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SUWIWAT SOMMATH : THE EFFECTS OF THE PATTERNS OF
NEGOTIATION OF MEANING STRATEGIES ON THE ENGLISH
LANGAUGE USED IN COMMUNICATIVE INFORMATION GAP
TASKS BY THAI LOWER SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS. THES

ADVISOR : ASSOC. PROF. SONGPHORN TAJAROENSUK, B2

NEGOTIATION OF MEANING STRATEGIES/INFORMATION GAP
TASKS/“SPOT THE DIFFERENCES” TASKS/NONNATIVE-NONNAYE

DYADS

Insufficient research hae conducted using the patterns of negotiation of
meaning strategies among NNS-NNS dyads. This prestemwly investigated the
effects of the patterns of negotiation of meanitrgtegies on the English language
used in “Spot the Differences” tasks by lower se@oy students in Thailand.

This study was a quasi-expental research using pretest-posttest desiga. Th
participants were 68 Mattayom Suksa 3 (Grade 9) Bfddents from two intact
classes of two extension schools in Nikhom Khantstrict, Mukdahan Province.
They were selected by purposive sampling and aechimgo experimental and control
groups of 34 students each (17 dyads). Each dyad avhigh-low level pairing
according to the final exam scores from their Maita Suksa 2 (Grade 8).

Materials used for training and coliegtdata to both groups were:

(a) 12 “Spot the Differences” tasks which were gesd based on the local

scenes of Thai cultures, festivals, daily life atider events;



(b) an observation checklist;

(c) an attitude questionnaire; and

(d) a semi-structured in-depth interview.

Six steps were used for this study:

(1) A pre-test was administered by audiotapes th gmups.

(2) The experimental group was trained in usingotiagjon of meaning
strategies, namely, Comprehension Checks JOB@hfirmation Checks
(CFC), Clarification Requests (CRR), AppealsHelp (APH), and Asking
for Repetition (AFR).

(3) During the experiment, an observation checklis$ used by a volunteer
English teacher acting as an outsider observe

(4) At the end of the treatment, a post-test wasiadtered in which both
groups were audio-recorded during the studtrtent conversational
interactions on one “Spot the Differencesktalrhe audiotapes were
transcribed and then analyzed quantitatisaly qualitatively. From all of
the student’s utterances in conversatiory megotiation of meaning
strategies based on the coding scheme waraiegd, namely CPC, CFC,
CRR, APH, and AFR.

(5) A semi-structured in-depth interview was catroeit with selected students

who had used the negotiation of meaning stratégemost.

(6) An attitude questionnaire was administeredr dlfte experiment.

The data analysis results showed positive effdctiseonegotiation of meaning

strategies used in the “Spot the Differences” tasksong student-student
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conversational interactions, particularly a hightléevel pairing. It was found that,
from their conversational interactions among theSNNNS dyads, these students
were able to choose the negotiation of meanindegfies to prevent communication
breakdowns, which led to the effective interactiamsl provision of understanding
between them. A significantly positive associatioetween the student's use of
negotiation of meaning strategies and their attitudowards the “Spot the
Differences” tasks was also found. In additione tindings suggested that the
negotiation of meaning strategies used in the “Spet Differences” tasks were
effective in promoting student’s oral English commuative competence with the
students in the experimental group performing mietter than those in the control
group. Significant differences in both groups’ ptesit scores were found at the .003
to .021 levels. The in-depth interview revealedt tthee process of negotiation of
meaning strategies used to facilitate the Englakign language (EFL) acquisition

and helped promote their mutual understanding.
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