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Within the tourism and hospitality industry in Vietnam, in which communication plays an important role in facilitating business, English is used widely as the dominant medium of communication. As a consequence, the language of hospitality and tourism is widely taught in Vietnamese educational institutions. 
This paper reports on a study which investigated the extent to which the English spoken within the hospitality industry in Vietnam has its own characteristics, and examined the implications of this for the teaching  of English for specific purposes (ESP) in Vietnam. The study involved the exploration of hundreds of authentic oral interactions between guests and staff recorded in 2011 during the high season at four different hotels in different regions of Vietnam. Conversation analysis, a research approach which focuses on identifying the organisation, forms and meanings of spoken interaction, was used to analyse the data from this study. 
The paper describes the initial findings from the study with regard to features of ‘hospitality English’, and considers the implications of the results for the teaching of ESP in Vietnam. 



Introduction
The predominance of English as a medium of communication is extensively documented and widely recognised as essential in a wide range of settings (Crystal, 2003; Graddol, 2001; Jenkins, 2009). It “permeates the globalisation of the economy, finance, and politics, in commerce, military links, and culture” (Kirkpatrick, 2002, p.4), and is now considered the world’s most desirable lingua franca (Crystal, 1999). In Southeast Asian countries, English has been selected as the official working language of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), a decision which can only enhance its dominance as a lingua franca for the region. 

In the same way that English serves as a lingua franca in many international contexts, it has become the dominant form of communication in cross-cultural communication settings within the tourism and hospitality industry (Blue & Harun, 2003). The industry itself has experienced a major impact from globalisation, and is now one of the largest industries internationally, as well as the fastest growing economic sector in terms of economic measures. In 2011, its contribution was 9% of global GDP with a value of US$ 6.3 trillion, and accounted for 255 million jobs (World Travel and Tourism Council (WTTC), 2012a). For countries which are less industrialised, tourism has also been identified as a means of generating national income, creating higher levels of employment and contributing to a reduction in poverty. As a developing country, Vietnam has many advantages in terms of its natural resources that are favourable to the development of tourism. In addition, the Government’s Doi Moi open-door policy has led to increased international collaboration, which has helped to attract a large number of foreign visitors to the country. As a consequence, tourism is now a major source of Vietnam’s economic growth. The total contribution of Travel and Tourism was about ten per cent to the country’s gross domestic product in 2011 and it is estimated to increase by 5.3% in 2012 (WTTC, 2012b).

Within that context, there has been considerable focus on education and training, including in English language, in the tourism and hospitality sector in Vietnam. Programs in English for specific purposes (ESP) are now part of the training curriculum of universities and colleges, along with those in general English, in acknowledgement of those who will require English for their work. The teaching of ESP has mainly been conducted in the classroom environment through the use of textbooks which are written and published outside Vietnam. Common examples of textbooks used to teach English for tourism in Vietnam include English for International Tourism, High Season, International Hotel English, and Tourism. While these textbooks fulfil a valuable function, it is essential to recognise that the language of the ESP classroom needs to reflect the language of workplace settings, and it is unlikely that textbooks will “reflect the communication reality in which the students actually have to function” (Seedhouse, 2005, p.169). Burns (1998), Carter and McCarthy (1995) and Wong (2002) have all placed emphasis on the value of authentic teaching materials. Schegloff, Koshik, Jacoby, and Olsher (2002) also argue that “textbooks using invented dialogue based on intuitions of how certain language functions are accomplished do not always offer students accurate knowledge of language use” (p.17). In short, it has been argued that, to teach the language appropriately, we must know the language to teach, and language to be taught has to be derived from authentic contexts.

Although there has been a lot of research into the language used in institutional settings, there has been comparatively little research into the use of English as the language of hospitality. While it has been claimed that ‘hospitality language’ has assumed a standardised universal form with identifiable characteristics (Blue & Harun, 2003), no research has until now been undertaken in Vietnam to identify authentic use of English in the hospitality industry. The study that is reported in this paper set out to address that gap, as explained in more detail below. 

The study
The study set out to identify the communicative patterns of speech used within the hospitality industry in Vietnam and to examine the extent to which it could be said that specific features of ‘hospitality language’ exist in the English spoken in hospitality contexts. Once these issues had been addressed, it would be possible to identify the implications for the teaching of ESP in Vietnam, particularly with regard to the kind of resources being used as source materials.

The first stage of the study was to obtain a corpus of authentic communicative events in spoken English from within the hospitality industry in Vietnam. In total, 356 samples of separately occurring interactions were obtained from four different hotels in Ho Chi Minh City, Vung Tau and Phan Thiet, recorded during the high season with the permission of hotel managers, staff and guests. The interactions were recorded primarily at the main reception desk, but samples were also obtained from restaurant areas, bars and the concierge desk. The topics of the interactions recorded were quite diverse, and included places of interest (shopping areas, tourist venues, and special events), eating out, giving and obtaining directions, and dealing with administrative issues related to a stay at the hotel. 

The second stage of the study was to analyse the data using conversation analysis (CA). This is a research approach that is used to explore and uncover the natural organisation that underpins human interactions, seeking to identify “the machinery, the rules, the structures” (Psathas, 1995, p. 2) that embody the underlying organisation of talk in interaction. In particular, its focus is its concern with the “diverse phenomena of everyday life” (Maynard & Clayman, 2003, p.177), which makes it particularly appropriate for a study of this type, and also explains why it is important that the data for analysis should be authentic and situated (Liddicoat, 2007, p. 8). One of the basic principles of CA is that the analysis has to be “bottom-up and data driven” (Seedhouse, 2005, p. 167). In other words, it is important that a researcher should not impose pre-existing theories on the data, since any conclusions from the research have to emerge from the data (Seedhouse, 2004, 2005; Wardhaugh, 2010). At the same time, it is possible to draw transferable conclusions, because “when collections of numerous instances are made, the possibility for the study of varieties and variations is also made possible” (Psathas, 1995, p. 46). 

What is also important to point out is the CA is not intended to serve primarily as a linguistic tool, with the language itself as the focus. The main emphasis is on social interaction, the collaborative construction of meaning, and the unearthing of patterns that underlie the interaction. It can be argued that there are at least two forms of conversation analysis: one which examines interaction for its own sake; and one which is more applied, that studies ‘specific institutional activities, the specific interactional situation, its local, interactional requirements, and especially the ways in which the interactants show their orientation to these situations and requirements’ (Ten Have, 2007, p. 8) which is the form undertaken in this study.  

The ontological position of CA is that of constructivism, a belief that social phenomena and their meanings are brought into being by the actors involved, so constructs are “talked in and out of being by interactants” (Seedhouse, 2007, p. 258). In considering a particular context, such as the interactions that take place in a hotel, it is important not to “reify social structure” (Psathas, 1995, p. 54), in other words not to assume the existence of earlier sociological concepts, but to see how the interlocutors carry out their functions within the organisation. CA can show how talk in interaction contributes to and reproduces the institutional structure. Following from this, CA can tell us how participants carry out their work duties or the functions of the institution. What is most valuable about CA is that it can demonstrate that instead of the institution determining the behaviour, we can see that “particular kinds of interactional practices ‘enable’ or ‘realise’ the institution” (Wooffitt, 2005, p. 69). 

The results
For the purposes of analysis, the data were separated into ‘interactions’: communicative exchanges which could comprise a number of ‘turns’ but which had a single primary goal and were conducted by the same interactants throughout. An interaction usually commenced with initial contact between a guest and staff member, and terminated once the guest appeared to have attained an acceptable outcome. A ‘turn’, in this paper, is used to mean an utterance produced by one interactant at one time, and could comprise a single word or sound or an extended piece of discourse.  

The results that have been obtained to date are preliminary and selective only, since the study is ongoing. Two particular aspects of talk-in-interaction have been identified for attention in this paper: the manifestation of schema in communication in a hotel context, and the negotiation of meaning in individual goal-oriented interactions that involved a process from the initial request to the conclusion of the interaction. Particularly important in a context in which one or both of the interactants were not using their first language, this negotiation of meaning involved a process of clarification, repetition and confirmation, which could occur at any point during the overall exchange. Both these aspects of talk-in-interaction were present in each communicative exchange, and together they comprised the pursuit of a satisfactory outcome for the interlocutors.

To illustrate the findings, one particular topic area has been selected for this paper: that of asking for and receiving directions. The results described below draw on six different interactions, recorded at different times between different guests and staff members in three different hotels: two in Ho Chi Minh City and one in Vung Tau. Each interaction took place in the front office area of the hotel. These six cases have been selected as examples for presentation in this paper; the study itself produced many more examples, both of asking for and receiving directions, and of the patterns observed in the cases described. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]The actual destination for the ‘directions’ varied: in three cases the destination was a restaurant, in one a bank, and in two cases the desired destination was a shopping mall. In the first five cases, once the initial request had been given by the guest, the staff member almost always controlled the progress of the stages of the interaction, in the sense of being the one to initiate the subsequent stages, so that the all items associated with the process of giving directions successfully were included. The situation differed in the sixth case, which is described separately in more detail below. Those items, which were in almost all cases replicated across the interactions, were:

· Clarification of destination
· Production of a map
· Orientation of the guest to the location of the hotel (starting point) on the map
· Identification of the location of the destination
· Provision of directions
· Suggestion of a mode of transport
· Statement about the travel time to the destination.

In addition, there was an optional final step, which occurred in half of the interactions, that involved a comment by the staff member on the ease or difficulty of the process of reaching the desired destination.  These results are illustrated in the table below. The columns A to F represent the six different interactions, and the numbers within each column represent the order in which the process of direction-giving took place (1 the first step, 2 the second and so on). An ‘x’ indicates that the item was not included in the interaction. 

Table 1: Identification of processes involved in ‘giving directions’        
	
	Interaction

	Process
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F

	Clarification of destination
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Production of a map
	2
	5
	2
	2
	2
	3

	Orientation to location of hotel
	3
	6
	3
	3
	3
	6

	Identification of location of destination
	5
	2
	4
	4
	4
	2

	Provision of directions
	4
	7
	7
	5
	7
	4

	Suggestion of a mode of transport
	6
	3
	5
	7
	6
	5

	Statement about travel time to destination
	x
	4
	6
	6
	5
	x

	Evaluation of the process
	7
	8
	8
	x
	x
	x



As the table illustrates, all of the steps involved in giving directions were followed in each of the first five cases (A to E), with the exception of the ‘evaluation’ step and in Interaction A only by the omission of information about how long it took to reach the destination. The exclusion of this step in Interaction A can be explained by the location of the destination – it was so close to the hotel that this information would have been redundant. As the staff member explained: “You go out in the main door [sic]… and go straight past the Opera House… in the second corner you can see it very easy [sic] on your on your [sic] right side” (Interaction A). 

However, while each of the steps was included in the separate interactions, their order did differ. This underlines the essence of conversation, which is that it is context-driven even though it is at the same time ordered and organised. The participants in these examples fulfilled all the steps in the schematic template to ensure that a satisfactory conclusion was reached, while at the same time allowing for flexibility in the response, depending on the situation. 

In all cases, the desired destination was the starting point for the ‘directions’ schema. In most cases this was identified without any problems, guests, for example, asking “Where is this bank?” (Interaction B), or “I want to go to the shopping centre Vincom” (Interaction A). This initial stage was followed by the production of a map by the staff member, who then oriented the guest to their location at the time of speaking, for example by stating “We are here” (Interaction E). In most cases the staff member then identified the desired location on the map, as in, for example, “the restaurant’s just here number eleven” (Interaction C). Interaction A may have varied the order of identifying the destination and providing directions because the destination was so close to the hotel, as described above. In one instance (Interaction B), the order of the steps was quite different from the other four. This can be explained by the fact that the destination was the only one which the staff member appeared to believe was too far to walk, because at the same time as identifying the location, the staff member immediately proposed the mode of transport: “Chuong Duong Street – you tell the taxi driver” (Interaction B). It was only that when the guest responded that he wanted to walk that the staff member commenced the ‘giving directions’ routine in full. 

Information about the mode of transport and the time required for travel were usually explained within the same utterance: “If walking – fifteen minutes to walk” (Interaction B), “You can walk or taxi… seven minutes to walk” (Interaction C), or “Three minutes’ walk” (Interaction D), which may explain why the order of these steps seemed interchangeable. The evaluation comprised statements such as “very easy” (Interaction A), “so easy” (Interaction C), or conversely “It’s a little confused [sic]” (Interaction B) after detailed directions had been given about a destination that the staff member had implied was too far to walk. 

The largely successful interactions described above can be contrasted with the sixth interaction (Interaction F), which took place at a hotel in Vung Tau. In this interaction, the accomplishment of the goal was a protracted process and, in contrast to the others, at times driven by the guest. The first step, the clarification of the destination, took several turns to accomplish, as the transcript below illustrates (see Appendix A for the key to transcription symbols). 

Staff member: 	may I help you?
Guest:		is there is there an Italian restaurant around here?
Staff member: 	restaurant↑
Guest: 		Italian // restaurant
Staff member: 	au- au- Australian↑
Guest: 		for Italy
Staff member: 	Italian // Italian [*] 

The staff member then consulted in Vietnamese with a colleague, who took over to establish the desired location was the type that “have the pizza [sic]”. After this, it was the guest who first suggested the location of the destination (step 2): “I’ve seen one somewhere over there that way”. The second staff member was vague: “think that way”, before admitting “I can’t remember the name of the restaurant”; nor could the first staff member. At this point, a third colleague joined the interaction, establishing the name of the restaurant and identifying the location on the map (step 3). The first staff member then started giving directions - “this way to go” – (step 4), but the second staff member took over by suggesting a taxi (step 5). The guest appeared surprised that a taxi should be required: “oh can’t walk, very too far [sic]?” at which point the first two staff members confirmed that it was not far and re-commenced directions for travelling on foot. The guest was confused by the lack of initial orientation accompanying the directions, asking “uh-huh? Where are we? We’re here?” (step 6). The first staff member finally clarified the starting point and confirmed the direction. 

Ultimately, most of the steps identified in the five other interactions were followed, but the process was convoluted, partly because the guest had to initiate some of the steps, and partly because different staff were involved in giving sometimes contradictory information or backtracking. This interaction, contrasted with those presented earlier, illustrates the value for staff of having a clear schema which enables them to take initiative within the interaction and progress towards the interactional goal as efficiently as possible.

The second main finding from the data, the process of clarification, repetition and confirmation, was observed to occur in any step in the process if either the staff member or guest identified it as necessary. Two examples are provided below. The first is from the transcript of Interaction C. 

Staff member: 	X restaurant / number [*] eleven // Le Thanh Ton // we are here
Guest:		yes
Staff member: 	the restaurant’s just / here // number eleven
Guest: 		number eleven
Staff member: 	yeah / Le Thanh Ton / you can keep the card
Guest:		so that’s there is
Staff member: 	eleven X restaurant↑// number eleven Le Thanh Ton street
Guest: 		okay

The staff member clarified the location of the restaurant both from the deictic reference “just here” and from providing the street address. He then went to some pains to make sure that the guest was clear about the street number for the restaurant, repeating it several times, in the final case along with the street name, until a confirmatory “okay” from the guest indicated that it had been clearly understood. At that point the staff member moved on.  

The second example, below, is taken from Interaction A. The staff member guided the guest through each stage of the directions, while the guest confirmed each stage, sometimes repeating the staff member’s words to ensure he had understood. 

Staff member: 	we are in here you come out of the hotel? / from the hotel↑
Guest: 		yes
Staff member: 	you go out in the main door↑
Guest: 		the main door here / yes
Staff member: 	and go straight↑ / past the Opera House↑
Guest: 		oh yes yes 
Staff member: 	yes / in the second corner↑ / you can see it very easy on your / on your right side.
Guest: 		so it’s on the right hand side?
Staff member: 	yeah

This was a particularly successful interaction, with guest and staff member working together in a systematic way to ensure that successful communication took place, and both participants appearing confident about their use and comprehension of English. The transcript from the hotel in Vung Tau, presented earlier in this paper, is an example where language difficulties may have played a role in the interaction. Even in this case, however, a shared understanding is eventually arrived at through a process of initial repetition by the staff member to confirm the general topic (“restaurant”), and then through a reformulation by the guest (from “Italian” to “for Italy”) to clarify the type of restaurant required.   

Conclusion
It should be stressed that the findings are preliminary at this stage, as the study is ongoing. However, it already appears to be clear that successful goal-oriented interaction requires hotel staff to have a sufficient store of background knowledge to address guest enquiries, with that knowledge organised in a way that can be optimally retrieved when responding to queries to enable the conversational goal to be attained in an efficient way. It also appears to be clear that staff involved in the hotel industry need to have a high level of competence in communicative interaction. Interactional competence has been described as including “…knowledge of social-context-specific communicative events or activity types, their typical goals and trajectories of actions by which the goals are realized and the conventional behaviors by which participant roles and role relationships are accomplished” (Hall & Pekarek Doehler, 2011, p. 1). In the most successful interactions observed in this study the patterns of the interaction, as uncovered by conversation analysis, progressed in a systematic but context-driven way. 

To prepare ESP students for an environment in which interactional competence plays such an important role, it follows that considerable emphasis should be placed on this aspect of language proficiency. Teaching materials and classroom pedagogy need to take this into account. Particularly within the Vietnamese hospitality context, when many (if not most) interactions in English take place between service providers and service users whose first language is not English, grammatical accuracy and the development of a complex vocabulary repertoire (for example) may be rather less important than the ability to negotiate towards a successful interactional goal. How to achieve this is a question which remains to be addressed.
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Appendix A: Key to Transcription Symbols
? 	rising intonation
↑	particularly noticeable rise
/ 	pause of up to 0.5 second
// 	pause of approximately 0.5 second to approximately 1.5 seconds
[*] 	filled pause (e.g. er or um)
- 	truncation (e.g. what ti- what time is it)
word 	speaker emphasis 




