frequency from the g tf ! [éa igh to the low groups
\ inguistic features in all

like “Yes” or “ and .the us ials were seemingly similar in a
i I
moderate degree and loy degrge:_gqsgq use of the “we” form was
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includes minor features protiuced by the tes
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Figure 4.2: Mnor lingwstic 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 tenote that the function of “thank you™
made by the test takers in this study is not.d response to the compliment, but an
attempt to close the encounters'between the hotel statf and guest or to terminate the
conversation. ‘Fhe funetion‘of “thank you” responded from the test takers in this
study correspondsswith Aston (]995:60I) who states that “thank you” does not only
refer to express the gratitude, butalso td_si'gnal the conclusion of a conversation and
“‘thanking’” was treated as appropriate j:’losi_ng as a matter of politeness”.  Rubin
(1983) points out that “thank you” used in ;i service encounter seems to be a quick
and ‘bold’ thank you.,Howeyver, it is coﬁsji_d.ergd as a social amenity. From the data
collected, the test takers, particularly in the hlgh group, attempted to use “thank you”
as a signal to close their responses to rtdlll:e.—r §ijr}1ulated hotel guests in the given
situations in the FOP-Test while the low g@ﬁ!frequenﬂy used “okay” as a sign of
pre-closing instead. One-possible explanatfbfrjw- 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’ beiﬁg 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 stateément letting
the interlocutor off the hook <‘Dan’t.worry| (about that)”. The rematkable 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.
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Figurlle .3 concludes the occurrence trategies found in

handling compiaints-and apologizing from the data collect 1;‘_ 1 hey were observed
correspondingly-wit gL ere remarkably produced
when handling Jmplaints and apologizing were made.

applied in the data fokﬁted, it can be seer@at the strategy of offering a repair was

highl eu ﬂh‘g} pﬂﬂﬁvwﬁ% iups performed
differ 1 tive degree. On the contrary, low group attempted to give

compensation in a higher occurrefice compared togthe high and the average groups.
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qencounters y awkward although the appropriate strategy was

mparing the strategies

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 scem"to_be excessive in offering help or
repair in the hotel guests’ dissatisfaction. For example, “...but | will check if there is
available room on the otherfloor” or “Would you mind t0 change to another room?”
were offered when the séquested room was not available: Second, the test takers
may attempt to reduce theig offense bgl offering a repair in mistakes they did not
make. However, when the content of offeﬁng a repair was observed, it was made in
short and in a chunk form like @ rot€ memorization.

Research question 3f *What arc thé_:'_@_rrqrs that interfere with the students’
pragmatic knowledge?” d ;!.

In response to the third research qﬁé:s{ié_)nj the findings are divided into two
parts. The first part reports maximum anég_ﬁail’;_ﬁmum scores, means, and standard
deviations of the responses-ftom  the prdgm'e-ltj;c questionnaire related to the test
takers’ pragmatic background knowledge in general as well as speech acts and
politeness in tl:{évhotel Front Office context. The second 7parrt is the report of the
content analysis of the test takers’ respomses 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 Average Low
Language Ability Language Ability Language Ability
(N =130) (N =30) (N =30)
Questionnaire:  Max/ M SD Max/ M SD Max/ M SD
Min Min Min

General* 15/ whleO0 )9 15/% 1.93 13/ 10.10 1.83

knowledge 7 6 6

Promising** 57 3.80 2.09 5/ 3.43 1765 5/ 4.23 1.22
1 0 0

Informing** 5/ 3.87 Irs 5/ 8 3 T 8] 5/ 3.77 1.52
1 04 0

Requesting** 5/ 2423 1.74 5/ 2.40 L 5y 5/ 3.07 1.57
0 I 0

Handling** 5/ 3883 1.34 5/ 3.27 1.68 5/ 3.10 1.49

complaints 1 0 Iy 4 0

Apologizing** 5/ 4.00 1144 5. ¥ 3.07 1.66 5/ 3.73 1.66
1 | 0

Notes: * indicates total scores of 15-and** indicates total s;:ores of 5.

Table .4415 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 scenanios 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 0f'4.00, 3.87,
3.83, and 3.80 tespectively. ., The imean 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 JO 5 3.60 1.620

Table 4.16 shows the'mean scores of pragmatic knowledge obtained from the
three test takers groups s 10.58. " Considering the mean scores of the five scenarios
representing the five speech acts, the highe.’s'.t mean Score 1S promising
( X =3.82) while the lowest is requestingf_;vith the mean score of 2.57. The other
three speech acts range from informing, af)plogizing, and handling complaints with
the scores of 3.67, 3.60, and 3.40 Tespectivély. ‘In order to see any significant mean
differences of pragmatic knowledge, one- wﬁy_ ANOVA was applied to compare the

scores obtained from the thiée language ability groups.

Table 4.17: Results of oneway ANOVA test from the pragmatic questionnaire

Variables: = \ariance Sum.of df Mean- F Sig.

Squares Square

General knowledge = Between Groups 10.689 2 5.344 1.404 251
Within Groups ~ 331.267 87 3.808

Total g 3412956 89
Promising Between Groups 9.622 £ 4811 2.185 119
Within Groups 191.533 87 2.202
Total .. 201.156 89
Informing Between Groups 4.200 2 2.100 .863 426
Within Groups ~ 211.800 87 2.434
Total  216.000 &9
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 df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
Requesting Between Groups 11.667 2 5.833 2.183 .119

Within Groups = 232433 87 2.672
Total = 244.100 89

Handling Between Groups 3.86.7 2 4.433 1.941 150
complaints Within Groups «#198.733 87 2.284

JFotal  1207.600 89
Apologizing Betweeni!Groups 13.867 2 6.933 2.745 .070

WithiafGroups  219.733 37 2.526
Total ~ 233,600 89

Table 417 showsgthe result ofidonae_-way ANOVA test run for the mean
differences of the guestionnaire answers f%zlade by the three language ability groups.
The findings show that the test takers’ pré_,gmatic recognition from three language
ability groups are not significantly differeﬁ&{f&om one another in all parts, so there is
no further examination to test-the mean diffdreﬁgeﬁ of the three groups.

The findings from the pragmatic qugst?ﬂlpl:-lnaire indicate that the test takers in
the three groups did not differ significantly 'i:ﬁ-'_pf;c{ghlatic recognition assessed by the
questionnaires Due to the differences in the means reported i Table 4.17, pragmatic
failures produeed by the test takers in all groups were “analyzed qualitatively.
Examining pragmatic inappropriateness that could cause communication breakdowns
between the hotél staff-guest in the hotel Front Office oberation can give useful
informationy, to manswer sthe sthird, sresearch 5 iquestions Deeision regarding
inappropriateness was based on the descriptors of the ineffectiveness along with the
inappropriateness of the FOP,Test rating scale. The major features of
ipappropriatenessyinslangnage use collected from~thentest takers?, responses were
grouped [info| seven typés 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 ine inappropriate responses, the descriptions

of situations are shown i the simulated hotel guests are not

given here (See Ap the FO were drawn from the same

group of the tej?/ ere‘_gmdo to answer the second sub-
question of the [ guestl crl ere analyzed qualitatively

N

before the freq
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Figure 4.4 shows the occ&rences of sevenﬁgmatic errors colleeted from the
e
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“ 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



114

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:

Situation7  : Request a walk-in guest for a deposit
AS . “And what time do you check out? ...”

L3 will check one double room™.
L6
Situation8 - rnvg’gues jo-give the check-out time, due to high
) [pancy.tate -
L2 ; 2 OU_+YOU XXX on’t worry. If you miss
hin]_i mm

using our service//our hotel”.

Lo 1 ko
L mmhmh

In the eXamples shown. al y akers 'd ot perform the required
j W —
speech act of request. ejtest tajﬁrﬂ e expected -' ake a request of a credit

card as a deposit guarants @ﬂ;gdl_fé
' N e
they gave responses that were Jﬂgﬁ{f@i

the speech acts required. Tl L sted answe 8 for requesting in Situation 7 and 8

heck-out (Situation 8), but
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Situation 11 : Deal with noise disturbance from the next door and the
housekeeper’s duty on the floor
HS : “lwill call the — housekeeping immediately.”
L6 : “I’'m really sorry ma’am, 1 will told the housekeeping and stop vacuum
L8 . ““I have to apologize you madam. I-1-1 will (_ ) I will tell the house
cleaner for (.)”’
Situation 14 :Apologize for unavailability ofithe double room asked for upon
the checking-in
Ho6 : “We're sorry. The rooms are..alleccupied. Er: can you: er: see:

er:whatabout another room?”

A4 o “I’m.se sorry. madam — um - please accept my apology and I-will-
took//Lwill.take to another room.”

L8 . #1"m geally soory madam. The occupancy full.”

In HS8, L6gand A8 /(Situation ll)lthe test takers simply acknowledge the
responsibility to one ¢ausg of preblem b}};linforming the housckeeping while problem
solving of the othef cause of disturbance from the next door had not been mentioned.
A sample response of this situation is. ““ I’m really sorry, madam. | can understand
how you must feel. T will'tell the:maid to rﬁlo\"/e. to the other area and send someone to
tell the next door to turn dewn the volume. I’m really sorry to hear this. | am very
sorry again for the noise, madam.” In casgf—’g}f supportive examples in Situation 14,
the examinees; H6, A4, atnc:lt -L8, simply sta:;ce-d- -e-l'bo‘ut the unawailability without any
alternative choiCe=to-the-simuiated-hotel-guest=—they=tancd 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 umclear answer. Since the
room rate initially influences decision making of the hotel guest, it is important to
know gwhat'type of room would be offered'and ' whether it meets his/her prior expense

arrangement or not: The suggested answer could be asfollows:

“We’re sorry, madam. Unfortunately, all of.our double rooms are accupied
this.evening.«What can do for yau is to-firstkeep/your reguestand have it
checked for tomorrew. 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 yeu _ehange ito another room? May be king size bed room or
queen size'bed room or may be you’re looking to the other facilities.”

A3 : 580 sopry madam. Um this is our mistake. | will change your room to:
um: <suite room=> or — double room. Are you okay, madam?”

L9 : 5Wewillinstall the (19uble bed to your room. Please wait for a

mament* ‘
)

From thetexcerpted examples, the examinees made an error in giving
information related to the typé of the hoté:l-:"rloc;in. In terms of room types, a double
room is one bed for two persons. The s:i'i_!leT'of _the bed 1s another concern for the
requirement. It is surprisingto see that thcié;):(;’ﬁ;inees, who were the hotel students,
not only had the wrong concept of the roo’n_; Iy_EQ, but offered the double bed room
which was nof available éccording to th;e room status. mentioned in the given
situation. | = |

The resuits also show that the test takers from afl ;[hree language ability
groups attempted-to give the simulated hotel guest information of the hotel as much
as possible, but the sresponses were irrelevant and sometimes awkward. The
irrelevant responses include' the reacting to; parts of the described situations in the
prompt.s The observed frequency of irrelevant information appeared in a high degree
from the three language ability ‘groups; howevenzit is surprising tofsee that the
examinees froniythe average group (40 tokens) produced higher than the high group

(31 tokens) and the low group (38 tokens). The supportive examples are as follows.



117

Situation 3 . Promise to mail the hotel’s guest’s lost item if found
H7 . “Of course, madam. | will send it as soon as we possible.”
A8 . ““Absolutely, your belt will be served to your house within five days.

Don’t worry about that.”

L2 : “Certainly. Er: if we find: er: I just-1 just take-I just take. Er: I just
take it//give it to you.”

Situation 4 : Inform.where the internet.canbe aceessed

H3 : “Yourean.access the internet from.yeur bed room. In the bed room has a
lot of facilities such as—f<inq size bed room, American breakfast and: all of
themyyeu€an see from the brochure.”

A6 ;. ““Fhe internetsis already been set for — you to connect them to the exact
pointaif”you — connect'#the wireless. It is already set for the Hi-speed
ipternetySir 22 -

L3 . “Tiie dodble'room xxxx kin’d size bed and Hi-speed wireless internet. You

lI
1 #

¢an enjoy er: internet.in.the double room.”

\
Situation 13 : JApologize for ineffective service claimed by the staying guest
H2 : ““Sorry. 12m sorry madam to hear that. Please: er: wait our manager.

| will contact her immedi’dte!y. You can talk to her if you want a
discount — let méknow — what could we do for you?”

Y d e :ljll
AS : “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.” e
L7 . i?j:l_un_ao_satty_madam__l_think,ahouu;oumﬁﬁrﬁ night: er: I will

send someone for fix it xxx and | have discount eri 80% for you. 1I'm
SO sorry again.” 1

In H7, Aé, and L2 (Situation 3) the responses soungi very awkward. This is
because-thesguest’syvaluable items can be lost orsfound;in-case-of the loss; however,
the test takers did not gpare 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 uncommen-torthejreal cireumstances, Theysuggested pesponse could
be like “I’miso sorry to héar that, madam. |1 will inform the.housekegping.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, AS, 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 fiom the manager level.-Morcover, considering the content of
compensations, they seemed to be c?)ntextually awkward based on the real job
performance. The suggested tesponse should be left for those who have the authority
to handle the problemy for example, “I can understand this must have been
frustrating for yous 1"m 8o sorry to healr that, madam. May | ask our manager and
see if there is anything wecould do to make your stay more enjoyable?”

Fifth, thetexaminecs from the three language ability groups made pragmatic
errors in giving inappropriate formulaic :exr;ressions; however, the examinees from
the average group exhibited a marked iﬁqgeqse in the frequency of inappropriate
idiomatic expressions, when compared wit_h-_1he. high and the low English proficiency

levels. The examplesof the eirors are illu_s-tfa'jced as below:

Situation 7 - : Requesta'walk-in guest fé)i’ra_aébdsit

H2 . “Yes, of course madam. One double room-for,twe nights for you — the
room is available — and we guarantee our servicé. Please have a nice
holiday.”

A6 i “Yes, sir. We’ll book // we will set the roam for you right now and

please be happy with our service.”

Situation 107! I..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 yous”

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 checkeds \Would you mind to wait for a few
minutes? We will take care of that right.away, madam.”

Sixth, inapprepriate politeness strategies—are also found in all groups.
Surprisingly, the test takers.an the high group produced them in a very high degree.

Their responses were veryedicect and without hints. The excerpts below support the

finding: |
Situation 5 Inform the check-out ggest regarding the invalid credit card
H4 “Soisorgy madam. Youricredit card has not been approved. Do you
have agy card?” N
A10 “I’'mrterpibly, sorry. madam. Expenses will be pay by credit card, but
you'credit card has not been approved. Ceuld you ...?”
F
A 3 F
L1 “Soruy, the credit card is wrong. It’s not approving is um: my
account.”™ fases L
Situation 9 Request the ehetk-out gu;est-fg_;pay for two hotel bathrobes from
the room -
H1 “I’m sorry sir. The housekeeping just called me that you are taking
two-hotel-bathrobeswith"you=-so:"er="would.you mind: er: return:
A9 “Um + + I’'m not sure — er — the — the house department report me
that — you - >take something with you<.”
L4 “Exeuse mes You havestakensthe two bathrebes.~Rlease check it ...”
Situation 14 Apologize for=unavailability of “the room ‘asked upon the
checking-in
HS “Oh, sorry madam. You haven’t magde a requirement for the"double
bed roem: umiyhowever 7%
A8 “Very sorry for that, but: er: we didn’t - // we haven’t been’informed
that: you required for — double bed...”
L1 “I’m sorry. Now | 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”,showever, the extended utterances were
too direct which might easily be considered umpolite.. . Besides, making a request in
Situation 9, it is clear that the tcst takers seemcd 0 Tack applying politeness strategies
in their responses. Thessuggested response could be, “I'm sorry madam, our
bathrobes are also for sale. ~Ifyou prefer to keep them, we could add them to your
bill. Will that besall right for vou, m(laldam?” It can be seen that the test takers’
responses for Situation 9.did not give a.ny"-'options to the hotel guest. According to
Lakoff’s (1973)spoliteness rules, if the purpose of communication is to make the
hearer feel good, giving an option is requirreciﬁ Moreover, sample responses shown in
Situation 14 were also too direct and qu_'pqseful; however, the failure to make
general hints might be perceived as impolit_ei_,. |

|
The last error isiinappiopriateness in the use of word choice, verb forms, and

phrases.  All groups of th¢ test takers exh;ibi‘.tgd this error; however, the average
group did the highest white the high and thej"lti";v.igroups performed relatively similar.
The use of the' verb forms “have to”, “need t0”, and “must” was high like in
Situations 6 andb 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-outrate
HS 0 “fYes, of ‘eourse; madam. “It.is possible to keepthe roem until 8.00 pm.,
but yeu have ta pay for theextra 50% for the raom. .7

A8 : “Yes, it is possible, but you have to pay more ex xxxx 50%,charge for a
late night”’.
L4 : % “You can keep-the rooem 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
Al . ““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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A5 : ““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 toyour bill. Will that be all
right for you, madam?”’.as previously mentioned. In terms of making a request,
Blum-Kulka (1994) suggests ¢ffectiveness is an important role in performing a
request. The hearer €an gecognize the speaker’s intent when the request is made.
The example from Al in Situation 9 mentioned above. “you have to pay charge- for
item souvenir” is the most diréct and effecfive way to perform a request, but it is
certainly considered impolite in. the hoté;f—rs.taf_f-guest communication. Brown and
Levinson (1987) suggest thatjeft;ectiveneés-:cz;ﬁ be a conflict with politeness when
directness is applied. & There are alsoj J:(')fher_ expressions that are considered

4 - Al
inappropriate as illustrated in Sifuation 15 below:

Situation 15 : _Apologize the arrival 'g'h'é"st—i‘()r short of staff when checking-in

A de = We're so sorry madam. _Pleaseacceptimy-dpology: um: - and we
understand for your waiting. What should we do for you?”

A8 : “I’'msorry for that. Our staff were busy. | don’t know what to do.
- What do you want me to do? xxxx™

Froth the responsesishown i) A4 and A8 the examinces«did not attempt to
save the hotel-guest’s face. They«just simply expressed their regreis 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 |
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.aets, and politeness in the context of
hotel Front Office Department throuththe questionnaire. It was found that there was
no statistically significant.difference among the three language ability groups in their
responses. This-ask is similar to a judgment task to evaluate whether the statements
relating to pragmatic knewledge were tlrue or false and speech act utterances in the
given situations were pragmatically.,_ appropriate by rating a five-scale of
appropriateness ffom the “Very indppropriateness” to “‘very appropriateness”. The
test takers’ pragmatic recognition from the Jthree language ability groups were not
significantly different from one another in 2111 parts. They showed the same degree of
awareness by recognizing the errors of sonjlé.kinds in pragmatic items and they could
distinguish different degrees. of politenredslaéjri_ejf}ected by their responses in the
questionnaire. This may be explained by thé:aéi;ect of recognition in pragmatics. A
small number of studies—have: been discués‘eﬁ.; regarding the development of L2
pragmatics and! recognizing of learners in pragmatic leatning. However, the
recognition in p}agmatics 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 ¢enscious 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 Paineiple rules, the ercor in giving incorrect speech act
seems to break the maxum of relevance. The test takers said something irrelevant and
could not respondito imumediate hotel ;Iguests’ needs during the stage of transaction
between the hotel staff and gliests. 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 coﬂSec{Uence, this error might be related to the
fact that the examinees lacked both gramﬁ,{a];licg_l and contextual knowledge related to
hotel Front Office operation. This' crror d(_)e;_s né)t really harm the interaction with the
hotel guests, but it highly affects the guesfs-.l’.:l;e;rjc?ptions towards an individual as an
unprofessional and incompetént practitioner.?j S

Second, the test-takers’ responses'"_"vgve;re- 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, inexperiénce ,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 inestch_situation is needed in order to
make the guests feel at ease.  Their lack of linguistic knowledge appears to be the
reason for their inappropuiate knowledge to provide sufficicnt information.

Third, the*failure" in.giving the correct information was found in a small
degree. The possible explanation of Ithis error might be due to the test takers’
misunderstanding, particularly in the vir&hg 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. Therefofe, Ehe examinees may be required to have
extensive knowledge of terms used in hotei'_qpqr_ation.

The findings of the produetion of* i-;;rel.evant or unnecessary information are
quite striking since they were found in a hig&i ,Zié_gj;r_ee in all test takers language ability
groups. This phenomenon agiees with Bluﬂﬁika & Olshain’s (1984) assumptions
that the L2 learners are morc-wordy than nafivé—.English speakers because they try to
compensate foritheir language deficiencies by adding a great deal of unnecessary
information. Thirs phenomenon may come from two possible causes. The first cause
is the lack of experiecnce 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 clagstoom practices impaired their résponses. 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.respomsibility. 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 pragtices” According to Fukushima (1990),
this error made by the test takers could be thewrésult fiom memorizing the use of set
phrases which would not be so difficult for foreign language learners. Several
evidences showed Inappreptriaténess in the usage of linguistic realizations practiced
from the classroem. It can be seen that expressions vary according to the content of
the utterance. One pattern is approprilate for one situation, but not for the others.
However, the examifices/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 :Jth(; ‘hotel services are too explicit, overly
polite, and often simplified (Blue & Haruﬁ;'_Z_.OQZ; Williams, 1988). This agrees with
Scotton and Bernstern (1988: 53) who s!:ai_te that textbooks provide “list of over-
polite, over explicit, one-sentence fong exp;)lnén‘gss for function”. To illustrate, below
are two dialogs taken from one textbook of Egghsh for hotels. The former deals with
the registration for the walk-in guest and the latter is the transaction when checking-
in: 7 7

Receptior;ist (1) : “...because you’re not a British citizen, 1 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
appropriatenessy, - [t" doesynot always seem to "reflect authentic hetel "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 awaréness. From the utterances collected,
generally the examinees exhibited their grammatical knowledge and were able to use
syntactic patterns in their uttcrances, é'.specially i the high language ability group.
However, they lacked kmowiledge in applying politencss strategies to save the
hearer’s face, which is mavolved with people’s feelings. In ebserving the principle of
“face” (Brown and Levinson, 1987),I the hotel staff-guest communication and
interaction may require a degree of direetness much higher than another service
encounter does. JFor example. the t€st takers tended to use imperative verb forms that
can be perceived ag'being offensive in the t;otel 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 ea_ls_-il,-y'_ ]b_ecause they are direct and a clear
strategy in requesting. As a tesult, they miglat:{f;e them without being aware of the
risk of high imposition to-thc-hcaret, especi‘al'lyrin’the hotel service context where the
guests generally'have high needs/wants in services. 7

The secohd possible explanation for the ineffectiyeness of politeness
strategies and verb formis 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). “Fhis scale of politeness is the preference
in the| hotel service context where ‘benefit to guest” is required, but “cost to the
guest” 1§ 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, Lakoft’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.” [t is cleap that secial 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 fo realize a certain speech act. There have been
considerable evidences that non-nativel speakers of English face difficult tasks in
acquiring the appropriate ways «to communicate language functions (Carrell &
Konneker, 198917 Cohens & Olshtaln "'1981) Rintell & Mitchell, 1989). The
evidences of this study are con51stent w1fh 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 crea}pe pragmatic effects.
Summary = — .
This chapter reports thc results of :tflé'-.ﬁndings Descriptive statistics were
employed to,_ the first and third quest10ns One- -way ANOVA and content analysis

were applied to answer the second ¢ questlon and pragmatlc 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 m'methodology, theory, and pedagogy
are also presented. Finally, the recomjnendations for future studies are provided in

this chapter.

5.1 Research summary il

This study reports the mvestlgatlon of pragmatic ability in the context of
hotel Front OfficesDepartment of the fourth year Thai university students who
majored in the field of hospital and tourlsm management. The purpose of the present
study firstly aimed to assess the pragmatfc‘ability of the fourth-year Thai students in
hospitality oriented programs by using th‘e-*Front Office Pragmatic Test (FOP-Test).
Secondly, it aimed to study whether tﬂg{:@vels of English proficiency have a
significant effect on the students’ pragmatic. é,b’ility in a specific context of hotel
Front Office Department including the 1nvestrgat10n of similarities and differences of
the linguistic forms related fo the pragmatlc abfhty of students. with different levels
of English prqf@ng;g! Emally, 1t _mvestigated the prasmdtic knowledge that
interferes with=Students” pragmatic abilities and pragmatic failtires produced by the
students from dlfferent levels of English proficicncy.

The construct of the FOP-Test was based on the theoretlcal framework of
Austin’si speech jacts (1962 )51Brownyand dvevinston’s jpoliteness (1987) as well as
studies concetning.asseSsment of pragmatic ability in differént learning contexts.

The participants of the study were the fourth-year students from Bangkok
UniverSity,«Dhurakit. Pundit UTniverSity, fadd Kasetsart! Universityy mdjorifig fin the
field'of hotel and tourism management: They were classifiedinto 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 hetcl Feent 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 expertsqan language instruction and testing.

Data were collected ~and analyzed quantitatively and qualitatively.
Descriptive statisties wege cartied out tlo examine the pragmatic ability assessed by
the FOP-Test. OnesWay 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 ¢onducted to:#ﬁr;d the significant differences among the
means of the three groups. Content V,Eiglalysis was employed to examine the
similarities and the/differences ,of typica_li_,.lin.guistic features found from the test
takers’ responses. The result was analy;.é& lz}: comparing the frequency of the
pragmalinguistic features that-were corresﬁ@diflgly related to the FOP-Test rating
scale. In addition, content andlysis was alsf)'_'ﬁsed to_examine the major features of
inappropriateness of responses which could lead to pragmatic failures in the context
of hotel Front bfﬁce 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 reseatch 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 ayerage and low language ability groups. Mote specifically, when compared
all 'components “assessed, namely the cortect 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 appropriatencss) 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 Englisthroﬁciency, it was found that all the p values
were highly significant. Fhusythe students” pragmatic ability of the high, average,
and low levels ofiBnglishfproficiency differed significantly.

In additiony the findings obtainled from the frequency counts revealed the
similarities and diffesénces of the-students® pragmalinguistic ability in the context of
hotel Front Office department. The rrféjor_ linguistic features were grouped into
seven categories: foutine patterns, for:tnual'aic expressions of regret, politeness
markers, adverbials, affirmation :markeré,jagidaress formS, and the use of the “we”
form. These features were catggorized baised. on the actual responses to the five
speech acts assessed by the. FOP-Test. Tfle-ﬁrjlghngs revealed that there were two
distinctive features which appeared to diffefe;nﬁ;f[e the linguistic forms related to the
pragmatic ability of the students with differéﬁf-]bvels of English proficiency. They
were the use ofipoliteness markers and the use of address forms. The former was
highly performe;i by the high proficient students only whilc/the latter was more
frequently used by both high and average proficicnt students. The other five
linguistic featurcs: 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 ‘thefrequency’ 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 heok “Den’t worry (about that)”” was more
frequently used by the low proficient studeniss*however, it did not appear to be so
distinctive when comparing to. the other two groups. Moreover, the strategies
applied in handing complamts.and apologizing were also observed together with the
observation of lmguistie’ forms produced by the students.  When comparing the
frequency counts, it was found that th(le students in all proficiency levels similarly
applied strategies nceded when handling.,_d’(-')mplaints and apologizing. However, the
strategy of offering a tepair was remarkably highest performed when compared with
the strategies of giving an explanation,:F a(;knowledging the responsibility, giving
compensation, and promising of Bforbearé,r;q_e.. . These strategies were produced in a
very low degree andwith:a small difference i_jn all groups.

Regarding the third. tesearch qué‘slgiSI;l,J .Jit was found that there was no
significant difference in pragmatic know}églgéfamong 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 weljeT 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 thecontext. of hotel Front Office Department, the errors wereé 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. [t 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 Englishlproﬁciency on their pragmatic ability scores
in all components jassessed. = The h.igﬁ proficient students could apply their
grammatical knewledge and politéness Ts’[rat_egies to their speech production under
time pressure in theftest while the low prbﬁéient students had difficulty to construct
their utterances to fit the given situations (il_lg to the lack of linguistic knowledge and
pragmatic ability. The findings agrced Wit_h-_sorﬁe previous studies (Matsumara, 2003
& Roever, 2005) in that the high proﬁcieﬁlt_- gfp:ignts had better performance in the
pragmatic test than the low language proﬁ@iél.qj{ students and the overall level of
proficiency in the target-laihguage played éﬂ-ri.fnportant role in the acquisition of
pragmatic ability. So, it could be concluded that the oral elicitation method by
means of the cofnputer 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 similariti€s 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 meore politenéss 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



133

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-hicrarchy consciousness in hotel
staff-guest communication in English than the low proficient students.

Linguistic featuressperformed similarly in all proficiency levels also varied.
A number of frequencies differed, but the degree of differences was rather small.
The high frequeney of the following ;trategies 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 téSt. Owing to the retrospective semi-
structure interview made in the pilot std(fy?. the students revealed that they had no
opportunity to be exposed to English in _aé;.tual hotel practices. They only learned
and practiced from teacher instruction, textﬂf)BIgﬁ,i and the typical simulated activities
of role-play in hotel setting. Thus; classrooﬁi%ﬁ!gtmction is a key factor affecting the
students’ choice of a partieulat wotd, expreési’én: or even realization of the structure
in a certain funetion activity in hotel circumstances. Besides: it is very typical to see
the students tendﬁ to use one particular pattern to produce their zesponses 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 1n the hotelbusiness is referred to as pragmatic inappropriateness
or pragmatic failure (Themas, 1983). The consideration of appropriateness is to see
whether the studecats knew what is applropriate to say in the given situations in the
FOP-Test. In addition, the degrec of ‘seriousness in- the hotel-staff and guest
communication depends on wheth@r it iS pramalinguistics or sociopragmatics. The
error of the former s meore forgiven becéus:e 1t 18 perceived as a linguistic problem
while the latter iS the most serious becali-sgl it relates to the inappropriateness of a
linguistic behavior. /The failures were grouﬁpd into seven features (See Figure 4.4 in
Chapter 4) based on the descriptors-l._-,B_f j._ineffectiveness along with the
inappropriateness of the FOP-Test rating se@lé.sf Ineffectiveness of giving correct
speech acts, irrelevant or-unnecessary inforrhaﬁo'n,—and inappropriateness in the use
of formulaic_expressions appears to be less serious because they do not really harm
the hotel staff-guést interaction. The first two failures apparently reflect their lack of
grammar, vocabulary, including inexperience in rcal job performance. These
incompetencies appear to impede the students from giving the correct speech act and
informative responses rélated 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 ifistructions,
particularly fromythe 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 suffigicat amount of information was rated the
lowest and the less proficient students tended.to perform these errors. Their lack of
syntactical or grammatical knowledg% might prevent them from elaborating or
lengthening their utterances tnEnglish 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 cilaracteristics 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;'un;olved, particularly in complaining.
Inappropriatengss in politeness stra{ﬁ?giqs and the use of phrases or verb forms
are perceived to lead to the potential for the @ost serious misunderstanding and could
end the customer relations. . Ia terms of I;éﬁte}ngss in any hospitality services, the
guest’s face should not be imposed by any :.tji;eans or reasons. From the data
collected, the students used overly direct strdfééiés such as using the imperative form
when making sequests. Considering the social distance between hotel staff-guest, the
use of the imprerative 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’“résponses 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 appropriaténess. The speeches collected
from the test takers in this study.teveal that they faged 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 ofsthe FOP-Test was modificd from the oral discourse
completion test (ODCT)sproposed by Hudson and Brown (1995). Even though the
test method of this study limited thel multiple-turn exchanges or opportunity to
negotiate between the interlocutors, the FOP-Test allowed the students to perform
the best of theigfpragmatie ability and the §tudents’ pragmatic behavior could be
assessed from theigvarigus responses. Dué to the limitation of test authenticity, it
should be noted that the FOP-Test was degi_gnqd for the research purpose rather than
to test naturalistic speeches. _ -_, |
As suggested by Roever (2004), tesi_-ife'_njls for constructing pragmalinguistics
should be from real language use which cou}id;bzéj:collected from ethnographic studies
representing the real world lariguage use. 'Ih’.'ESP/EOP, ethnography could provide
rich informationtin tasks, interaction patterns, and language invelved; however, many
hindrances such és 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 @ diagnostic test for the novice hotelstudents 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 culturesthave different aspects of being polite like
the culture in business settings.  Thus, theshotel eulture has its own norm of
politeness. However, it cannot be denied that profit 1s involved in hotel staff-guest
communication consequently.« Certain politeness stratcgics in particular language
functions corresponding o the FOP-Test should be highlighted in order to enhance
guests’ satisfaction” and smaximize thelhotel revenues. In ESP/EOP, it would be
beneficial to specifytypes of speech acts which differ from one another and which
employ differentpoliteness strategies in different types of service encounters because
success of many important businesses depEn&s on mastering the maxim of politeness.

i

5.4.3 Pedagogical implications - ,.
Several pedagogical implicét‘il(};s; can be drawn from the findings as
follows: f

1. The evidencefromthe studen’fs"-jdemographic information in this
study suggests-that only one or two English courses related io hotel services were
given throughqu‘; 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 land sociopragmaties in'particular contexts.. Evensthough 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'caetigh English teachers who know the
subject knowledge. Thus, incompeterﬂ:e in both pragmatics and subject knowledge
weakens their confidencean teaching. | Because of this, it may be hard to recruit the
qualified ones. Jnviting@experienced ex-hoteliers or the practitioners to be the guest
speakers or workewith teachers who Iunderstand pragmatics cold help solve this
problem. L8

5. Owingto the shortcoming of textbooks in English for hotels, it is
vital for institutionsifo work out in materiﬁlstevelopment as suggested by Boxer and
Pickering (1995:744) who €laim that “thezl-‘g.isa a critical need for the application of
sociolinguistic findings to English languag_e-_;ea.ching through authentic materials that
reflect spontaneous speech behavior”. Ené_iighjf_or hotels should also be an urgent
one. Available textbooks should-not be usedias: .e?'-center of teaching. As teachers are
still role models in language use for Thai étudents, to teach pragmatically and
socially apptopriateness in business settings seems to demand.teachers who are not
only experts in lénguage 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, ityseems unclear how grammatical and pragmatic competencies cotrelate.
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 obéérving small talks as social talks happening in
the hotel encounters.

4. The FOR=<Test has'thepotential to be further developed since it provided
evidence of Thai hetel students’ pragmelltic ability in a specific purpose and context.
It is hoped that mere studies will inieéﬁgate the students’ pragmatic ability in
ESP/EOP in different gontexts such as English for nursing, fight attendance English,
tourism English, and/or even English for hotJel services in different departments such
as Food and Beverage department or Hagsel;eeping where communication needs
differ. .

5. In addition to the specifications of ﬁil_-e,-prjo_blematic speech acts assessed
in this study, other speech acts should be COﬁSi(:Z{é:l‘ed as well. Besides, future studies
should explore particularspcech act in the hotel context in depth like conversational
analysis in naturalistic utterances between the hotel Front Office staff and guests.

6. Apart ﬁ‘ofn 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 intercsting 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. Sinee 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 0d evidence of nonlexical intonation

signals like uh, um, or hum f CS mon features is recommended.

Additionally, combining paralin i aﬁsﬁc components like pitch
aCia : ; "1n future studies.

10. Finally, in term osting, e trl w-._ lation 7 ods for both

qualitative and regarding pragmatic

competence sho dents’ 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
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Agreement index for the speech act of apologizing (cont.)
Interview

Questionnaire
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12. 1alnegnAi lasnsn ey iunateanainlsusu(Late VI il v o x (V| V| x|V 78%

check-out) lALtiasannnilssussiasanaiasinlignAnsean

o Y o = -
AINBRTINTTLANNN (Occupancy rate) ngqmﬁlummu

13. valnugnéniidedlfredssanldaaidunnammu enin v Vo V% Xy | V| V| % 67%

panfamasaaiitlyvizasaudiinuinsustsdaniasnlgans

TR Wludu

%

14. valnugnéniiAnadldareianain Vi iV I Vv | x| x | V| x |V |V 67%
33%

x
x
x
x

15. satnugninfidinamadousdfldanadiaainigniiaesld ~ ¥ a¥ Vo X o X
TiungnAvinuauiasaingninlailissyzeldinuniqisaus

JRuAzLEIWNAN (Late check-in)

8S1



Agreement index for the speech'act of handling complaints

Questionnaire i Interview
Situation Speech act of Apologizing Hotel Guests«#™ Managers F/O Staff Agreement
—— =" Index
— (70%)
e
_ i G3 M1 [™™2 | M3| S1 | S2|S3
L. . > v Vi |V |V V]« 78%
AANITUDT AT UIBIGNAINNABNITUTNITNA1T ]
2. dannsteacFunansgnAnilasangninliudsasulssder ld | v v VY x| x |V |V 78%
Tsausndnsnluiunaunduusgndnliwuwiinewlddum
AauNNTw (Airport Representative) : ]
‘ k
i ™
3. annsdiafesSeurasgninnidsetesin iy Feuinligean | v° vV iV x ([ VIV | x|V 78%
fyiueulilfiasu wisetiasinanien sy Bk 4
4. dannsdafesFunansgninifide@asiuniudiuieenaan | v v (LY V| ox | V] x 78%
! o A o [ A A o —
nsdenuanaeslsas 1@esitaasiasindna o vieidaghvann :
o o [ dl 3 L] L%
N ueenine Ui uAn e uusaes Wisu
5. anstedecBauresgniniiasaingniwudmindauangais v Volx | V| V| x |V |V 67%
vl ludiasingoyme
6. Arnnsde¥esBanrasgninniseddunange@EEnan i v vVoix VYl | v |V |V 89%
DI = . | = Mo o ,
Hewindngn wiseLnnIas 1w wasalnan seesauagnl
o A a aa a G| k%
1971 vz Tluninide s
7. dannsfie¥esSuvancgnAntlszan  (Frequent guest). Aldld | v/ v | % x |V | x | V| x 44%
v o T
wnngiariesinnuAenUszanaan lisey 1 §luansey
1 ¥
AU

6S1
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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%)
—
_ i G3 M1 [™™2 | M3| S1 | S2|S3
8. dannsdaesFunansgniifldedywinoyuatie wiseniion | v vV I vVihEx (V| V | x|V 78%
WaInn (Key card/key tag)
9. pnsdedesiFaurnsgninnisenaudnn desiitusioannng v vV (VI Vx| x |V |V 78%
SN NI
10. dannsfiefeSuuangninfidnesnsemeesmitinanudiendi s’ v (v x | V| x |V |V 78%
Tadgnan
11. dannstedacFunansgninFesanAviasini linseiiisngnn.| v* Vi lx | x | x| x | V| x 33%
IR N ¥R
12. dnannstefesBeunsgnAniiasaingnnlulaiudansam Y V| x| x | x| x | V]| x 44%
yananewan i n 13l
13. AnnsdeiesFouaesgnAniiasarngniinudnsziilaassis v Vol x|l VvV | x| x | V] x 56%
X o
BIERLN
14, dannsdaesFunansgnirFasianindnduiuiitlesaingnin | v v | x| v. x| x | x|V 56%
¥ 4 o dl
IFsvypatiesiniaenyus
15. dannsfiefesSuuangninfisneiuidanecrsauewiseut | v/ vV | x| x| x| vV | x|V 56%
naugailsdiliuainie s

091
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Agreement index for the speech aet of requesting

Questionnaire Interview

Situation Speech act of Apologizing HotellGuests *_Managers F/O Staff Agreement
— - 70
. ) dﬁ2 G3 | MIyM2 [M3| S1 | S2 | S3

L. galignindasnsendeyansfuinddeyaluliamziind (v | L | x |V | vV |V | V |V | x 78%
W ’

2. 1017R5LATANTBIGNAITNAT (Walk-ins) Wesinmsndiusudeus v v | VY ALY I Y | vV |V | V|V 100%
avTRAMT w

3. saligniudenelfivunzanlunsdnlfitnnetlagly | viiixd v |V | x (V| x |V |V 67%
ueanufl i ludesenunsneiece g vive lundge:
79993 bR 7‘,

4. valfignéramaifinuyanafigndrianindreiunieuulisn v | v _J-C V| vV V| x | V]| x 67%

ANLITNNTHRIN LN AE ——

5. m@‘lﬁ@nﬁw@;uuuﬁuﬁﬁmqimLLiﬁﬂ"ﬁiﬂﬁqué’wuuﬂﬂ@’]mi A NS \/_ v | vV | x| VvV | V] x 78%

6. aelrignin il dndideadnesin vV IV | Vv |V | VIl x| x |V ]| x 67%

7. valdignéndanviidedis iesangnirdnaiatiiimetd ViV Vv | V| Vx| vV | V] x 78%
Sa9Feufiununtiniadauni

8. valignénlailmirensanaulifeszasfidadosin Vi ix | vV | V]| L x| x |V ]|x 56%

9. alignéneenisldinislunnesouiulsusiigmanldgn | v | X (o | x | vV |V | V | x|V 67%

A o =< > = A o
AUNBRIU 1A TUNINTBYN AT iuening L@quﬁi‘@@\nﬂﬂﬂ

o o ac ac 4’ 3| ¥
FMFUNUNENT I N TulTuey
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Agreement index for the speech aet of requesting (cont.)

Questionnaire Interview
ituation eech act of Apologizin - otel Guests anagers a reemen
Situat Speech act of Apologizing — Hotel Guest Manag F/O Staff Ag t
o - Index
7/ (70%)
o LG @ L6 ML M [M3]| st [s2]s3
10. aelignidiufunaieanainisasy  (Check-out) nudliied /v °V | vV [V [V |V | x |V | % 78%
L“'fimmr]Lﬂuﬁq\‘i‘ﬁ‘mLLmﬁﬁmﬁmaLﬁﬁﬁn@q
11. anlwgnAdrszAn@ameivimsndaundgusudents | vl vl x (V| vV [V | x |V |V 78%
12. m@’lﬁgﬂﬁﬁ?{ﬁwﬁq%aﬂﬂmn‘ii\uwu (Check out) 528l g |V | Vil ' % | vV | ' x |V | vV |V |V 78%
(Mini bar) mm'ﬁlwﬂmmuﬂﬂ’]ﬂmwiLﬁ\mm:‘ﬁlQﬂﬁﬁﬁwﬁq%wz
AN lgAe]
13. valfignéndnszanidenquentii e dunindAumedlanen BV VY | V| x| x| x |V | x 56%
14. galignindasAunnuatasinaauaanainlsausy (Check ol VI VIVl v v | x | vV | x |V 78%
15. valignéndaansenuuuseuniusessusieasindeyaild [ o |V [V b x | vV |V |V |V | x 78%
T4 lunnsu5usenisisnisaeslsaususia i :
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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
— 7 e Index
— (70%)
o WG G2 ETRML T2 | M3 | S S2 | S3
L. wiedleyainenfufianssusiseddnanuazegild il vV Il v | vV (VLY |V | vV |V |V 100%
Togusn  soule@nddsclomingninacldFussdnasianiing
Taauan ‘.
2. wdsszazmadinuaziiudusadiesinligndipgiu vV I VI Vilx | v |V |V |V |V 89%
3. wianandla-aresduiuazidniesine ¢ Tlaugdlignddl o | x4 & [ x | v | vV | x |V |V 67%
N9
4. wdsldmautaanuivieafaviseunaeiavesluenuden i Vilied Wil | v IV | x| vV | x|V 67%
Tasusn whandayaninaaiunisiaunig ¥R
5. wdslimautiannasnisnisguandutlaeafefidusm iy Y v Iivuv | v |V x |V |V 89%
a dl a v o o o ¥ o | k% ¥’
Mernilasaniifinaudfyaeslsamedninlulsusdusiu
6. wdslimaudmnaniun ulssusuduamlanayyi andu Vv IVl o x VIV | x| x 67%
o, . de gy o o B
13 uuensnenasianlfiiduienguyvild
7. wdsldnsutiediamsszdaluaniuising q i aniui v | x| vV |V | V.Ux | x |V |V 67%
' d‘ ' dil, A =3 all
viaaien uwinaTeves vianislaaanssouiing
8. wAslinauizasnieesdarrasduviTanistudiinendu Vi is | vV |V | VI|IV |V | V]V 89%
9. wdalmanuanddananusizanandannli vV I VIW V|V I V|V |V IV 100%
10. | udednimsinsimnlddnssenldanelibinunnsevwin v I IV Vil vVilviIvVv V|V 100%
11. wdl¥mautamsaniadaunimilliapslaausy Vi ik | Vv | x| v | V| x | x|V 56%

€91
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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%)
G G3 9 MI |"M2 | M3 | SI S2 | S3
12. wdel¥naudmelnusnenanarTesRNLaANaaaaEL %4 v | X | x| vV |V IV 67%
ludunauduaanss vee luiudAnyniedAiawn
13. uisdmaAnldanamngnindeenisiniiunaidenaalog | ¥ x VIV VIV | VIV 89%
(Late check out)
14. wdelinaudnnelasuandesAnAfasiniiuiiiasnamng v v | x| vV | x| Vv |V |V 78%
Tsausunudnanuongdninlimssiuauaunuiighenlaminas
A893N
15. udsgnniieaaneideaudninlfaestesingszuinieig v v | x|V | V]| x |V ] x 67%
doluaiiasannntinauuinuindminannazannes
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Agreement index for the speech act of promising

Questionnaire

Interview

Situation Speech act of Apologizing HotellGuests *_Managers F/O Staff Agreement
— - 70
_ ) dﬁ2 G3 | M M2 | M3 | SI S2 | S3

1. suiandnazanslfsluiasansiaaasiiiclupauaadicuy (v | L | VvV I VIV |V | VvV |V |V 100%
W |

2. Surhndnazudsununuitulililinanuazenaadiinli Viiervel'v VI v (VI V| VY 100%

3. Futhngnénfivalisaaasioy e i A0 sise Tenanl VI il VLV x| V| V|V 89%
TunAURLAY 899N AN

4. suLhndnasfheeeiniitdssnmideciignédesns i Vil | WL (V| V |V |V 100%
esannlianunsadnFldluiuiigndameidaudann 73

5. $uthndnazasutieeinlinniifesinaululssinniinfe. £V | v _l,_-\/, x| x |vV]| x |V |V 67%
i visewlanutesinauraegnanaeld f

6. Suthndnazaewietudusauieduls Vol o M ‘f v | vV | V|V | VIV 100%

7. i”uﬂmdwzmwmmmiﬂmeuﬂﬁﬁmmn@nﬁﬁLﬁqdmu v IV IV |\ v | YIlVv |V |V |V 100%
Tddnaaing

8. suthndnazudeunundyiuiiedasnassunididanaiy |V [V | v [ V| v (v | vV |V |V 100%
”lmfuﬁ@nﬁwxmm’mhuwu

9. futhndnazangetindai sweu sitewieddsneg vangnén | v | v oY |V | V [V [ vV [V |V 100%
nsvesiia

S91
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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
- 7 - Index
- (70%)
g—
G G20E M V2 | M3 ST | S2 | S3
10. Suindnazdnemnndrldnseslfidesangnédasdenan’ S v Il vV [V IV LY (V| x |V |V 89%
Tosusnvizad T sunsuviofusid
11. Surlndnazudansineuutnedwi (Operaton Winsdvidand &, | 2 LV [V LV vV | vV |V |V 100%
paaiignéndsly
12. suhndnazdetneneslrusllnsmaideeiedinao i v IAlw |\ v iV vV |Vv V|V 100%
tloymnlusiasin
13. %’Uﬂ’]ﬂd’]ﬂtdd‘ﬂ@dﬁ@ﬂﬁ’]ﬁ’]wlﬂ (Lost & found) ”Lﬂmmﬁ'@ff vVilyearanwae |\ L v | vV | vV | V|V 100%
W15 vnnwuiaegesieri I
14. | furthndnasmvsnaeatnedmiisedeyanisvieaiaite Vi viviyv | v (V| V|V |V 100%
Aaanssing 7 ignéndanis
15. Surndnazdallantin aavang videdaussqiiuvie uazdade= v | v IV T VL VvV LV V| V|V 100%
paiignAnaeliidals
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Appendix C: The test specifications

Test task specifications

167

Purpose To assess pragmatic ability of Thai students in hospitality

oriented programs related to the context of hotel Front Office
Department

Instructions ;
e Language
o Channel
e Instructio

Scoring method se analy adapted from Hudson et al
' : our y or descriptors,
peec \ ts, expressions and
1 formation given, and
of appre ness (levels of formality,
C . Five level bands of
somewhat

effective (1) are used.

il il
-

L
i

T 1

¥

ﬂ‘IJEJ’J‘VIEWlﬁWEﬂﬂ‘i
ammﬂmumfmmaa
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Description of the test

Physical characteristics
= Location Computer laboratory arranged for testing

=  Noise level ]

= Lightning

= Materials peakers, headphone

r any assessable search engine
ty students majoring in the
kok University, Dhurakit
art University having
ourses in the curriculum.

Time of the task ﬂl de the class ointed dates and time

Participants

Format ‘ y \ "
= channel putcr-mediated presentation with audio and images
= Form uag ;& 1-languag 1 yes applied in the test items)
= Language ‘ olish’(Technical ngh
= Length 0-minutes incl instructing and rehearsing the test
= Type : mpletion test designed by computer

obe Captivate

= Speededness approximately

1-1
Language characteristics

Organizational* -
characteristics dm
=  Grammatical » Simple statements base the given situations and
speech acts given in the test
. Vocabui;;fI and expressions related to the hotel Front

i l u ﬁ ,J w ﬂ?}v ‘H‘;‘&Jﬁ}ﬂ otel Front Office
tio ons likely ppen in the Front

Ofﬁce and five problematlc speech acts reflected
m Thai hotel

ARERATT o AN 824 4...

of promising, informing, requestlng, 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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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 ,
= Select -i-.uLm- 2 nguistic forms to realize a
i g 1 then perform speech acts
ssfully when communicating
uest

. ela nt Office work performances
' : x ly to happen in Front Office

nt and given speech acts in the test

. i . nterpret: the ulated hotel guest’s utterance and
erform the il'& \ of promising, informing,
ng complaints, and apologizing

and e ii ctively

= Sociolinguistics Appri teness and politeness in the hotel business
Topical characteristics ; " pOT e simulated hotel guest’s needs and
i orming the speech acts of promising,
guesting, handling complaints, and

Reactivity =

Scope of relatioﬂip Narrow and topic based (mainly focus on responses to the
) simulated hotel guest’s utterance and how the test taker

¢ would handleﬁn! simulated guest’s needs
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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
2005 — 2009 egree majoring in Child Development
of Home Economy,
hirat University
2010 — present " , majoring in English from the

EXPERIENCES -
1989 — 1990 " at usit Thani Hotel, Bangkok.
1990 — 1991 “ateri J i

1991 - 1992
1992 - 1993
1993 -2010

EDUCATION
1988 — 1989

EXPERIENCES B
1989 - 1990 l.gh hformation Cle Landmark Bangkok

1990 — 1991 a K nt Receptioni gri-la Hotel Bangkok

1991 - 1993  Front Regepiionist at The Grand Hyatt Erawan
- BROK ==

1993 — 1994 ‘ nt [ e Twin Towers Hotel

1994 - 1997 —Assis ‘.---—.‘.' oni, Office Manager at Siam City Hotel

1997 — 2001 Fl Attendant-o
2002 - 2007 - B is anager at The Grand

Mr. Paul Mahonﬂ

EDUCATION

1985 - 1988 . Bachelor’s degree in Mathematics (Honors) from
Universit§ College London

1991 ﬂ u 8 q V] ﬁﬁﬁﬁalﬁ“ RT nt (England and

1996 eaching™ o ;iahﬁcatmn from
nterna‘uonal House London

EXPERIENCES

RN SR

Foreign Language in N haila
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)

intentions and to produce appropriate speech in or ‘lé-__ﬁ,l to respond to the

situations glvwl Ehe context of Iheiljiel s front office department.

b 10 A o ot b s

lh ituations given in the le t. Your score will be based on four criteria:

pRetae ST YRR

app}oprlaie levels of formality, direcitness, and politeness. The total time

for this test is approximately 20 minutes, including the reading of the

directions.
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ations. €ach situation, including your

ext_situation will run on

automaticolly. Bemembe ur respanse will Le.spoken just once, so you need

to fully understand each of the situations gives our best to respond

effectively and” professient ' the hotel's n zntative, In each test situation.




Here I ar] t!“ —

i 't"

AT R
RN k.

Now, youv will hear an example sitvation along with the written seript. ¥

= ==

‘F-

iy l &'ﬂﬂﬁ\\

B A = e - - - 1
N -3 )
fAfter the hotel gw:s‘s ps speaking, pov give sponse to the hotel gquest.

r.s L T ifa
a7 4

"'\-. ! — ——
Ry

AN ceaIarnoIee

q { » B HOf %]

- " X - iy
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A

}uest : Hello. I'm calling from room 902.
4% Con | have more’pillows. please?
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The quest comes to the bell captain counter. He needs an airport

transfer to take him to the airport tomomow.

i3 [ (0 23

== . i
gl B R A il s
BT AR

_The guest has just checked out I'ro#l I:i'le hotel
 airport onﬂl:.”i‘ ms you that she has left her leathe
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[This picture is a hotel brochure. l
Scan the hotel facilities below.

Situation 4

The double room offers

large king siz High
Speed wi ele {tf

and ]&Qﬁh

ﬂ‘ The quest : Where W internet?

N 0 [0 E3

Situation 5

“The guosr" is §ctthng th
The expenscs*mll be ptmj;?vmdlt card. Unfortunately,
her dedit curdi—has not been- ved for the transaction.
You hand the aedit card to the quest.

n checking out.

The quest :

Anything wrong?

N 3 [0 E3



177

Situation 6 ‘\5
-

&

late check out, beyond 6.00 pm., ! 1]
charged an additional 50% of thejﬁgl /
The amiving guest asks for a ,lotg check ou

hovlng a late night m—-—w_ ‘departure date

Tf—"

O = N _ .. . g
f (after| the guest: finishes registering)

o
; room until 8 p.m.?

ENCIEe

Situation 7

(ofter finisking ﬂegotmtfon)

AU HR M




Situation 8 Due to the high season, the hotel has a high occupancy rate.
You have to ensure that the guest who is checking in will leave
at the check out time, 12 pm. on the departure date, so that you

can assign or block the room for the amival guest appropriately.

i
(The guest finishes

registration card for
time given by the W—'

The gue*@!fr

N 0 (D E3

Situation 9

intentionally, or by mistake, or
While a departing gquest is settling the bill at the cashier counter,

housekeeﬂﬁmls you to inform you w the guest has taken two hotel

The guest : Hlbaatbe matter?

178



179

Situation 10

[y
|

' The gquest calls you from the room to inform you that there is no hot water in

the bathroom even though she has let the water run for about fifteen minutes.
This is o wof je
What's

N 0 [0 B3

d that it is very difficuit for her to sleep during the day becavse of
y i Ay - 5 ;r ,rf g
noise fro-tjﬁr'ﬂsgqxt d}) 1, and_ frg

| on that fAoor.

The hotel quest : Can you imagine if you Aew 12 hours like me
"1 .ﬁ“"d didn't have enouﬁysleep? What a day!
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Situation 12 R )
1 The quest made a request for an airport transfer.
On the day of amival, the airport representative did not show up.
Her family was kept waiting for olmost an hour.

Then they had to pay for a I:mflJ }E’ the airport which seemed to be

overpriced. j
(Upcn ehecing-in )"jz‘;f-ﬂ"

The guest : This 1§ eur first trip to Thailond @nd imisvhote/ is
a place we looked forward to visiting. (e were

expeeting o_be met ot H

Besides; thegtaxiiaf the

e aimport, but we saw aobody.

a/rport was

uﬁl ity to handle.
Vd;}lu andle

d ;-TNICGS.

Tﬁ"e €;€st : IEs hardly worth it Shovld we pay for a room
thot was sa hot Tor our firsE night?
I wank-to kalk to'someone.

i3 [0 (D &3




Situation 14

“The guests ask for a double bed upon their amival.

%Thcp did not mention this requirement when booking.

lUnlortunoteIu the double rooms are all oruied on their arival.

N -
The_guest's.What a pity! Wete

Aay posslﬂ'ty? E——
— 3 v

—

v fer a double room.

[ > I Rofx ]

Situation 15

| -
‘There are five parties of orrivnl"g‘pfswc_hecking in at the same

o O R P
| r time. Unfortu*nﬁter;-thc hotel is short of font.desk receptionists
m& the time of check in. The new amival quests are fgpt‘

——

I T
’

&‘ i

(right after pou greef the guest)

The é‘imfitf? { can’t believe it. ﬁm",:b!g hotel has only
01 GADIaAA S 0Al O™ % L
thiee receptionists. Wa 've been kept waitiag for

. 0gés ond-nobody! has taken tore=of us ot ol

N [ (D E3

181
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| | 1
AULININTNEINS
ARIAINTUNIINGINY
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Appendix F: Pragmatic questionnaire

2 [ Y o 14 [ a wa d .
!!1J‘lJf;Tf’)‘Uﬂ13»1!ﬂEl'Jﬂ‘l.lﬂ31N§ﬂ3‘1ﬂﬂ1ﬂﬁﬂuﬂ{]ﬂﬂﬂ1ﬁﬂi (Pragmatics)

[ dq’ Q'J
mrnaanal
; I 4 ) yb v 93 a wa d . A
suvgeuswmHilunuugevameInun v liledhuiauljifmans (Pragmatics) 1150
{ A A v v A gy A o o o Ao
manshesamsdenldsummaesilimuunelvinisdoansit q dugnina nuuaeumaiinang
2 nou lnanaznouiissazeaaaeae il
o
uyyaeyuIune il
A I WL v v a wa Jd V=S a
suvgeusu@edh 1 diluygevauan s lldndelfifisansvesinfnmmsuinns
1
\J lﬂ' d! = 2’1 Y e dvu o 3 LA
M3lsausuazMIneuNegd BanavNa 15 Vo edumuaeumuiIaidlumuIng unauveaun
. " - % T !
aunuwazlszlenilyluudaeumuo A d wnge Neliiiel¥inamannvesgauniuazns
T Tun 333 (speech acts) risadoagnoaeaniiiluniounguldediainzas
o
uyyaeyuIuneuUn 2 L i

nuugeumuAs U 2 1T Muuaeuaia Meta-pragmatic knowledge Ba%iN3vina 5 o laafionn

Ce

Y

N3 5 ma%‘l‘ﬁ'amummi“luuwunm"su?msdaum’fﬁbﬁémﬁmﬂuﬁaﬁmuﬂﬁwmeﬁwnssu il
sanina 5 Founssu lud 5 JUATIIM Aty (prom,lgﬁg) JoUNTINN5UAINANI D (informing)

munisumsmacl'ﬁmmclﬂm'ﬁm (requestmg) Qﬂuﬂiﬁuﬂﬂﬁﬁmﬂﬁﬂlﬂiﬂﬂﬁﬂu (handling complaints)
1az JIUNTINMIVEINY (apologizing) — MAAINY —"—Tmmawamumimmmgmaummuumsmnnau
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HAVE THAT LONG.

PIT'S SLOW-COOKED
FORE EIGHT RDUR‘.':I

02005 by NEA_ InG.  Wiww. Gomica. com
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(Receptionist) NS VAN 8

Receptionist - ood Jorning, *ﬁ)w can I help yo
Hotel Guest = r
v
Vo
6. mmuﬂuﬂﬂamsﬂjmanmm%ﬁwnmwmﬂmmm ' Winau
AouSuniiime
7.

A :‘- Y A Y o o 1w e H

Yy v l o =
Qﬂﬂ“mﬁﬂﬂfﬂﬂﬂﬂuﬂﬂiTﬂﬂ HAI INHAUNTTITTI
Tsan
ﬁﬁ]"l‘i-lﬂ m 'l 4l 'Lli Re ptio lst i ﬂiﬁﬂiﬂﬂﬂn’liﬂﬂ

‘H’ENWﬂ

A ﬂm fﬁmm PRt

left it in the sauna changing room — or maybe in the pool area
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uazde lailuss s dayan)

o 1 9 g ~q A
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apams Iitluneensyludian nzunlunsa 19 uunazAnesnymig
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wavsediladaoauiu ot
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Tﬂiﬂﬁmﬁmﬂ 1819 ool E"‘ |

aowumsal: winamdons piio ¥ ,,|. luaanzidiou

J . {

}Sign your name?
(2) \ﬂbﬂyou mind signing }w name?

Fouiouiia 2 152 Ton i 1d3nlsz Teaiiminaulsasusnumdhgad

d o o 1 {
aowumsal : wiinnudures (Butler) ndeligninudiAny (VIP guest) ns1uauniounag

UTMT0MITTULAY

(1) Would like to eat, sir?

(2) Dinner is served, sir.
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13. | m3l¥RSenuu (Address terms) TUATH18INGY 1FY Sir, Madam 1150 Mr.

< ] ' a2 =
!,‘]J‘Llfnﬁ'sl‘]fﬂ'IHW?)EJ'NE’IXHWGﬂLL‘]J‘]JﬁUQ
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y ' 1 [} IS
14. | dszTenndenldnm ldedegnmediailunumsuazingauiiga Ao

152 Ton (2)
a d %
Tﬂiﬂwmimmmumimu isTi’N‘iJ Ynoudennud 15
J @ P o ' Sy s 9 o
aeumsal : wiinnudetSuaIoaioin1ilngnA | undoamanlasurieaiin
Receptionist you'like one o ms, Mr. Lewis, on the top
Hotel Guest (1) e doesn t really like using

as hoping we could have

Hotel Guest (2) good for us.

= o r E'[ < '
15. winfSeunousinos ﬁﬂ‘ﬂ RYIRTEELTRING \Hﬂ Nnilse Tonnou

Ufasnsnumiign 119
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HyUaaUNINABUN 2
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MBUDI: 111 Y

)49 Nuwupusmsarunih

voalsasy Fald -f"l. AU 5 UNTTU
Taun ‘Eﬂunsiums J1 (promising) 39 UMIUTAIRNTIY (informing)iaunssumsve livnaslads
‘VI‘LN (requesting) ’J%uﬂiiilmiﬁ]ﬂmi‘llﬂiﬂi!iﬂu (handling with complaints) 4ag JAUNTTUNMITVO INY
(apologizi W HARZADIUNITINY senagndniidainluTswsuas
Wiina ﬂ a4l %ﬁ % wyﬂm 1ﬁu$mmwﬁmmu§mi

= =® A

muwmms HUY (a, b, ¢, d, ¢ MUNBNNIMHUANNUUTZANTMNUENGA  (Very ineffective) D3

a

1lse ﬁmmwmnmﬁﬂ (Very effectlve) (Lﬁamn 1-5) Taenadausolfinasiunmsdevnauluuday

Rk %ﬂ%ﬂ*’}ﬁ*&ﬂ k4
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Very ineffective Ineffective Somewhat effective Effectlve Very effective
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Y A Y o Yy A s s A . . ] ¥
1. QﬂﬂTﬂ!ﬂﬂWﬂﬁluiiﬂll,ﬁllPhﬂf}ﬂlul,!,%ﬂﬂx‘]ﬂ!,ﬂ”lumﬂiLW’t‘)ﬁ]3 sightseeing U191 BN Lla%vlﬂ‘u@ﬂ

Y Y o 91 v 1Y o ¥ vy
ninOuAsUSUEIURINTIs HUN T NNaZe AT 1H A8

Hotel Guest : [I'm going out. Please tell the housekeeping to makeup my room,
615.
ReCEePLIOMIST 1 oottt ittt

a. Don’t worry, madam. It’s housekeeping job.

b. OK, OK.

have your roomi cléapgmmediately, madam.

d. 6157 Don't worry.

0 ©Be
O O
V6 06
B ©6®

®
®
® ¢ Certainly madam. We will inform the housekeeping to
®
Q)

e. Certainly'madam. We will take care for that.

& a o ¥ i, o qYg A A
2. rilpaninnaaauitlu )il wainaoais onduinadauinialsasuialdiduniguiyms wu

a Y o 9 A o R 0~ ) Y A Y o ' B
VIIUATUUDNAIDIATI wuﬂqmmmim‘lﬂ (COf)Clerge) Uﬁlﬂmlﬂugﬂﬂ'ml"ll'mﬂﬁluTi\illﬁll‘ﬂﬂ‘l“ﬁu\?

@

d' a9
1 wmmqﬂuﬂwmqu

Do

Hotel guest ': (zhe horel guest is.about to lit the cigarette)
Concierge i A — R LR T
O @ @ @ @ a Serysid Capyousmoke outside?
O O O @FO b Excuseme, Sé'. Our hotel provides smoking area outside

ifyou wish. -We e rerribly sorry for this inconvenience, Sir.
“d v rAAd 4t ' . .
We'hope you don't mind smoking outside, sir.

c. Sir, no smo]fiﬁ:gﬁgre. Sorry.

e
OO
® 6
®|®
@&

d. . [Excuse me, sir. We're so sorry sir. Smoking is not

i & Ll g d . . .
allowed here: 'Its boté_uJ regulations, sir. Would you mind
smokingoutside? . |

©@ @ ® ® (O e fuciuseme sir. Youean smoke outside if you wish, sir.

VoA -x’:d Y Y o v o 9 o Ao xd Y o
3. 1146]53@1/113Q},LS}JEJQﬂmmHWﬂiJm (ngh season) WuﬂﬂuﬁlEmi‘]J‘ﬂi‘]JmYlZL_‘UE’Jul"anﬂ

Y 9
o A

o & ¥ - o Y Y Y o 9 Y . Y 24 Y w9V
T uAD9I9INIA Check-out mJgﬂmgmwmmiwﬂmmuau “VNL!‘I/]NINLLS&Jﬁ]gvlﬂmiﬂuﬂﬂﬁ“lﬁlﬂiﬂﬂﬂ

Y A A Y o R A
gﬂﬂWENTﬁmim/l1u®umzmwmﬂu’muu%munm s

Hotel guest " _(completed the registration card and handed to the receptionist)
Receptionist 'y ~(checked the check out timejand found out that.check-out time has
not been mentioned) ....... 0. ik e

o 0,,0 ® a Sorry madam. What time will you be leaving?

b. Excuse me, madam. Could you possibly give me your
check-jout time?-We.are.quite fully.booked at.thisamoment.

to check for sure because we're very busy now.

B L OF

O @70 ®

DN | © ® ¢ Sorty madami Please give mie your check-out time. We need

o © O ® d Could you give me your check- out time? I need to make
sure for that

©
®
®
®
©

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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Y &9 '

4. Tysnameuenuichndoanuneadumsianineldnugnmidninlulswsumunilaiy

K]

o a o . A o ' ' ' Y o W Yo Y 2 g o
‘wummmmim”lﬂ (Concwrge) ‘1/11/]1\111‘!(11/!‘5@1]1]13 !L@lﬂfﬂﬂa'NQﬂﬂWTnuuuhlilmlﬂi‘]ﬁJﬂﬂ??ﬂ%ﬁ!ﬂuﬂ?iuﬂ
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191 sz lawanatiaminendan T

Hotel guest  :You know how this meeting means to me!
Concierge T, 1 1 T T T T
® @ O a I'msorrytoo,siry What should I suppose to do?
b. We are terribly sorry, sir. We understand that how this

meeting is importaat togou. Please accept our apology and
let us see how we could-make this up for you.

®

®™"¢ Tm so soz’;y sir. Let me find out how this thing happened
aad Lwill let you knoew sir.
®
©

d" Were sosorry forthis. Please accept my apology and let
aie talkto the manager and see what we should you.

© © e e |©
® O O & |©

®
®
®
®

BRAO & &

e I'm sorry: 1170, sir. Let me find out who got the message

Ji
v

yesterday. s

-

“

. gnddidn ﬁ’ﬂiw“lmj%mmmumﬂﬂﬂmiaww{]wmﬂs il 1847 19 Suudesnesminau

Llifhu‘ﬁ1ﬂJHJﬁ‘”E]WWTﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂiww1mﬂﬁﬂﬁvﬂiﬂﬂ wﬁémﬂmw‘“mﬂumnwmﬁﬂmaﬂum Lu@ﬁmﬂlﬂu%’]ﬁ‘ﬂ

o 3

Ti\?lLiiJiJﬁﬂﬂHﬂﬂWﬂL@iJﬁiJﬂ hliJiJ‘WéN’JNLWﬁE)E]EJLLiJLL@LH@jLﬂEJ?

o—

Hotel guest  : We flew for 18 bours and do {Heed to wait for half an hour again?
Receptionist : ..........i........ L L SRR '.'.I.‘.ﬂ ..........................

“Were rernb]ysorzﬁ madam, for keep you waiting. We do
undefstand how-tried after having a long flight, but we really
ﬁz]]y booked noW.- By,tbe way, the housekeeping is urgently
taking care of your room. It'll probably be finished not more
than halfan hour. Would you mind waiting in the lobby and

refreshing with our welcome drm](" We do apologize for this

Inconvenience.

© @ ® @ O b Theroom will be OK in 30 minutes. I'm sorry.

© @ ® @ O «c I'msosorry madam. We're quite busy now. Anyway,
your room will be ready for a half an hour. We do apologize
niadam)

© @ ®. @ O d Sorry for keep you waiting, madam. Can you wait for 30
minutes?

e. I'myterribly sorry, madam. We don 't really have room

QL™ @ @ 6 iravailablenow.pl ve already informed thehousekeeping to
finishing your room as soon as possible. Would yoir mind
waiting in the lobby and refreshing with our welcome drink?
I'm so sorry for that.

************ﬂu!n—lua’ﬂ‘uﬂ‘lu**************
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Appendix G: The consent form
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Appendix H: Instructions for the test administration

myuadumsmsuunaaay

yd @ @ a wva 14 o a
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= 9 1 v
vz lifims Tdneusznegaunun

T v o 12
daunivedlsausy laadumy

H Y 3 . 9
ey eIyt U9 1lsas mumu"l

uwun‘émsﬁ

1. ez lddeam

UNUTIYYUDITDIUN

2. ieideuazy
Tsasunidoaniuns 7
@ N . o v R A
3. ieunwAY a5 49 9 Tagihnmafunmdes
. o e
yoauadlulilsuns | “lw,ﬂsq N UABS AT wuunageuegh lagniuie
W oW 4 oy I | f 9 ¢ '
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Appendix I: Transcription conventions

The transcriptions conversions were used for detailed transcription of the test

takers’ responses. The actual responses from 90 test takers from all level language

ability groups were transcribed with the transcriptions notions as follows:

++

XXXX

()

)

A hyphen in :\ g'i"fﬁff

A plus maé atker indicates long

A dou - of plu rke ndlc%ﬂmse

A qua . s unintelligible word.

TN N -

/F \ ormulation of the speech.

“Mef€ th ] ess tha ,-,, a dicate the speaker noticeably
produged his/i speech

“Lgess than” and .mo ¢ \ \ hat the speaker noticeably
rodu€es his/her spe slower al speech.

p g Eﬂ ‘ n

A period wi 1 patenthese \ t incomplete, or no answer.
er h

Colon ind tes tfyﬁ
Themor o.ir#if;-.-

hened sound or syllable.
stretchlng

presence of uncertainty, doubt, or an

h ¥

ﬂ‘lJEl’J‘VIEWl‘iWEl']ﬂ‘i

’QW’mﬁﬂ‘iﬂJ UAIINYIAY
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Appendix J: The rater’s qualifications

Mr. Rodney Hermsmeier

EDUCATION

1971 - 1974 :  Bachelor’s degree in School of Education from Quincy
University, the United Stated

1974 1 aching Certificate for secondary school

1979 h Ce cher Certification, Canada

1985 — 1987 o in ary and Information Science

F Hawaii, the United Stated
EXPERIENCES

1987 - 1989 ege, Quincy, Illinois

1989 - 2000 of History at St. Nichols

2000 — present tprakarn School

]

T 1

AULININTNEINS
ARIAIN TN INYINY



Appendix K: The rater reminder and sample of grading form

International Langua

Department”.

My research instru 1\ gmati Test (FOP-Test) is an
"’* espond to the given

oral completio

situations in the con 1 - De \i ' "\\

From the voi p ache ould like to ask for your
mvaccordin tached rating scales and
vide the training manual

cooperation to list

193

didate in the English as an
Jniversity. 1 am currently

working on my dis 6% Ability of Thai Hotel
Management a 7 in. the_Cor f Hotel Front Office

As having a profession ing and experiencing Thai students
communication in En Or.a S _', et s, your qualification is essentially

needed for the accountable
that your time is Valuable

at your schedule is a busy one and
want to improve the quality of

assessment of, Eng rposes-particularly in hotel

Front Office context as muchasIdo. = 4

Thank you in adﬁ‘nce :
o] 'VIH‘V]‘?WMﬂ‘i

SonporfySirikhan

QW']@NﬂiELJ UAIINYIAY
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Note for the rater

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
description with the written script and give a response by saying aloud what they would say
in the given situation. The test includes 15 situations which were constructed systematically
and used to study under the five speech acts of promising, giving information, requesting,
handling with complaints, and apologizing orderly.

The data transcription you have in hand will be rated based on the analytic scale
adapted from Hudson et al. (1995) comprising of four major descriptors, namely, the correct
speech acts, expressions and vocabulary, amount.of information given, and degree of
appropriateness (levels of formality, directness; and peliteness) as given in the table below.
In order to facilitate your grading, it if,r 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 grading.each descriptor.

1. The correct speech aets ",
el I 2 ;
5 - Recognize the hotel guest’s intentions immediately.
(Very Effective) + Can speak inresponse correctly and effortlessly.
4 - Has jonly occasionzfl problems understanding the hotel guest’s
(Effective) intentions. =

- Can cffottlessly respondto the interlocutor’s intention.

4 i J.-
3 - May undetstand the hotel guest’s intentions, but hesitate due to
(Somewhat effective) | lack of-ability/confidence. -
- Can'give a fair response to the interlocutor’s intentions.

2 - Has-difficulty understanding the hotel guest’s intentions.
(Ineffective) - Generally responses are irrelevant.
1 &% _ Has great difficulty understanding the hotcl guest’s intentions.
ery ineffective - Cannot respond to the hotel guest’s intcntions.
Vi ffect C d to the hotel

Since each situation is designed to elicit-a particular speech act and problems might
occur imsgrading. "= For' grading in'this ‘category, you should ‘answer the“question of *“how
appropriate Isithis speech act for this|situation?”. It is suggested that as long as the
responsel includes the speech act intended to elicit in a given situation, it should be
considered that the test taker givesgappropriate and correct speech act. For example, a
request might.begin with an.apelogy: I’M . SOKIYw... s this. is still the.correct speech act
expected in a'situation given.

Besides, it'is: impottant’ to.remind you that the fluency.and intonation.are not
considered in this rating. You will also experience non-verbal behavior such as pause, tone
of voice, pitch, intonation, and volume or non lexical intonation signal such as uh-oh, er, hm,
and so on. These feathers will not be rated; however, the researcher marked these features in
the transcriptions in order to recommend for further study. Even the fluency and the
discourse intonation are not issues in this stud; however, if you feel the absence of his/her
speech could cause misunderstanding or bring uncomfortable to the hearer (the simulated
hotel guest), it can be graded correspondingly to your intuition.
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2. Expressions and vocabulary

5 - Uses a wide range of vocabulary and expressions with
(Very Effective) precision.
- Has a good command of idioms.
4 - Has an adequate (good) range of expressions and
(Effective) vocabulary .
- Use formulaic phrases and expressions effectively.
3 - Has 'a,, fair)useiof expressions and vocabulary.
(Somewhat effective) | - M % *- d nulaic expressions, little
capac1 y
2 o s1ons_.‘nd voe ary are often inaccurate and

(Ineffective) awkw

aic phrases m;are ill-used and sound
Fﬂ"v \

1 ly expresses. the 1nfo nation needed to respond to the
(Very ineffective ]

This category focu hj)w ﬁue test @er 1ses the press1ons and vocabulary in
his/her response to ajgiven it -H" e gl 5 the criteria given, but if you are

in doubt, your intuition of Eng cake be taken into consideration.
However, it is also imp gramma i not an issue of the study, so
please do not let thefunguar e in the test taker’s response

influences your rating. It suggﬁﬁﬁ 1dge’the accept bility of the response as a whole.
Nonetheless, it might be 1fﬁﬂ§ dxstln ish. betw grammatical wording and non-
typical wording. If you are in deubt, your nati yeaker intuitions can be used in rating.

3. The amount of informati'ﬁ-l'ﬁf-"ﬁ ."'.':*"l‘ v b

= 0 P S

- Can add explanatlons as requlred ﬂl

- Provides relevant inf 0 rmatlon.

= Fair response to situat

- Faitly well expands explaniafions as'required. =

3140 [ | #Provides rele ant informatio 7ugllsl>nl:tnﬂtsabruptor

4

(Effective

(Somevﬂt effective) | unnecessary.
- S1mp11st1c.§'1y interprets the l&l guest s intentions. S

[ 3 " 1 il - e W : ‘-_:.' d G-' an t -. '.-. -| - ,... -
(Al 2 Ca O E n1 only essential info ﬁ . :
Ineffective) Provides fairly incomplete information. e

- Cannot expand explanations when required.
1 - Cannot give information required.

(Very ineffective) - Information given is incomplete and/or irrelevant.

- Cannot expand an explanation.
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The amount of information required for the situations in this test are varied. The
consideration that how much the test taker should say will depend on a particular situation.
However, the response should be clear and importantly satisfy the simulated guest in the test.
You may experience the response that is very short and direct without any elaboration
because of the test taker’s English proficiency; it is suggested to use your native speaker
intuition to judge whether a response seems to be abrupt or too much information.
Importantly, the amount of information provided to the simulated guest should be satisfy
his/her wants.

4. Degree of appropriateness

J;al",.-"

of W'- es, verbs, or terms of address.

(Very Effective) ﬁir_m renes?of the hotel guest’s needs/concerns.
C o' as nhlrhly V€ -._
4 Googdichoice ords, phrases, verbs, or terms of address.
(Effective) Goodawareness of the hotel guest’smeeds/concerns.
o,

3 .-'-_u erms of address.
(Somewhat effe guest’s needs/concerns.
5 and h the hotel guest’s to
2 Jt: hip or communicative process
(Ineffective) imited awares stenet’s needs/concerns.
' ati : itely or help the hotel
1 es-mcgﬂﬁ(;t@d ap roprlat words, phrases, verbs or terms
(Very ineffective) addresg. 4=~ -
s gqt-'az@re of th‘,e hotel guest’s needs/concerns.

- Cafﬁqgﬁ_é'spgnd pp tely or save face of the hotel guest.

Due Eo 1 - i§ virtually impossible to
define a definite '!llll-lll-h‘i\‘l'llIlllll’.i‘l’lll.ﬂlllrlll"IIJIAUII—:I-'TI.II' ase consider the utterance
as a whole and grad FiE ﬁ_g n what you notice and
use your native s er i you should rate them as you feel
most approprlateﬂl do not u ight say i F at particular situation.

While ra to the best of your ability, judge each response independently from the
others. Try not to let e other responses influence your decision of the response in question.

gsgotlﬁultﬁou 6\630(% tosl‘lje ﬁrj Weaker intuition toijnteract with each
AR ANNIUNRIINYIAE
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Rating form for the'EOR<Test

m PPOOOPROO0 P00 OO
M W@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@
m “ec00600000 Peoo0e06E
M £0e000/0e000 0POOCEOO 00
M w@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@
m m@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@
2 | 0066200606100 00866 6l
. m®@®@©@@@@@ME@®®®@®®®
= m@@mQ®©@®@®©@®®®®@®®®
c 5 boeinePag 6 ovobloe 0 0B
" m@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@
m 100000006060 be0o80eead
| 0900000000 00000006000
S m@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@
e p@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@@
= Eg i 3= S8

197



198

Appendix L: Sample of responses

Three samples of the test takers’ responses from each language ability group

are presented in this appendix. They were actual responses so no corrections have

been made. All transcripts were &
of linguistic features found the datarcollected. Highlighting was used for

counting. The colors 12 €

Linguistic feature /mr

Routine pattern A N\NE ‘*&\\

Formulaic express i l l ;ﬁ ‘ﬁ;‘\lk\_

Politeness markers l (/] — i\ NN

Adverbials &7 & F £ (Puple | T

Affirmation markei§ 7 | & m\\\\‘

The use of “we” fori

SR EEer. B

Minor features

ﬂ‘lJEl’JVIWlﬁWEI’]ﬂ‘i
Qﬁﬂﬁ*ﬂﬂimﬂmﬂmﬂﬁﬂ
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Transcript High 1
Situation 1 - I will manage the pillow for you for two at room 902 - certainly.
Promising Yes, Bif. We will manage the limousine for you to the airport
Situation 2 | tomorrow at 10 am, i Anything else, §if?
Yes, l | will check it for you and iuhenifounditiwillsenditior
Situation 3 - /pb /he address that you: registration card.
Um. We’re ready hﬁnye;d%)e d wireless inter in the room so you
Situation 4__| can-access the inter Wf@f in the room - iy
o et
Informing o your credit card is:ah:_not been approved . So
Situation ey e anxther card? Or payiitina + cash?
I will keep the room until 8 pm and after that: er: \Wouldyou
Situaﬂ'dﬂ‘g’, leave trﬂoom certainly, i‘i‘
/i
i double room for two mghts. and: er - you can + you can
Situation
Requesting . This'is the high reason, so Wouldyed
o ur"'leavmg time SO we will sure that we have
Situatio

théhfaf'

o hotelbathrobes

sek%eping just called me that you are taking
ith you —so: er: i :er: return it

Situation 9 || to us, BiE&SE? And .hm. m sory that: er: may be you not intend to
pick it ap: - rms u
@b‘sej& il caII the mamtenance to help you
tlon 10 certamly at the room. ,
_l
Handling I call the next door to si::
Complaints Sl 1bn 11 | to be silent Sliland do you want anythl se, Bill?
Hm. I’m so sorry madam) - very sorry;.um: can | do anything for
o you to and make up for you and make you feel better? An:d I will -
Situation.12 - . e
{.have some deductiofi.for the room price for you [iflyou don’t mind.

AN

9

I
q

. Situation 13

Uhmm: Ia8ai| I’mivery Sorry for thatl- that you have very terrible

{ room. So'1’II'have a discount for you for 20% iflyou don’t mind.

€&l do that for you §if?

Situation 14

Uhmm } will check itfor you again +-Oh:h’, We’re so
sorrys uh: we don’t have a dotible roon availablénow.' So can you
wait a minute: er: for some guest — some guest will be check out .

it in the lobby? Or | will manage the single room for
you now.

Situation 15

We’re so sorry
is very busy so
so long.

- er: this is a very high season time. So: er: everyone
i - and sorry for - that you waiting
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Transcript High 2
o Certainly . I will send you two extra pillows to your room number
Situation 1 : -
902 immediately.
Yes, of course . I will inform the limousine department to send you
Promising Situation 2 | a limousine to the airport at 10 am for sure.
Yes, of colr: |1 will inform the housekeeper to - check it in
Situation 3 | your room and ifwe it, | will- I promise you to send it to your

address accordin istration card.

. Er: you

_ L _F-;-SSJO the internet: er: in your room
Situation 4 because we provide a Wi“Fi high speed wireless internet. It’s very

Situat-igaﬁ"'|i

convenience.

{gﬂ . your eredit card is not improved. Er:
0 ou have any other credit card? Or you can contact to your

oot that iadall

Informing TS -
rawell , in that case.you have: er: the necessary —
Situation ituatio ,‘;yvejca_ﬁ_ keep your room till 8 pm
Y8, of course One double room for two nights for you +
Situation e room is available - and we guarantee our service. Please have
-fhice holiday."/,
Er: sorry Jedal, can you give me //er: couldyougive me your
R . o act:: exactly-de r-ture time because we’re- fully booked now.
equesting Situation bleas@}éﬁ @IogizﬁK ‘
F_lr \
17 S0y to-inform you that: er: the housekeeping - said to me —
Situation 9 yo:Uhiave: er: take a bathrobe with you: er: and it is a policy to +
cal¢ulate-on your_-:§i|];aj§g. So do you want // ﬂ the
bathrobes with you?' = = =
37| Er: leass accept uraBologiae i i 360l oy ERAR, T
Si{n& fimediaiely send ine mainienaice siaff 1 JFheck it.
w i 9
Handling | . = Ohmwiﬂ sen:d our staff to — you:: the
Complaints _Ulp next room — and ologize — accept out apologize.

Situationg12_

I’m sorry to hear that: er: | will have a check immediately and I will

r

~ Situatien'13

. You ¢an talk to her fif you
want a discount or - let me know - what could we do for you.

Sitation 14

Er:: I’m sorry our room is ful:ly’beok and I you
dike a‘doubleroom; ca:n‘it have extra
bed instead?.« | will let the housekeeper-do that imhiediatély if you
want” ©° ° ' ’ ' - ;

ﬁ:&ﬂnﬁ“

Situation 15

So please accept our apology. Ca:n yo:u wait in the lobby and relax
with the refresh welcome drink and I: will send someone to invite
you to the reception desk - f[iflwe are ready.
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Transcript High 3
Situation 1 | Yes, of course. | will send two pillows to your room right
away.
Promising Yes, of course, . I will prepare limousine for you at
Situation 2 | 10.00 am. Your room number is 911. i
Yes, of course, fadamy | will send it to you at the address
Situation 3 | that you have recorded the xxxx card. -
You can acces ﬂfﬁdnt rnet from your bed room. In the bed
o room has a lot. ties such as king size bed room,
Sltuauo"n % American break(a\gj‘ﬂ;fd;_all of them y%u can see from the
__Lprochur, "
Informing - our credit card has not been approved.
8 _— pay us by eash or you have another credit
, but it have//it will be normally charged 50%
om the daily rate.
Ceri ‘lm‘ix give us your credit card
afi mber? I‘t s a policy of that hotel that iflyou walk-in first
ime, you-m 'st//gou need to give us your credit card
ndmber.
Requesting i . We have to inform you that you: will - //
. you Wi would olyeu Bave to check out - and leave the hotel
‘ before 12:0 ..P on the xxxx time.
H that housekeeping called us and tell us
Situation 9 ¢ J; taken two bathrobes by mistake.
check it out.
geAs Vehave 1o 7 r the mistake. 1 will let the
“| maintenance department know right.away and send some
ISltuatmn 10 | iﬁ
people to check it out for you. W W Iporry for the mistake.
[ =1
Handling 4 ./ ”ﬁuaﬂon like this. 1 will
_ o o Ie_t the housekeeper know that abeut your problem and |
Complaints I ¥ will talk to the guest next room and see what else | can do.

T

We’re so sorry about this.

At

Situation 12

We’re so sorry.about this and | will find the problem and
tell you.that what happened exactly.. May.be we can ask
you// we can give you more// we can give you extra benefit
for.the apalogize.

Situation 13

Of ¢ourse, SiEl 1’m so sorry about this. 1I’ll call the manger
for you: followme this,way?

oy
Apologizin

Situation 14

to another room? May be“kingsize 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.
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Transcript Average 1
o Certainly Bilfl We will inform to housekeeping to take two
Situation 1 . .
more pillows to your room is 902.
Promising Certainly Blf. We promise you to contact you to the
Situation 2 | limousine to go to the airport tomorrow,
‘ il Jave your name madam and mayl
Situation 3 | | \ so - and we promise to send your
—your: belt |nto 0 Ms as soon as possible.
" |'We already have set alrFlT?sfgad wireless internet in every
Situation Z—_ir_ggm in my hotel, -'P_'
Informing

Requesting

Si‘cuat’ﬂfS"'i :

Your credit card has been not acceptin
change to be the new one for us, ﬁg?

= " T
souvenir:=

0 , but you have to pay charge an
you leaving after check out time - ﬁ
PIEase paying for - the rate to me + er: + credit

] . We-1‘§cce Just credit card =

: yoUr check in: time I/ check out time madam?

u have to pay charge for - item
ing In your room rate —

'i’s 'rfotﬁﬁé

Handling
Complaints

M_@ﬁ& %ﬂ- We will inform the mechanic to

Situatien 11

J

- check in your bathroom madam. May be it’s 10 minutes.
—————J ./
S ———

as we inform to another customer to be — please calm down
for you.

ﬁ( ;

=

Situation 12"~

We’re terribly sorry about this préiBTem We will solve xxxx

this problem and we will - inform you - to thls manager to
solye this problem\hs-- T2~

i

9

4

Situation 13

[We're

’ w: will Urgently to inform this
problem to the manager : .

Situation 14

'VFEe Very Sofry/dtiout that FREGER e will f‘nd the! way to

-“t0's: "to find'the new room for you.

Situation 15

We’re terribly sorry about this problem madam. We will +
we will urgently contact to: to: : (.)
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Average 2

Of course, . I promise - | promise send it to your .

Of course, li@damy+ + we will have a limousine to airport.

ittoyouassoonas

| promise send -

Transcript
Situation 1
Promising Situation 2
Situation 3
Situation 4
Informing w'""

Situation

card has not been approved.

EZ-

Weep the room until 8.00

ience, sir. We hope you

in:in convenience - please accept
s an --};ﬂ check it - now.

.............

- -eﬁ

Requesting
Situation 8
Situatio
Situation 10
ggrr:l(z)lligi%ts S@éionll

. Please accept our

++ ()

ApologizinF

Situatiorul 3

|': fga
Situaﬁfnr 12 |
I
-

i
nYJce. - Please accept my

We do apologize for this inconve

apologize and let @_e'.talk to the manager (.)

"
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Average 3

Situation 1

Certainly Bil] | promise - the two pillows will - 1 will take two
pillows to your room >as soon as possible.<

Promising N Certainly . The limousine will arrive - at the airport - for
Situation 2
you at - before 10 am. tomorrow.
Situation 3 Certainly — I’ll send your leather belt to - you - to you
- as soon.as possible, > : <.
Situation 4 Um; you - can acte e |r_1ternet by the Hi speed wireless
internet izn your i in your room.<
Informing Situation , - redlt card has not been approved.
i to - J)_y by cash?>
o ne, = itis + impossible to keep the room until
Situation 6. 3 " PRy oucan+ ()
j 7 3 one double room for two nights. Um: —
Situat1on/7 ands: you buy - you pay by= credit card or cash?<
Requesting . , you, give me your check
1 -
Situatioffs ne? ~Um: you will check out - about 12 pmon
/ y
/ - the housekeeping report me that you’ve
Situation 9 4 en hote bathrebe i I:n //at your room: um: + and you will
0, mada. | will'- | will call to the engineer to -
repairit: and =y nge your: ah: / to
Situation 10 chahgeyour room. Fwill change your room to the — to the
betterfeom m—
..-.- . " _;- "i:"'q
Handling
Complaints

50 s sorry - | will - call ©the J8xt room to - to turn off —
to turn off_the volume of TV - 0 sorry about the our
inconvenience for you. ur apologize.

)
-l
Situation 12

“Sorry [a@am. Um: please accep

r apology and - let me
find out how this thing happened and I will let you know

M&EER: um: ()

Situation 13

Sa sar - .about your room and: um: please accept
m y and let me talk to'the manager-and - see what we

should you - and I: I will —and I will told about the problem

Situation 14

to my manager.
So sﬁﬁ Um: this is our mistake. | wiil chanie iour

reom to um: ‘<suite room=or - double room.

madam?

Situation 15

I’m sorry adan for - keep you waiting. Um: + . juouldyod

aiting in the lobby and refreshing with - our welcome
drink. We do apologizes for this inconvenience. 1’m sorry
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Low 1

Situation 1

Yes, please] 1 will take it for you. Just a moment.

Promising

Situation 2

| certainly sure. | will take it for you. | organize it. -

Situation 3

Absolutely, — I’'m finding it and send to you as soon
as ()

Situation 4

You can use inter ég/f wireless of hotel. 1 service you
everywhere in hot u have a problem, you can + can

tell me.

Informing

Situation 5.

m the erlt cardiis wrong, it’s not approving is um: - my
account.

g

Situatifgig,f

il

g _‘_becausé it’s the room of hetel. | can’t do like that. I

Want to check out late. | can help you to // to find some

here to keeps your pack // your bag. Sorry.

SituaJ |

V4

but de have to - you have to has a credit card for

re rvatlon thls XXXX Y€s, all right.
,l 1'

Requesting

Y 4 / |
Situation

oo N anything. Donitworry. Ifyou miss
ything, 1/will takeit // send it for you.

M b,
F,

i

Situation /

Salfry. | wilt — Wil extra. You should have extra pay for
service'that a xxxx you buy it from the room because the room
fhotel,= before-}?gJ check out.

Situation 10

I’rﬂlﬁf&-fﬂrit I will — 1 will manage as soon as |
can. Me wal moment, please.

,_,- ﬂ'll"': l.a._

Handling
Complaints

Sin;'aiion =
e

W

I’m sorry I will - I will try to stop the sound — the sound like
that and organize if for you. y. OK, it will be OK.

Situation 12

I’m . Um: sorry, but I will pay you
for your // Fwill give'you // | will pay you for — for taxi
expensive that you pay and give you some — some trip for free
to tour in Thailand.//;in Bangkok. I’m sorry.

r

q

Situation 13

I’ Sorry fof this wrong! Please calin down. 1 will - 1 will
inform'my manager and organize this problem. Please just
wait a moment, please.

A Iii
’iio 1200

q

Situation 14

I’'m wri Now I don’t have'a double room for you xxxx for
you because when'you regis, you don’t informemie /£you didn’t
ifiform e about the doublé’bed, OK-but I will
organize//manage it for you. I’m sorry. | will organize as soon
as | can. Just a moment.

Situation 15

I’m sorry. | will —1 will take you to the sofa for relax and |
take you some juice. Please wait just a moment. 1’m sorry for
this wrong.
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Low 2

Certainly, §ifl PIEase wait in a room.

-,_. We’re: er: we’re preparing now.

- Er: if we find er: I]ust— | just take I just take.

Transcript
Situation 1
Promising Situation 2
Situation 3
Situation 4

been approved for the

om | un | beyond 6.00 er: 6.00 pm.

il \\\ﬂ ional 50% of the daily

-"’«..v- a—we have a — we

i "'% at er: 12.00 pm.

Informing Situation
Situation 6
Requesting | Situation 8 i -
Situation9 | Er:
Situation 10
Handling Situation 11
Complaints

Apologizing...

=
ar ager._’Hat’s call the manager

er: to talk to you.

when booking (.
W o

V15

e have a fast work
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Transcript Low 3
Situation 1 Yes, 'iust a moment please. | will um: send to your room now.
Promising Situation 2 Just a moment please. Er: | will check a car: to um: to check
time for you.
Situation 3 Yes, | will check emsyour number romm is er: 6217 OK 1 will
send to you. 'y
Situation 4 | The double room e king size bed and Hi-seed wireless
internet. You can enjoy €r: intenet in the double room.
Informing | Situation" | Um#*Sorty MAGAR. Um: your credit car has not been
i_ﬂ,,—-"‘/appr’oved for the tran:saction.. }’m sorry.
Situation ;J.:im::: I’ sosbrry. Your late check out — late check out um: is
6.00 prm. but xxx check out is 8,00 pm, I will normally to be
/ ’,,Eha__rged angd additional 50% of the daily rate.
— il
Situation 7 s, just a moment please. | will check one double room
¥ o+ bk,
.'I o [
Requesting | Situation 8 um:I'm éﬂrr&? sgrf‘ XxX um: the xxxx hotel has room
ailabie but yol féén"- king sixe? I’m sorry (.)
#
Aadadd.
Situation 9 |'Sorry Hiagem. Um: + housekeeping department call me to
inform:-you that you'jhaj:é taken two bathrobes with um: xxxx
I’m SBFEY, so you—{()
r o dad LT INE "
gt 2
Situation 10 | Um: SOFrY WIS — I will call to the engineering department to
- check. Um: the —hot water in your foom. Just a moment,
\Y7 please. X
Handling Situation 1T | I’'m'sorr . Lwall =l will cheek it for you now. Um: can
Complaints | - me what'your room//what your number room?
Situation 12 .| Um: I’m sorry [agiam. | will give free//give you for free
G optienal ourfer trip te Thailand=|’ maveryseorry.
J q Situation'13 [ Yes, Justa mormenit please. Um: I’m Sofry = everything. I will
call my manager. Just a moment please.
ologizing,.| Situation 14 | 1m so sarry. MaGaM, but my room is.full um: Lwifl check a
- ﬁ nearby hotel — for//and check double-room foryou and —um:
3 ‘ hoteltransferfor you, BK?

Situation 15

I’m sorry Madam. Wait for a minute, please. You can wait for
- you can wait for at the lobby. | will server you some drink?
free — I’m sorry, really sorry. Wait a minute, please.
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