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Abstract: English has been the lingua franca for wide speutrof business operations and
hospitality and tourism (H & T) industries are noception. Professionals of these two
industries are expected to have good communicaiwvepetence in English; nevertheless, no
standardized scale has been developed. Bachmamsnaoaicative language ability (CLA)
model is so far considered as the comprehensivet@massess the abilities language learner’s
communicative abilities. The present study aimsdévelop a scale for H & T students’
communicative competence in English. Exploratorgtdia analysis (EFA) and structural
equation model (SEM) were employed. Twenty onesitwere developed and 390 English
teachers and managers of H & T industries (n= 39@®re invited to respond them. SEM
analysis and the results showed that illocutionaympetence outweighed sociolinguistic
competence in pragmatic knowledge while grammatoatpetence was considered to be more
important than textual competence in organizatidaadwledge.
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1. Introduction

The status of English as the international languagmot be ignored by nonnative speakers
of English, particularly to hospitality and tourigid & T) industries worldwide (Hsu, 2011). For
professionals of these two industries, communieatbmpetence of English has been considered
as one of the most important standards for emplbtyabHowever, EFL teachers of H & T
programmes around the world have experienced dasisiiuation that students of the same EFL
programmes often end up with various levels of ipi@ficy. Given the fact of the importance of
English as a major tool of communication, profesals of H & T industries suggested that
second-language studies (particularly English) khdwe emphasized in the curriculum for the
most effective training to prospective workforcéshese two industries

Furthermore, the curricular design of EFL courgeal in Taiwan has swift from
emphasizing the grammar and vocabulary learning ¢tmlvards paying gravity attention to
learners’ overall communicative competence. Howevéne measurement of one’s
communicative competence is comprised of varioustcacts of linguistic abilities (Gaet al,
2007). For example, McNarama (1996) postulated tian one’s second/foreign language
communicative abilities are measured, three dineissishould be conceptualized, namely,
knowledge of language, strategic competence as afllthe actual output for real time
communication. The communicative language abil@yA) model proposed by Bachman and
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Palmer in 1996 is by far being considered as a cehgmsive model which covers not only
language competence but also strategic competdticakifi, 2008). Nevertheless, it is to the
author’s knowledge that only handful empirical sésdchave validated this model, especially the
language competence is on the stake. Thereforende goal of this present study is to explore
to the aforementioned constructs of EFL learneosshmunicative competence in English and
further articulate the following under-researcheslies:

1. What are the variables to the constructs of BacfsnahA Model from the standpoint of

EFL teachers and managers of H & T industires?

2. How are these latent variables attributed to thestacts of CLA Model?

In order to shed light on these issues, the pertiaeademic works are reviewed for the
rationale of this present research. By doing say ltkese issues have been explored and
discussed to date and to what extend the currety stan contribute to scholars as well as
practitioners to receive insightful and construetimformation. Research methodology will be
described afterwards which includes participantsuitment, instrumentation design, procedure
this research is to be undertaken and the statiséchniques employed by this study. Results of
analyses s as to the findings will be describedrmtegly followed by the discussion and
conclusion.

2. Rationale
2.1 Definition of Competence and Language Competence

The concept of competence refers to one’s knowledgédls, attitude as well as
professional value that enable him/her successfalg appropriately accomplish the tasks
(Knowles, 1970; Millar, Mao, & Moreo, 2008). Sta§000) further redefined this term as a
comprehensive capability of complicated and dynamterrelation of knowledge and skills
which are required for professional performancevalf as motivation to carry out the tasks.
Since the 1980s, educators and researchers oftéldgpand tourism education have been
looking for the competences that students of thesmrammes should have before they
complete their studies and a large volume of wdrége been done (Millar, Mao, & Moreo,
2008). It has attracted practitioners’ attentiomtthvhile facing the trend of globalization,
effective communication within multi-cultural comtewill be a prerequisite competence for the
graduates of hospitality management programmes nGheHsu, 2007). Therefore, for the
professional competence that hospitality graduatesexpected to equipped, communicational
skills in English has been considered as a requresl (Johanson, Ghiselli, Shea, & Roberts,
2010). Despite the importance of this topic, ramgieical work has been undertaken and this
research aims to fill the gap and explore this wndsearched topic.

Language competences refer to the knowledge thatlanguage user acquires before
he/she produce the outputs of that target langu@dsu, 2011). Littlemore and Low (2006)
further elaborated and stated that language compets “the ability to deal with knowledge-
based components of language that have been daateheoretical areas, such as syntax or
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cohesion” (p. 274). Generally speaking, languagéstare usually designed to assess the test-
taker's performance, which is the output that omedpces within a specific timeframe.
Competence of a language is a somewhat abstraceégbwhich is not easy to measure and this
current study does not attempt to design a tessdich measurement; instead, it is to propose
indicators on what hospitality and tourism studestsould attain in the communicative
competence of English for them being able to fulfie tasks successfully in the industry. It is
further to provide a guideline for EFL teachersttiése two programmes while designing their
instructional activities to achieve effective outues.

2.2 Bachman’s Communicative Language Ability (CLA)model

Thorough discussions on measuring language learpedficiency and communicative
competence emerged in the 1960s (Lado, 1961; CatB81) and the focus was on two facets:
skills and components of the target language. Hewewhile the EFL pedagogy tended to be
communicative-oriented, the concept about the assar®t of communicative competence started
to take more non-linguistic variables into acco(idsu, 2011). The communicative language
ability (CLA) model proposed by Bachman (1990)c¢&raowledged as the comprehensive one to
date (Zhang, 2006). The CLA model has changedahéscape of language assessment due to
its underpinning rationale of including non-lingigsfactors in the communicative competence
(Zang, 2006). For this reason, new paradigm bagemh (CLA model has been popular in
language testing these days. On example was thiisEmgoficiency test designed for teachers
who are nonnative speakers of English was develape&distralia (Conaim & Falvey, 2004).
Bachman (1990) postulated that three componentsoaipetence (language, strategic, and
psychophysiological mechanism) should be taken ¢otwsideration while language users are to
partake in the conversation. Language competentieeidasis for the other components and
learner’s language competence also includes o#tuets which are “organizational knowledge”
and “pragmatic knowledge.” The organizational cotapee specifically indicates the learner’s
ability in manipulating the structures of the tdr¢ggnguage in a grammatical fashion whereas
pragmatic competence one focuses on the learnensot over the sociolinguistic side of the
target language (Bachman, 1990). Within this framdworganizational competence comprises
“grammatical competence” and “textual competencdiilev pragmatic competence covers
“illocutionary competence” and “soiciolinguistic mpetence”. According to the definition
coined by Littlemore & Low (2006), grammatical coatence refers to an individual’s ability to
command the grammar of the target language andidkexbmpetence focuses more on the
cohesive organization of the text. lllocutionaryngmetence represents a language learner’s
ability to acquire the information conveyed throutjfe words that the other party use and
sociolinguistic competence covers the cultural rexfee of the target language to produce
accurate and appropriate language use. The detefednation about the CLA Model is
presented in Table 1.

Table 1
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Language Competence of Bachman's CLA Model

Language competence

Organizational Knowledge Pragmatic Knowledge

Grammatical Textual lllocutionary competenceé Sociolinguistic

competence competence competence

* Vocabulary » Cohesion * Ideational functions * Sensitivity to

* Morphology * Rhetorical » Manipulative functions| dialect or

* Syntax organization * Heuristic functions variety.

* Phonology/ * Imaginative functions | ¢ Sensitivity to

graphology register.
* Sensitivity to
naturalness.
* Ability to
interpret cultural
references and
figures of
speech.

Up to date, even though many studies have beemyrdesito examine and discuss the
feasibility of Bachman’s CLA model (McNamara, 199Douglas, 2000; Purpura, 2004), no
pertinent research has been conducted to evaluateaiese students’ communicative
competence in English through the lens of Bachmamislel, particularly when prospective
employees of H & T industries are at stake.

3. Research Design

The instrument used to list the possible varialbe$d & T students’ communicative
competence in English was designed on the basi8amhman's CLA Model. After the
instrument was completed, three professors (onefnoas Department of Applied English while
the other one was with Department of Tourism Managd. The third professor was affiliated
with Graduate Institute of Hospitality Education@ne invited to review the question items. After
a series of meetings with the research, the fimaftdof questionnaire was sent out for
preliminary test, 30 high school teachers of H &rbgrammes were invited to complete the
guestionnaire. All the items were expected to benvaned on a five-point Likert scale, ranging
from 1 for “strongly disagree” to 5 for “stronglgiee.” Results of this pilot study confirmed that
this final draft was good for formal research (Qrach’s alpha = .83).

The formal questionnaire was distributed to pgréints (n = 390) of the present study
who were teachers had experience in teaching Hugpiand/or Tourism English at secondary
or college level (n = 300). The other 90 particigawere the current workforces of H & T
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industries. They were briefed about the naturehid tesearch project and assured that no
personal information would be revealed. Furthermtrey were able to be excused from this
research whenever they request and their data woelgartialed out for further analyses.

However, no participant made such request and dluthe collected data were included for

statistical analyses.

While all the responded questionnaires were gathdiormal reliability statistics were
performed with Cronbach’s alpha to examine thermakeconsistency of question items. All the
constructs had good reliabilities (Cronbach alpleenall above .85) which confirmed that all
the items were internally consistent and the alpbefficients were .93 for IC, .88 for SC, and
.86 for GC. In term of the construct TC, there w8rgems included in this construct but the
reliability test suggested one item should be pkadi out for better internal consistency
(Cronbach’s alpha was .46 for three items but impdoto .84 when the items were two).
Afterwards, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) walsrénistered to elicit the composite variables
of the 4 proposed constructs of language competen&achman’s CLA model. Results of
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure (KMO) and Bartlett's Tesdicated that the collected data was
suitable for factor analysis (KMO = .95, p = .00yith the extraction method of maximum
likelihood and Promax with Kaiser Normalizationation, four proposed factors extracted 21
guestion items through the administration of EFAe3e 21 items composite 4 constructs and a
hypothetical model was proposed for structural #qnanodel. The hypothesized model was to
be tested to see how well the collected data fifbedmodel. Results of EFA are featured in the
following Table 2.

Table 2

Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor4 Communality

IC1 94 A7
IC2 .92 .62
IC3 .78 .68
IC4 .78 .64
IC5 74 .52
IC6 72 .66
IC7 .69 .51
IC8 .68 .63
IC9 .58 .70
IC 10 42 .70
SC1 1.0 .67
SC2 .92 .70
SC3 .80 .60
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SC4 41 .67
GC1 .95 .62
GC2 .81 46
GC3 .66 .88
GC4 .64 .78
GC5 57 .64
TC1 1.0 .45
TC 2 .57 .99
Sum of squared5.21 6.93 1.52 .97

loading

% of variance 22.65 30.13 6.61 4.23
Explained 22.65 52.78 59.38 63.62

Cumulative %

Cronbach’s .93 .86 .88 .84
Alpha

4. Results and Discussions

In many cases, when the variables of a researchotée directly observed by the
researchers, information on these latent variatdesbe collected through observable variables
and statistical techniques such as factor anabysis structural equation modeling (SEM) are
often the ones being employed, language testingadois also included (Bachman, 2000). SEM
can be considered as a confirmatory technique &tanding interrelationships and covariation
among latent variables (Schreiber, Nora, Stagelo®at& King, 2006) but the purpose of this
study was to develop indicators for EFL learner@mmunicative competence and thus
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) would be necegda test the feasibility of each construct
for SEM. Maximum likelihood was chosen becausecthikected data were normally distributed.
Details on CFA of four constructs are presentefbl®ws:

4.1 Construct of lllocutionary Competence

There were 10 items included in this construct, reegof freedom was 30 and 11
variables as well as 9 factor loadings were catedlavhich met the requirement of confirmatory
factory analysis model. Standardized factor loasliafjsome variables were lower than .70 but
still acceptable. Both Composite Reliability (CR)daAverage Variance Extracted (AVE) was
above the threshold (CR = .84 and AVE =.73). Thelenfit indices were not perfect but still
acceptable for the further analysis (Chi-square/df73, CFl = .95, RMSEA = .09).

Copyright © International Journal of English and Education | www.ijee.org



International Journal of English and Educationj®

ISSN: 2278-4012, Volume:3, Issue:3, July 2014

Cc

i

Q)
[N

a7

;@

0
N

84
76
52
81

zze

lllocutionary
Competence,

0
-‘l

zQ

IC8

IC9

®®

Figure 1. CFA of the Construct of lllocutionary Cpatenc
4.2 Canstruct of Sociolinguistic Competenc

Four tems were contained in 1 constructof Sociolinguistic Competen. Degree of
freedom of this construoivas 10 and 5 variables as well asfaéctor loadings werd¢o be
calculaed which was considered to be appropriateconfirmatory factory analysis mod«Out
of four variables, three of theitandardized factor loadisgof some variables were ab: than
.80 except the SC4 was a little lower than .7 bench. Both CompositeReliability (CR) and
Average Variance Extracted (AVE) was above thestiho&d (CR = .8¢ and AVE =.66). The
mode fit indices were not perfect but still accépaafor the further analys (Chi-square/df =
5.57, CFl = .99, RMSE = .11).

ociolinguisti
Competence

Figure 2. CFA oftie Construct of Sociolinguistic Compete
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4.3 Construct of Grammatical Competenci

Five items were contained in the construcGrammaticalCompetenct Degree of freedom
was 15 and &ariables as well as factor loadings were calcuét which was ov+identified
andto be appropriate for confirmatory factory analysisdel. Out of four variables, three
their standardized factor loadings of some varmblere above thi .70 except the GC5. Both
Composite Reliability (CR) and Avere Variance Extracted (AVE) was above the thresl
(CR = .86 and AVE =6). The mode fit indices were not perfect but siticeptable for th
further analysis (Chsquare/df = 10.91, CFl = ., RMSEA = .16).
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Figure 3.CFA of the Construct of Grammatical Compete
4.4 Construct of Textual Competenc

There were only two iten contained in the construct of Textu@mgetence. Degree of
freedom was 3 but 3 variables ar factor loadings were to belcalated, which wer under-
identified and not good for confirmatory factor bsés. Both Composite Reliability (CR) ar
Average Variance Extracted (AVE) was aboveacknowledgedhresholis (CR = .84 and AVE
=.73). Basedon this information, it is appropric to state thatthis construct has soul
discriminant and convergent validit

After the discriminant and convergent validitieseaich constructs weexamined, the next
step was to perform Bollen’s t-step examination to test the interrelationship agnéme
constructsx?/df = 3.3, CFl = .92, IFl = .92, TLI = .90, RMSEA = . indicated that the data "
the model quite well and thcorrelations between latent variables did not edc&® which
rejected the possibility of collineari Nevertheless, the correlation cficients between
lllocutionary Competence and Grammatical Competesceell as Sociolinguistic Competer
and Textual Competence were close to .80 whichesigd a common factor could be fou
between two latent variables respectiv Results of Bollen’s twatep examination support
the appropriateness of th@lowing structural equation modelir
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4.5 Estimation of Structural Equation Model

The present study employed confirmatory factor aislfCFA) to examine the propos
individual construct forvalidity, the SEM estimationvas undertaken for investigate |
interrelations among latent variabl(Brown, 2006). Before the cagt of discussing results
proposed model, goodnessiit of the data to the proposed model should béakted. Ci-
Square statisticx /df = 3.86 was below the .5 level of acceptance. Root meanrsggrror o
approximation (RMSEA = .(6) indicated the data was not perfect still fairfitothe model.
Incremental Fit Index (IFI) as well as Comparatielndex (CFl) wee above the benchmark
.90 which supported the goodness of {According to the results of model fit analysis,
proposed model was to describe the linear relatips among latent variables and the details
presented in the Figure 1.
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Structural Equation Model of the Communicative Cetepc
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The estimation of SEM featured that pragmatic Kieolge and organizational knowledge
should be included in a higher level of latent @picas the correlation coefficient was high,
which could be the variable of Language Competascproposed by Bachman (1990). In terms
of one’s pragmatic knowledge, participants woultidye that hospitality and tourism students’
illocutionary competence in English was more imaottthan sociolinguitic competence as the
standardized coefficients were .86 and .69 respsygti This result indicated that English
teachers of H & T programmes as well as professonfathese two industries thought that for
prospective professionals of these two industiles;utionary competence seemed to be more
important than sociolinguistic competence. Possiei@lanation would be that for new
employees of H & T industries, having knowledge tbe cultural reference of English is
important but one’s ability to really understane thmessage that guests are trying to express
deserves learner’'s more attention to develop. @megare promoted to management level, they
need to sharpen their social skills with guesthwarious cultural backgrounds or nationalities,
sociolinguistic competence will be critical for theo build up the connections with their clients.

For the organizational knowledge, standardized fmpeft of grammatical competence is
slightly greater than textual competence (.76 &&lrespectively) and therefore, grammatical
competence is deemed to be more vital for the esvic start their career in H & T industry. For
the entry-level employees, using English grammbgices one of the basic qualifications
expected by their supervisors; on the other handuél competence may not be that important
to them at this stage because the chances for tihewrite a business document or have a long
conversation with foreign guests are low. Such dehmaay be in need when they are promoted
to a higher level. Another potential reason is ttke number of question items under the
construct of textual competence was only two whiohy not be able to elicit accurate
information. Such a limitation warrants the futosesearch to further explore this issue with more
guestion items under the construct of textual cdeme.

5. Conclusion

The status of English as the international langulage been confirmed by previous
research and the importance of being fluent in Bhdias been considered as a vital competence
for professionals of H & T industries (Hsu, 201Hpwever, being fluent in a language is an
abstract concept and Bachman (1990) proposed a @béel to systemize what abilities a
language learner should acquire to be communidgto@mpetent. Albeit quite a large quantity
of academic works have been researched on thecappti of Bachman's CLA model in
assessing one’s communicative competence in agyéae. It is to the author’'s knowledge that
no prior study employing CLA model to identify fueuH & T professional’'s communicative
competence in English and the present study aimsdertake further exploration on this issue.
Three hundred EFL teachers of H & T programmes el a8 90 manager of H & T industries
were invited to participate in this research. Af-sielsign scale was developed based on the
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framework of Bachman’s CL model to feature the camivative abilities that participants
expect prospect employees of H & T industries apeeted to acquire.

Exploratory factor analysis was applied to extigans for the four constructs and 21 items
in total were acquired. Furthermore, in order t@rapriately address the proposed research
guestions, this self-designed questionnaire neddeder examinations on its reliability and
validity. Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliabilit¢K), average variance extracted (AVE) and
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were calculated fulfill this task. Results of such
examinations indicated this self-designed scalegwasl for structural equation modeling.

Results of SEM showed that for language aspecbwincunicative competence in English
for prospective H & T professionals, pragmatic kiedge and organizational knowledge were
closely related to each other. For the pragmatiowkedge, illocutionary competence was
considered more important to entry-level employeéshan the sociolinguistic competence;
however, it did not imply that sociolinguistic coatpnce was not important. In terms of
organizational knowledge, grammatical competencamsel to be greatly recommended by
English teachers as well as managers of H & T imhssto future employees of these two
industries to develop. However, there were only titems for the construct of textual
competence which might affect the results of SEslysis.
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Appendix
lllocutionary competence

| always know how to expression my thoughts in istgaccurately.

| can always get the answers | need when | askignssn English.

| think | have a good command while communicatmgnglish.

I am fluent when communicating in English.

| am familiar with the strategies to communicatéworeigners in English.

I will try to use the new expressions in Engliskeewhen | am not completely sure the

o0k wnNPE
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correct use of it.

I will use different ways of expressions when cominating with people with various
backgrounds.

I can control the flow of communication quite well.

I love to interact with people with different backgnds.

When communicating with people with various backgws, | will figure out a way to
communicate even some communicative barriers emerge

Sociolinguistic Competence

PwnNpE

| am sensitive to different dialects of English.

| am sensitive to different uses of English.

| am familiar with the uses of native speakers oglish.

| can tell interlocutor’s cultural background aationg to his/her speech and/or gesture.

Grammatical Competence

1.

| have no (or limited) problem to select approgiabcabulary when communicating with
foreigners.

| know how to analyze a vocabulary based on it$, fo@fix and suffix when encountering
some new words that | do not know.

| can identify the syntactical function of each @am a sentence such as subject, verb, noun
and adjective.

I know the pronunciation skills of English.

| do not make grammatical errors a lot when | wirt&nglish.

Textual Competence

1.
2.

| can substitute a word with another one with leditifficulty.
| always know a logic expression to communicatdigreigners.

Copyright © International Journal of English and Education www.ijee.org



