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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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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Statement of the Resear ch Problem

According to the National Education Act 1999,aifand is in the process of
implementing education reform. The Ministry of Edtion is responsible for the
development of primary and secondary school cugjcimcluding the efforts moving
from teacher-centered to learner-centered appradwith is the neutral emphasis for all
the types of learning process. Under the educagform, English language is one of
eight subject groups to be reformed in the teachmdjlearning processes which focus on
communication using authentic materials and learsituations. Also, since 1999, Thai
teachers of English have now been responsible dergding 30 percent of the English
curriculum, using local knowledge as its basis. idoer, in practice, it seems that the
teachers have not reached the goals or met theastisof the curriculum even they were
trained. It dues to the fact that the real acadesatting has not equipped or supported
schools with sufficient facilities, resources aedrhing environments, the policy goals
have thus become unrealistic and all but impossiehieve (Cadias, 2007).

So farthe teaching of English language in most primany secondary schools in
Thailand has, for a long period, used the trad#i@pproach. The approach provides the

teachers of English with opportunities to do mddhe talking and take a dominant role



and complete control of the instruction. Further@anost of the teachers usually follow
lesson plans, which include certain activities,hsas drills, cloze exercises, as well as
controlled dialogue practice, and select classraotivities from many different types of
textbooks. Most classroom activities consist afdiag passages and model dialogues or
conversations, which students then read aloud aactipe in pairs or small groups and
after that answer questions from the text. In @alli a set of grammar rules and
vocabulary list from the passages or dialoguestawght and displayed on the board.
Additionally, the textbooks used contain exercisesbe completed with substitution
tables and by using cues. For oral communicatiaetfme, students are asked to work in
pairs and small groups in accordance with certéahogue patterns in the textbooks.
According to this traditional approach, it could $#en that classroom speaking practice
often takes the form of drills in which one studasks a set question and another gives a
set answer. It is assumed that the aim of askimd) answering the question is to
demonstrate the student’s ability to ask and anspestions.

However, the teaching results of the traditio@pproach in primary and
secondary schools in Thailand still show low ackimeent, as recently reported in the
National General Achievement Test in the academi@ry of 2003 and 2004. It was
found that the average test scores of Prathom SijKgattayom Suksa 3, and Mattayom
Suksa 6 in English were less than 50%, with 39.43%802%, and 41.14% respectively
in 2003 (Limpaphayom, 2005, p. 30) and 37.34%28%, and 32.45% respectively in
2004 (Limpaphayom, 2005, p. 15). It is clear thHa¢ teaching of English for basic

education in Thailand has been unsuccessful. Tudests were tested on their English



learning achievement by using only written teditsis worth noticing that the oral tests
are not used to assess their oral English commiiveceompetence.

Clearly, the results of the National General Agkiment Test are unsatisfactory.
The causes of the low achievement may result fioentlhiree possible factors, namely,
the types of test, teaching methods, and textbasks. First, the results were from the
written tests, not spoken English language test#, ®uld not be determined whether or
not that students’ language proficiency is low.isTis because the four skill areas are not
taken into consideration for assessment. Secbedeaching methods used by poor and
good teachers may be different; for example, ther peachers may lack good techniques
and knowledge, which makes students confused inideg English language such as
teaching things without any pictures, while the @jd@achers may also use inappropriate
teaching methods such as using vocabulary whitboiglifficult to the level of student’s
language proficiency and unrelated to the studgmisr knowledge. Third, textbooks
emphasizing grammar may not interest students. cBuses mentioned above could
result in low achievement and standards expectdénglish language learning among
Thai lower secondary students.

In order to solve the problems for English cominative competence, the
researcher proposes an alternative as a modeb&ic bral English practice to improve
the lower secondary EFL students’ language compgtdry using information gap
activities for learner-learner interactions througk patterns of negotiation of meaning
strategies (Long, 1980, 1983, 1996, Pica et al931L9 There are strong reasons to

support this type of the activity. One is it inve$ the three crucial elements of oral



language development: comprehensible input, congmsshle output, and feedback
(Long, 1996; Nunan, 2004). It is also believed tha information gap tasks such as the
“Spot the Differences” tasks provide learners vagiportunities for negotiating meaning
in natural communication. In addition, the purpogéhe negotiation of meaning through
negotiated interactions is to complete a task wieah participant has the information
that the other does not have. Therefore, partitgpenay have opportunities to use the
negotiation signals as negotiation strategies (1.d8§3) such as comprehension checks,
confirmation checks, clarification requests, appdal help, and asking for repetition
while doing the tasks in order to arrive at thewnounderstanding when they face
communication breakdowns. At the same time, trep@ed model for oral English
communicative information gap tasks could servpaas of the local English curriculum
underlying the four concepts of goals and standamdsely, communication, culture,
community, and global world, which aim to use Eslglfor communicative competence

according to the 2001 English Language CurriculanBfasic Education.

1.2 Theoretical Background

In recent years, second/foreign language teachiethods aim at improving
learners’ communicative competence to enable thermommunicate effectively in a
second/foreign language. A number of alternatifkalsus models have been proposed,
including a communicative approach (Nunan, 1989)his approach is a family of
communicative language teaching methods in whiehatm of learning a second/ foreign

language is to achieve communicative competence tangjive rise to language



development. The concept of communicative competerefers to “the underlying
systems of knowledge and skill required for commation” (Canale, 1983, p.5). This
concept was modified by Hedge (2000), who takewitw that learners should use both
their knowledge and their ability to put that knedge into use in communication.

Based on the learners’ ability to use the langueffectively for communication,
the term “interaction” is defined as the performanaf a task in which learners
collaborate and assist each other (Fulcher, 2003)erefore, the learning process is
promoted through the performance of a communicatsk in which learners have to
carry out as a means of language acquisition. -baskd interactions using language are
employed as a vehicle for authentic and real woééds that learners actually encounter
outside the classroom. Having interaction-basethgegy in learning a new language
form, learners are required to engage in convensaltinteractions in order to complete
the performance of tasks so that language leareimgrges. From the notions of
interaction-based pedagogy, the contribution aérenttions to language learning and its
position in second language (L2) / foreign languégle) acquisition theory is one of the
basic objectives of research in the field of L2 L language learning and teaching.
Therefore, it is believed that conversational iatdons provide useful techniques for
teaching in the language classroom. In doinganguage learning through interactional
activities is fostered when learners “negotiate amls mutual comprehension of each
other's message meaning” (Pica et al., 1993, p.1During conversation with their
interlocutors, learners should be provided withdpportunities to negotiate meaning and

modify their output in order to promote second lage acquisition (Swain, 1985).



Thus, the opportunities provided mean that theaissnversational interactions is one
of the major methods for developing communicatigsepetence in accordance with the
learners’ own abilities to interactively negotiateaning with their interlocutors.
Therefore, a number of L2 acquisition researclferg., Krashen, 1985, 1994;
Long, 1983, 1990) have claimed that the functiob®iearner production is not only to
foster fluency and indirectly generate more comensible input, but also to facilitate L2
learning by providing learners with opportunitiegproduce comprehensible output.
Many studies have paid attention to learners’ eosational interactions through
negotiation of meaning because they are signifitanihe production of comprehensible
input in which the learners and their interlocutdrave to work together through
cooperative learning in order to provide compref@asinput and also produce
comprehensible output. Similarly, Pica et al. @PBelieve that through “negotiation of
meaning” learners gain opportunities to make edfant producing new L2 words and
grammatical structures. From previous studies egotiated interactions by Long
(1983); Varonis & Gass (1985); Gass & Varonis (1,98%894); Doughty (1988, 1992);
Deen (1995); and Loschky (1994), it was found thatdyadic interactions investigated
were nonnative-nonnative speaker (NNS-NNS), natimenative speaker (NS-NNS), and
native-native speaker (NS-NS) dyads. The mostgbeew pattern for negotiation of
meaning claimed by the researchers as playing@atmole in second / foreign language
acquisition was the NNS-NNS dyads. The researchiens that this type of dyad
provides NNS with the opportunities to receive inpdnich they can easily understand

through negotiation of meaning while at the sameetiheir interlocutors provide NNS



with the opportunities that enable them to modifgit production so that the output is
more comprehensible.

Furthermore, in classroom interactions, one ofrtfagor underlying principles of
the studies on negotiation of meaning is that aladocus on task-based instruction and
learner-learner interactions (Shehadeh, 1999)mEhe above-mentioned points of view,
a set of pedagogical implications for languageneay is associated with activities that
involve the negotiation of meaning in dyadic andugr interactions. According to
Shehadeh (1999), it is worthwhile for educators imtroduce such activities as
information-gap tasks, particularly “Spot the Difaces” tasks (Ellis, 2003; Pica et al.,
1993; Ur, 1981). This is because this task typgesigned to provide an ideal learning
environment for negotiating meaning following tlealrworld outside the classroom. In
addition, learners may have more opportunitieseceive input that has been made
comprehensible through negotiation of meaning. th& same time, the learners may
produce comprehensible output that they have maagiehensible to their interlocutors
through negotiation of meaning.

Therefore, according to the type of learner-learneteractions through
negotiation of meaning, it could be concluded thegotiation of meaning used as a
strategy (Long, 1983) in conversational interactiae effective for developing the

learners’ oral English communicative competence.



1.3 Rationalefor the Study

Although the previous studies indicate that theermctional features of
conversation, stemming from negotiation of meamprgmote second / foreign language
learning (Pica et al., 1993; Pica, 1994), Thai lheas of English and students still have
few opportunities to use the target language innsractive way. The fact is that if
learners such as Thai lower secondary students cbiora the same language
background, it is difficult to say whether they idbe able to negotiate meaning or not.
On the other hand, if the learners were providetl wpportunities to engage in “Spot the
Differences” tasks in which the partners have simglictures but the similar items differ
in appearance, they may be able to negotiate mgalnirng communicative interactions.

Thus, this study emphasizes developing oral Emglemmunicative competence
through the patterns of negotiation of meaning yadic interactions of Thai lower
secondary students. Perhaps this pattern coulel gbe to language communicative
competence. From the learning processes of négotiateractions mentioned above, it
is believed that learner-learner interactions maybbkneficial for developing learners’
oral English language communicative competencehm target language and it is
expected that learners would be finally engagedteryactional tasks.

For the present study, the main purpose was tdf slee participants can develop
competence in terms of the kind of language usetheg need to use English in oral
communication effectively in situations which theyperience outside the classroom,
they then need to experience how language is usedoenmunication inside the

classroom.



In the present study, information gap tasks sscthe “Spot the Differences” tasks
involving Thai culture, daily life and other event§emple Scene, Country Scene,
Floating Market, Fresh Food Market Scene, Thai étc Scene, Living Room Scene,
Office Scene, Loy Krathong Festival, Songkran magtiRocket Festival, Kite Flying,
and Long Boat Racing were designed for use in thgsmom activities throughout the
experiment. Following Pica et al. (1993), the miation gap tasks have been used in
literature on language learning and teaching becatteey can help promote
communication among classroom language learnerus, Tthe database from the
learner-learner conversational interactions ancettsduation of learner’s performance on
tasks, which are regarded as negotiated intera;tiwwas then transcribed and analyzed
for frequency of use. A questionnaire on theiitudes towards negotiation of meaning
was also administered to all the participants dfiteishing the experiment. A semi-
structured in- depth interview was carried out witie motivated students who used the
negotiation of meaning strategies the most. Durihg experiment a classroom
observation checklist was used to observe studasiing behaviors.

The present study examined the commonly used rpattef negotiation of
meaning strategies as interactional features redeal the Mattayom Suksa 3 students’
conversational interactions in the “Spot the Digfaces” tasks based on Long’s (1980,
1983, 1996) definitions. These interactional fesguexamined were Comprehension
Checks (CPC), Clarification Requests (CRR), Cordiion Checks (CFC), Appeals for

Help (APH), and Asking for Repetition (AFR).
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1.4 The Purposes of the Study

1) To investigate the effects of the patterns efjatiation of meaning strategies
on the kind of language used in the “Spot the [Defifees” tasks in promoting oral
English communicative competence by Thai lower sdaoy students.

2) To explore student’s attitudes towards thegpast of negotiation of meaning

strategies on the kind of language used in the t'8moDifferences” tasks.

1.5 Research Questions

The present study was undertaken to see whatteffeaversational interactions
through the negotiation of meaning strategies havéhe teaching and learning of EFL
classes of Thai lower secondary students. Therelsgroblem addressed the following
two main research questions:

1) Do the patterns of negotiation of meaning eges used in the “Spot the
Differences” tasks facilitate Thai lower secondatydents in learning the kind of
language used in oral English communicative conmuete If so, how do the patterns of
negotiation of meaning strategies used in the “SpetDifferences” tasks facilitate oral
English communicative competence?

2) What are students’ attitudes towards the patef negotiation of meaning

strategies on the kind of language used in the t'8moDifferences” tasks?
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1.6 The Significance of the Study

The study of classroom interactions through negiom of meaning in
information gap tasks such as the “Spot the Diffees” tasks addresses a variety of
major issues in classroom instruction, especidily teaching methods in oral English
communicative competence using a variety of obsemwal and reporting techniques.
There are two patterns in which the classroom actesn studies have had a major
influence on discussions on the second languageisaitgn pedagogy. The following
patterns are teacher—learner interactions anddedearner interactions. The meaning is
negotiated by learners while doing the tasks ireotd meet mutual understandings. The
Signals occurring in learners’ conversational iatdéons through the negotiation of
meaning strategies include “exchanges” or “moves’irderactional features that the
learners use when they encounter communicationktosens. These features are
Comprehension Checks (CPC), Confirmation ChecksCCFlarification Requests
(CRR), Appeals for Help (APH), and Asking for Repeh (AFR). The focus of the
study was based on the learner—learner languagtigtion. Thus, the present study
sought to contribute to the development of the wlsé&chniques in the learners’
conversational interactions through the negotiabbrmeaning strategies, which could
lead to the provision for learners’ interactionglas means by which they were provided
with opportunities to interact in seeking the coeffmsible input and to modify their

output in communicative competence.
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Therefore:

1. The study expected to provide further discussid what crucial factors
primary and secondary school Thai teachers of Einglhould consider when designing a
task and classroom activities suitable and relefa@rtheir own context.

The study is aimed to contribute to the classraateraction research. The
researcher would like to show how the local Engtesdichers can contribute to the 30%
local English curriculum as required by the Minystof Education 2001 English
Language Curriculum. The 30 percent requiremeim&d to give all Thai teachers of
English the opportunities to adapt the prescribgdiculum to suit the learners’ interests
and the needs of each respective local commuiibe data for the study were collected
from learners’ conversational interactions in whibk researcher planned, implemented
and evaluated the teaching methods in order tahe®eimprovement of communicative
competence.

Therefore:

2. This present study could contribute to the wises of negotiation of meaning
strategies in the oral English communicative infation gap tasks for classroom
interaction research. It helped demonstrate thesigding the tasks for oral
communication in the communicative classroom aretoo difficult to do for the local
teachers. Cartoons could be adapted and suitaitiegs could be used with almost any

theme-based lesson.
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1.7 Definitionsof Termsand Examples of Negotiation Strategies

1.7.1 The patterns of negotiation of meaning in the present studsefer to the
negotiation strategies that participants used mveosational interactions to ensure they
have a common understanding, and include 5 interadtfeatures:

1.7.1.1 Comprehension Checks (CPC): a strategy used by the speaker to
ensure that the listener has heard or understawoeotly, for example,
A : The paper should go on the outsiti¢he pocketyou know what I mean?
(CPC)
B : Mmm.
1.7.1.2 Confirmation Checks (CFC): a strategy used by the listener for
confirmation that what he or she has just heambigect, but would like to make sure, for
example,
A: | saw a bank robbery a couple of wagé.
B:A robbery? (CFC)
1.7.1.3 Clarification Requests (CRR): a strategy used by the interlocutors
when they do not entirely comprehend the meanimigash for clarification, for example,
A: Did you see John last night? He wlaaged as a lizard with a good tooth.
B: Sorry.What do you mean by that? (CRR)
1.7.1.4 Appeals for Help (APH): any expression which shows the
interlocutors are having trouble and asking foph&r example,
A:cal-calcu-calculator? (AFH)

B: Yes, calculator.
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1.7.1.5 Asking for Repetition (AFR): it occurs when the interlocutor takes an
active role in developing topics by repeating whabr she said, for example,
A: The woman in your picture has fouttbos in her coat.
B:Four buttons? (AFR)

1.7.2. The kind of language used refers to the forms and functions of an utterance
in correspondence in which two interlocutors usaveosational interactions to reach
mutual understanding, including words, phrases, tespees, grammatical and
ungrammatical structures, and questions accompayieding intonation.

1.73. Information gap tasks refer to the "Spot the Differences” tasks which
involved the pairs of pictures which are identieatept for a given number of small
differences. Each participant gets a differensi@r. The participants have to find the
differences through negotiation of meaning straegn order to complete the task.

1.74. Thai lower secondary students refer to Mattayom Suksa 3 (Grade 9)
students, who enrolled in English language as & lsabject in the first semester of the
2006 academic year as one of the foreign langutagedards according to the 2001
English Language Curriculum for Basic Education.e T8tudents were from two
extension schools: Bamrungphong Upatham School Bodgdaeng Wittayakhom

School, Nikhom Khamsoi District, Mukdahan Provintaailand.
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1.8 Summary of the Thes's

This thesis is divided into six chapters as follows
Chapter 1

Chapter 1 presents the statement of the researchlem, the theoretical
background, the rationale for the study, the pugpax the study, the research questions,
the significance of the study, the definitions efmis and examples of negotiation of
meaning strategies, and a summary of the thesis.
Chapter 2

Chapter 2 discusses the review of the relategtitee. It includes (a) the interaction
hypothesis, (b) the classroom interactions, (cptalagogy and L2 acquisition, (d) the role of
the negotiation of meaning strategy in SLA, (ensalefinitions of task, (f) the theoretical
rationale for the use of information gap tasks,tkg) task analysis, (h) how the information
gap tasks promote the English language learningtiar lower secondary students, (i) the
measurement performance of information gap tagkt#hq related studies on negotiation of
meaning, (k) the previous studies on the use ofnmtion gap tasks, (I) the summary of the
literature review, and (m) the research gap.
Chapter 3

Chapter 3 presents the research methodology.stiriles the research design, the
participants, the tasks used, the study (the fitst study and the second pilot study), the
conceptual framework for designing tasks in thes@mé study, the experimental study, the
methods for data collection, the methods for dathng, the methods for data analysis, and

the inter-rater reliability.
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Chapter 4

Chapter 4 presents the quantitative results. dtudises the results regarding the
patterns of negotiation of meaning strategies usgdhe control and experimental
groups, the frequency of use of each of the negmtisstrategies, the analysis of the
descriptive statistics for an attitude questiormaand for the classroom observation
checklist, and the summary of the quantitative ltssu
Chapter 5

Chapter 5 presents the qualitative results. ktudises the setting the scene of the
study, the patterns of negotiation of meaning stii@s used by the students during the
“Spot the Differences” tasks, the summary, the mgdicheme of the student utterances
as the patterns of negotiation of meaning strasediee excerpts of student interactions,
the interview findings, the summary of the intewiéndings, and the conclusions from
the qualitative data.
Chapter 6

Chapter 6 provides conclusions and offers disoussilt includes a summary of the
research findings, the quantitative results, thalitative results, the observed and
measurable effects of the patterns of negotiatiomeaning strategies used in the “Spot
the Differences” task, the limitations of the messtudy, the theoretical implications of
the study, the research design, the summary ofdbearch design, the measurement
implications of negotiation of meaning strategietie promotion of English
communicative competence, the pedagogical imptioati and the implications for

further research.



18

CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

2.1 Introduction

This chapter focuses on the central issues toptesent study. It begins
discussing the interaction hypothesis, the classraderactions, the pedagogy and
second language acquisition, the role of negotiattb meaning, the theoretical
rationale for the use of information gap tasks, tdwk analysis and how the tasks
promote EFL learners, some definitions of tasks,réated studies on negotiation of
meaning, previous research done in the use ofrirdton gap tasks, and a summary

of the literature review.

2.2 Interaction Hypothesis

After Long’s (1983) investigation of conversationstween a native speaker
(NS) and nonnative speaker (NNS), he went on tgpgse that negotiation of

meaning facilitates acquisition:

Negotiation of meaning , and especially negotiatiwark that
triggers interactional adjustments by the NSpmre competent
interlocutor, facilitates acquisition because connects output,
internal learner capacities, particularly selextiattention, and
output in productive ways (Long, 1996, pp. 451452

Consequently, Long (1996) updated his interactiygothesis as proposed below:

Negotiation for meaning is the process in whicham effort to
communicate, learners and competent speakers rogitd
interpret signals of their own and their interlamg perceived
comprehension, thus provoking adjustments to listiiform,
conversational structure, message content, orhadlet until an
acceptable level of understanding is achieved1B).4
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Long (1996) also stated that the interaction llypsis consisted of some
aspects of the input hypothesis (Krashen, 198251@8d the output hypothesis
(Swain, 1985, 1995). Based on Krashen’s (1980utiriyypothesis, “in order for
language development to take place, a learner meistxposed to input which is
slightly beyond (in Krashen’s termt1) her / his current knowledge level’((cited in
Gass and Plough, 1993, p. 35).

According to the input hypothesis, Ellis (2003)sddbed that “learners
acquire new linguistic forms as a result of comprehng input that contains forms a
little beyond their current stage of developmemt’ 843), meanwhile Swain (1985
cited in Ellis, 2003, p.343), in her output hypatise argued that “L2 acquisition is
promoted by learners being pushed to produce layegtheat is accurate and precise”

From the points of view above, Long (1980, citedSass and Plough, 1993)

distinguished between the modified input and thelifrexl interaction:

Modified interaction refers to the modification amebtructuring of
conversational form by both NS and NNS, tigtowsuch
means as comprehension checks, confirmationkshead or
choice questions

... Thus, negotiation of the sort prevalent iNSdiscourse
provides the learner with (1) the opportunity hear language
which may be useful for later integration ointhis or her
language learner system, and 2) the possibiligxfress concepts
which, without the assistance of a NS, are beyoisdohn her
linguistic capacity (p. 36).

Based on the evidence from a study by Varonis @asls (1985) concerning
the factors which contributed to the creation opapunities for negotiation, it was
found that negotiation interaction was more likelythe NNS-NNS than in the NS-
NNS interactions.

Ellis (1999) also pointed out that migtion played an important role in

learning a second language because during an exehagtween a speaker and a
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listener to solve communication breakdown, negotiabf meaning affected what

learners produced (Ellis, 1999; Pica, 2003). Siri| Long (1996) believed that

during interactions, communication breakdown maguo@nd the listener may let the
speaker know of the confusion by using negotiatioh meaning such as

comprehension checks, confirmation checks, clatii;m requests, or asking for

repetition. This could lead both the speaker d&dlistener to respond or exchange
the message in some way in order to make it uretedable.

Swain (1985) supported the proposition that theglage learners’
interactions with native speakers and more praficieonnative speakers positively
affect the process of interlanguage development.nufber of researchers (e.g.,
Lightbown and Spada, 1993; Ariza and Handcock, 2@@3oll, 2000; Wesche, 1994,
Gass, 2002, cited in Shannon, 2005) proposed tivatglconversational interactions
between learners and others, negotiation of medesuds to the provision of either
direct or indirect forms of feedback, including @mtion, comprehension checks,
clarification requests, topic shifts, repetitioaad recasts. The feedbacks were tested
in the line of interaction research, particulaiLix production and development (e.g.,
Ellis, Tanaka, and Yamazaki, 1994; Ohta, 2000; €|i2000).

In addition, interaction research methods weretimasvolved in a pre-test-
post-test design involving some sorts of interactask (Gass and Mackey, 2006). Pica
et al. (1993) have proposed a task framework faeors# language instruction and
research, such as communication task types foeg2arch. For example, Long (1980)
used the “Spot the Differences” tasks in conductegparch and pedagogy analysis.
Thus, the present study regarded the interactigothesis (Long, 1983, 1996) as the

theoretical framework, and the treatment data basethe communicative task types
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(Pica, Kanagy, and Falodan, 1993) were gathereaighrthe negotiation of meaning

strategies in the “Spot the Differences” tasks.

2.3 Classroom Interactions

Many second language acquisition researchers angudge teachers have
investigated how second language learning occunsder to elicit samples of language
use from learners. Interpersonal interactionksrianto consideration as one of the basic
requirements of second language acquisition as agellhe idea of foreign language
acquisition. Krashen (1982) and Prabhu (1987) @tpihat, in the classroom, the
participation of learners in interactions is thestreffective way in developing successful
L2 competence. Consequently, classroom interachanre become a crucial pattern for
oral practice in language learning as noted by EADO03, p. 176) that “development is
not so much a matter of the taking in and the @ssse of knowledge but rather of the
taking part in social activities”.

According to Krashen (1986, cited in Chun, 2008&)guage pedagogy requires
the development of interactional competence. ldpgses a 3-step approach
to improve natural discourse and to build inte@@i competence in classroom
interaction. The first step is the teacher-studeignted interaction. It is an approach
in which the students practice the target languagth their teacher as a
conversational interlocutor. The second step espiirtnered interaction. This refers
to students learning to negotiate meaning withrth@erlocutors in the classroom
similar to the way in which meaning is generat@the final step is the interactional
approach. It refers to ways in which students trady interacting without violating

social and cultural constraints that learners agpee in natural conversations.
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In language teaching, many researchers believe itiberaction plays an
important role in communication. This is becaudadilitates learner’s language use
when their attention is focused on conveying anceikeng authentic messages
(Rivers, 1987). Similarly, Ellis (1988) claims thtéhe achievement of classroom
second language development does not only providepat, but it also provides the
occurrence of the reciprocal interaction.

From the perspective of interactions mentionedrabirashen (1986, cited in
Chun, 2003) concludes that communicative competemcst comprise the ability to
discuss, express, interpret, and negotiate meanimgdoing so, it is suggested that in
natural conversation for communicative situatiaFerhers require more opportunities
in the classroom in order to interact with bothitheacher and fellow students
through turn-taking, giving feedback to speakes&jray for clarification, and starting
and ending conversations.

In addition, Nunan (1987) proposes that:

Genuine communication is characterized by the umeve
distribution of information, the negotiation of nméag through
clarification requests, and confirmation checkqidonomination
and negotiation by more than one speaker, and itjte of
interlocutors to decide whether to contribute toirteraction or
not (p, 137).

Furthermore, studying the different types of camsa#donal interaction and
second language acquisition is necessary becaasefeparticipation in interaction
facilitates language development (Mackey, 1999).nuinber of researchers (e.g.,
Gass, 1997; Long, 1996; Pica, 1994; Swain, 199%uerthat the interaction
hypothesis of second language acquisition througgotiated interaction facilitates
SLA. This is because learners have opportunitiesairrying out communicative

tasks by themselves in which they obtain comprabngput, receive feedback, and
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they are pushed to make target-like modificatiomsoutput, and they also have
opportunities to test linguistic hypotheses (Mackey Oliver, 2003). According to
the interaction hypothesis, feedback obtained winleracting includes explicit

correction and meta-linguistic explanations, implicclarification requests,

confirmation checks, repetitions, and recasts (L.d9§96; Gass, 1997; Pica, 1994).

Similarly, Schmidt and Frota (1986) consider tthe$¢ feedback which serves
as a source of comprehensible input can make prabie features of the learner’'s
interlanguage salient and more open to revisiomdithonally, Swain (1985, 1995)
claims that negotiated interactions provide leanaith opportunities to produce
modified output.

As mentioned above, if young Thai EFL learners ewettroduced to the
pattern of negotiation of meaning on the kind ofglaage used for oral practice in
classroom activities following the framework of @riction hypothesis, it seems it
would be possible for them to produce and constrinet target language
communicatively. For instance, in the following BNNNS dyads, Thai students are

conversing about a pair of pictures given:

NNS NNS
What do you havein your picture? Three birds
Three? Yes, | have three birds
Where are the birds? What?
| want to know where the birds are? | see. Thefirst birdisinforeground. The
second ison theroof. And the third one
isflying.

| understand.

As illustrated in the example, negotiated intecactincludes the exchanges

within the conversation in which the two interlootg arrive at mutual understanding
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(Gass and Varonis, 1985a, 1985b). It indicates tthe interaction process can help
reach successful communication because the twalaoteors understand the
meanings that they use to negotiate for meaning Means that they can make use
of not only the comprehensible input but also tloglifred output.

From all the interaction perspectives mentionedvab Pica et al. (1993)
conclude that the theoretical perspective supppttie use of communicative tasks is
that which regards that language is best learnatl tanght through negotiated

interaction. They claim that:

In interaction-based pedagogy,sslaom opportunities
to perceive, comprehend, and ultimately intermali2 words,
forms, and structures are believed to be most ddminduring
activities in which learners and their interloasto whether
teachers or other learners, can exchange infaxmaand
communicate ideas (p. 10).

2.4 Pedagogy and L2 Acquisition

In terms of the pedagogy and second language stiqoj the role of
interaction has been recognized as a key factaticpiar in promoting language
learning. Long (1983a, 1983b, 1985, 1996, citedMackey, 1999) state that
“interaction facilitates acquisition because of thenversational and linguistic
modifications that occur in such discourse and wigmvide learners with the input
they need” (p. 558). It follows that, in a conwrgnal interaction, when learners are
given the input required for a task in the new lagg; they may not at first convey
their meaning clearly. Such a conversational adgon provides the enabling
opportunities for them, with additional input, tegotiate meaning and produce more
comprehensible input (Mackey, 1999; Swain, 1985ica (2002, p. 4) points out that

“negotiation of meaning occurs during communicatirgeraction, when one
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interlocutor's message appears to another inteidocuto be unclear,
incomprehensible, or incomplete in its meaning”.

In task-based interactions, Pica et al. (1993)ehaentified descriptions of
task and task features, consisting of two curreatures: goals and work or activity.
The first task feature is that the tasks are oe@nowards goals in which the
participants are expected to meet an outcome awdrty out a task with a sense of
what they need to accomplish through their tallactron. The second task feature is
work or an activity in which the participants take active role in carrying out a task.

Following Pica et al. (1993) above, the task fesgwf an activity and goals
are broken into two greater specificities: the rattonal activity and the
communication goal. According to the specificitigaulcher (2003, p. 52) has
categorized the task activities and goals as falow

A. Interactional Activity

A.1 Interactional Relationship
a) Each interactant holds different sets of imfation, supplies and
requests information to complete the task.
b) One interactant holds all information and digspt.
c) Each interactant holds all information.
A.2 Interaction Requirement for Activity of Request / Suppliance
a) Each interactant is required to request apglgunformation.
b) One interactant is required to request anather to supply.
c) Each interactant is expected to request apglgiut not required

to do.
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B. Communication Goals
B.1. Goal Orientation
a) Interactants have the same or convergent.goals
b) Interactants have related but divergent goals.
B.2. Outcome Options
a) Only one acceptable outcome is possible.

b) More than one outcome is possible.

Following the two specificities of the task feasirabove, it could be said that
learners should be taught a second / foreign lagguhrough the process of
interaction which is specified by an interactioaetivity and/or communication goals.
This is because, during the conversational intemactearners have opportunities to
modify their utterances through the signals anghaeses of negotiation by using
simple utterances, for instance, open signals- tba “please repeat” and brief
responses- “yes” or “no” (Pica, 2002, p. 4).

In addition, Long (1983a, 1983b) argues that dyrithe meaningful
interaction, learners should use different commation strategies, such as requests
for clarification, requests for repetition, and qmehension checks. A number of
researchers (Gass and Varonis, 1984; Pica et%3; Swain, 1985) claim that these
communication strategies can promote negotiatiormefining and consequently
facilitate second language acquisition.

According to the researchers’ claims above, wasthwhile to set up optimum
conditions and input for learners to talk to eathen This is because the input

provided to learners is the input with which leasnare familiar and can consciously
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identify that input by using their first languadel]. Ellis (2003) suggests that the
input should comprise pairs of pictures dealinghwthe similarities and the
differences in minor details. In terms of condisp he proposes that a task must
provide learners with different sets of picturepéirs of learners. The information in
a task must be split as well as the use of parnkves one of the methodological
procedures.

Regarding pair-work, there is a variety of dyauhteractions, such as native
speakers-nonnative speakers (NS-NNS), nonnativeakepgnonnative speakers
(NNS-NNS). While doing a task, each participants happortunities to use
communication strategies when one interlocutor'sssage being conveyed to the
other interlocutor is unclear, incomprehensibleinoomplete in its meaning, as noted
by Pica (2002). Such communication strategiesaseconversation adjustment are
for basic oral communication, such as comprehenskatks, clarification requests,
confirmation checks, appeals for help, and askmygrépetition. These strategies
occur in negotiated interactions as a means toeptegommunication breakdown
(Long, 1983b; Long and Porter, 1985; Porter, 19886)g, 1984).

Following communication strategies above, it ifdwed that interaction-task
pedagogy through the process of negotiation of mgafacilitates L2 acquisition.
This is because it can provide L2 learners witleghsignificant elements, namely,
comprehensible input, comprehensible output, amdlfack, as mentioned earlier.
According to the process of negotiation of meanibgng (1996) draws a very
important conclusion the acquisition can be acldewethe negotiation of meaning
between the native speaker and non-native spefkke inative speaker or a more

competent speaker help facilitate:
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Negotiation work...triggers interactional adjustmelnysthe
NS

[native speaker] or more competent interlocutaxilitates

acquisition because it connects input, irgelearner

capacities, particularly selective attentiand output in

productive ways (pp.451-452).

It is therefore worthwhile for Thai teachers afglish who need to effectively
improve their students’ oral English communicatstiils to choose the task which
involves the negotiation of meaning whose chareties make learners
communicate easily. It is expected that this typp@ork or activities to be carried out

in the classroom can facilitate foreign languaggugsition as well.

2.5 The Role of Negotiation of Meaning Strategy iSLA

According to Pica (2002, p. 4), “negotiation of aneng occurs during
communicative interaction, when one interlocutongessage appears to another
interlocutor to be unclear, incomprehensible, aomplete in its meaning”. From the
perspectives of the negotiation of meaning, EIR®03) regards the three main
avenues of inquiry concerning the relationship leemvtask and language use as
constructs in L2 acquisition. These three maimaes are, namely, communication

strategies, negotiation of meaning, and commumieaffectiveness.

2.5.1 Communication Strategies

Communication strategies play an important rolespsaker-oriented skills.
Speakers use them because they cannot accessqthsiteelinguistic knowledge
(Ellis, 2003). Ellis says that many researchers these strategies in the study of
negotiation of meaning, for example, to describ@ciure or diagram. Most of the

strategies used are relevant to lexis in whichnlel@ may apply to any linguistic
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problem, such as phonological, grammatical, or mia&tge. According to Ellis (2003,
p. 74), the communication strategies identified are

a) Reduction strategies: where the learner gipes topic or abandons a
specific message.

b) Achievement strategies: where the learner @sdid keep the original
communicative goal and attempts to compensat@s$ufficient means for
achieving it. These include:

b.1) approximation; for example, “worng’substituted for
“silk worm”

b.2) paraphrase; for example, “it sucks air'ubsituted for
“vacuum cleaner”

b.3) word coinage; for example, substituting tpre place”
for “gallery”

b.4) conscious transfer; i.e. the deliberateaigbe L1, for example,
by literally translating an L1 expression

b.5) appeal for assistance

b.6) mime

2.5.2 Negotiation of Meaning

With respect to negotiation of meaning, Long (198inphasizes modified
interaction in which learners may use simpler grammand vocabulary, and the
interactional structure of conversation, namelgrifitation requests. According to
Long’s (1983b), two sets of interactional strategae employed: the first is for

avoiding conversational trouble, and the seconsésl as tactics for repairing trouble
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occurred. Ellis (2003) expands that the two sétgteractional strategies in Long’s
(1981) include: clarification requests, confirmatiochecks, and tolerating ambiguity.
These strategies are described as interaction@lrésa “such as stressing keywords,
decomposing topic-comment construction, and repgatiterances” (Ellis, 2003, p.
70).

Varonis and Gass (1985) have taken the stratagied for discourse into
account as a model for non-understanding in ordeesolve non-understanding as

illustrated below:

A Model for Non-understanding by Varonis and Gass1985, p. 74)

Trigger Resolution
T | R RR
T = trigger (i.e. the utterance which causésumderstanding)

| = indicator (i.e. of misunderstanding)
R = response

RR = reaction to response

Example:

S1 : And your what is your.. mmm.. father’s job?

S2 : My father now is retired. T
S1 : Retired? I
S2 : Yes R

S1 : Oh, yes RR
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Furthermore, Ellis (2003) claims that the disceigswork is employed to
resolve such non-understanding, which is knowrhasegotiation of meaning. The
strategies used in the different tasks that marsgarhers use are to promote
negotiation. According to Ellis (2003, p. 71), tieatures of negotiation of meaning
are divided into four strategies as the interactiofeatures in the learners’
conversation interactions.

1) Comprehension checks: any expression designestablish whether the
speaker’'s own preceding utterance has been unddrdby the addressee, for
example, “l was really chuffed. Know what |ane”

2) Clarification requests: any expression thatitsli clarification of the
preceding utterance, for example,

A: | was really chuffed
B: Uh?
A: Really pleased

3) Confirmation checks: any expression immediatelpwing the preceding
speaker’s utterance intended to confirm that theramce was understood or heard
correctly, for example,

A: | was really chuffed?
B: You were pleased?
A: Yes.

4) Recast: defined by Long (1996, p. 436) as &erance that rephrases an

utterance “by changing one or more of its sentecm®ponents (subject, verb, or

object) while still referring to its central meagsy, for example,
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A: 1 go to cinema at weekend.
B: You went to the cinema. Wdia you see?
A: “Gladiators”. It was great.

In terms of recast, Ellis (2003) referred to Ot 2000), who states that
recasts and confirmation checks are identical mopming the function of language.
This is because one interlocutor may correct therointerlocutor even though no
problem occurred in communication and not all aondition checks take the terms of
recast.

Other researchers, such as Rulon and McCreac\6(X9&d in Ellis, 2003)
view the term negotiation of meaning as a kindedatiation, including meaning and
content. The kinds of negotiation of meaning aodtent are identified following the
source of the communication problem underlying wtheg learner has uttered or
something that the learner’s interlocutor has atte(Ellis, 2003). In doing so,
learners must play an initiating and responding molthe exchange. This, based on
Ellis’ claim, may lead one interlocutor to reforraté his / her initial utterance.

As discussed above, Swain (1985) claims that &garmay produce language
form more concisely and correctly when they arehpdsby those whom they are
speaking to, asking for clarification as called$phad output”.

Example:
A: 1 go cinema.
B: You what?
A: 1 went cinema (Ellis, 2048,72)
Another example which shows the role of negairatin helping learners to

achieve comprehensible input is illustrated aood:
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A: | went to see a great movie.
B: You are going?
A: Yesterday, | went to seer@af movie.

From the second example above, Ellis explaing tearner B does not
understand what Learner A has said, so a confiomatheck is employed as a
response in order to lead Learner A to add the Wyedterday” to make sure that it
is referred to the past, not the future. He bekethat this kind of negotiation enables
learners to achieve comprehensible input.

As seen above, it is believed that these exchasgesseful in conversational
interaction, particularly when native speakers aod-native speakers are engaged in
the form focus. However, these strategies seeny wddficult to achieve if
interlocutors are from the same language backgrauctt as Thai lower secondary
students. This is because with the same languagkglound students are not
conscious of grammatical forms as much as natiealsgys. As a result, they may
not use this kind of exchange to resolve the fasou$. In contrast, it seems possible
if those who are from the same language backgra@awadengaged with a focus on
meaning, not form-focused.

Similarly, Pica (2002) views negotiation of meanas ‘trigger and signal’. It
is concluded that “when one interlocutor’'s messageears to another interlocutor to
be unclear, incomprehensible, or incomplete inmesaning”, a lack of clarity can be
caused. She goes on to describe (p. 4), “dulk of clarity serves as a trigger for
which the other interlocutor utters a signal; thleeo interlocutor is then expected to
respond”. Furthermore, Pica (1992) claims that #ignals and responses of

negotiation can help learners modify their utteemnauring the communicative
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interaction through repetition and reduction. &eihg Pica (1992), modifications of
signals and responses are identified as wordssebralauses, synonyms, descriptors,
and paraphrase. These signals and responses aéednby using simple words,
such as open signals: “what”, “please repeat”, lamef responses of “yes” or “no”
(Pica, Holliday, Lewis, Berducci, and Newman, 19%®ica, Holliday, Lewis, and
Morgenthaler, 1989). As seen above, it seems ttlatpractice of negotiation of
meaning is very suitable for young Thai student® ate taught English as a foreign
language because these signals and response aedsichply used for negotiation of

meaning.

2.5.3 Communicative Effectiveness
Yule (1997, cited in Ellis, 2003) has developedhadel of communicative
effectiveness within the three main directions djury for exploring the relationship
between the task and the language use. Thesedineetons include:
e negotiation of meaning
e communicative strategies
e communicative effectiveness
Since the first two directions have already beatresked, the third dimension, which
is of communicative effectiveness, is dealt withrehe The communicative
effectiveness is subdivided into two: They are fidentification of referent
dimensions and the role-taking dimensions
Yule (1997, cited in Ellis, 2003) states thatrative tasks are also associated
with communicative effectiveness because speakars to draw on their language

ability to identify and encode the referents thegntwvto communicate about. In
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communicative effectiveness, he also proposesdpeakers require three kinds of
ability, including. They are (a) the perceptualligbiwhich requires the identification
of specific attributes of a referent; (b) the congaan ability required for the
identification of one referent from another; andl ffee linguistic ability required to
code for the referent in a way that identifiegainh other referents (Ellis, 2003, p. 76).

Ellis (2003) argued further that whereas a nundferesearchers have been
concerned only with the linguistic ability, he lesles that the successful performance
of a task also rests on the perceptual abilitytaeccomparison ability.

The role-taking dimension means the ability of gaeticipants to take into
account their communicative partners degree of eshaxposure to ideas and
experiences. This role-taking dimension consista @flumber of different activities
(Ellis, 2003, p. 77). They are (a) the ability sxognize the importance of the other
speakers’ perspective; (b) the ability to make nerfees about the other speakers’
perspective; (c) the ability to take these infeemninto account when encoding a
message; and (d) the ability to attend to feeddamin the other speaker and to
monitor output accordingly.

Several of the skills mentioned above are maiwigcerned with social and
cognitive skills. Communicative effectiveness réiere, relies on the learners’ use of
interactional strategies both for the negotiatihgneaning and for communicating of
problematic concepts.

Hence, the study of communicative effectivenesedae“an analysis of
communicative outcomes” (Ellis, 2003, p. 77). Mamgearchers have examined

whether the participants successfully accomplightéisk, for example, in a “Spot the
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Differences” task, they can establish whether tlagtippants are successful in
identifying the differences between the two visdigplays.

Yule and Powers (1994, cited in Ellis, 2003) offefiramework for the micro-
analysis of communicative outcomes based on speeiferential problems.

From the framework above, it is seen that a meahsstudying the
effectiveness of communication tasks is to exanmteractions that arise out of a task
in relation to the outcome achieved. Ellis (2088pngly believes that language
learning will emerge from learner-learner interagt in which learners must
participate in discourse by interacting verballyearners’ conversational interactions
in this way will result in the simultaneous devetmgnt of all interactive syntactic
structures.

Similarly, Pica’s (1992 and 1994, cited in EI03) work supports the value
of interaction in language learning and acquisitiddhe believes that negotiation of
meaning can help improve language learners’ aldtityanguage acquisition through
the following three principal ways:

a) Opportunities to negotiate meaning help leart@igain comprehensible

input.

b) Negotiation of meaning provides learners wabdback on their own use of

the L2.

¢) Negotiation of meaning motivates learners fostdmanipulate, and

modify their own output.

In addition, Ellis (2003) points out that commuation strategies assist

acquisition by helping to keep the conversatiomgpproducing the pushed-output,
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and developing semantic connections in the leasmagntal lexicon and skill in word
formation.

Thus, Ellis (2003, p.84) concludes that “one @& $ipecific goals of task-based
teaching is to develop learner’s strategic compstan order to make them more
communicatively effective using the linguistic rasces already at their disposal

In short, we can sum up that the negotiation oammeg in learner-learner
interactions plays a crucial role in facilitating FL2 acquisition because

e its process consists of 3 crucial elements: congrgble input,
comprehensible output, and feedback;

¢ it involves the type of negotiation of meaning yadic interactions;

¢ it emphasizes task-based instruction;

¢ it helps exchange meanings within conversations;

¢ it can help modify conversational interactions;

e itincreases opportunities to practice the targegliage; and

e it provides learners with signals and responsesitiir simple utterances.

This present study, therefore, seeks to combiree ithportance of the
relationship between the communicative ability dgamjuage acquisition, using both
the negotiation of meaning and communicative effeaess through the negotiation
strategy for enhancing the learner's spoken languagpecially for Thai lower

secondary students who learn English as a fotaigguage.

2.6 Some Definitions of Task

The term “task” plays an important role and caplyralmost any activity in

any ESL / EFL classroom. There is a variety ofirdgbns of a task, including the
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form and function of a language learning task. Tdilewing are the definitions of a
task given by different scholars.
Long (1985) defines a task as:

A piece of work undertaken for oneself or for othdreely or for
some reward. Thus, examples of tasks include ipgirgt fence,
dressing a child, filling out a form, buying a pafrshoes, making
an airline reservation, borrowing a library boo#kihg a driving
test, typing a letter, weighing a patient, sortlagers, taking a
hotel reservation, writing a cheque, finding a etrdestination,
and helping someone across a road. In other wdngdask is
meant the hundred and one things people do in dagriife, at
play, and in between (p. 89).

Candlin (1987, p.10) defines a task as: “one & det of differentiated,
sequencable, problem-posing activities involvingarhers’ cognitive and
communicative procedures applied to existing and keowledge in the collective
exploration and pursuance of foreseen or emerggais gvithin a social milieu”.

Crookes (1986, p. 1) defines a task as “a piecgask or an activity, usually
with a specified objective, undertaken as part rofeducational course, at work, or
used to elicit data for research”.

Wright (1987, p. 48, cited in Johnson, 2003) dedia task as “instructional
guestions which ask, demand, or even invite learr(er teachers) to perform
operations on input data”.

Krahnke (1987, p. 57, cited in Johnson, 2003) sieWat “the defining
characteristic of a task-based content is thasesuactivities that the learners have to
do for non-instructional purposes outside of thasstoom as opportunities for
language learning. Tasks are distinct from otleéiridies to the degree that they have

non-instructional purposes”.
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Breen (1987, p. 23) defines a task as “a rangeark plans which have the
overall purpose of facilitating language learninfyjom the simple and brief exercise
type to more complex and lengthy activities suchgasup problem solving or
simulations and decision making”.

Nunan (1989,) gives a definition of task as

A piece of classroom work which involves learnems i
comprehending, manipulating, producing or interagtin the
target language while their attention is principafbcused on
mobilizing their grammatical knowledge in order &xpress
meaning, and in which the intention is to conveyameg rather
than to manipulate form. The task should also hasense of
completeness, being able to stand alone as a coirativa act in
its own right with a beginning, middle and an epd10).

Swales (1990, p. 76) defines a task as “one ofetao$ differentiated,
sequencable goal-directed activities drawing uponraage of cognitive and
communicative procedures relatable to the acqarsitif pre-genre and genre skills
appropriate to a foreseen or emerging socio-rhegbsituation”.

Skehan (1998, p. 95) defines a task as an activighich meaning is primary,
there is some communication problem to solve, tieeme sort of relationship to
comparable real world activities, task completi@as some priority, the assessment of
the task is in terms of outcome

Richards et al. (1986) suggest that a task is:

An activity or action which is carried out as thesult of
processing or understanding language (i.e., assponse). For
example, drawing a map while listening to a tapsehing to an
instruction and performing a command, may be reterio as
tasks. Tasks may or may not involve the produatibfanguage.
A task usually requires the teacher to specify whdt be

regarded as successful completion of the task. uEkeof a variety
of different kinds of tasks in language teachingasd to make
language teaching more communicative (p. 289).
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Bygate, Skehan, and Swain (2001) define a tasnaactivity which requires
learners to use language, with emphasis on meairdtain an objective.

Lee (2000) defines a task as (1) a classroomigcby exercise that has: (a)
an objective obtainable only by the interaction am@articipants (b) a mechanism
for structuring and sequencing interaction, anca(fjcus on meaning exchange; (2) a
language learning endeavor that requires learnezerhprehend, manipulate, and / or
produce the target language as they perform sotred s@rkplans.

Prabhu (1987) defines a task as an activity whecjuires learners to arrive at
an outcome from the given information through sgmecess of thought and which
allows the teachers to control and regulate thatgss.

Carroll (1993) defines a task as any activity imichh a person engages, given
an appropriate setting, in order to achieve a fipabie class of objectives.

Bachman and Palmer (1996) define a language taak activity that involves
individuals in using language for the purpose ohieaing a particular goal or
objective in a particular situation.

Willis (1996) defines tasks as activities where thrget language is used by
the learners for a communicative purpose (goabrder to achieve an outcome.

From the definitions above, it is seen that tadi@uld have some sort of input
data, as in Nunan (1999) who states that the daty mot contain language, for
example, a set of pictures, diagrams, or other edral materials. This means that
learners may carry out a set of procedures thatifsgge what to do in relation to the
data. In terms of designing tasks, Nunan (19926p.proposes four dimensions of
tasks, which are, namely, the dimensions of langu#ite dimensions of procedure,

the dimensions of learners ,and the dimensionsashing process.
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In summary, a task is a piece of work or an afgtiin which students are
given the input data to do in classrooms. Therdistcharacteristic of the task is in
the degree that students have non-instructionapge@s which are a range of
cognitive and communicative procedure that sefreptirpose of its task to facilitate

language learning.

2.7 Theoretical Rationale for the Use of Informatio Gap Tasks

Tasks in this present study are based on interatiased pedagogy (Pica et
al., 1993) in which learners have classroom oppdras to recognize, understand,
and incorporate L2 words, forms, and structuresgnduactivities. Through interaction-
based pedagogy, learners were given most oppeetind use language in authentic
situations (i.e. to exchange information and compaia ideas) rather than as language
practice. Such activities were designed to reqaamers to share information, ideas and
opinions, collaborating toward a single goal, atténapting to succeed in individual
goals (Pica et al., 1993). In doing so, learnedsthaeir interlocutors did activities through
social interaction and negotiated meaning in otdarmnderstand exactly what the other
means to convey. The purpose of this methodoledy improve learner’'s language
learning. When an interlocutor fails to convey meg clearly, comprehensibly, and
completely, “this lack of clarity serves as a tegépr which the other interlocutor utters a
signal” and “the other interlocutor is then expddterespond” (Pica et al., 1993, p. 4).

Furthermore, to achieve the goal, learners mightho comprehend the unclear
or unfamiliar linguistic input by requesting theterlocutor’s assistance and they would

have to obtain the interlocutor's feedback on tlmenmgrehensibility of their own
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interlanguage from content (Pica et al., 1993)arhers then could respond by modifying
and manipulating emergent and acquired L2 strusture

According to Pica et al. (1993), to encourage rauions which promote
language acquisition, classroom and research tadivshould be designed to provide
context in which learners hold conversations anen tmegotiate meaning where
communication is unclear.

Moreover, the student’s purpose is to perfornsk gand the teacher’s purpose is
for the use of English language while the taskeidgpmed. The rationale for task-based
interaction was presented by relating the appré@achrrent thinking on the processes of
second language acquisition and by discussing lask-tiased interaction through
negotiation of meaning fulfils conditions for thenprovement of communicative
competence, which are:

e Learners can only develop implicit knowledge oéeand language incidentally
as a result of the effort to communicate.
e Learners can only gain in fluency by attemptingge the L2 in real operating

conditions.

2.8 Task Analysis

According to Nunan (1989), a task is defined gseae of meaning—focused
work involving learners in comprehending, produciagd interacting in the target
language. Therefore, language learning in a lessast involve learners’ doing
something with language, with some phrases ofébhsdns associating with specific
tasks. It is suggested that a task can be anatiwzedgh the following framework of

goal, input, activity, roles and setting (Nunan849p. 48) as illustrated below:
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Goal / abber role (s)
nput Leenm task « Learner r(dg
Activity (ies) Setting

An example of a task analysis using this framewsighown below:
Learners were given a questionnaire on sleepifmitha They had to make
sense of the meaning and pronunciation of wordsfatidwing this, they had to
use the questionnaire in paired interviews.
e Goal: exchange personal information
e Input: questionnaire on sleeping habits
Activity: 1) reading questionnaire 2) asking / wesng questions on sleeping
habits
e Teacher's role: monitor, facilitator
e Learner’s role: conversational partner

e Setting: classroom, pair work

2.9 How Information Gap Tasks Promote English Langage

Learning for Thai Lower Secondary Students
The types of information gap tasks, which weredusethe present study,

were the “Spot the Differences” tasks. The sebectf the tasks is motivated by the

work of Pica et al. (1993), Ur (1981) and E(2903).
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Pica et al. (1993) remark that the interactionalvdy and communication
goals describe the different ways which promote ¢neatest opportunities for
learners to experience comprehension of input, bi@ekl on production, and
interlanguage modification for SLA. Interactionattivities are divided into two
categories, interactant relationship and interactioequirement. Interactant
relationship relates “to the responsibilities giventask participants to hold, request
and / or supply the information needed to achiesk goals and thereby serve either
as mutual information requesters or suppliers qliesters” (p. 13). For interaction
requirements, “such a category is based on whethiggations to request or supply
task-related information are required or optionhblit if a task requires information to
be exchanged among participants, it will promotetigpants’ interaction. The
communication goal is divided into goal orientatiand outcome options. Goal
orientation relates to interactants who have sameoavergent goals or relates to
intercacants who have related, but divergent goBls. outcome options, there is “a
range of acceptable task outcomes available toact@nts in attempting to meet task
goals” (p.15).

As seen above, if a task is to meet the criteriguch categories, it should
satisfy four conditions as suggested by Pica e{X093, p. 17) below:

1) Each interactant holds a different portionrdbrmation which must be

exchanged and manipulated in order to reachaiieoutcome.

2) Both intercatants are required to request apgly this information to each

other.

3) Interactants have the same convergent goals.

4) Only one acceptable outcome is possible frain #itempts to meet this goal.
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Based on the principles of a task mentioned abthestypes of information
gap tasks, which will be designed for the purpdshie present study, are required to
describe in what ways they could assist learnargyliage learning for EFL Thai
lower secondary students.

According to the results of the study on interkocufamiliarity by Gass and
Varonis (1984), it was found that familiarity plale crucial role in facilitating
comprehension. Additionally, in a second study ®gss and Varonis (1985) on
familiarity, it was found that NNS-NNS pairings, @g8e linguistic and cultural
background were similar, became a contributingofiat the occurrence of discourse
features. From the interlocutor familiarity suggelsabove, it was decided to conduct
this present study using the type of NNS-NNS pgsiwho came from a same
background.

Johnson (1981, cited in Pica et al., 1993, p.rizigs “an information-gap is
created when one participant holds the informatlwat the other does not already
know, but needs to know in order to complete a"task information-gap tasks, only
one interactant (partner A) holds a crucial portidriask-related information and the
other (partner B) will have to request this infotioa. The gap in the distribution of
information results in a one-way flow of informatiérom the sending interactant (A)
to the receiving interactant (B). The roles of theeractants during the activities
would give both the suppliers and the requestees dpportunities to exchange
information in two directions as their roles swich

A number of researchers (Ellis, Yamasaki, and Kan@984, Mackey, 1999,
Pica et al., 1989, 1990, Pica, Young and DougHi$ 7] have examined information-

gap tasks by asking interactants to replicate pstor to choose from among related
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objects and in some cases, place them, on the dfasi®rmation held exclusively by
their interlocutors.

For example, in an information gap task such as”8pot the Differences”
tasks, interactants could be given similar buthghgdifferent pictures and they were
asked to work together in order to reach a conseabout the differences found in
the picture (Long, 1980, and Crookes and Rulon51@&ed in Pica et al., 1993).
During activities, interactants will take turn testtribe their pictures. One interactant
will ask the other interactant questions about/Her picture if he / she is not sure
(Ellis, 2003). Such an activity requires interatsato describe their pictures in a
simple vocabulary based on the content of the mstgiven. In doing so, interactants
will have chances to choose the linguistic resaitceuse in order to describe the
pictures or to carry out the interaction. It idibeed that learners’ English language
acquisition will emerge gradually without tellingnem anything to describe the
pictures to their partners. The “Spot the Differesi task has been used, for

example, in Samuda and Rounds’ research (1998, iciteéllis, 2003).

2.10 Measuring Performance of Information Gap Tasks

According to Ellis (2003, p. 296)), “tasks do maft themselves provide a
measure of the testees’ language ability. Thieyt @ performance, which then needs
to be assessed in some way.” He proposes thregglemethods as follows:

a) Direct assessment of task outcomes

b) Discourse analytic measures

c) External rating
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The purpose of this present study is to investigdtat effects the information
gap tasks have on learner’s performance, so leaarergiven the English language
learning tasks to perform and manipulate in pamemf the selected activities.
Performance of such tasks to be measured will Hewied by discourse analytic
methods (Ellis, 2003), which provide counts of thgecific linguistic features
occurring in the discourse that results from penfog the task. Based on Ellis, the
discourse analytic methods are categorized asifello

1) focusing on the candidate’s linguistic compe&erthis refers to measures
of fluency, accuracy, and complexity.

2) focusing on the candidate’s sociolinguistic petence; this refers to a
measure of appropriate use of requesting strategies

3) focusing on the candidate’s discourse competethis involves a measure
of appropriate use of cohesive markers.

4) focusing on the candidate’s strategic competetias refers to a measure
based on the use of strategies used to negotiateinge

In order to promote the language development®idhrner’s interlanguage, a
performance of tasks is measured and regardedgasiated interaction (Long, 1983)
which consists of two objectives:

¢ to elicit negative feedback
¢ to facilitate L2 development by providing learneiigh reformulations and
repetitions of their utterances.

In negative feedback, the focus consists of twesy the first type is explicit
(overt error correction) and the second type idliciirecasts on negotiation moves),

including: confirmation checks, clarification regi® and repetitions.
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From the implicit negative feedback, Mackey et(2000) proposed that these
three clues of negotiation refer to interactiorsddback that a number of researchers
assert that have been proved to be used by leatngrgy conversational interactions.
Additionally, previous studies suggested that tmeplicit negative feedback,
particular negotiation of meaning, facilitates lears L2 development.

The evidence mentioned above is very supportivehef present study in
making use of the negotiation signals for discowasalytic methods as the coding
analysis. The followings are:

1) Clarification requests: this refers to the atees made by the listener to
clarify what the speaker said, including statemant$ Wh-questions, such as:

Pardon?

What do you mean?

Could you repeat that again?
| don’t understand.

2) Confirmation checks: this refers to the utteemby the listener to establish
whether the preceding statement was heard andstoddrcorrectly, but they include
all or part of the statement accompanied by rigmgnation and Wh-questions.

3) Comprehension checks: this refers to an utterarhich shows an effort on
the part of the speaker to anticipate and prevehremkdown in conversations,
such as:

Do you understand?
Right?
4) Appeals for help: this refers to any expressiudnch shows the speaker is

having trouble and asking for help.
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5) Asking for repetition: this refers to a repetit of a learner’s error.

2.11 Related Studies on Negotiation of Meaning

Interlanguage studies by Doughty and Pica (19B6jig and Porter (1985)
found that the target language used by learnerthénclassroom, in the actual
processes of engaging with materials and with edleér, is a crucial factor in their
language learning. This means that learners wsedhous means to negotiate the
meaning of input in order to make it comprehens#id personally meaningful while
making conversation. In doing so, learners arepadied to negotiate their own
meaning which aids the language learning and dpuatat (Wajnryb, 1992). This
makes learners generate conversational modification

Storch (2002) has studied the relationships forimedyadic interaction and
opportunity for learning by using a case study apph, illustrating qualitative
differences in the nature of pair interactions fng on two patterns: a collaborative
and a dominant / dominant pattern. Data were cigtefrom 33 participants on three
different language tasks which are observed in peskormance. It was found that
teachers and researchers need to monitor closelkitids of relationships formed
when students work in pairs or in small groups.

Chang (2003) conducted a study in order to seethgtsbased CMC activities
can help Korean students to improve oral proficeenn real life situations.
Participants were 13 beginner or low intermediateel college students and were
given pre-oral tests, placed into two groups aresh timteracted with teachers over a
single semester by exchanging group emails andcypating in chat sessions based

on specific CMC lesson plans. Data were colleaed analyzed by using Henri's
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(1992) analytical framework, including grammar, &balary, pronunciation, fluency,
conversational skills and content. It was conctutteat CMC text-based interaction
could help students improve their communicationatsgies, fluency and
conversational skills and also could provide a aebel of appropriate vocabulary,
structures and functions and so acted as an imgogeecursor for students
developing meaning - based conversation in thesidasn and in real life situations.

Lyster (2002) studied the negotiation in the imsmar teacher-student
interaction with two classroom interactions in Gratlon form-focused negotiation.
Transcribed classroom interactions were analyzedrder to show how a teacher
could draw attention to non-target output to enagarpeer-or self-repair. It was
found that form-focused negotiation may be esplgcimneficial in communicatively
oriented and context based classrooms, and thatadisé effective L2 teachers may be
able to balance the need for form-focused and megdoicused negotiation in
providing prompts for self-repair.

McDonough (2004) investigated the use of pair smdll group activities in a
Thai EFL context in order to examine whether tregneng opportunities theoretically
attribute to pair and small group activities and timproved production of the target
forms. Participants were 16 Thai learners at dipuiniversity in Northern Thailand.
The results indicate that learners who participaiede during pair and small group
activities demonstrated improved production oftdrget forms.

Swain and Lapkin (2002) studied the collaboratiralogue with the two
Grade 7 French immersion learners’ response tomeflation. The two participants
were asked to write a story collaboratively, andiats compared with a reformulated

version of the same text. Their dialogue was tAabed and coded as they passed
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through the stages of task performance and ind@&iduerviews. It was concluded
that reformulation of student writing is an effeetitechnique for stimulating noticing
and reflection on language, providing numerous dpinities for collaborative
dialogue.

Smith (2005) conducted an investigation of theatrehship between
negotiated interactions, a type of focus on forns@gbe, and learner uptake in order to
see the effects of a negotiation routine’s compyexand lexical acquisition in
synchronous computer mediated environment withrnmeeliate level learners of
English from an intensive English language prograima large North American
university. The data were collected by chats-ssnh task-based computer mediated
communication. It was concluded that teachers Ishfocus on the nuances of
negotiated interaction as well as more subtle mtthas of acquisition rather learner
uptake per se.

Nakatani (2005) investigated the effects of thiégpas of oral communication
strategy use in order to see the improvement iham@munication ability of female
learners. Participants were divided into two gsyustrategy training group and
control group. Data collection were obtained fr8rtypes: the participants’ pre-and
post course oral communication test scores, trgsnr data from the tests, and
retrospective protocol data for their task perfancea The findings showed that the
participants in the strategy training group impmb\vkeir oral proficiency test scores
and the results of the transcription and retrospeqgirotocol data showed that oral
communication strategies such as maintenance efidpand negotiation of meaning
to solve interactional difficulties were supportiaad increased the participants’

Success.
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Rydland and Aukrust (2005) studied lexical repmtitin second language
learners’ peer play interaction in order to seerotéd discourse participation with 4-
and 5- year old children with Turkish as their tfirand Norwegian as their second
language. Data collection was videotaped in maitippreschool play. The results
suggested that self-repetition was related to equ of verbal participation, whereas
complex other repetition was related to childreasademic language skills and
participation in extended discourse.

In terms of conversational strategies use, P{¢f®86) employed only four
categories to analyze learners’ repair work in4as&ed interactions among NNS and
between NNS and NNS such as confirmation checkarifichtion requests,
comprehension checks, and repetition. Long (1988ployed the conversational
strategies in his study in investigating the sodiatourse of non-native speakers and
native speakers, including comprehension checksifichtion requests, topic shifts,
and self and other repetitions and expressions.

In a study of conversational interaction on L2rhess’ acquisition of English
guestion patterns by Mackey (1999), it was fourat tharticipants showed greater
developmental gains in producing questions thaarajhoups.

Varonis and Gass (1985) investigated the modatégotiation of meaning by
NNS-NNS, and NS-NS dyads. All participants weraliadaped in an informal
conversation without instructions. The conversaiwere analyzed by using T-test.
They found that negotiation of meaning was mosvgdent among NNS-NNS dyads.
It was also suggested that a greater amount oftia¢igo work takes place in NNS-
NNS discourse than in NS-NS or NNS-NS discoursethadhegotiation of meaning

provides learners with a greater amount of comprabée input.
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Gass and Varonis (1985) investigated the negotiatoutines in native
speaker speech modification to non-native speakéng participants were 8 NNS- 4
students at a university and 4 students at the Btdficiency ranged from beginning
to intermediate and 2 NS of English. The datalvea® obtained from 80 telephone
calls by NNS and 20 telephone calls by NS to pegglected randomly from the
telephone directory. The conversations were taperded and callers were given a
set of 8 questions to ask. The questions had pemsticed prior to the telephone
calls. It was found that NS initiated more negatia routines with low level NNS.
They found differences in negotiation of meaningamtity of speech, scope of repair,
elaboration, and transparency depending on thd l&veroficiency. It was also
found that comprehensibility of the NNS’s speechd @iS’s perception of the
comprehension of the NNS has an effect on NS spmechfication.

Pica (1985) conducted a study of the conversdtionadifications in
classroom interaction as a function of participagoattern and task. The participants
were from six classes with adult students and &&chf intermediate English as a
second language. The students had a variety ofabhiisthe teachers were NS of
English. An information gap task was ufest in a teacher-fronted mode and
then in a group interaction mode. The conversatiamteractions were audio-taped
and analyzed calculating Chi-Square using t-uriitsvas found that confirmation and
comprehension checks, clarification requests, aifi and other repetitions were
more abundant in the task requiring a two-way imi@tion exchange. It also found
that in the activity requiring information exchangiee interaction was modified.

Pica and Doughty (1985) investigated the role mfug work in classroom

second language acquisition with 34 students armr tteachers from 3 low-
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intermediate ESL classes. The participants’ L1kgemund varied from Spanish and
Vietnamese. Teachers were NS of English. TwocglpESL communication
activities administered were: one activity was kesmdronted and in the other
students worked in groups of four. The conveosati interactions were audio-taped.
The analysis examined grammaticality of input, riegion of input, and total amount
of individual input / production and chi-squaredreveised to analyze data. It was
found that more grammatical input occurred durimg teacher-fronted group, but the
majority was produced by the teachers. There wene conversational adjustments
in the teacher-fronted group. Students had mongompnities to use the target
language in group activities and they received mopat directed at them in the
group activities.

Doughty and Pica (1986) investigated the effettmformation gap tasks on
second language acquisition. The participants wergents in six adult intermediate
ESL classes with a variety of L1 backgrounds and diSEnglish teachers. An
information gap task of completing a garden figusas conducted in three
interactional settings: teacher-fronted, small gtoand dyad. The interaction was
audio-taped and analyzed by using ANOVAs. The tesshowed that more
interactional modifications occurred during the prcand dyad activities. Decision
making or optional exchange tasks did not triggedia. A task requiring information
exchange would increase the likelihood of modifiettraction among students. It
was suggested that a task with a requirement flormation exchange was crucial to
the generation of conversational modificationslasroom interaction.

A study done by Pica (1986) was conducted in ortersee whether

interactional modifications help make input commmsible with 9 NNS of English
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from a variety of native language backgrounds.ti€@pants were randomly assigned
into one of two conditions: those receiving pre-ified input, where the learners
could not interact with the NS and those receivinigractionally-modified input
where they were encouraged to interact with the N8ce they were randomly
assigned into one of the two groups, learners lbbadomplete an assembly task.
Comprehension was measured by the percentageno$ itieat the learner selected
accurately and placed in the correct position.wdts found that opportunities for
interaction resulted in linguistic modifications|aage quantity of input and a greater
redundancy of input. “It appears from the presantlysis that interactional
adjustments such as comprehension and confirmatloecks and clarification
requests may be the mean by which input is repeateglvorded until understanding
is reached”.

Pica et al. (1987) investigated the impact of rextdon on comprehension.
The participants were 16 NNSs enrolled in low-intediate ESL adult classes with
European and Asian L1 backgrounds and one female Hi§ht participants were
assigned into the condition 1, linguistically ad@ds script and 8 participants were
assigned into condition 2, interactionally modifigehdition. The task required NNSs
to listen to the NS give directions and place &g on a small board illustrating an
outdoor scene. The results found that interactioraifications of input did lead to
significant greater comprehension than conventioveajs of simplifying input, and
comprehension was best when the participants Weneea to interact.

Pica (1988) conducted an investigation in order see the effect of
interlanguage adjustments on an outcome of NS-NM§otmted interaction.

The participants were 10 NNS of English whose L1sw#panish and whose
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proficiency level was low-level proficiency and oS of English. NS-NNS
interactions in English within one hour were autfiped. The topic chosen by the NS
were ranged from NS’s paper to more personal tapich as family and future plans.
It was found that 95% of the interactions were tieged by the NNS and NS in
which NS requested confirmation, clarification,repetition. The results showed that
the negotiated interaction seemed to provide th& Mith models of what the output
could sound like.

Gass and Varonis (1994) have studied the reldtiprizetween interaction and
L2 acquisition with 16 NS-NNS dyads. The NNS wetedents enrolled in a
language program and they were at a high interneediével and had different L1
backgrounds. The dyads were divided into two gspumodified input and
unmodified input. These groups were then subdd/idgo interactive and non-
interactive and subdivided again. The dyads peréor a task in which they had to
describe to a partner were to place a certain thj@t a board which contained an
outdoor scene. The data were analyzed counting hwmy accurate versus
inaccurate placements the participants placed erbtard. They found that NNS
who had the opportunity to interact on the firgltwere able to give better directions
on the second trial when compared to those leamleosdid not have the opportunity
to interact on the first trial. In addition, thesere more errors on the second trial for
those learners who had received the modified igputhe first trial. Modifications
significantly and positively affected comprehensiand interaction led to more
accurate results on the second trial.

Pica (1996) conducted an investigation in orderse® whether second

language learners need negotiation. The partitspaere NNSs with Japanese L1
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background, and they were in a low-intermediateelldenglish class and NS of
English. Participants were asked to complete comication tasks relating to a
picture replication and opinion exchange. The ip@dnts’ interactions were
recorded and analyzed. A total of 558 signal attees and 699 utterances of
response were examined. The results found thaicipation in negotiation offers
learners access to positive and negative L2 infpaitthey need for L2 learning. NS
adjusted their L2 input linguistically, highlighgn_2 forms and relationships of form
and meaning. The NS often provided more target-i&rsions when he signaled to
the NNS.

Oliver (1998) conducted an investigation of negidn of meaning to child
interactions. The participants were 128 primarkiost children aged 8-13 in an
Intensive Language Center and 64 NSs. The paatitspwere paired into 96 dyads
and performed a one -way and a two- way task. offeeway task involved the NNS
describing a simple picture for her / his interlmruo draw. The two-way task was a
jigsaw where each participant had an outline oftehken with items placed in the
kitchen. The interactions were audio-taped aneadckcorded and transcribed. Two
hundred utterances were analyzed, and strategestausiegotiate meaning were
identified. It was found that children did negtdianeaning with aged-matched peers.
Adults and children used the same strategies, ryanstrification requests,
confirmation checks, comprehension checks, sekitrepn, and other repetitions.
Additionally, children used comprehension checkddas than adults did.

Swain and Lapkin (1998) studied the interactiod se&cond language learning
with two Grade 8 French immersion students. Thaigygeants performed a jigsaw

task in which each participant in the dyad receigeskt of numbered pictures. The
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participants worked together to put the story tbgetand wrote it out. It was found
that learners used language as both an enactmemienfal processes and as an
occasion for L2 learning. Learners used languageotconstruct the language they
needed to express the meaning they wanted. TBeyuakd their dialogues as both a
tool for L2 learning and for communicating with baather.

Mackey and Philp (1998) investigated the effectafiversational interaction
and second language development on recasts, res@ntsred herrings with 35 adult
ESL learners in Australia with mixed L1 backgroundhe participants were placed
in beginner and intermediate levels. They weredoanly placed into groups:
Interactor, recast and control. The participantsrked in NS-NNS dyads and
performed three tasks. The results suggestedathatnced learners benefited from
interaction with recasts more so than interactiona

Mackey et al. (2000) studied the effect of leasperception on interactional
feedback with 10 ESL and 7 Italians as foreign leagg learners. The ESL learners’
backgrounds were Cantonese, French, Japanese nkamdd hai. The Italian as a FL
learner all had English as their L1. The NS-NNSaddyy performed a two-way
information exchange activity. The NS providedenactional feedback when it
seemed appropriate. Immediately after the activtitg video tape was played back
for the participants’ reflection. The unit of aysib was the feedback episode
composed of the error and the feedback receivelde data was coded. The error
types that had triggered feedback; phonology, musphtactic, lexis, semantics were
noticed. The perceptions were coded: lexical, sdéimanphonological,

morphosyntactic, no content, and unclassificabl€he results showed that learners
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were relatively accurate in their perceptions abbexical, semantic, and phonological
feedback, but morphosyntactic feedback was genaratiperceived as such.

Mackey et al. (2003) conducted an investigation order to see the
interactional input and the incorporation of feedbaThe participants were 48 dyads:
12 adult NS-NNS, 12 adult NNS-NNS, 12 child NNS-NNS2 child NNS-NNS. The
participants had various L1 backgrounds; Asiann@ic, and Romance. There was
ESL settings in the US and in Australia. Each dyadied out two tasks: a one-way
task and a two-way task in a counterbalanced desiganscriptions of the first 100
utterances in each task were made. The data weded: feedback, no feedback,
opportunity for modified output, no opportunity, tifted output, no modified output.
They found that in terms of amount of feedback duladyads, NSs provided
significantly more feedback than NNSs. In childady, there was no significant
difference in the amount of feedback provided bysM®Ss. In terms of
opportunities for modified output: in adult dyadsedback from NNSs offered
significantly more opportunity for modifies outptitan from NSs. In child dyads,
there was no significant difference for opportwestfor modified output between NS-
NNS and NNS-NNS. In terms of production of modifieutput: in adult dyads, no
significant difference between NNS-NNS and NS-NNy&ads. In children, they
seemed to utilize feedback more if their interlocwas a NNS.

Furthermore, Wood (2004) conducted the role obmatized lexical phrases
in the development of second language speech flubgicexamining the speed of
production, amount of pausing, and the length oért runs of speech between
pauses. It was found that these temporal @sat¥ speech increased fluency in

speech production and lexical phrases played arrdhes increase.
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From the studies mentioned above, it can be shat tonversational
interaction through negotiation of meaning faciés® L2 acquisition. For example,
“negotiation of the sort prevalent in NNS discoupsevides the learners with (1) the
opportunity to hear language which may be useful [&ber integration into the
language-learner system, and (2) the possibilityexgfressing concepts which are
beyond her linguistic capacity” (Crookes & Gass93, 9. 2). Following the studies
revealed above, the empirical evidence shows #ngdtrated interaction is a crucial
aspect of second / foreign language acquisitiome Usefulness of negotiation of
meaning in the studies done is concluded as follows

First, the investigations into learner-learneteiaction, such as NS-NNS,
NNS-NNS dyads are effective to improve learners’dcguisition and also including
teachers-students and students-students interactidvhiost of the previous studies
emphasize adult dyads, particular native speakergrggaged to modify interactions
which focus on forms.

Secondly, most of the studies done employed awme-and a two-way
information gap tasks as a means of both conversatinteraction and computer-
mediated communication.

Thirdly, conversation strategies used Iin negdiateiteraction are:
comprehension checks, clarification requests, ow@tfiion checks, repetitions,
recasts, appeal for help and asking for repetitions

Fourthly, most participants in the studies ardtagtudents ranging in the low-

intermediate levels. Most of them were learninglisihn as a second language.
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Fifthly, all participants were audio-taped andhseribed by calculating Chi-
square using t-units and counting of words, phrasgestions form based on
conversation strategies used by the learners.

Finally, the role of group work in class is usesl the pattern of teacher-
fronted, and students worked in pairs and smallijggo

With regard to the patterns of negotiation of megnn the overview of the
previous studies above, the patterns include:

1) Modified interactions: the patterns used arenmehension checks,
confirmation checks, and choice questions;

2) Interactional adjustments: the patterns used camprehension checks,
confirmation checks, and clarification requests;

3) Negotiated interactions: the patterns used @wafirmation checks,
clarification requests, and repetition;

4) Listening comprehension: the patterns used caraprehension checks,
confirmation checks, and clarification requests;

5) Negotiation of meaning: the patterns used ammprehension checks,
confirmation checks, clarification requests, selbeatition, other repetitions, appeals
for help.

6) Interactional feedback: the patterns used ecast, clarification requests,

explicit correction, and modified output.

To sum up, most of the studies emphasize the csatien modifications
through negotiation of meaning which results inatgge amount of comprehensible

input and modified output. However, the existirgpdn the negotiated interaction is
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still problematic if the students come from the salanguage background such as
those who are in the early years at a rural seecgrstdnool in Thailand because they
may be confused if focusing on forms. By focusamgmeaning, it would seem more
possible for them if they were engaged in NNS-NN&ds. Insufficient research on

the same language background of the students leasdo@e. Thus, the present study
aims to look at the non-native-non-native speaki®&$-NNS) interaction focusing on

communicative competence in order to see whetheobthe language development

occurs.

2.12 Previous Studies on the Use of Information Gapasks

Communication task types of L2 research basedassmom interactions are
to generate opportunities for dyads to work towardsiprehension, feedback, and
production relevant to successful second languagaisition. Therefore, a number
of researchers have used communicative tasks suctfcamation gap tasks in their
studies in order to investigate the effects of ritde on learner production, for
example, Varonis and Gass (1985); Gass and Vard®85); Doughty and Pica
(1986); Pica et al. (1989); Pica (1994). The rssof their studies revealed that
information gap tasks transacted by dyads provitezl most opportunities for
negotiation of meaning. These researchers usedNNS- NNS-NNS interaction
dyads for negotiating meaning in Information Gagkg&a The following studies are
reviewed below.

lzumi (2000) conducted a study on “Impact Negafteedback in Adult NS-
NNS Conversation, Its Availability, Utility, and ¢hDiscourse Structure of the

Information gap Task. Three information gap taskse used to analyze 10 NS-NNS
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conversational interactions. The first task inwala picture of a jumbo jet in cross-
section. The second task involved a picture dear train. The third task involved
the same steam train pieces used for the secokdhuaisrearranged into a different
train. All of the tasks were conducted in the labhe participants were given 40
minutes to complete each task with their partneiRecorded interactions were
transcribed. The results of the study revealed itifarmation gap activities were
effective to draw the learners’ attention to formdafacilitate their interlanguage
development.

Similarly, Raptou (2002) used information gap\at#s in her French classes
in the secondary level. She started the less@xphaining the activity and reviewing
the vocabulary needed for the activity. It wasnduhat the information gap tasks
helped increase students’ motivation and their identce in speaking. It was also
suggested that the information gap tasks couldaria vocabulary and grammatical
structures taught in class. From her study, ilcctme concluded that the information
gap tasks allowed students to use linguistics andtions in a communicative way.

Nakahama et al. (2001) conducted a study in dadgvestigate how meaning
is negotiated in different types of interactionstwiEen NSs-NNSs dyads. The
researchers used a relatively constructed convensand a two-way information gap
task with three participants. The activity usedha information gap interaction was
a “Spot the Differences” task taken from Ur (198Chnversational activities were
videotaped and then transcribed. Four trigger sypeere examined: lexical,
morphosyntactic, pronunciation, and global for tpeantitative analysis. For the
gualitative analysis, the researchers examinedotrezall patterns of interactions,

including the manner in which negotiation was @arout, such as a clarification
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request. The results of their study suggesteddbaversational interaction had the
potential to offer substantial learning opportwestiat multiple levels of interaction
even though it offered fewer instances of repagotiation in the traditional sense
than did the information gap activity.

The other study done by Doughty and Pica (198§)leyed information gap
tasks in order to see how they facilitated secamgjllage acquisition. Participants
were six adults in an intermediate ESL class amgdhers were native speakers of
English. The information gap task of completingaden figure was conducted in
three interactional setting: teacher-fronted, sngabbup, and dyad. The learner
interactions were audio taped. The findings sutggethat a task with a requirement
for information exchange was crucial to the genenadf conversational interactions

of classroom interaction.

2.13 Summary of the Literature Review

A number of studies on second language acquishiare been paying most
attention to classroom interactions, underlyingittieraction hypothesis “negotiation
of meaning through interaction facilitates secamuguage acquisition” (Long, 1996,
Pica et al., 1993).

Hence, negotiation of meaning in conversationgractions plays a crucial
role in L2 acquisition. The process of negotiatimhmeaning can help prevent
communication breakdown (Long, 1983b; Long and étpri985; Porter, 1986;
Young, 1984) and modify interactions (Pica et B33, Swain, 1985). For example,
in classroom activities, the participation of leaniin interactions become the most

effective way in developing successful L2 competerfKrashen, 1982, Prabhu,
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1987). This is because classroom interactions bageme a crucial pattern for oral
practice in language learning as noted by Elli0®(.176), that “ development is
not so much a matter of the taking in and the Essee of knowledge but rather of
the taking part in social activities”. Long (198983) has defined negotiation of
meaning as negotiating strategies, including cohgmsion checks, confirmation
checks, clarification requests. Additionally, Magk(1999) and Mackey and Oliver
(2002) incorporated two interactional features, eshp for help and asking for
repetition into negotiation strategies. Their i@ed that the two features were
effective in helping learners meet mutual undeditags in conversation.

However, a number of studies have used negotiaimategies in different
ways of evaluation, for example, forms focused,ngrear and vocabulary (Long,
1981) and meaning focused (Pica et al., 1993)mRhe claims above, it is believed
that the process could be practical in learningu@age. Pica (2002, p. 4) concluded
that “negotiation of meaning occurs during commati@ interaction, when one
interlocutor's message appears to another inteidocuto be unclear,
incomprehensible, incomplete in its meaning”. Acitog to the studies above (Pica et
al., 1993, Pica, 2002), it was found that negarattrategies work very well when
matching use with tasks, particular information gapks. The researchers also
claimed that the tasks could promote negotiateerastions on pedagogical practice
in classroom activities, particularly learners wkho not speak the community
language such as English as a second languagenstudes a result, the tasks are
being used more frequently in school-based foréagrguage classrooms (Oliver,

2002).
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In summary, the studies discussed above revedbed niixed results
concerning the effects of negotiation of meaningamversational interactions and
the information gap tasks used on SLA. It is ha@that information gap activities
help increase learners’ motivation and make thenfigent in oral communicative
competence. It can be said that the informatigntgaks are also designed regarding
to what learners already know in their L1 and wokidbwledge, so the target
language that emerges in conversation interactitmesigh negotiation of meaning by
learners and their interlocutors perhaps stems fiteenrole of the information gap
tasks in which the goal is to identify differendedween two similar pictures relevant
to an exchange information. Ellis (2003) stronglypports the advantage by saying
“in information gap tasks, information exchangeeaguired because learners cannot
complete the task unless they exchange the infawnfa{p. 86). In addition, in
information gap tasks, each dyad receives the splbirmation while doing tasks.
Similarly, the conclusion from the study done byuDbty and Pica (1986) suggested
that the crucial factor determining the amount eamng negotiation is the task type.
A study done by Foster (1998) which concluded thatrall the best context for
negotiation was related to dyads doing a requingfrination exchange task.
Therefore, both one-way and two-way information tegks are required information
exchange tasks for negotiating meaning, but théereifices are that in one-way
information gap tasks the participants and theierlocutors hold paired pictures or
information, but different versions, on the othemd, in two-way information gap
task all participants must participate in ordecaonplete the task.

From the studies mentioned above, it could be #&t the form focus may

need to be taught to learners in a second langnagkich they must learn the correct
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forms both written and spoken language in orderelach mutual understanding.
However, it is difficult for students who learn Hish as a foreign language if
negotiated interactions in information gap tasksuoon forms because they may be
frustrated with the correct form, which may haveearing on their lack of confidence
in speaking. This is because those who come flansame language background
need opportunities to interact in seeking comprsitda input and to modify their
output for communication. Otherwise, they may kdudtant to speak out and
therefore get bored at doing tasks. This studdretiore, needs to find a way in which
EFL younger Thai learners are encouraged to intenacreasingly with their
interlocutors in order to reach the goal of taskduhinteraction through negotiation of
meaning. Thus, oral English communicative infoioratgap tasks focused on
meaning regardless of forms, according to the patiEnegotiation of meaning. The
information gap activities such as “Spot the D#feces” in this study were designed
to promote communicative competence and make l|@ggydaarning enjoyable
experience.

The conclusions of the literature review and thevius studies on
negotiation of meaning in information gap tasklassroom interactions have led to
draw the following conclusions about the advantagfethe use of the negotiation of
meaning strategies in this study.

1. Negotiation of meaning used in information gagks could help learners
who are engaged in “Spot the Differences” taskshrdhe goal and outcome (Pica,

1992, 1994, Pica et al., 1993).
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2. Interactional features stemming from the usthefnegotiation of meaning
strategies suggest successful foreign languagaihgars being promoted (Doughty
and Pica, 1986; Mackey et al., 2000).

3. EFL Thai lower secondary students have beeviggd more opportunities
to use the target language in an interactive wastjqularly the use of negotiation of
meaning strategies in conversational interactions.

4. EFL Thai lower secondary students have greapgrortunities to use
negotiation strategies in oral practice skills foommunicative competence in
classroom interactions using the negotiation gjrase

5. Certain dialogue patterns carried out by tlaeners while engaging in the
negotiation of meaning to give rise to more taldetlearner production.

6. Activities with predominant meaning focus imareers’L1 could draw their

attention to facilitate their language development.

2.14 Research Gaps

According to the related studies mentioned abibve found that there are still
research gaps as follows:

1. Very little research has been done using théenes of negotiation of
meaning strategies on the kind of language usedrah English communicative
information gap tasks for Thai lower secondary stsl.

2. Very little research has been done to traini Tdveer secondary students to
practice oral English communicative competencenabe type of NNS-NNS dyadic

interactions.
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3. Very little research has been conducted usgiegpatterns of negotiation of
meaning strategy on the kind of language used al Bnglish communicative
competence to teach or train Thai teachers of Emgh primary and secondary
schools.

4. Very little research has been done concerrhrgatiapting information gap
tasks such as “Spot the Differences” tasks to riieetequirement of the Ministry of

education to allocate 30% of the National Englishir€ulum the local content.



CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the framework of theeasch methods used for the
present study which includes: (1) the researchgde$2) the participants, (3) the
tasks used, (4) the studies comprising the fidstt gtudy, the second pilot study, the
conceptual framework for designing tasks, and etkgerimental study. Procedures
for data collection, coding scheme, data analyars] inter-rater reliability are

presented.

3.2 Research Design

The study was a quasi-experimental researclpestest-post-test design. There
were 68 participants who were arranged into expamntad and control groups, but
there was no random assignment of the participahite participants were paired into
17 dyads per group and trained to perform 12 “SpetDifferences” tasks over the
period of the experiment (the experimental group).pre-test was administered to
both groups. The first group was trained in usnggotiation strategies over one
semester, but the second received no training.inBuhe experiment, a classroom
observer used an observation checklist to recardests’ learning behaviors. At

the end of the program a 10-minute
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post-test comprising an audiotape of student-stuiskeractions was administered in
each dyad in both groups. In addition, an attitgdestionnaire was administered to
each participant in the experimental group at the @f the experiment. The semi-
structured in-depth interview was carried out aé tend of the study. The
transcriptions were analyzed quantitatively and litatevely and the negotiation

strategies used to negotiate for meaning were ifcht

3.3 Participants

The participants in this present study cosemi68 students in two EFL classes
from Pondaeng Wittayakhom School and Bamrungphopgatham School, Nikhom
Khamsoi District, Mukdahan Province, Thailand (3didents from each school),
selected by purposive sampling. They were studarntattayom Suksa 3 (Grade 9),
enrolled in English language as a core school stilgiecording to the 2001 English
Language Curriculum for Basic Education. All oétparticipants have been studying
English since Prathom Suksa 1 (Gradel). Their hiamguage is the northeastern
Thai (Thai-lsan). Standard Thai language, which is the officaiduage, is used as
part of the EFL class. This study was conductetthenfirst semester of the academic
year of 2006. Since this present study focusedlassroom interaction, and student-
to-student interactions, the participants in boih ¢ontrol and experimental groups of
34 students in each (17 dyads) were paired aslbwglevel students according to the
results of the final exam scores from Mattayom @uRs(Grade 8). There was no
significant difference in the overall students’'direxam scores of both groups at .752
(t-test analysis). The aim of pairing high-low lexstudents was to get high level

students to assist low level students while doasgks in order to reach the task goal



71

of mutual understanding. According to the previstiglies on classroom interactions
(e.q., lwashita, 2001; Porter, 1986; Yule and Maadid, 1990; Pica et al., 1989), the
high-low proficiency dyads provided more interan8dhan other dyad combinations,

and more opportunities for discussions and indi@idxpressions.

3.4 Tasks Used

This present study used information gap tasksparticular the “Spot the
Differences” tasks”. In these tasks, 12 pairedypes based on the local Thai social
and cultural scenes were used. They are, namedtynple Scene’, ‘Floating Market’,
‘Loy Krathong Festival’, ‘Songkran Festival’, ‘Roek Festival’, ‘Kite Flying
Festival’, ‘Longboat Racing’, ‘Country Scene’, #3h Market Scene’, ‘Thai Kitchen
Scene’, ‘Living Room Scene’, and ‘Office SceneThese tasks were designed as
one-way information gap tasks (Pica, Kanagy, arilddten, 1993; Mackey, 1999; and
Ur, 1981). The “Spot the Differences” tasks irsthiudy were designed based on the
following characteristics and classifications:

1) Thai culture, festivals, daily life and other et&en

2) conversational structure that reflects a partitijgafamiliarity with a task;
3) interesting content and hand-drawn pictures

4) English language conversation relevant to reej lif

5) tasks that are simple and easily communicable;

6) schema that access learner’s life experience,;

7) human feelings and actions;

8) relevant cultural values;

9) building on and extending content using the ledsnimagination;
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10) communication using gestures;
11) a minimum of to 5-6 differences out of a total afte per picture to be
spotted.
Following completion of the 12 “Spot the Diémces” tasks, 12 lesson plans
were prepared for the training course (See Appehtlix The lesson plans were

approved by three independent experts.

3.5 The Study

3.5.1 The First Pilot Study
The purpose of the first pilot study was to erstinat the typology of the task
selected was effective for data collection. Thei@aants in this first pilot study
were from an educational extension school, Ban Ghangkhon School, Muang
District, Nakhon Ratchasima Province. They cos®ati 29 Mattayom Suksa 3
(Grade 9) Thai EFL students, enrolled in the Emglsnguage program as a core
school subject in the first semester of the 200&damic year. The first pilot study
lasted for two months. The 4 “Spot the Differericesks used for training the
participants in the first pilot study were takerorfr Ur (1981), including the
Shakespeare cartoon; the Railway station scen®ahescene; and the Office scene.
3.5.1.1 The Training
In deciding which types of information gap tasks be used for data
collection, “Spot the Differences” pictures havesihéried to ensure they require the
participants to use certain language. The follgwpicture differences tasks created

by Ur (1981) were used in the pilot study:
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Task 1: Shakespeare cartoon
Task 2 : Railway station
Task 3 : Park scene
Task 4 : Office scene
For the purpose of illustration, a single pictbes been selected.
Example of task Park scene (See Appendix I)
Task type “Spot the Differences” task
1. Overview
This task involves a pair of pictures prepavath a given number of small
differences. Each participant gets a differemsiom. Interlocutors have to discover
the differences through speech alone, and arellooteal to see each other’s pictures.
2. Procedure
Instructions to participants include: In taivity you will work with a partner.
Your task is to compare two similar pictures ofcarge in a park and to identify eight
differences between the two pictures. When youdaiag the task, make a note of
the differences that you find or mark them with .“XThis will help you to keep track
of your progress. Before you begin, make sure yloat cannot see each other’s
picture.
3. Materials required: paired pictures of a park scene (See Appendix I)
4. Stage / Instruction
In the first period, the participants wereraoiuced to “Spot the Differences”
tasks. The researcher explained how to do thes tasKhai and how to name and
describe items in the pictures. They were assigoedbrk in pairs as high-low level

students, these pairs being based on the resuhe dinal exam scores from Grade 8.
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Prior to doing the tasks, the participants wersé@ in using questions and answers,
prepositions of place, and pronunciation of newalndary items. The researcher
taught the participants throughout this study. eAfthe end of the experiment, 3
dyads, who were motivated students, were chosée @udio-taped. The tapes then
were transcribed and analyzed.

3.5.1.2 The Results of the first Pilot Study

Based on the researcher’'s observation whilesthdents were doing the
tasks, it was evident that the students lacked iskiloing the tasks because they were
unfamiliar, but they did try their best and did &sk help. However, most of the
students paid most attention to the new vocabulams and their pronunciation.
After the first “Spot the Differences” task was qaleted, the researcher observed that
increased familiarity resulted in greater motivatand interest and they worked more
effectively.

According to the transcripts, it was found thhe selected “Spot the
Differences” tasks were effective in facilitatingdent’s oral English communicative
competence. In addition, it was found that omhar task could lead to slowing the
language learning process. As a result, it is esiggl that the tasks used for the
present study should be relevant to the students’ kbnowledge and background.

3.5.2 The Second Pilot Study

The purpose of the second pilot study was to tytloe research instrument
designed by the researcher; the research instrufoerthe present study is the 12
“Spot the Differences” tasks”. Furthermore, these@cher ensured that the
participants could explain task-related thingshieit own words. It was also expected

that the designed tasks would allow learners tactme using the language as a
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vehicle of communication focusing on meaning ratiamn as a device to focus on
form (Loschky and Bley-Vroman, 1993). The partaips in the second pilot study
were 30 Mattayom Suksa 3 (Grade 9) EFL students]led in English language as a
core school subject in the second semester of @@ Zcademic year, from an
educational extension school, Ban Ang-Huey Yang,aMyu District, Nakhon
Ratchasima Province, Thailand. This second piiatlys was carried out over one
month. The researcher selected 4 of 12 “Spot ifferBnces” tasks designed for the
experimental study namely: the Loy Krathong Festittee Songkran Festival, the
Living Room Scene, and the Office Scene. The rebea taught the participants
throughout the experiment.
3.5.2.1 The Training

In the first class, the researcher inforrtrezlstudents that the purpose of the
training course was to practice oral communicasills. The participants were
firstly introduced to what “Spot the Differencesisks were by showing them the
paired pictures. Then they were taught how to pepositions of place, to form
guestions and answers, and how to find the diffsesenfrom the paired pictures.
Finally, the researcher introduced the studentghto patterns of negotiation of
meaning strategies they needed to use when domtagiks. In the second class, the
participants were trained to describe the pictuned how to name new vocabulary
items. The participants practiced the pronunamted new words facilitated by the
researcher. After ensuring the participants calddhe tasks, they were assigned to
work in pairs as high-low level students basedhenresults of the final exam scores
from Grade 8. After the experiment, audiotapesewgsed to record the student-

student interactions using the Living Room Scemeafperiod of ten minutes. The 4
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dyads chosen for this were the most motivated atigeain the group. The tapes
were transcribed and analyzed in order to examime rtegotiation of meaning
strategies used by the students.
3.5.2.2 The Results of the Second Pilot Study

The results of the second pilot study réaedhat the designed “Spot the
Differences” tasks were effective in helping stutkemral English communicative
competence and the negotiation strategies were lmséte students when they faced
communication breakdowns. It was concluded that tlesigned “Spot the
Differences” tasks suited the use of the pattefnsegotiation of meaning strategies
for data collection for this present study. Thessks designed for the second pilot
study were evaluated by 3 experts (See Appendix W@)p made classroom
observations throughout the trial. The resulthaf nean score of the three experts is
at 4.66 showing the level of agreement in evalggtite “Spot the Differences” tasks

designed for the present study in all items astégailot”.

3.6 Conceptual Framework for Designing Tasks in the Preent

Study

Based on the results of the first and secondt @tadies, the researcher
considered that the conceptual framework of th&stassed in the present study
should be designed based on the principle of asrnmdtion gap in communicative
activities. According to Loschky and Bley-Vromah903), communicative tasks
acted as important devices to allow learners totjm@using the language as a vehicle
of communication which focuses on meaning rathantbn forms. In addition,

Nunan (1989, p. 10) stated that a communicatiok i&asa piece of classroom work
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which involves learners in comprehending, manipagatproducing or interacting in
the target language while their attention is ppatly focused on meaning rather than
form”. Long (1983) proposed that these tasks preshategotiated language use in
particular situations or for specific functionsn dlesigning "Spot the Differences”
tasks, the researcher took the principle of taskigiebased on Moss and Ross-
Feldman (2003) into his consideration such as¢henker’s language proficiency, the
goal of the lesson, language to be practiced, skl content areas, feedback
opportunities, and classroom logistics.

As part of the steps involved in task preparattartoons were created for the
present study so as to be applied with almost hemé-based lesson, as stated by Ur

(1981)

The preparation of such pictures is fairly simpted dun to do.
You need a black and white line drawing (not phoap) with a
fair amount of detail but without shades of grelyefie do not
reproduce well). The content of the drawing shootd detail
vocabulary beyond the levels of the students. ootocopy it
and then make the requisite number of alterationthé original
drawing, using either a black fibre-tip pen (foddibns) or white
type-correcting fluid (for erasures) (p.52).

According to the notions and principles of taskige mentioned above, the
12- paired pictures that concerned Festivals areh&vin Thailand and Thai daily life
were prepared. There are altogether 12 lesson plladsl? “Spot the Differences”
tasks, which are used as a basic model for oraligfngommunicative information

gap tasks, .
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3.7 The Experimental Study

3.7.1 Procedure

The participants were divided into two groupse txperimental group and
control group. Each group consisted of 17 dyadseacth dyad was paired to form
high-low level students. The experimental grougereed the training in the use of
the negotiation of meaning strategies during cosat@nal interactions, but the
control group did not. Both groups were taughthmy researcher using the 12 “Spot
the Differences” tasks. Although the participaimsthe study were not randomly
assigned into groups, there was no significantietifice because they were evenly
distributed between the two groups according tositwes results of the final exam
scores using t-test to test the significant diffiees. Thus, the participants were paired
to form 34 dyads. The participants’ language preficy was categorized into two
levels, high and low, according to the resultshef final exam scores from Mattayom
Suksa 2 (Grade 8). The aim of the categorizatos twdearn about the students’
English background knowledge in order to pair hagid low level students to work
together while doing the tasks. In addition, ie trevious studies, (e.g., lwashita,
2001; Porter, 1986; Yule & Macdonald, 1990; Picalet1989) different proficiency
dyads were paired, particularly in the nonnativemaiive speaker (NNS-NNS)
interaction. It was found that the high and lowelestudent dyads (H-L dyad)
resulted in more interactions than dyads with equaficiency. Accordingly, it was
important to pair high-low level students in thegent study because each participant
could have more opportunities to make use of tipaitimnd manage to modify the
output from the tasks given. In the study, thamfthe high and low levels referred

to the relative proficiency of the students. Thenfation of a high-low dyad was
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based on the highest score of 90, the lowest oarsd the median of 66.62. Such
pairing was aimed to have high level students leiplevel students while doing the
tasks. And it was also believed that the shy anet@tudents could benefit from their
interlocutors who had high proficiency levels. idt believed that the high-low
students (H-L) might have more chances for disomssand expressions rather than
working with the student of the same level of priEncy.

3.7.2 Tasks Used

The Information gap tasks employed in the stwdgre 12 “Spot the
Differences” tasks. In selecting tasks, the tygglof tasks based on Pica, Kanagy,
and Falodun (1993); Mackey (1999); and Ur (1981} waed, particularly the one-
way information gap tasks. All of the tasks usadthe study were focused on
meaning because it was not the aim of this studfotos on form; however, the
researcher gave the participants feedback on famdspronunciation after finishing
tasks. In addition, all participants were expedtedhteract with each other in order
to meet the goals of their tasks which were charad as convergent (Duff, 1986).

3.7.2.1 Characteristics of Tasks Created in thieresent Study

Tasks were designed based on the following classifins:
1) Thai culture, daily life, festivals and othereets
2) conversational structure that reflects a padint’'s familiarity with a task
3) interesting content and hand-drawn pictures
4) English language conversation relevant to ésgl |
5) tasks that are simple and easily communicable;
6) schema that access learner’s life experience;

7) Human feelings and actions
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8) relevant cultural values
9) building on and extending content using thereds imagination;
10) communication using gestures;
11) a minimum of 5-6 differences out of a totakajht per picture to be spotted.
3.7.2.2 The 12 “Spot the Differences” Tasks

The “Spot the Differences” tasks in the studyolved pairs of pictures,
which were identical except for a given number wiall differences. Participants
were divided into pairs, each of whom got a différeersion. The participants were
to find the differences between the two-pairedyres through negotiated interaction,
but they were not allowed to see each other’s mstuThere 12 tasks proposed are as
follows:

Task 1: Loy Krathong festival

Task 2: Songkran Festival

Task 3: Temple Scene

Task 4: Rocket Festival

Task 5: Kite Flying Festival

Task 6: Country Scene

Task 7: Long Boat Festival

Task 8: Floating Market

Task 9: Fresh Food Market Scene

Task10: Thai Kitchen Scene

Task 11: Living Room Scene

Task 12: Office Scene
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3.7.3 Negotiation StrategiesTraining Group
For the experimental group, participants weréroduced to explicit

negotiation instruction by the researcher; theyewestructed how to use prepositions
of place and expressions, how to name and desnoele vocabulary items in the
pictures, pronunciation, and how to form questiamsl answers. Negotiation of
meaning strategies within a conversation were dhiced, such as comprehension
checks, clarification requests, confirmation che&yspeals for help, and asking for
repetition. At the beginning of the instructiorgrigcipants were trained how tasks
were performed by means of scripted role-playsrdeoto help them become aware
of their own learning processes, especially theotiaion of meaning strategies.
Since the purpose of the present study is aimstldying how negotiation strategies
could provide linguistic modifications, this wasportant in developing participants’
meta-cognitive skills (Nakatani, 2005). In doing specific negotiation directions
were selected and described on a negotiation shédetvas expected that these
negotiation directions might enhance learner’siskdr handling interaction actively
during spontaneous communication. The sheet wasngio participants at the
beginning of the course for each task or activitywas expected that each participant
may use this negotiation direction for communiaaiio specific tasks. The following
interactional modifications or exchanges were digsk as negotiation strategies
(Long, 1983) in the study:

3.7.3.1Comprehension checks (CPC)an utterance which shows an
effort on the part of the speaker to anticipate gmdvent a breakdown in
communication, such as:

e Understand?
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You understand?

Do you understand?

Do you understand me?
You know?

You know what | mean?

3.7.3.2 Clarification Requests (CRR) any utterances to elicit

clarification of the interlocutor’s preceding utiece (s), such as:

| don’t follow.

What?

Pardon?

What do you mean?

Could you repeat / say that again?
| don’t understand

Please say that again

What do you mean by that?
Again, please.

3.7.3.3 Confirmation Checks (CFC) any expressions immediately

following an utterance by the interlocutor whichdessigned to elicit confirmation that

the utterance has been correctly heard or underdipdhe speaker, including all or

only a part of the statements accompanied by risitggnation, such as:

The man?

The man, right?
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3.7.3.4 Appeals for Help (APH): any expression which shows the
interlocutors are having trouble and asking fophslch as:
e I'm sorry, | don’t understand.
e Excuse me, | don’t understand.
3.7.3.5 Asking for Repetition (AFR) any utterances used when the
interlocutors do not hear or understand what eatgnlocutor said, such as:
e Sorry?
e Pardon?
e Pardon me?
e | beg your pardon?
The negotiation of meaning strategy training warried out by following
an 8-phase instructional sequences:

Phase 1. Pre-teaching the use of prepositions: in, on,eantdehind, in front of,
between, among, over, above, through, beside, texto the left/right of, and
expressions of place: at the bottom/top, on therilgtit, in the middle, at the edge, in
the foreground/background, in the top/bottom/lefti/right-hand corner.

Phase 2: Pre-teaching the use of questions form and coatioins of questions and
statements, such as:

e Is your woman fat?

How many trees do you have in your picture?

Are there balls in the field?

Is there anything behind the wall?

I have three birds in my pictures; how many do faue?
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e The two women are sitting under the tree, aré@y?

Phase 3: Brainstorming the relative lexicon used in a nask.

Phase 4: Reviewing the negotiation strategies (questiomi&and statements)

Phase 5: Rehearsing the basic dialogue to be used adestniple-play and making
plans for using specific negotiation strategies.

Phase 6: Performing the tasks given.

Phase7: Evaluating the performance by reflecting on mgants’ negotiation
strategies use.

Phase 8: Giving the participants’ feedback on the pronuticraand grammar used
based on the respective tasks.

3.7.4 Control Group
The control group took part in the “Spot thefBiénces” tasks based on the

materials similar to those used in the negotiatr@ming group in the experimental
group. The participants in the control group wieteoduced to and instructed in the
use of propositions and expressions, and the velédxicon used in a new task, but
they were not trained on specific negotiation sfy@s. The participants in this
control group were exposed to a conversationabictiraining supplement that was
similar to the strategic supplement used in theotiatjon training group in the
experimental group, usually for only 15 to 20 masut Thereafter, the participants
were engaged in communication activities such aswak. It was expected that
they would spend more time practicing speaking l@adning English by using the
target language as much as possible in conversatioteractions, but they did not

have much time for feedback and reflection on e af negotiation strategies.
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3.8 Methods for Data Collection

The data collection procedure followed was basedhentask materials used for

tests and the treatments as illustrated below:

Time Task / Activity

Week 1 e Introduction to the use of negotiation
strategies in conversational interactions.

Week 2 e Pretest: A “Spot the Differences” task

Week 3-16 e Treatment: 12 “Spot the Differences”

Week 17-18 e Posttest: A “Spot the Differences” task

Week 19 e An Attitude Questionnaire administered

week 20

e A semi-structured in-depth interview

carried out

3.8.1 Audiotape-Recordings

Audiotapes were used to record the student-studeeractions for a period
of ten minutes for each dyad. A ‘Bed Room Scen&s wesigned to use as a pre-test
for both groups. After the experiment, a post-tgas administered to both groups
using A ‘Living Room Scene’ (Modified version). @&lpurpose of the recordings of
the pre-test and post-test was to see whether dhecipants were able to use the
target language more proficiently, representingirmprovement of their English
communicative competence over a period of 20 wéeke semester). In addition,
the conversation between the high-low pairing ia farticipants in experimental
group and the control group were tape-recordedd&da analysis. Each recorded

interaction was then transcribed and analyzed @i@kly and quantitatively.
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3.8.2 An Attitude Questionnaire

The questionnaire was 5 points on the Likertesitams, indicating:

(6]

strongly agree
4 agree

3 unsure

N

disagree

H

strongly disagree

The attitude questionnaire was adapted and tdkem Nunan (1989);
Kormos and Dornyei (2004); Dornyei (2003); and Reic(2003), it consisted of two
parts: the personal data and the questions comcethe learners’ attitudes towards
the patterns of negotiation of meaning strategreshe kind of language used in the
“Spot the Differences” tasks. Before being admaristl, the attitude questionnaire
was translated from English to Thai and was apptdoyean expert (see Appendix J).

3.8.3 A Classroom Observation Checklist

A classroom observation checklist for the presé&myswas conducted by a
Thai teacher of English who volunteered to be asttzom observer throughout the
treatment b his opinions were based on the deecsiin the observation checklist
(See appendix F). The purpose of the observatimtktist was to observe the
students’ learning behaviors with reference to @héeems on the checklist, namely,
classroom atmosphere, classroom organization, stadiention to introduction of the
lesson, student appreciation of and involvemerhéntasks, student level of interest

in the tasks, and student actively participatinthim tasks.
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3.8.4 A Semi-structured in-depth Interview

The purpose of the in-depth interview was to sdekents’ truthful views
and opinions after the experiment. In order topsupthe qualitative findings from
the transcripts, an in-depth interview was carreed with six students who used
negotiation strategies the most. The purpose isfitlterview was to ascertain the
students’ views and opinions of the-"Spot the D#feces” tasks and the patterns of
the negotiation of meaning strategies that theyd useer a period of training (one
semester). To gain more details regarding speodgotiation strategies used by the 6
top students, the data collected from this intevvie this study were analyzed. The
following questions were translated into Thai tewe the students’ understanding:

1. Do you think the “Spot the Differences” taskte useful for classroom
interactions? If so, why?

2. What have you learned from the “Spot thdddénces” tasks?

3. What are the patterns of negotiation of nmeastrategies which you most
often use when experiencing communication break@own

4. Why do you have to use the patterns of natyot of meaning strategies
while doing the “Spot the Differences” tasks?

5. Do you think the patterns of negotiatiomwaning strategies are useful

for communication?

3.9 Methods for Data Coding
The coding scheme to analyze the participant'sratctions was developed from
the L2 acquisition studies on the oral interactiansong L2 / FL learners (Doughty

and Pica, 1986; Fotos, 1994; Long, 1983; Varonts@ass, 1985). In addition to the
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pre-test and post-tests, interactions of task weded following the interactional and

linguistic features by dividing the utterances irf@eunits such as words, phrases,
sentences, grammatical and ungrammatical struc{@resk et al., 1986). Only the

utterances in which interlocutors expressed a t#ckomprehension were coded as
negotiation strategies within a conversation. Tihe types of interactional features
were drawn from the interactional analysis in LEL acquisition research. The
followings are:

1. Comprehension Checks (CPC)

2. Clarification Requests (CRR)

3. Confirmation Checks (CFC)

4. Appeals for Help (APH)

5. Asking for Repetition (AFR)

These negotiation models have been used in a euwibrelevant previous
studies (Mackey, 1999; Mackey and Oliver, 2002; kégcand Philp, 1998; Spada
and Lightbown, 1993; Spada and Lightbown, 1999; iéscand Silver 2005; Long,
1990, 1983; Long, 1980).

3.9.1 Examples of C-unit and Negotiation StrategseUsed in the Study

Table: 3.1 Examples of C-unit and Negotiation Straggies Used in the Study

Linguistic feature Example
1) C-unit
words Different?
Same?
phrases Which house?

Which tree?
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Linguistic feature Example

sentence Do you have three trees?

The boy has two balls?
grammatical structure The boy is running.

Is the boy running?
ungrammatical structure A man on horse?

You no a ball?

2) Negotiation strategies

2.1 Comprehension checksDo you understand?
All right?
You know what | mean?
Right?
Is it right?

Table: 3.1 (Cont.) Examples of C-unit and Negotiatin Strategies Used in the

Study

Linguistic feature Example

2.2 Clarification requests | don't follow
What?
Pardon?
What do you mean?
Could you repeat that again?
| don’t understand
Please say again

2.3 Confirmation checks The man, right?
2.4 Appeals for help I’'m sorry | don’t understand

2.5 Asking for repetition | beg your pardon?
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3.10 Methods for Data Analysis

This present study was designed as consisting pfegest, one treatment
session, and a post-test after the experiment. s, Ttie data were analyzed both
guantitatively and qualitatively in order to iddwmtithe different ways in which
negotiation of meaning strategies took place inveosational interactions.

3.10.1 Quantitative Analysis

For the quantitative analysis, the linguisticti@as and negotiation strategies
were examined. All written discourse from the se@npts of interactions was
analyzed based on the types of negotiation codmbliaguistic features mentioned
earlier. The number of words, phrases, senteno@sressages per each participant
was counted. The counting procedure followed wes game as the participant
interaction coding. The negotiation strategiesemelassified based on the coding
scheme. The coding results were compared betweeaxperimental group and the
control group. The means and standard deviatioe w&culated for each group. The
results were compared by using the t-test.

3.10.1.1 Data from the Tape-Scripts
1. Ten minutes of each tape recording were trévestrand coded
following the predetermined coding scheme.
2. Five interactional features produced byhgaarticipant were counted,
both a pre-test and a post-test.
3. The number of words, phrases, sentences, and nesssage
calculated for the frequency of the occurrenceshef negotiation signals within a

conversation using the mean procedure.
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4. The t-test was performed to calculate theevalf the significant
differences between the two groups.
3.10.1.2 Data from the Attitude Questionnaire
The results of the questionnaire were analymsohg the Statistical
Software: SPSS for Windows.
3.10.1.3 Data from the Classroom Observation @aklist
The results of the observation checklist waralyed using the analysis
of descriptive statistics.
3.10.2 Qualitative Analysis
The aim of qualitative analysis was to discovewHhearners supported each
other’s learning of the target language, so anyemts in which the 5 interactional
features appeared in the conversations were demtetstand interpreted. This is
meant as an evidence of the learners’ oral Bmglisnmunicative competence.
Therefore, the qualitative data from the conu@wsal interactions were
analyzed based on the overall strategies. Thedriéesl sample data were extracted
and presented as an excerpt to show how the negotief meaning strategies are

used by the interlocutors.

3.11 Inter-rater Reliability

The recordings of all the interactions were trabsd and then analyzed
twice. The first analysis of the transcripts waseldy the researcher himself to
prepare groundwork for the coding of the interawideatures by the experts whereas
the second coding was done by a native speakepuble check the researcher’s

preliminary analysis.
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After the said preparation had been made, thrgereenced coders were
invited to independently code the interactionatdess found in the transcripts based
on the guidelines for interaction analysis by Mgan and Huston (2004). This is
meant to guarantee the inter-rater reliability. Thesquare?) test was then used to

test the consistency of the agreements among tee toders.

Observedy?
Expert p<.05
Expert 1 469
Expert 2 469
Expert 3 469

The chi-square test results showed no significdférdnces among the three experts,
this confirmed the consistency of the patterndhefriegotiation of meaning strategies

used by the students in the present study.



CHAPTER 4

QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the quantitative resultthefuse of the patterns of
negotiation of meaning strategies by both the cbrind experimental groups. These
guantitative results are, namely, the compariddhemean scores of the pre-test and
post-test of the control and the experimental gspughe analysis of the paired
samples test and the independent sample t-teBedio groups, the frequency of use
of each of the negotiation strategies, the analykithe descriptive statistics for the
attitude questionnaire, the classroom observatibecldist, and the analysis of

comparative means for the classroom observatiocktise

4.2 Results Part 1: Frequency and Utilization

4.2.1 Quantitative Results Regarding the Patter ns of Negotiation of
Meaning Strategies used by the Control and the Experimental Groups
The results of this study were analyzed bafhantitatively and
qualitatively, emphasizing how the patterns of niegjion of meaning strategies
facilitated oral English communicative competence.
The results of the quantitative data analysisewesed to compare the pre-test
and post-test mean scores between the control xgretimental groups and the data

were entered into an SPSS program. A statisticalyais of independent-samples
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.using “t-test” was carried out to assess the Bt differences between the two
groups.
4.2.1.1.1 Comparison of the Pre-test- Post-test and Mean Scores
Between the Control and Experimental Groups
Table4.1: Comparison of the Pre-test and Post-test and deares between the

Control and Experimental Groups

Negotiation Strategies

control CPC CFC CRR APH AFR Total
group pre-test 0 0 0 0 0 0
(n=34) post-test 0 0 0 0 0 0
mean score 0 0 0 0 0 0
experimental pre-test 0 1 5 0 0 6
group post-test 112 18 41 44 19 234
(n=34) mean score 3.29 .53 1.21 1.29 .56

A comparison of the pre-test and post-test scianethe control group shows
that no increase took place in the use of any ef nbgotiation strategies. The
experimental group, on the other hand, shows inmgr®nt in the use of all
negotiation strategies. The least increase oaguneConfirmation Checks (CFC)
with an increase of 17. This was followed by Askfor Repetition (AFR), where the
difference between the pre-test and post-test M. The increases are seen in
Clarification Requests (CRR) and Appeals for H&APId) were similar with 36 and
44 respectively. The most significant usage ineeesas observed in Comprehension
Checks (CPC), where an increase in the frequentey oh 112 occurred. These

increases were also reflected in the mean scores.
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4.2.1.2 Analysis of the Paired Sample Test for the Experimental

Group

Table 4.2: Analysis of the Paired Sample Test for the Expental Group

M SD Sig. (2 tailed)
pairl CPC 3.29 7.90 .021
pair2 CFC .50 1.26 .027
pair3 CRR 1.06 2.45 .017
pair4 APH 1.29 3.20 .024
pair5 AFR .56 1.13 .007

*P<.05*P<.01
The results from the analysis of the paired sanwgs$t for the experimental
group showed significant differences between thetgst and posttest. There was a
significant difference between the pretest andtpsstin the areas of preCPC and
postCPC, this difference being .021. This alsouoed between the pre-test and
post-test in CFC, CRR, APH, and AFR with the déferes being .027, .017, .024,
and .007 respectively.
4.2.1.3 Analysis of the Paired Sample Test for the Control Group

Table 4.3: Analysis of the Paired Sample Test for the Cdraimup

M SD Sig. (2 tailed)
pairl CPC 0 0 0
pair2 CFC 0 0 0
pair3 CRR 0 0 0
pair4 APH 0 0 0
pair5 AFR 0 0 0

The results from the analysis of the paired sartgdefor the control group

showed no significant differences.
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4.2.1.4 Analysis of the Independent Samplet-test Between the
Control and Experimental Groupsin the Posttest
Table 4.4: Analysis of the Independent Sample t-test BetwikerControl and the

Experimental Groups in the Post-test

variable/ group Participants Mean  Std. Deviation Sig. (2-tailed)
(N = 68)
postCPC  control 34 .000 .000
.018
34 3.2941 7.9029
experimental
postCFC  control 34 .000 .000
.015
34 5294 1.2367
experimental
postCRR  control 34 .000 .000
.003
34 1.2059 2.3196
experimental
postAPH  control 34 .000 .000
.021
34 1.2941 3.1959
experimental
postAFR  control 34 .000 .000
.005
34 1.5588 1.1333
experimental

*P<.05*P<.01

An analysis of the results showed the signifiadifferences between the post-
test for the control and experimental groups. @hems a significant difference
between the groups in all areas. This analysisvetiothe following significant
differences. The most significant difference wa£RR at .003, followed by AFR at

.005, CFC at .015, CPC at .018, and APH at .021.
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4.2.1.5 Summary

Based on the findings of the data analysis abaveyas found that the
experimental group showed an increased use offalhe patterns of negotiation
strategies as compared with the pre-test and thetest scores. The results from the
analysis of the Paired Samples test for the exmstah group showed significant
differences between the pre-test and post-testh®mther hand, the results from the
analysis of the paired sample test for the congmup showed no significant
differences. Finally, the analysis of the Indepenidg&ample test also showed levels of
significance in all areas. Therefore, the experi@egroup exhibited significant
improvements in post-test performance in all areas.

4.2.2 Frequency of Usefor Each of the Negotiation Strategies.

Tables 5 to 9 show the Frequency of Use for eacheoNegotiation Strategies.
4.2.2.1 Frequency of Use of Comprehension Checks (CPC)

Table 4.5: Frequency of Use of Comprehension Checks (CPC)

No. of CPC use No. of students Per cent
0 20 58.8
1 3 8.8
3 2 5.9
4 3 8.8
6 1 2.9
7 1 2.9
9 1 2.9
11 1 2.9
15 1 2.9
13 1 2.9
Total 99 34 100

A total of 99 instances were reported. Only41.2%lb$tudents began using CPC

strategies.
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4.2.2.2 Frequency of Use of Confirmation Checks (CFC)

Table 4.6: Frequency of Use of Confirmation Checks (CFC)

No. of CFC use No. of students Percent
0 27 79.4
1 2 5.9
2 2 5.9
3 1 2.9
4 1 2.9
5 1 2.9
Total 15 34 100

This represents 20.6% of all students beginningseCFC, with a total of 15
incidences

4.2.2.3 Frequency of Use of Clarification Requests (CRR)

Table4.7: Frequency of Use of Clarification Requests (CRR)

No. of CRR use No. of students Per cent
0 19 55.9
1 7 20.6
2 3 8.8
3 3 8.8
9 1 2.9
10 1 2.9
Total 25 34 100

25 such requests were noted. Therefore, 44% efuadents began using CRR.
4.2.2.4 Frequency of Use of Appealsfor Help (APH)

Table 4.8: Frequency of Use of Appeals for Help (APH)

No. of APH No. of students Per cent

0 24 70.6
1 3 8.8
2 2 5.9
3 2 5.9
5 1 2.9
12 1 2.9
14 1 2.9

Total 37 34 100

Appeals for Help have thus increased to use by 808 students, and help was
requested 37 times.
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4.2.2.5 Frequency of Use of Asking for Repetition (AFR)

Table4.9: Frequency of Use of Asking for Repetition (AFR)

No. of AFR use No. of students Per cent
0 25 73.5
1 3 8.8
2 4 11.8
3 1 2.9
5 1 2.9
Total 11 34 100

We can see that 26% of all students began askmgpetitions although only 11
repetitions were requested
4.2.2.6 Summary

Based on the findings of frequency of use for e#dhe patterns of
negotiation of meaning strategies, it was found tha most frequently used was
comprehension checks (CPC), 99, followed by appealtelp (APH), clarification
requests (CRR), confirmation checks (CFC), andrasfar repetition (AFR), 37, 25,
15, and 11 respectively. The number of studentagusihese strategies increased
dramatically, from 20.6% to 44%.

4.2.3. Conclusion: Fregquency and Utilization

Based on the findings of the data above, it wasdothat the experimental
group showed an increase in both frequency andation of all the patterns of
negotiation strategies, an improvement not seafl at the control group. Even when
the frequency and utilization was low, as was tasecwith CFC strategy, and the
numbers still revealed a significant differencewssn the experimental and control

groups.
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4.3 Results Part 2: Related Inquiries

4.3.1 Analysis of Descriptive Statisticsfor the Attitude Questionnaire

Table 4.10: Analysis of Descriptive Statistics for the AttiiQuestionnaire

Items of content focus (22) Mean  Std.
Deviation
1 I have found the “Spot the Differences” tasksdusethe classroom 4.74 45
activity useful for EFL learners.
2 If I had done “Spot the Differences” tasks ontheoday, | would 4.65 .65
have done better.
3 |thought that “Spot the Differences” tasks wesiated to what 4.65 .54
I learn in class
4  We learn techniques in the English class thdtheiluseful in the 4.65 49
future.
5 | believe that “Spot the Differences” tasks pdavime an 4.56 .61
adequate opportunity to demonstrate my abilitygeak
English.
6 | have found the “Spot the Differences” tasksuisieom an 4.56 .56
English language learning point of view.
7 If a different teacher had conducted the “SpetDifferences” tasks, | 4.53 .56
would have done better.
8 I believe that “Spot the Differences” tasks woptdvide me with an  4.50 .56
accurate idea of my ability to speak English.
9 | could do my language proficiency justice wheind the “Spotthe  4.32 .59
Differences” tasks.
10 | believe | did well on “Spot the Differencessks. 4.29 .58
11 | thought that the “Spot the Differences” tagkse interesting. 4.29 .52
12 The type of class has increased my motivatiahl avish we had 4.29 .80
more English classes at school.
13 1like doing “Spot the Differences” tasks. 426 .57
14 | understood what | was supposed to do in “8mDifferences” 4.26 57
tasks.
15 |like the “Spot the Differences” tasks. 4.26 15
16 | felt nervous while | was doing “Spot the Difaces” tasks. 4.18 72
17 The time allowed for “Spot the Differences” taskas too short. 4.15 .66
18 | felt nervous before doing “Spot the Differesitasks. 412 .64
19 The classroom activity gave me a greater lovengflish classes. 4.09 .79
20 |thought that doing the “Spot the Differenctassks were an 3.71 91
unpleasant experience.
21 | have found the”Spot the Differences” tasksihar 3.50 .90
22 |thought that the “Spot the Differences” taskse too difficult. 3.12 .84
Total mean score  4.15 .33
Students were asked to complete an assessmetiteiof experience; the

guestions appear in Table 4.10. The descriptors wssigned values as follows:
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“Strongly agree” = 5; “agree” = 4; “no opinion”3; “disagree” = 2; and “strongly
disagree” = 1.

On lookingat the students’ responses to the statements iguestionnaire,
the following was found. For statements 1 to 8vat found that the mean score was
4.5 or higher, indicating that a large number ofients selected “Strongly agree”. It
should be noted that this was also the case ftersemts 2 and 7 which did not carry
a particularly positive connotation.

For statements 9 to 19, the mean answer was éet@®9 and 4.26, further
indicating that the students said they largely edrevith the statements. For
statements 20 to 22, many of the students indidhgticthey had no opinion. Both of
these correlated with the descriptors and valuesab

In conclusion, the students strongly edreith the statements saying that the
“Spot the Differences” tasks were useful for EFlarteers because the tasks were
related to what they learned in class. They alsongty agreed that the techniques
they learned in the English class could be usefthé future because the given tasks
provided them an adequate opportunity to demoresthagir ability to speak English.
There was a strong agreement in statements sdyatghe “Spot the Differences”
tasks could provide them with an accurate ide&ef @ability to speak English.

4.3.2 Analysis of Descriptive Statistics for the Classroom Observation

Checklist
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Table4.11: Analysis of Descriptive Statistics for the ClagsroObservation

Checklist
Items of checklist (6) Nos. of studentsby time Mean Std.
(34 students observed 12 Deviation
times)
1. Classroom atmosphere 408 2.76 48
2. Classroom organization 408 2.53 .55
3. Student’s attention to 408 2.46 .63
introduction of lesson
4. Student’s appreciation of and 408 2.24 .56
involvement in the tasks
5. Student’s level of interest in 408 2.51 .58
the
tasks
6. Student’s active participation 408 2.53 .60
in
the tasks

These subjective statements were assigned di&ssrlpy an observer working
with the researcher. The following numeric valuesassigned to these descriptors as
follows:

“High” or “Good” = 3; “Average” = 2; , and “Poor’rd'Low” = 1. The range of
responses were transposed as follows:

Good/High=2.4-3.0

Average =1.7-2.3

Low/Poor =1.0 - 1.6.

It can be clearly seen that over the obsEmwaperiod, the classroom
atmosphere was ranked highly at 2.76. Also thescteom organization received a
high score at 2.53.

In the items related to the tasks, studeritention to the introduction of the

lesson showed a high rank at 2.46, student’s ajgpi@t of and involvement in the
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tasks received an average score at 2.24, studewgbkof interest in the tasks showed
a high rank at 2.51, and student’s active parttmpain the tasks showed a high rank
at 2.53.

In summary, based on the results of the anabfsise classroom observation
checklist, it was found that the classroom atmosghelassroom organization,
student’s active participation in the tasks, stiidelevel of interest in the tasks, and
student’s attention to the introduction of the tesall showed high levels of outside
evaluation confidence. Table 4.12 shows a thorosighistical analysis of these
reported results.

4.3.3 Analysis of Compar ative Meansfor Classroom Observation

Checklist

Table 4.12: Analysis of Comparative Means for Classroom Oletgzm Checklist

Time item 1 item 2 item 3 item 4 item 5 item 6
Mean 2.00 2.00 1.74 1.71 1.82 1.76
N 34 34 34 34 34 34
Std. Deviation .00 .00 .45 .46 .39 43
Mean 3.00 2.03 2.15 1.97 2.41 2.38
2 N 34 34 34 34 34 34
Std. Deviation .00 A7 .86 .46 .61 .65
Mean 2.97 2.09 2.29 1.91 2.38 2.44
3 N 34 34 34 34 34 34
Std. Deviation A7 .29 .80 .57 .78 .75
Mean 1.71 1.76 2.24 2.03 2.29 2.29
4 N 34 34 34 34 34 34

Std. Deviation 46 .55 .70 .58 .68 .76
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Table4.12 (Cont.): Analysis of Comparative Means for Classroom Olestson

Checklist
Time item 1 item 2 item 3 item 4 item 5 item 6
Mean 2.76 2.71 2.56 2.53 2.65 2.65
5 N 34 34 34 34 34 34
Std. Deviation 43 .46 .50 .56 .49 .49
Mean 2.97 2.79 2.76 2.41 2.59 2.59
6 N 34 34 34 34 34 34
Std. Deviation 17 41 43 .50 .50 .50
Mean 2.82 2.71 2.56 2.44 2.62 2.62
7 N 34 34 34 34 34 34
Std. Deviation .39 .46 .50 .50 .50 .50
Mean 2.97 2.82 2.38 2.41 2.53 2.71
8 N 34 34 34 34 34 34
Std. Deviation A7 .39 .49 .50 51 .46
Mean 2.91 2.79 2.76 2.32 2.71 2.65
9 N 34 34 34 34 34 34
Std. Deviation .29 41 43 A7 .46 .49
Mean 3.00 2.76 2.74 2.35 2.79 2.71
10 N 34 34 34 34 34 34
Std. Deviation .00 43 .45 .49 41 .46
Mean 3.00 3.00 2.76 2.41 2.62 2.71
11 N 34 34 34 34 34 34
Std. Deviation .00 .00 43 .50 .49 .46
Mean 3.00 2.88 2.59 2.38 2.71 2.82
12 N 34 34 34 34 34 34
Std. Deviation .00 .33 .50 .49 .46 .39
Mean 2.76 2.53 2.46 2.24 2.51 2.53
Total N 408 408 408 408 408 408
Std. Deviation .48 .55 .63 .56 .58 .60

The total mean, N and standard deviation figueeused in Table 11.

4.3.4 Conclusion

In conclusionthe students reported that the “Spot the Differehtasks were
useful for EFL learners because the tasks wer¢ertkla what they learned in class.
They also reported that the techniques they leametthe English class could be
useful in the future because the given tasks peavilem an adequate opportunity to

demonstrate their ability to speak English. Alseitihesponses would indicate that
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they believed that the “Spot the Differences” taskaild provide them with an
accurate idea of their ability to speak English.

In addition, the classroom observation checklist cordd the conclusion
that the classroom atmosphere, classroom orgamizagtudent’s active participation
in the tasks, student’s level of interest in thek$a and student’s attention to the
introduction of the lesson were highly effectivepromoting English communicative

competence.

4.4 Summary of the Quantitative Results

In conclusion, the results of this present studygest that the positive effects
of the patterns of negotiation strategies usedutiitoconversational interactions in
“Spot the Differences” tasks can be seen in fifeetknt ways to approach the data.

4.4.1. Based on the comparison of the pre-testpastitest and mean scores
between the control and experimental groups, ®& Yeaind that the experimental
group showed an increase in the use of all negmiatrategies , in sharp contrast to
the lack of improvement in the control group. Thest significant usage increase
was observed in Comprehension Checks (CPC), tls leaAsking for Repetition
(AFR), but all showed significant increases in biofguency and utilization.

4.4.2. The results from the analysis of the pasachple test for both groups
revealed significant differences between pre-claukpost-check in the experimental
group, but no significant differences in the cohtgooup. The results from the
analysis of the Independent Sample t-test betwieercontrol and the experimental

groups showed significant differences between ts-fest for both groups.



CHAPTER 5

QUALITATIVE RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

5.1 Introduction

This chapter begins by describing the contexthaf present study and the
pedagogical context of the questions being potegbds on to discuss the nature of
the “Spot the Differences” tasks used, analysistaedliscussion of seventeen dyadic
interactions utilizing the negotiated strategias,explication of the coding schema
employed, the findings from the interviews with sixdents, and also a summary of
the findings.

5.1.1 Setting the Scene of the study

One popular way to teach new targeted vocabugaaytask known as “Spot the
Differences” task (e.g., Pica et al., 1993; Picalet2006; Mackey and Gass, 2005;
Oliver, 1998; Mackey et al., 2000; Mackey et a002; Swain et al., 1998). Students
are provided with two-paired pictures which arerhe@entical. They are then asked
to spot the differences between the paired pictures is an easy task because of its
familiarity and the familiarity with the items bgnspotted. This minimizes the
learning task to vocabulary acquisition, embeddedn enjoyable challenge. It is
often done by pairing students, thus encouragirapertive learning between low-
achieving and high-achieving students. The “SpetDifferences” task has also been
widely adopted in cross-cultural English instruntidt is also used as an instrument

for data collection and analysis of interactionessh methods because it helps
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modify interaction among the interlocutors and tseearner’s attention to meaning.
The items in the pictures can be made more culjusgecific to the lives of the
learners, thus more adaptable in a variety of calltcontexts. The task was further
chosen for the present study because it alsotkeit well to encouraging many of the
patterns of negotiation of meaning strategies.

The current study was conducted into two extensihools in rural Mukdahan
Province, Thailand. The students are ages 14 tantl5live in an environment with
very little access to English language inputs,egilive or mediated. Internet access
has been brought to the area within the last feery and is still exclusively a school-
based resource, but the online system is inadegamtaree to four students are asked
to use one computer. School attendance is alwaysex priority than the needs of an
agriculturally-based family. In such low-income wrwes of Thailand, English

instructors are rarely qualified to the standarfdsealthier urban schools.

5.2 Analysis of the English Language Used by a Sefed dyad

The following is an analysis of the English laage used by a selected dyad,
Niwet (N) and Manirat (M). This is meant to showwhdhe two interlocutors
collaboratively co-constructed their conversatiamadlerstandings in two of the “Spot
the Differences” tasks: the bed room scene for ghestrategy training and the
modified version of the living room scene for thespstrategy training task. (See
Appendix H) The analysis is based on the comparewh contrast of the English
language used by the High-Low level pairing in ctetipg the task.

The following is an excerpt of the transcriptafconversation between this

NNS-NNS dyad. It is noted that 103 turns were madé only 8.51 minutes were
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spent. The time spent was less than the 10 mirali@sed in completing each task.
Three differences between the two paired picturesewequired to be spotted
collaboratively by the dyad. There are 2 cats,dlall players on the TV screen, and
2 pillows on the bed in Version A where as thereny one cat, one football player,
and one pillow in Version B. However, no differerietween the two paired pictures
was found by the dyad during the pre-strategy imgitask. The following excerpts

are illustrated below:

Excerpt 1: Pre-strategy training

15 M : Is there television in your picture.
16 N : Yes

17 M : Where is it.

18 N : In .. on on the table

Excerpt 2: Post-strategy training

74 N : Is there the television in your picture?

75 M : Sorry, | don’'t understand. (APH)

76 N : Imeanis you the television in yourtpre?

77 M : Yes, and you?

78 N : Yes how many picture in your picture gdrow many television in your
picture?

79 M : There is one television in my picturedamou?

80 N : Yes there is one television in my pictueere is it?

81 M : Again please (CRR)
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82 N : I mean where it is?

83 M : The television on the on the desk.

In looking at the excerpt 1 and the excerpt 25 itlear that only 4 turns were
made in the pre-strategy training session. Afté&sl8minutes, the interlocutors
exhausted their conversational interaction. Theguage used appears close to
grammatical structure, but none of the negotiatbmeaning strategies was used by
the interlocutors to modify their interactionsidtunfortunate that the performance of
the task is not completed because none of thereifées between the two-paired
pictures were spotted by the two interlocutors.

On the contrary, in the post-strategy trainitfggre is a significant greater
precision of the task, for example, the turns @frtltonversational interactions, the
time spent increased. The two negotiation of measimategies were used, such as
APH and CRR. The language used is close to graroahattructure (Brock et al.,

1986)

5.3 The Patterns of Negotiation of Meaning Strategs Used by

Students During “Spot the Differences” Task

“Spot the Differences” was chosen as the task sasdy because it represents
familiar activities and references. However, thedsnts still needed to know the
relative vocabulary items in English, and were dblask for specific English words
in order to complete the task.

The investigation of this study primarily addrestge following questions:
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“Do the patterns of negotiation of meaning strategs used in the “Spot
the Differences” task facilitate Thai lower secondgy students in learning the
kind of language used in oral English communicatie competence?. If so, how
do these patterns used accomplish this?”

For this reason, the qualitative data analysaisftilow this section are mainly
used to present examples of the student’s useegddtterns of negotiation of meaning
strategies. These negotiation strategies includengehension Checks (CPC),
Confirmation Checks (CFC), Clarification RequesIiRR), Appeals for Help (APH),
and Asking for Repetition (AFR). The use of thesgatiation strategies is revealed
in a discussion of the students’ conversationaradtions.

In order to answer the main research questios,gilantitative data were
partly used as strong supports for the qualitad&&. A study of the transcripts (See
Appendix A) of the post-test in the study findstth@e students used every area of
negotiation of meaning strategies as shown in ed#ek below:

Table 5.1: Patterns of Negotiation Strategies Used by thdestis

Negotiation strategy No. of negotiation strategg us No. of students

N = 234) (N =34)
CPC 112 (24)
CFC 18 (7
CRR 41 (15)
APH 44 (10)
AFR 19 (9)
Total 234

This present study focuses more on competentastgors who are nonnative
speaker (NNS), who were the high level students),(H3nsequently, the H-L

students were assigned to work together in perfogriSpot the Differences” tasks.
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Data were classified to discuss according to wimegotiation of meaning strategies
the students’ used the most. (See Table 5.1)

5.3.1 Comprehension Checks (CPC)

With regard to the conversational transcriptee(8ppendix A), there were 14
of 34 students who used the CPC while doing theot'8pe Differences” tasks. Most
of them used the CPC after they asked their intattys questions. This could be
because the students wanted to check their partmederstanding of what they asked
about. For example, a listener did not undedstha question asked by a speaker, so
the speaker used the CPC to check understandinge listener did not understand
what the speaker asked about, the CPC was useeédisaick (Long, 1996) in order to
arrive at mutual understanding, and the CPC coeddl lto modified interactions

(Swain, 1985).

(1) Data from Pair No. 1: A conversation betweeahd N
1 M : Isthere the is there the toy car in ypuature?understand?—— CPC

2 N : No sorry, | don't understand

3 M : Imean is there the toy car in your pief
4 N : No
5 M : Imean toy car is there toy car in yoigtpre?

As seen in the excerpt above, M asked the queSisothere the is there the
toy car in your picture?” and the CPC “Understand@s followed by the speaker
(M). In Turns 2 and 4, the listener (N) icatied that he did not understand what

M asked, so M tried to explain by repeating thevjongs question as seen in Turns 3
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and 5. Even though M did not explain the word “war” clearly, M was able to
produce the question with correctly rising intooatisuch as “Is there the toy car in
your picture?” This data also suggested that naggoti of meaning such as the
comprehension check “understand?” played an impbrtde in modified interaction
(Swain, 1985) as seen in Turn 2. These resultpastgd Long (1983) who stated
negotiation of meaning made input comprehensibl&hus, the CPC could be a
crucial element in the language acquisition proce&dmilar to the studies of Mackey
(1999), Mackey et al. (2000), Mackey and Oliverq2)) it was found that NNS-NNS
interactions in “Spot the Differences” tasks fdated the English language forms,
particularly in the development of questions. Tagé above showed that M was able
to produce the question form. (See Turns 1, 3,59ndAs discussed above, it could
be possible that the CPC had an effect on the raigot of meaning of the English

language for communicative competence.

5.3.2 Appeals for Help (APH)

Based on the results of the APH, it was found tiva students mostly used the
APH strategy when they were in trouble and spediffcasked for help in doing the
task. When the interlocutor asked a question wianbther interlocutor did not
understand at all, he or she used the APH strateggking for help.

An example:

(2) Data from Pair No. 10: A conversation betweearit P
55 Pr : Isthere the desk are there in youupe@

56 P : | notunderstand —»  APH
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57 Pr . A desk use for a paper for televisiogou know the desk?

58 P : Yes

In the data shown above, Pr was able to produeguestion “... Is there the
desk are there in your picture?” (The questionknf@y refers to rising intonation). In
turn 56, P indicated that he did not understandjthestion asked, so he used the APH
strategy for seeking understanding. As seen inewerpt above, Pr described the
word “desk” using her own words (“A desk use fopaper for television”) which
were not taught in the classroom. This suggestsithP did not use the APH, Pr
would not have uttered her explanation and modiffezl way she interacted with a
weaker partner. The results suggest that the lactgors created mutual
understanding from comprehensible input providede Thegotiation of meaning
process was effective in facilitating English conmeative competence, and in this
example the APH strategy became a crucial elemaninégotiation of meaning
strategies. This finding supports Long’s (198Qktaction hypothesis which stated
that communication breakdown is more likely to accuNNS-NNS conversations.
The findings from the present study compare fagrabth Oliver's (2002) study,
which compared NNS-NS, NNS-NNS, and NS-NS dyadswals found that NNS-
NNS dyads used more negotiation strategies andfieddheir interactions.

5.3.3 Clarification Requests (CRR)

Based on the transcripts in the present studwag found that the students
mostly used the CRR strategy when they were urdutteeir interlocutors’ preceding
utterances, either due to vocabulary or pronuraiatiThe students mostly used the
CRR “Again please” in conversations. It is possitilat they became familiar with

CRR from their mother tongue (L1); the analogoupression is commonly used in
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Thai. Thus, it was easy for the students to pickthg usage “Again please” when

necessary in conversation.

(3) Data from Pair No.5: A conversation between&id T
44 Ch : Is there rubbish basket in your picture

45 T : No

46 Ch : You know a basket.

47 T :  Yes

48 Ch : How many rubbish basket are there ur yicture?
49 T : |have one, and you.

50 Ch : Ihave one where s it.

51T : A rubbish basket ah near the ball

52 Ch : Say again please2—» CRR

53T : Arubbish basket ah near the ball ges, you.

As seen in the excerpt above, the relative ttme Ch and T talked about was
the rubbish basket. Ch asked T the question #eethubbish basket in your picture?”
In response to Ch, T indicated that he did not tstdad what CH asked about as
seen in turn 45, so Ch checked T's understandingplging “You know a basket”. In
T’s response “Yes”, it suggests that T understoAd.a result, Ch and T met mutual
understanding. As the result of the dyadic negotiaboth of them modified their
interactions (Swain, 1985) and achieved a commtime@ompetence. The results
suggest that Ch and T acquired enough languageradugpe the questions and
responses using their own words. It can be coedubat the negotiation of meaning

process helped the students improve their commitivéceompetence.
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5.3.4 Confirmation Checks (CFC)

Based on the transcripts in the present studyag found that the students
used the CFC strategy 18 times. Most of the stisdesed the CFC immediately
following the speaker’s preceding utterance wising intonation, and repeating a
portion of the preceding utterance, for example:

(4) Data from Pair No. 5: A conversation betweena@td T
88 Ch : s there sofa in your picture?

89 T : Yes

90 Ch : How many sofa in your picture?

91 T : Ihavetwo

92 Ch Two, right? —» CFC

93 T : Yes

As seen in the excerpt above, in turn 92, Chcetdid that he was not sure of
what he heard, so he used the CFC strategy (“Tigylot” with rising intonation (?))
to confirm what he heard or understood. Althoughuenber of confirmation checks
used in the present study were fewer than thosgingbe three negotiation strategies
discussed earlier, the CFC was still useful fodstus to proceed in their interactions.

5.3.5 Asking for Repetition (AFR)

Based on the quantitative finding (See Table ® ARR strategy was the least
used by the students. With regard to the trantsciipthis present study, it was found
that the students used the AFR in negotiating feammng when they did not hear or
understand what their interlocutors said. In otdesee how the AFR works, the data

from pair no. 12 is presented below:
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(5) Data from Pair No. 12: A conversation betw8eand T
25 S : Isthere a basket in your picture?

26 T : Yes

27 S : What basket like.

28 T : Pardon?—» AFR

29 S : What basket like ... () understand? ..

30 T : No

31 S : Basket .. basket but up down or up

32 T : Updown

As seen in the excerpt above, the utterance “Wasket like” is the indicator
which represents the relative topic that the iotrtors were talking about. In Turn
28, T indicated that he did not understand theantee produced by S, so T used the
AFR strategy to ask for repetition. The data shbat the AFR was used to bridge
the communication gap as seen in Turn 28. Thedstieg point of view based on the
excerpt is that T indicated he did not understaodS was responsible for describing
“What basket like”, using her words, such as “baskebasket but up down or upside
down”. It can be concluded that S’ explanatioTurn 31 represented an important
feedback in response to T's obvious problems utaledsng the word “basket.” In
Turn 32, T indicated that he undwydtby responding “Up down” which
referred to the “Right side”. Indeed, S’s uttemt Turn 31 could be “The basket is
right side or upside down”. This suggests thatalgh the interlocutors used the
incorrect form, they were able to communicate we#éich other. The findings revealed

above compare favorably with Fernadez-Garcia’s yst(@002), which studied
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negotiation of meaning through NNS-NNS interactiomsing synchronous
discussions for Spanish learners. It was found an&hown words were resolved by

the AFR strategy.
5.3.6Summary

To sum up, according to the conversation traptciin this present study, it
was found all of the patterns of negotiation of meg strategies (CPC, CFC, CRR,
APH, and AFR) were used by all dyadic interactions.

1. It was also found that the pairing of H-L stats helped both students to
successfully negotiate for meaning. This presamdyscompares favorably with the
studies by Mackey (1999), Mackey et al. (2000), kégcand Oliver (2002), which
studied the types of dyadic interactions such &s, H#-L, M-M, L-L, and found that
combining H-L students was effective in developit®)/ EFL. Thus, the results of
the study revealed that using H-L students helgesl dtudents develop English
acquisition skills, particular cooperative learn{@yvain, 1985).

2. In addition, the “Spot the Differences” taskssigaed were effective in
helping the students negotiate for meaning to fire@differences. In the majority of
the patterns of negotiation of meaning strategyl uisehis present study it was found
that the students used the negotiation strategiefdilitating both their English
communicative competence and social cohesion (Seerms 1-15). Most of the
English language use acquired by the students eagproduction of the question
forms, such as “Is there ... in your picture?”, “Hownany ... are there in your
picture?”, “Where is it?” with rising intonation Wit indicated that the interlocutors

could predict the appropriate answers.
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3. Additionally, some students produced their owardg to expand the
relative topic, such as in excerpt 12, where M axyad the word “clock”, as seen in
turn 91, by saying “The clock is uhm time time rsaem. or p.m.”. The data show
that the utterance above, not taught in class,resdved when communication gaps
occurred. Therefore, the negotiation strategeesliby the students clearly facilitated
their oral English communicative competence. Thedhts based on the results of
the present study on NNS-NNS interactions in “Spet Differences” tasks could be
relevant to the English language learning contextlich the classroom interactions

took place.

5.4 Coding Scheme of Student Utterances as the Ratts of

Negotiation Strategies

Based on previous literature defining negotiastrategy, Varonis and Gass
(1985) stated that there is not always a one-toemmeespondence between the form
of an utterance and the function of that utterarideus, the similar forms of an
utterance appearing in this present study couldesgvo distinct functions (Plough
and Gass, 1993) such as the utterance “Again pgleaserring in CFC and CRR as
seen in the Table 5.1. With regard to the studestsversational interactions, forms
of utterances based on 5 negotiation strategies$ nsesl by the students as a starting

point of communicative competence were discussed
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Table 5.2: The Patterns of Negotiation Strategies Used bysthdents Based

on the Forms of an Utterance as Canldlois Present Study.

Negotiation strategy

Form of utterance

Frequency ofise

(Total=234)
1. Comprehension checks(CPC) Understand? 42
You understand? 48
Do you understand? 13
Do you understand me? 3
You know? 6
You know what | mean? -
Again please 1
2. Confirmation checks (CFC) | The man? 7
The man, right? 10
Again please 1
3. Clarification requests (CRR) | What? 5
What do you mean? -
What do you mean by that? -
Could you repeat that again? -
Could you say that again? -
Again please 32
Please say that again 1
Sorry, | don’'t understand 2
| don’t know 1
4. Appeals for help (APH) Sorry, | don’'t understand 42
Excuse me, | don’t understand 1
| don’t know 1
5. Asking for repetition (AFR) Sorry? 9
Pardon? 8
Pardon me? -
| beg your pardon? -
Excuse me 2
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1. Comprehension checks (CPC)

Negotiation strategy Form of an utterance Frequencyf
use
(Total=234)
1. Comprehension Understand? 42
checks(CPC)
You understand? 48
Do you understand? 13
Do you understand me? 3
You know? 6
You know what | mean? -
Again please 1

The table above clearly shows the frequency oh edterance. The students
used the “You understand?” the most (48 times)wdtild seem students picked up
this relatively easy expression “You understand?thee means to solve the problems
when negotiating meaning. On the one hand, they maae learned it during their
practice sessions, and it therefore easily canmimo when they seriously needed it.
On the other hand, it is also similar to the exgigs with the same meaning used in
their mother tongue. Other sources outside theitigacourse might include different
sources or media such as Talk Show programs owvidile, people talking, movies,
to name a few. As a result, the students weretahlse it when necessary. As can be
seen in the table above, the number of times “Wstdrd?” is used, approximates the
use of “You understand?”, totaling 42. This coulavé been for similar reasons
discussed above. With reference to “Do you undedsta (13 times) and “Do you
understand me?” (3 times), although the studertsaat used the forms, this exposure
is most effective in terms of the greater occureeaotthe question completions. An
additional utterance, “You know?”, was used 6 tim@his shows that the students
used it either in the training course or drew airtkxperiences. The students did not

use the utterance “You know what | mean?” becauseuld be difficult for them to
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memorize this utterance as a sentence completmrihesy ignored using it, even
though it was included in their training. On thaeathand, the students most used the
utterances “You understand” and “Understand” besansgeneral, these forms are
similar to the way students’ would say it in thewn language, Thai. Consequently,
the forms of the utterance influenced the secofwteign language learning process
as occurred in the present study. To summarizeoaits of the utterance in CPC
were used to solve non-understanding as statedllisy (E003), but the choice of
utterance depended on that the students’ levelooffart with the use of that
utterance.

2. Confirmation Checks (CFC)

Negotiation strategy Form of an utterance Frequencyf use
(Total=234)
2. Confirmation Checks (CFC) The man? 7
The man, right? 10
Again please 1

As can be seen in the Table abotle students mostly used the “The...,
right?”, totaling 10 times. It is the evidence pd®md by the respondent to confirm
that the utterance was understood or heard coyréEllis, 2003). Possibly the
listener added the preceding speaker’s utterangectode, for example, “The one,
right?”, due to non-understanding. Before thedining, the students reported that
they had never used this form, so it could be #a&d they used the form of the
utterance as the result of their training. In &ddi while doing the task, the listener
might need to repeat the current speaker’s utteremconfirm whether or not he or
she heard correctly by responding immediately \th#h previous speaker’s utterance
ending in a rising intonation. Therefore, the shudaused “The..., right?” in order to

make sure due to non-understanding. This formnslai to what the students could
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use in their language when they do confirmationckkeln terms of the use of “The
man?” and “again please”, the students used tmesfarf the utterance totaling 7 and
1 respectively. This could be because the studkdtaot use the forms much in their
language for negotiating meaning and thereforendidfeel comfortable using such
utterances.

3. Clarification requests (CRR)

Negotiation strategy Form of an utterance Frequencyf use
(Total=234)
3. Clarification Requests (CRR) What? 5
What do you mean? -
What do you mean by that? -
Could you repeat that again? -
Could you say that again? -

Again please 32
Please say that again 1
Sorry, | don’'t understand 2
| don’t know 1

Based on the transcripts in the present studywag found conversational
modifications such as clarification requests (V@oand Gass, 1985) helped the
interlocutors participate in the interactions amdlerstand each other. As can be seen
in the table above, among the students’ most usadsf was “Again please” (32
times). This shows that the utterance “Again pleaséped the students to emphasize
the trouble they were having understanding. Theafigbe utterance “Again please”
could be an easy way for the students to negotreganing. The resulting “Again
please” increased the emphasis of requested cktidn, as they were trained by the
researcher. In addition, it could be possible that listeners used the utterance
because they asked for repetition when they didunderstand. However, it is not

always easy to identify the exact use of that attee because the students might be
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experienced in using it before the training as \aslthe relevance of its usage in their
first language culture. In terms of the use of ‘Ahthe students used the utterance
totaling 5 times. It is the evidence providedhe speakers that the listeners did not
understand and were negotiated meaning (Varonis&sasd, 1985). The students used
the form of the utterance “What” because they retpee clarification from their
partners using a word, not phrase or sentence eimp] to simplify the negotiation
of meaning. Another possibility is that this formutd be similar to the way it is used
in the students’ first language, or they might hhad experience using that utterance
from other English language environments. As agasden in the table above, the use
of “please say that again”, “Sorry, | don’t undared”, and “I don’t know were less
employed. This could be because the studentsaliteal comfortable in using these
forms either due to the need for sentence completow because of the long words.
They therefore did not use those utterances totiaganeaning and even though
they were trained they might not feel sufficierfdyniliar with the use of the forms.
Moreover, the forms of the utterances above coldd serve other functions, so the
students may not have felt confident using thegerarices when dealing with
clarification requests, with the result they wesed less than other utterances. It is
noticeable that the students did not use “Whatalomean?, “What do you mean by
that?”, “Could you repeat that again?”, and “Cowtdi say that again?”. This could
be possible because the forms of the utterancediffreult for the students to
negotiate meaning because of the sentence commetidnother reason is that the
forms of the utterances are inappropriate to thdesits’ English language knowledge

level.
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4. Appeals for Help (APH)

Negotiation strategy Form of an utterance Frequencyf use
(Total=234)
4. Appeals for Help (APH) Sorry, | don’t understand 42
Excuse me, | don’t understand 1
| don’t know 1

As can be seen in the table above, the studergiynmsed the utterance “Sorry, |
don’t understand” (42 times). This shows thatshealents felt comfortable using this
utterance to negotiate meaning, perhaps partlytdués easy pronunciation. They
therefore needed the use of the utterance to adkefp when having trouble. Apart
from being trained to use of the form of the “Seidrdon’t understand” in classroom,
the students might have heard the utterance fréwr giources, for example chatting
program, movies, people talking on television, pélbne answers, or ads. This could
enable the students to already have a memory gdhtese, and when they needed to
use that utterance with their partners it cameikgén mind. In this case, it could be
the fact that student’s prior knowledge providednthwith the skills to negotiating
meaning. The resulting “Sorry, | don’t understarté€lped the students increase
communicative competence. In the table abovestindgents barely used “Excuse me,
| don’t understand?” and “I don’t know” (1 and ing respectively). The data show
that the students may not be sure of the use ofotines because these forms could
serve two distinct functions. On the other hahd, use of the forms of the utterance
might be too different from ways used in theirtfil@mguage. They therefore did not

feel comfortable in using those utterances.
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5. Asking for Repetition (AFR)

Negotiation strategy Form of an utterance Frequencyf use
(Total=234)
5. Asking for Repetition (AFR) | Sorry? 9
Pardon? 8
Pardon me? -
| beg your pardon? -
Excuse me 2

As can be seen in table abotiee students most used the “Sorry”, totaling 9
times. The data revealed that the students weeetahlse the form of the utterance to
negotiate meaning because the students get familtarthe use of that utterance
which might be easy for them to pick up when nemgsdn addition, the use of the
form “Sorry” was most often used on televisiongrmems such as movies. This could
be concluded that the students most used the fértmeoutterance according to the
training course and their experience. In termsefuse of the “Pardon?”, the students
used it to negotiate meaning because they wereetfaifrom the program over a
period of the semester. The use of the “Pardon raed”“l beg your pardon?” was
not employed by the students because the formieeotitterance were too long and
difficult for them to negotiate meaning. On the atthand, single word such as
“Sorry” and Pardon?” could be use perfectly insteddphrases or the sentence
completion. Beyond the training of the use of therfs of the utterance mentioned
above, the students used it because they mighk tthie forms were similar in
meanings, so they used them to negotiate for mgasra study by Plough and Gass

(1993), which found that asking for repletion hade#fect on interaction.



5.5 Excerpts of Student Interactions

5.5.1 Excerpt 1: Comprehension Checks
This example comes from a conversation between Wanf{w) and

Chanchira (Ch). Comprehension Checks are indicatédbold-type and

95 W: Be . . beside the shelf is is there flowase in your picturefou

understand?

96 Ch: Yes one no

97 W: s there flower vase in your picture?

98 Ch: Yes

99 W: How many flower vase in your pictungdu understand?>—»

100 Ch: Yes one

101 W: Where is flower vase in your pictuggil understand?—»

102 Ch: No no

103 W: 11 said where is flower vase in your pretdyou understand? —»
you understand? —»

104 Ch: No

105 W: | said flower vase where is flower flowerse in your picture?
you understand? —»

106 Ch: No

107 W: |1 said | said where where is flower vasgour picture?

108 Ch: On on the

109 W: On under the table on the sofa on the erd#sk, and you?

110 Ch: Yes on the sofa

127
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In turn 95, W asked Ch the question “Is thergvlovase in your picture?” W
checked Ch’s comprehension using the standard Gdmapsion Check “You
understand?”. In Turn 99, W also used the same p@eimnsion Check after the
guestion asked “How many flower vase in your pe®irwhen Ch answered “Yes
one” in turn 100, it showed that the interlocutonglerstood each other and they then
passed on to the next interaction. This reveat®s & negotiation strategy (in this
case a Comprehension Check) was made into a mabdifteraction (Swain, 1985,
Pica et al., 1993). In Turn 101, W asked the goeswWhere is flower vase in your
picture?” and checked Ch’s using “You understaniiZVas seen that W used this
Comprehension Check very often after asking thestipre in order to make sure the
listener (Ch) understood. In Turn 102, Ch answéhedguestion “No no,” indicating
a lack of comprehension at that point. W then agkedquestion again and checked
again using the same Comprehension Check two tinkBe®ntually, W was able to
determine that Ch did not understand the questioough the repeated use of the
same Comprehension Check. W guided Ch’s respoms&urn 109 by using
prepositions such as “On under”. In Turn 110, Gécessfully responded to W “Yes,
on the sofa”. This revealed the way W’s use ofan@rehension Check strategy
facilitated a mutual learning interaction and, bgteasion, a small bit of English
language acquisition (Long, 1980, 1983, Pica ¢tl@R3).

5.5.2 Excerpt 2: Comprehension Checkas used in a conversation between

Metta (M) and Loetsak (L)

9 M: | have two too is there the umbrella in ypigture.
10 L: Sorry, I don’'t understand

11 M: Umbrella is er rainynderstand? —»
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12 L: Yes
13 M: How many umbrella are there in your pictur@rdo you understand? —,
14 L: No
15 M: Er. . . you have one or you have twoderstand? —»
16 L: Yes | have two, and you?
17 M: | have one is there the flower vase aredlerour picture.

In Turn 9, M asked L the question “Is there timebuella in your picture?” L
did not answer that question but instead respori@edry, | don’'t understand” in
Turn 10. In Turn 11, M briefly explained the wdtaimbrella” like “Umbrella is er
rainy” and continued checking with L by asking “Umdtand?”. Through this
negotiation of meaning strategy, L was able towadp‘Yes”. Later, in Turn 13, M
went on easily in a modified interaction to the thgxestion “How many umbrella are
there in your picture” then checked with L in ordersee if L comprehended or not.
In Turn 14, L responded “No,” providing M with a asn to use another
comprehension. In Turn 15, M explained to L usmignbers, such as “You have one
or you have two” to guide the answer and contincieelcking using comprehension
check “Understand?”. In Turn 16, L responded “Mdsave two” and was able to ask
M the question “And you?”. As analyzed above,ewagaled that when the speaker
(M) and the listener (L) faced a communication gapstrategy of comprehension
checks used by the speaker enabled the listerfetldav what the speaker intended.
This clearly reveals how a process of negotiatibmeaning strategies enabled these
learners to improve their communicative competenith one another, particularly
important in this dyadic high-low proficiency (H-Isjtuation. Similarly, a study by

Oliver (2002) revealed that the pattern of H-L prigihcy was more effective when
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using negotiation strategies in classroom intevactthan in the use of other
interaction patterns. It was seen that the inteiars reached mutual understanding
because they could move on to another topic. Atateo be seen that this interaction
facilitated L's English language acquisition (Lorig®80, 1983), when L was able to
produce the short “And you?”.
5.5.3Excerpt 3: Comprehension Checkss used in a conversation between
Niwet (N) and Manirat (M)
11 M: ltittoy carinfrontof. .. infront dhe boy is there the family picture in your
picture?
12 N: Yes, and you?
13 M: Yes how many family picture are there in ypicture.2understand? —
14 N: Yes. There is one family picture in my piretuand you?
15 M: There is family there is one family picturemy picture. Where is where is
family picture in your picture?
16 N: It.. it.. it next to the wall, and you?

17 M: Is hanging the wall is there the stand inrypicture?

In turn 11, M asked N the question “Is there theily picture in your
picture?” N responded “Yes, and you?” in Turn Tthis interaction went smoothly,
but in Turn 13, M asked N the question “How manmilg picture are there in your
picture”, followed by a comprehension check. Npmrsled easily and the interaction
proceeded smoothly. Evidently, although their tedlemed smooth, the speaker (M)

used a Comprehension Check. This situation isylited result of the nature of the
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task and not a genuine check of comprehensiomppiéars to this researcher to be an
example of the strategy being used for social tation (Krashen, 1982; Prabhu,
1987), an example of a high level student helpihgwalevel student to be “aware of
their conversational responsibility and attempt t@ork towards mutual
understanding” (Oliver, 2002, p.379)

5.5.4 Excerpt 4: Confirmation Checksas used in a conversation between
Chiraphorn (Ch) and Wuttiphong (W)
28 W: Is there a .. stripped ball in your picture
29 Ch: Yes, and you?
30 W: Yes how many a stripped are there in yociupe.
31 Ch: | have one, and you?
32 W: | have one
33 Ch: The one, right? —
34 W: Yes where a striped ball a are there in yocture.
35 Ch: Striped ball between shelf and the baskistthere a television in your

picture.

In this excerpt, W and Ch were able to meet comaative competence using
guestions even though the questions produced ve¢reomplete, such as the question
in Turn 30. In Turn 33, Ch indicated that she was$ sure which ball was being
referred to, so she used the common confirmati@clchiThe one, right?” to see if it
was correct or not. In this case, she repeatedop&¥’s preceding utterances “One”
with rising intonation (Pica and Doughty, 1985; lRjb and Gass, 1993) in order to

negotiate for clarity when facing a doubt in thentounication. In Turn 34, W's
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response “Yes” indicated that he understood whatw@s checking about. This
interaction shows how the negotiation strategy @ovation Check was used through
conversational interactions and facilitated comroative competence of the two
students. Most importantly, it helped the intedimes confirm their understanding of
the target language (Long, 1980, 1983), as seemumn 34 where W produced
guestions in his own words such as “Where a strijglda are there in your picture.”
In responding to W, Ch confirmed her understanduoygreplying “Striped ball
between shelf and the basket ...” as seen in Turn 35.

5.5.5 Excerpt 5: Confirmation Checksas used in a conversation between
Suriya (S) and Bang-on (B)
1 S: Is there a umbrella in your picture?
2 B: Umbrella?—,
3S: Yes
4 B: Yes there are, and you?
5S: Yes there are two. How many umbrella in ymature?
6 B: There are two. And you?
7 S: There are one too where it is umbrella inryocture? ..
8 B: I'm sorry, | don’t understand
9 S: I mean where it is umbrella in your picture?
10 B: In front of the sofa. What is umbrella likeyour picture?
11 S: It right side, and you?

12 B: It upside down

In this excerpt, S started his turn by askinggtestion “Is there a umbrella in

your picture?” In Turn 2, B indicated that she wed sure if what she heard was
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correct, so she responded immediately by repeatmag part of the preceding
utterance “Umbrella?” with rising intonation. Ttskowed that the listener (B) could
not continue with the interaction until she wasedll confirm the correct information.
B confirmed that the word she heard the first twess correct, as confirmed by S
(yes). In this sense, the interlocutors needexitdirm the object of their interaction,
in this case the object being described with thedviombrella.” Once this was made
clear to each other, both students were able tduge questions using their own
words. The initial lack of clarity may have demv&om S’s pronunciation of the
word “umbrella” rather than a gap in understandhegvocabulary.

5.5.6 Excerpt 6: Confirmation Checksas used in a conversation between

Chakaphan (Ch) and Thiti (T)

73 T: Yes .. how many is there a ball in yourtynie.
74 Ch: Yes
75 T: How many a ball in your picture.
76 Ch: | have one, and you?
77 T: | have one where is it.
78 Ch: The ball is on the desk understand?
79 T: No, again please
80 Ch: The ball is on the desk understand?
81T: Yes..
82 Ch: And you?
83 T: The ball near is the rubbish basket
84 Ch: Sorry, | don’'t understand again please

85 T: The ball near the ball is near the rubbisskiet
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86 Ch: The ball near rubbish basket, right? —
87 T: Yes

In this excerpt, T started his turn by asking gfoestion “..Is there a ball in
your picture.” In response to T, Ch responded *yYsBowing that he understood the
guestion asked. T then continued interacting yngsthe questions in Turns 75 and
77 “How many a ball in your picture.” and “Whereits respectively. In Turn 78,
Ch’s response “The ball is on the desk, understasd@wed that he was able to
produce the target language, so he continued amgcKs understanding using the
negotiation strategy “Understand?” In Turn 29ndicated that he did not understand
what Ch said by responding “No, again please”. résponse to T's lack of
understanding, Ch repeated the target languageeas ia Turn 80 and continued
asking the question “And you?” T expressed hiseustinding by saying “Yes”. In
Turn 83, T's response “The ball near is the rubliabket” showed that he was able
to respond using his own words, although Ch inéitdte did not understand as seen
in Turn 84. As a result, he used a negotiatioatstyy to request clarification by
saying “Sorry | don’t understand again please.” résponse to Ch in Turn 85, T
repeated his preceding sentence “The ball nedrdahés near the rubbish basket”. In
Turn 86, Ch checked to confirm that his understagdvas correct by saying “The
ball near rubbish basket, right?”. This suggds#s twhen the interlocutor (Ch) faced
a doubt in the communication; he used a confirmatioeck to clarify. In doing so,
he repeated part of T's preceding utterances wsthg intonation as seen in Turn 86.
In Turn 87, T confirmed that Ch’s understanding wasgect by responding “Yes”.
These data in the conversation above showed thatdhfirmation check is a useful

negotiation strategy that may not directly help waeg language, but strongly
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facilitates communicative competence as a sociataction (Krashen, 1982; Prabhu,
1987) and thus encouraged the speakers to prodisstians in their own words (eg,
in Turns 75 and 77).
5.5.7 Excerpt 7: Clarification Requestss used in a conversation between
Wichan (W) and Adisak (A)
17 W: It between a sofa and desk ... is a telephio your picture. telephone
18 A: What? —»
19 W: It a call call call call
20 A: Yes
21 W: How many
22 A: One, and you?
23 W: | have one too where is it.
24 A: On the sofa, and you?

25 W: | am on the desk

In looking at this excerpt, W started his turndmsking the question “... Is a
telephone in your picture, telephone”. In respaies@/, A indicated that he did not
understand what W asked, so he requested claiginchy using “What?” with rising
intonation as seen in Turn 18. In W’s turn, hedrto describe the meaning of the
word “Telephone” using his own words such as “ttadl, call, call, call,” as seen in
Turn 19. In this case, although it (Turn 19) wa$ @ complete sentence uttered by
W, it was a means of negotiation of meaning whemn ititerlocutor used a simple
word (call) to describe the function of a new amknown word (telephone) to the

other speaker in order to clarify what it was rafgy to. In turn, it is revealed that a
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clarification request promoted the speakers to ermmmon ground in understanding
each other. In Turn 20, W began using short wokisw many” as a question with
reference to “How many telephones are there in yocture?” W responded to A’'s
request for clarification by deliberately simplifig his language to reach
understanding with his task partner. The effecthef negotiation was on the other
party, not the one requesting the clarificationisTieveals the dynamic nature of the

communication and the effect that the strategydmalsoth parties.

5.5.8 Excerpt 8: Clarification Requestsas used in a conversation between
Suphattra (S) and Thinnakorn (T)
16 T: Yes.. isthere a cat are there in youtupe?
17 S: What? —,. What?.. —
18 T: Isthere a cat .. are there in your picure
19 S: Yes
20 T: How many a cat are there in your picture?
21 S: | have two, and you?
22 T: | have one where it is?
23 S: ltit next to sofa, and you?

24 T. Cat sleep on the table .

In this excerpt, T started his turn by asking thestion “Is there a cat are
there in your picture?”. S indicated either tHae glid not understand what T asked or
was not paying attention to the question, so shedador clarification by the
utterances “What? What?” twice with rising intanat This showed that S was not

ready for the interaction, so she used a claribcatrequest to assure that the
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interaction could proceed smoothly. Whether this wae to a lack of understanding

of the language or a social request of a partneoti€lear from this example. In either

case, the success of the strategy is clearly setreiensuing conversation. T seemed
to understand the clarification request used byndbmaade sense of the reason why S
needed to use it. This suggests that the clatibicaequest helped facilitate a smooth

communicative interaction (Ellis, 2003) regardlesk the cause of the initial

clarification request.

5.5.9 Excerpt 9: Clarification Request@as used in a conversation between

Phongsak (P) and Chuthara) (Ch

1 Ch: Is there a flower vase in the picture?

2 P: No | don’'t understand

3 Ch: I mean flower vase

4 P: Again please—»

5 Ch: Is there a flower vase in the picture?

6 P: Yes, and you?

7 Ch: Yes how many flower vase in the picture.
8 P: Again please—»

9 Ch: How many a this is a number how many
10 P: No | don’t understand

11 Ch: Ok I mean how many flower vase in the petu
12 P: | have one, and you?

13 Ch: | have one too where it is.

14 P: A flower vase is on the television tablej gau?
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15 Ch: The flower vase is is the desk is on thekdé and is there a telephone in the

picture?

In looking at Turn 1, Ch started her turn by agkine question “Is there a flower
vase in the picture?” P responded “No, | don’t usténd,” asking for help in Turn 2.
In Turn 3, Ch tried to describe the meaning of ghevious utterance using “I mean”
with reference to what she had emphasized witheaifsp meaning as seen in Turn 3
“I mean flower vase”. It revealed that Ch was ableroduce her own words in order
to explain to her partner as a result of the negotn strategy used by P in Turn 2. P
still did not understand what Ch explained to hém,he used the same strategy again
to request clarification. This clarification regti@ised by P was a signal to Ch that
she needed to alter the previous utterance in dodezach an understanding with her
partner, as seen in Turn 5. In Turn 6, P showatihtb had reached understanding by
responding “Yes, and you?” This signal indicatedCto that she had to continue by
continually adjusting her language to reach an tstdeding with P. This shows that
the negotiation strategy used by P gave him anoatyghin the interaction deriving
from the need to complete the task as partnerstubtying this script, we can see that
the interlocutors faced significant communicati@psg Further, the partner who did
not understand (P) was able to compel modificatinribe interaction through his use
of Clarification Requests. This suggests that tlegotiation strategy used, a
Clarification Request, facilitated a social intdrae as well as facilitating English
language acquisition.

5.5.10 Excerpt 10: Appeals for Helpas used in a conversation between

Niwet (N) and Manirat (M)
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74 N: Is there the television in your picture?

75 M: Sorry, | don't understand —— Appeal for Help

76 N: | mean is your the television in your pie@r

77 M: Yes, and you?

78 N: Yes how many picture in your picture sorgwhmany television in your
picture?

79 M: There is one television in my picture, ammdiy

80 N: Yes there is one television in my pictureswehit is?

81 M: Again please —» Request for Clarification

82 N: | mean where it is?

83 M: The television on the on the desk

In this excerpt, M used two different utteranassegotiation strategies. Both
can be seen as appeals for help, although thiandss has categorized the second
one (“Again please”) as a Request for Clarificatiddoth are fulfilling similar
functions in this exchange. In Turn 75, when M aaded that she had trouble in
communication, she asked for help by saying “Sdrrdon’t understand”. N
responded by repeating part of the previous questiol adding the phrase “l mean is
your” before the question, revealing N’s efforts use his own words to explain
successfully. Although largely successful, the rt&on required M to use another
appeal for help (categorized as a Request for fi€lation) in order to keep the
communication proceeding smoothly. From the abdavadicates the interlocutors
achieved mutual understanding through modifiedrattiions as seen in Turns 78-83.
For example, in Turn 78, N asked M the question Mow many television in your

picture?”, indicating that after the interlocutansderstood each other, M showed her
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understanding by saying “There is one televisionmy picture, and you?” The
phrase “I mean” became an indicator used to framexglanation and were added
before the target words by the interlocutor. Aseault, M was able to respond,
showing that M acquired sufficient language eveautfh her utterance was not
complete (there was no verb to be, “is”) because wls able to produce the
preposition “on”.
5.5.11 Excerpt 11:Appeals for Help as used in a conversation between
Phongsak (P) and Chutharat (Ch)
91 Ch: Remote control the remote control is betwa® sorry remote control is on
television table .. ah is there a gliasthe picture?
92 P: Sorry, | don’'t understand —
93 Ch: Ah I mean a glass or a glass a glass arwat
94 P: No nasorry, | don’t understand —
95 Ch: I mean ah is there a glass in the picture?
96 P: Yes, and you?
97 Ch: Ah yes how many a glass in the pictureyalounderstand?
98 P. No I don’t understand —»
99 Ch: Ah how many a glass how many a glass ipittere.
100 P: | have one, and you?
101 Ch: | have one too where it is?
102 P: The glass is the glass is on the coffde,tabd you?

103 Ch: A glass is on coffee table too .. arithése a eye glass

The three appeals for help used by P gave Ckigmal to describe what she

said in a modified manner in subsequent Turns $93and 99). In Turn 95, Ch tried
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to explain the word “glass”, focusing on the giasired picture in order to help P
find the answer from the picture. The evidence shiw communicative competence
was the response of P in Turn 96 “Yes, and you®is Suggests that the appeal for
help was effective in promoting a communicativeerattion between the partners.
Moreover, this negotiation strategy helped Ch cargiproducing further questions as
seen in Turn 97 “... How many a glass in the pictude, you understand?” Ch also
checked his understanding by asking “Do you undad2”, so P had used the appeal
for help in response to a Comprehension Check uheroto achieve a clear
understanding. After the interlocutors both maderes in conversational interactions
using their own words and negotiations, they car@thwith a modified interaction as
seen from Turns 101-103. These interactions madéé interlocutors occurred
based on their competence, and were not taugheinlassroom.
5.5.12 Excerpt 12: Appeals for Hel@s used in a conversation between

Metta (M) and Loetsak (L)

89 M: | have two too is there the clock are thargour picture.
90 L: Sorry, I don’'t understand —»

91 M: The clock is uhm time time is er a.m. or p.m

92 L: Yes

93 M: How many the clock are there in your picture

94 L: | have one, and you?

95 M: | have one too where is it.

96 L: On the wall, and you?

97 M: On the wall too is there the feather dusténderstand? (CPC)
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In this excerpt, in Turn 90 L indicated that he dot understand what M
asked about, so he used the Appeal for Help sirgt&prry, | don’'t understand.”).
In response, M tried to describe what she meargi\ing her own definition of the
word “clock” (“The clock is uhm time time is er a.rar p.m.”) as seen in Turn 91.
This showed M'’s effort in giving the meaning of therd “clock” using her own
words so that L understood easily when he faceshahwunication gap. The fact that
L showed his understanding by responding “Yes” ltedurom these negotiations of
meaning; consequently, the interlocutors were &blmake modified interactions. In
Turn 97, M then used a Comprehension Check in dadproceed to the next item in
their task. Her use of this strategy was due in fmalL’s previous appeal for help.
Here we see that one strategy can lead to anahdrthat the different strategies
work together for both partners

5.5.13 Excerpt 13: Asking for Repetitioras used in a conversation between

Suphattra (S) and Thinmak@h)

1 S: Is there a television in your picture?

2 T: Pardon?—»

3 S: Television televi .. is there a televisiaryour picture?

4T: Yes

5 S: How many television are there in your picture

6 T: Pardon?—»

7 S: How many television in are there in your giet how many .. how many
8 T: One, and you?

9 S: I have | have one too where it is? do youeustdnd?/es or no

10 T: Yes
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11 S: Where itis? ...

12 T: Pardon?—»

13 S: Where it is? where where itis? ... whers where it is.
14 T: On the table

15 S: On the table, right?

16 T: Yes. is there a cat are there in your pgu

In this excerpt, T used the Asking for Repetitgtrategy by saying “Pardon?”
with rising intonation as seen in Turns 2, 6 andAr®m the above it shows that the
interlocutors understood each other because tresheel the outcome, that is, they
were talking about the same topic. In Turn 9, $poaded to T by saying “I have |
have one too where it is?” accompanied by the Cehmrsion Check “do you
understand?” and added by the question “Yes omantfie end of the sentence. These
data revealed that the “Asking for Repetition” &gy led to a successful
conversational interaction that included S’s usedditional negotiation strategies,
promoting a mutually negotiated communicative cotapee (Long, 1996).

5.5.14 Excerpt 14: Asking for repetitionas used in a conversation between

Poramin (P) and Chatri (Ch)
29 P: Nexttoin plug in plug .. itis .. a bosflfruit are there in your picture ..
30 Ch: Yes
31 P: How many a bowl of fruit are there in youstpre ..
32 Ch: | have one ..
33 P: Where it is a bow! of fruit.

34 Ch: Sorry? —»
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35 P: Where it is a bowl of fruit ...
36 Ch: Sorry? —»
37 P: Where it is a bowl of fruit ...

38 Ch: Next to a glass next to a glass, and you? ...

When P asked “Where it is a bowl of fruit?” imrh 33, Ch indicated that he
did not hear or understand P clearly, so he as&edepetition by saying “Sorry?”
with rising intonation as seen in Turn 34. ThisigEtce was repeated, suggesting that
the interlocutor (Ch), facing difficulties in comgation, needed to use the strategy
twice. Accordingly, P made an effort in describmbat Ch did not understand by
repeating the previous question “Where it is a bofftuit?” as seen in Turn 37. Ch
finally showed his understanding of what P saiddsponding appropriately in Turn
38. In looking at this transcript, it is not cleghat was the nature of Ch’s difficulty,
but it is clear that the use of the strategy helpbdind P meet mutual understanding.

5.5.15 Excerpt 15: Asking for Repetitioras used in a conversation between

Wuttiphong (W) and Supha(®a

39 Ch: | have one too .. is there a toy car engditture?
40 P: Again please —

41 Ch: Atoy car toy car

42 P: Pardon?_—_,

43 Ch: Ah ok?

44 P: Pardon?—

45 Ch: Toy car?

46 P: Yes, and you?
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47 Ch: Yes ah how many toy car in the pictureo ydu

48 P: [Sorry, | don’t understand
49 Ch: I mean how many toy car in the picture.

50 P: | have one, and you?

51 Ch: I have one too ah where itis.

52 P: Atoy car .. is beside the boy, and you?

53 Ch: The toy car ah is in front of the boy isrtha cat in the picture?

In this excerpt, Ch started her turn by askirggthlere a toy car in the picture?”
P showed that he was not sure that what he heasdcaaect, so he asked for
confirmation (or one could as easily describe itAgking for Repetition) by saying
“Again please”. In Turn 41, Ch confirmed what stas talking about by saying “A
toy car toy car”. In Turn 42 and again in Turn #asked for repetition by saying
“Pardon?” with rising intonation. P showed his aergdanding after this negotiation
by responding “Yes, and you?” as seen in Turn 4€. faced difficulty in
communication again, so he used an Appeal for Hlpsaying “Sorry | don't
understand” in Turn 48. Ch tried to explained wkhe meant by framing the
previous question with “I mean” in front of the gtien These data showed that the
interlocutors made mutual efforts to complete tineery task using the Asking for
Repetition twice (Turns 42 and 44) as well as thepéal for Help and the
Confirmation Check. It is suggested that the “Agkior Repetition” strategy was part
of a larger repertoire of strategies, all employedvards the same goal of

communicative competence.
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5.6 Interview Findings
This session reported the students’ views andiaps after the experiment. In

order to support the qualitative findings from tin@nscripts, an in-depth interview
was carried out with six students who used negdotiastrategies the most. The
purpose of this interview was to ascertain the extigl views and opinions on the-
"Spot the Differences” tasks and the patterns efribgotiation of meaning strategies
use that they used over a period of training (cgr@ester). To gain more details
regarding specific negotiation strategies used My $ix top students, the data
collected from this interview in this study wereafyized. The questions asked were:

1. Do you think “Spot the Differences” tasks aseful for classroom interactions?
If so, why?

2. What have you learned from the “Spot the Défees” tasks?

3. What are the patterns of negotiation of magsinategies which you most often
used when experiencing communication breakdown?

4. Why do you have to use the patterns of negotisgtrategies while doing “Spot
the Differences” tasks?

5. Do you think the patterns of negotiation ofami@g are useful in real life

communications?
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Table 5.3: Students’ Views and Opinions from the Dgh Interviews

Question

Students’ View and Opinion

Interviewer Q1: Do you think “Spot the
Differences” tasks are useful for
classroom interactions? If so, why?

S1:Yes, it's good because the “Spot the
Differences” tasks helped me learn a lot
of new vocabulary items and | was able to
find spot the difference of the given
paired pictures.

S2:Yes, it's good because | got to knov
how to ask for information, pronunciatign
and how to ask questions correctly. Wg¢
then can use new words in conversatio

<

=5 D

S3:Yes, it's good because | got to
practice skills in using these techniques
about how

to answer questions and how to solve
problems in conversation.

S4:Yes, it's good because it is for
speaking practice to check if other people
understand very well or it can be used to
communicate with foreigners.

S5:Yes, it's good because | practiced
conversation in pairs and | used 5
techniques that | learned to find the
differences from the given paired pictur
help with mutual understanding.

D

S

S6:Yes, it's good because | knew if my
partner understood me or not. | learned a
lot of new words.
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Opinions frm the Depth Interviews

Question

Students’ View and Opinion

Interviewer Q2: What have you learned
from the “Spot the Differences” tasks?

S1: Speaking skill and pronunciation and

use of confirmation checks in order to g
if my partner or | use English correctly ¢
not.

S2:1learned how to find spot the
differences and pronunciation of new
words.

S3: 1 learned how to use English
language in daily life by using these
techniques in conversation in order to
help understanding.

S4: 1 learned how to practice
pronunciation and 5 techniques in askir
questions correctly.

S5: 1 learned a lot about the given paire
pictures, for example, festivals:
Loykrathong and Songkran. These
activities made me understand how to (
the task.

S6: | learned new words, pronunciation
and practiced conversation.

ee
DI

g

lo

Interviewer Q3: What are the patterns ¢
negotiation strategies which you most
often used when experiencing
communication breakdown?

pfS1: 1 used confirmation checks in order
see if my partner or | used English
correctly or not. | used asking for
repetition in order to get my partner to
repeat what he said when | couldn’t keg
up with him or when | didn’t understand
for example,

“Pardon”. | asked my partner to repeat
that again for comprehension.

P
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Opinions frm the Depth Interviews

Question

Students’ View and Opinion

S2:1 used asking for repetition in order
help me understand.

S3: 1 used asking for repetition.

S4: | practiced using questions, asking
for repetition and confirmation checks if
order to see if the question asked or
pronunciation was correct or not.

S5: For example, if my listening skill is
bad or | don’t understand | asked for
repetition or more explanation.

S6: Confirmation checks, appeals for he

to

N

2lp

when | don’t understand | used asking for

help.

Interviewer Q4: Why do you have to us
the patterns of negotiation strategies
while doing “Spot the Differences” task

eS1: Because it can help make
conversation easy and quick. | am ablg

5se gestures in conversation and it mal
me understand easily.

S2: Because it can help me understanc
conversation. | can produce words
correctly. | got to know how to ask for
help, to check comprehension in order
check my understanding.

S3:Because it can help me find the
difference while doing the activities and
also can help me check comprehensior
and ask for help.

S4: Because if we can use these
techniques we can do our own busines
for example, small business, particularl
in festivals. There are lot of foreigners
who visit Thailand for shopping so we
can use these techniques for
communication.

10
KES

)

(0]
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Table 5.3 (Cont.): Students’ Views and Opinions frm the Depth Interviews

Question

Students’ View and Opinion

S5: When we faced communication
breakdown we need 5 techniques to he
understanding. We can make modified
interactions.

S6: So we can communicate better with
friends.

Ip

Interviewer Q5: Do you think the
patterns of negotiation of meaning are
useful for communication?

S1:1tis very useful because when we
don’t understand our conversation we ¢
use these techniques to explain what w
said until we understand. If I don’t reall
understand my partner, my partner can
use these techniques to explain to me
until I understand. If we don’t
understand each other we can use bot}
gestures and these techniques to help
understanding.

S2: When we meet foreigners if we don
understand each other we can use theg
techniques to help understanding.

S3: Yes, if foreigners were buying thing
and they could not communicate very
well we can use these techniques to he
understanding.

S4:Yes, it can help in conversation.

S5: Yes, clearly, if foreigners visited
Friendship Bridge 2 in Mukdahan we ca
use these techniques for communicatio
when we misunderstand.

S6: Yes, we can use these techniques t
train our seniors and other people who
cannot use English communicatively ar
we need to use English in daily life.

an

I

—

e

[
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5.6.1 Summary of Interview Findings

According to the results of the excerpts above twhiere selected from the
transcripts in this present study, the interactlessroom activities contributed to
conversational interactions and the negotiatioatatjies facilitated English language
acquisition (Long, 1983; Mackey, 1999; Pica, 19%yain, 1995), focusing on
communicative communication (Ellis, 1999). In arde support the qualitative
findings from the

With regards to the students’ views and opiniofihe negotiation of meaning
strategies used in conversational interactions with “Spot the Differences” tasks,
firstly, all students viewed the spot-the differeactasks as good for classroom
interactions because they learned a lot of new bwdeay items, pronunciation and
practiced the use of negotiation strategies in emations based on the given paired
pictures. For example, S3 said that “I got to pcacskills in using these techniques
about how to answer questions and how to solvelgmdin conversation. S5 said
that “I practiced conversation in pairs that helpedboth understand. | also used
techniques that | learned to find the differencés®im the given paired pictures.
Secondly, all of them found that they learned adbnew words, how to practice
pronunciation and conversation, and use of negmtiatf meaning strategies in order
to help understanding. One of the students said th “I learned a lot about the
given paired pictures, for example, festivals: L@tkong and Songkran. These
activities made me understand how to do the tagkitdly, in terms of frequency use
of negotiation strategies when facing communicatioeakdown, it was found that
most of them used confirmation checks, appealthéip, and asking for repetition.

One of the students claimed that “I used confiroratthecks in order to see if my
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partner or | used English correctly or not. | uss#ling for repetition in order to get
my partner to repeat what he said when | coulde&kup with him or when | didn’t
understand, for example, “Pardon?” | asked mynearto repeat that again for
comprehension.”  Fourthly, the reasons why they baduse the patterns of
negotiation of meaning while doing “Spot the Di#faces” tasks were that these
strategies helped them understand conversatioly easl quickly. For example, one
of them said that “When we faced a communicati@akdown we need 5 techniques
to help understanding. We can make modified iotevas”. Another stated that “We
can communicate better with friends”. Finallywias their view that the patterns of
negotiation of meaning were useful in real life coamication. For instance, three of
them said that when they met foreigners, if they mibt understand each other they
could use these techniques to help them underst@né. of them said that “It is very
useful because when we don’t understand our coatiens we can use these
techniques to explain what we said until we un@edt If | don't really understand
my partner, my partner can use these techniqueggiain to me until | understand”.
Moreover, one of them suggested that paired agtivds good for communication
practice by saying “My partner acted as a teacleeaiblse my partner worked as a
tutor or gave me some advice while doing task”. stim up, it was the view of all
students that the “Spot the Differences” tasks weseful for basic speaking practice
because they learned a lot of new vocabulary itgmagticed pronunciation and
conversation, and use of negotiation of meaningategies when facing
communication breakdown. They reported that thesgotiation strategies could be

used in real life situations.



5.7

153

Conclusions from the Qualitative Data

Based on the transcripts in this present studwass found that the type of

high-low pairing is a valuable tool in classroortenactions.

One further benefit is that it gives students wlhwehfew chances to practice
communication skill to get the opportunities togtiee.

The students’ familiarity both with the task andttweach other was very
useful for learning English communicative competeriknowing each other
was an important reason that they were able to negmotiation patterns
successfully and they were quite willing to assiath other to do the tasks
quickly.

Most of the students used the patterns of negotiagf meaning strategies in
all areas, but single words were used the moshéyigh and low students.
This study supported the observations that socaiesion as well as
communicative competence is helped by negotiatitategies. Further,

student-created utterances in the negotiated otters were also quite likely.

In addition, interviews conducted with some of gedents supported many of

the above conclusions. For example, the studempisrted that the strategies made

conversation quick and easier because they knewt agay where the difficulties

were. If one could not keep up with his/her partie/she were more likely to use a

negotiation strategy. Both interlocutors made éffantil they understood each other.

Having to speak English with partners helps impritner pronunciation skills. If one

already knows the other has a problem with listgrskills, asking for repetition is a

way to work on it. In addition, the students gat tthances to practice questions and
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answers in an interactive setting. They reportedt tthey learned many new
vocabulary items during the activities. The pattemf negotiation of meaning
strategies would be useful in real life, some saidgd were also very good for
classroom interactions. To quote divge can use these strategies when speaking

with foreign visitors to Thailand or the many foreigners who live in Thailand.”



CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

6.1 Introduction

This chapter summarizes the research findingsudses the quantitative and
gualitative results, the observed and measuralidetefof the negotiation strategies,
limitations of the present study, theoretical imgtions of the study, the research
design and in brief, as well as the measurementigatpns of the negotiation
strategies, and the recommendation on how the ia¢igot of meaning strategies can
enhance the learners’ English communicative conmgete its pedagogical

implications, and further research possibilities.

6.2 Summary of the Research Findings

This present study clearly demonstrates the peséffects of the patterns of
negotiation of meaning strategies in the “Spot Eh#erences” tasks found in
nonnative-nonnative speaker (NNS-NNS) interactiofitiese positive effects are
evident in both the quantitative and qualitativéadd he findings strongly suggest
that the negotiation of meaning strategies use@iiay lower secondary students in
the “Spot the Differences” tasks be effective incilfating their English
communicative competence as well as improving tffecagey of NNS-NNS

interactions during the language-learning tasks.
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e One further benefit is that it gives students wheenfew chances to practice
communication skill to get the opportunities togtiee.

e The students’ familiarity both with the task andttweach other was very
useful for learning English communicative competerknowing each other
was an important reason that they were able to negwtiation patterns
successfully and they were quite willing to assiath other to do the tasks
quickly.

e Most of the students used the patterns of negotiaif meaning strategies in
all areas, but single words were used the moshéyigh and low students.

e This study supported the observations that socwaiesion as well as
communicative competence is helped by negotiatitategies. Further,

student-created utterances in the negotiated otters were also quite likely.

From the attitude questionnaire administered anahthe 34 students in the
experimental group, the students reported posditieudes towards the negotiation
of meaning strategies used in the communicativermétion gap tasks, in this case
the 12 “Spot the Differences” tasks. In particult#re findings from the semi-
structured in-depth interview of the six selecteddents show that the use of
negotiation strategies through conversational augons in “Spot the Differences”
tasks was found beneficial in enhancing both aagurand fluency, such as
improving pronunciationhelping learners formulate questions and answecggjiang

new vocabulary as well as getting better at pankwo
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6.2.1 Quantitative Results

The data analysis results showed positive effddiseonegotiation of meaning
strategies used in the “Spot the Differences” tasksong student-student
conversational interactions, particularly a high+llevel pairing. It was found that,
from their conversational interactions among theSNNNS dyads, these students
were able to choose the negotiation of meaningtegies to prevent
communication breakdowns, which led to the effexinteractions and provision
of understanding between them. A significantly pesiassociation between the
student’s use of negotiation of meaning strategies their attitudes towards the
“Spot the Differences” tasks was also found. Iditon, the findings suggested
that the negotiation of meaning strategies usdtiert'Spot the Differences” tasks
were effective in promoting student’s oral Englisbmmunicative competence
with the students in the experimental group perfogrmuch better than those in
the control group. Significant differences in bafoups’ post-test scores were
found at the .003 to .021 levels.

In terms of the frequency of use of each of tgatiation of meaning
strategies, including comprehension checks, comafion checks, clarification
requests, appeals for help, and asking for repefiit was found that comprehensi~n
checks (CPC) were most frequently used by the staddhe results suggested ......
the students could use the negotiation strateg#erito bridge communication gaps.

6.2.2 Qualitative Results

According to the conversation transcriptshis present study (See Appendix
A), it was found that a number of dyads interactednegotiate for meaning or

understanding when they did not understand eadar.oth
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1. The data reveal interactional modificationsdzhon the given tasks which
contributed to the students’ need and effort inatieging for meaning. Thus, it was
concluded that the students paid more attentionguthie patterns of negotiation of
meaning strategies when facing a communicationkii@an.

2. High-low pairings proved an effective methaat €lassroom interaction.
According to the conversation transcripts, the hsgidents (HS) did a good job in
helping the low students (LS) in doing tasks.

3. Evidence from the classroom observation cl&ickkevealed that the
classroom atmosphere and classroom organizatioa gaod. It was also found that
student’s attention to the introductory lessonirttevel of interests in the tasks, and
their active participation in the tasks were high.

4. The interview findings suggested that the ewyplent of negotiation
strategies through conversational interactions $pct the Differences” tasks was
useful in improving pronunciation, forming quessoand answers, getting better at
pair work, and learning new vocabulary. Thus, we canclude that the 12 “Spot the

Differences”  tasks helped enhance both thenfty and accuracy of the learner:

6.3 Observed and Measurable Effects of the Patterred Negotiation

of Meaning Strategies Used in “Spot the Differeces” Tasks

There are numerous possible effects of the pesttef negotiation of meaning
strategies used in “Spot the Differences” for thespnt study.
6.3.1 The activity used in this study, “Spot Diéferences,” was localized to

the students’ environment. Therefore, the studerdsager and motivated to learn a
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new set of the vocabulary items in English, which i@elevant to their local contexts
and daily routine but are not taught in a typicagksh lesson.

6.3.2 Thus, it could be said that the “Spot thiéebences” tasks, when
combined with the use of patterns of negotiatioatsgies, were suitable for Thai
lower secondary students from the same languagelassl background.

6.3.3 The study found it particularly effectivea one-way information gap
activity within a nonnative-nonnative speaker (NNSS) interaction.

6.3.4 It could be said that the tasks used fempiiesent study were effective in
facilitating FL / L2 acquisition (Long, 1983, 199Bica et al. (1993). The results of
the present study revealed that the one-way infoomagap tasks such as the “Spot
the Difference” tasks worked very successfully lie inonnative-nonnative speaker
(NNS-NNS) interactions.

6.3.50nce students were able to describe or name etegnyar activity in the
picture, they were able to discuss what they sawamn expanded interaction.
Necessary pre-task scaffolding included the abititpame every item / activity in the
picture, pronounce each item correctly, and know tmform a question. Additional
scaffolding included extensive practice in how xplain what they could see in the
picture by themselves.

6.3.6 The results also suggested that the ralleeoinput given and the type of
classroom interaction were effective in the langubggarning process (See Appendix
H).

6.3.7 The students who had a chance to negotig@ning were able to

improve their communicative competence more quickly



160

6.3.8. The negotiated interactions seemed toigeothe NNS-NNS dyads
with the models of what the outcome could sounel. lik

6.3.9 Learners used the semantic units to bhidtarget language they need
to convey the meaning they wanted.

6.3.10. Learners acquired the patterns of netymtiaof meaning strategies in
order to further their grasp of EFL learning whstemmunicating with each other.

6.3.11. Learners seemed to utilize the pattefnsegotiation of meaning

strategies quite readily in the NNS-NNS dyads.

6.4 Limitations of the Present Study

The current study is limited in several ways

6.4.1. The present study focused on NNS-MNSactions in dyad settings.

6.4.2. The study was conducted over a peoiodne semester (20 weeks).
The students were trained two hours per week byebearcher.

6.4.3. The participants were from two ediaceti extension schools in rural
Mukdahan province. Originally, the two groups afd#nt participants were planned
to be drawn from the same school, but it was ptessibne to a small number of
students. Consequently, the experimental groupfseas another school. However,
in order to make certain of the equality of thetipgrants, the Grade 8 English exam
scores were tested by t-test to see if there wasignificant differences between the
two groups.

6.4.4. Since the present study was to se&e riegotiation strategy facilitated
students’ English communicative competence stutdeetforming tasks focused on

meaning, not on forms. The conversational intewacanalyses were based on the
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coding scheme of negotiation of meaning in Londl983, 1996) study and the
studies by Mackey (1999), Mackey et al. (2000), kégc and Oliver (2002),
including CPC, CFC, CRR, APH, and AFR. As a redhi findings of the present
study suggested an effect of negotiation stratagi¢se English language used only
in helping students develop their basic oral Efgtiemmunicative competence.

6.4.5 The findings of the study cannot benegalized to other learners’
proficiency levels and regions of Thailand. This bhecause the sampling for
probability is not the primary concern and it imAarobability sampling which does
not involve random selection, so the specific geos@lected due to geographical area
are investigated. Also, the study used purposinepag which is very useful to this
situation because a convenient access to the ¢éargample is needed with a purpose
in mind.

6.4.6. The participants in the present sthdg never been trained to use
negotiation strategies or to do “Spot the Differsictasks, so the other sampling
methods for participants obtained would not haveesk the purpose of the present
study, except for using purposive sampling, paldidy intact groups.

In conclusion, all the difficulties mentioned alowontributed to the
limitations of the study in dyadic interaction, arjpd of training, the intact groups,
the participant’'s background, the focus on meanthg, coding scheme, and no
random selection; however, the results of the itigaBon revealed the positive
effects of the negotiation strategies training Wwhiocould be useful for English

language teaching and learning in a real EFL canpatticularly in Thailand.
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6.5 Theoretical Implications of the Study

The theoretical framework of the present study wased on Krashen’'s
second language acquisition (SLA) theory (1985,4)98nd Long's interaction
hypothesis (1983, 1996). Long stated that secamguage acquisition research

findings mainly emphasized face-to-face conversafitnteractions:

Negotiation for meaning is the process in whicham effort to
communicate, learners and competent speakers jgrosiad
interpret signals of their own and their interlamuts perceived
comprehension, thus provoking adjustments to listimiform,
conversational structure, message content, orhadlet until an
acceptable level of understanding is achieved.

(Long, 1996, p. 418).
Long (1996) has also made connection between csaiven, negotiation and

interlanguage development as interaction hypothesis

Negotiation of meaning, and especially negotiativark that
triggers interactional adjustments by the NS or eancompetent
interlocutor, facilitates acquisition because itneects input,
internal learner capacities, particularly selectiatention, and
output in productive way (pp. 451-452).

Thus, this theoretical framework for the presstoidy was formed based on
negotiation strategies for training students thlowpnversational interactions in
“Spot the Differences” tasks. Based on the intswachypothesis above, both Long
and Krashen believed that if learners get comprgbkninput, they could have a
good source of acquisition because it is necesfarythe language acquisition
process. Therefore, the theoretical implicatiorthef study based on the negotiation
of meaning process was effective in an effort toncmnicate among NNS-NNS
interactions. This is because, during the int@vast communication breakdown
occurred and the interlocutors could let their pans know of the confusion or
misunderstanding using negotiation of meaning efjias, such as comprehension

checks, confirmation checks, clarification requesafgpeals for help, and asking for
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repetition. The interlocutors actively needed tise of negotiation of meaning
strategy (Long, 1996, Pica et al., 1993, Mackey @tger, 2002). This point of
views mentioned above, therefore, became the thealrédramework for the present

study.

6.6 Research Design

6.6.1 The Study

The present study was quasi-experimental reseattthanpre-test and post-
test design. The populations were Mattayom Suk&ar&de 9) students, enrolled in
English language for basic education (E33101) fromo village schools in
Mukdahan, Thailand. The patrticipants evebtained by the purposive
sampling method since a convenient access to thetéa sample was desirable. The
experimental and control groups of 34 students &sale put into 17 high-low dyads
based on their Grade 8 English scores. Both graugss trained in doing “Spot the
Differences” tasks over a period of a 20-week seéenelsy the researcher. The
experimental group was trained using negotiationma&aning strategies, but the
control group was not. A pre-test was administei@ both groups. During the
experiment, a classroom observation checklist weed uo observe the students’
learning behaviors. At the end of the program, astipest and an attitude
guestionnaire were administered to both groups. inAtkepth interview was carried
out at the end of the study.

6.6.2 Tasks Used

Information gap tasks labeled “Spot the Differesictasks were used in the

classroom interactions. The purpose of doing “Spet Differences” tasks was to
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have the H-L students share information and firghmall number of differences in
order to complete the task. The tasks used wesigred by the researcher based on
Ur's (1981) work, consisting of 12 paired pictures:

1) Loy Krathong Festival

2)  Songkran Festival

3) Rocket Festival

4)  Kite flying Festival

5) Temple Scene

6) Country Scene

7) Fresh Food Market Scene

8)  Thai Kitchen Scene

9) Living Room Scene

10) Office Scene

11) Long Boat Racing

12) Floating Market

For the pre-test, a “Bedroom Scene” was designeidaamodified version “Living
Room Scene” was used for the post-test.

6.6.3 Negotiation of Meaning Strategy Training
To improve communicative competence in the presémdy, the students

from the experimental group were introduced to t&éractional features (CPC, CFC,
CRR, APH, and AFR) to make use of the strategiesgdiconversation in the given
“Spot the Differences” tasks. In so doing, theeesher as a teacher was responsible
for providing students opportunities to negotiate fheanings during conversational

interactions in which the students had controlhef topics and language use (Brown,
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2001, Ellis, 1999). This suggested that it helpedther English language
development as seen in the Excerpts 1-15. Beferfenmning the task, students were
given a chance to practice negotiating for meaningsr example, to review asking
and answering questions in the relative topics, stuelents asked the teacher such
guestions in a conversation on Songkran Festival:

S1 : Teacher, What do you say “Rod Nam” in Esighi

T : Sprinkling water on each other.

S2 : Pardon?—, Asking for repetition

T : Sprinkling water on each other.

The data above show that the listener (S2) let thacher know of the
communication breakdown by asking for repetitidrhis means the teacher’s review
could lead to further language development forstiuelents. In addition, the students
were given a handout of samples of c-unit and negoh strategies used in
conversations (See Appendix B). Before doing #sk,tUr (1981), p. 52) proposed
that “paired pictures be prepared, identical exdepta given number of small
differences. The students be divided into pagshewith a different version, and they
have to discover the differences through speechealthey are not allowed to see
each other’s pictures”. Beyond the instructionr@gotiation strategy, the students
were taught the use of prepositions and questiondpfor example:

“Is there / Are there ... in your picture?”
“How many ... are there / do you have in your pie®ir
“Where is the ... in your picture?”

“What is the ... like?”
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Additionally, the form of simple declarative deptions was taught, for
example, “The umbrella is behind the sofa,” “Thare two umbrellas in my picture”.
The instruction demonstrated above represented-gepching activity for the present
study and the important stage of the activity wes the students needed to name and
describe items in the picture. The stage was usgeful in helping them understand
the relative topic during interaction because $aiaffolding provided the instructional
support that enabled the students to make progressmmunication skills in order to
reach communicative competence in their interastion Furthermore, the
pronunciation practice of new vocabulary items he scaffolding was also a very
important stage because it helped boost the stsid@vie confidence. Consequently,
they made progress in language development. Tédepching activity discussed
above had the desired effect of negotiated intenacon the English language
acquisition process. Thus, it could be said thagparing students to use the
negotiation strategies successfully is very impurtdbecause given enough
preparation and support before an interaction,stbhdents could learn the language
effectively.

6.6.4 Summary of Research Design

The present study was quasi-experimentakareh conducted with 68
Mattayom Suksa 3 students enrolled in English laggufor Basic Education
(E33101) from 2 educational extension schools duarperiod of 20 week semester.
They were received by purposive sampling. The gaehts were arranged into the
experimental and the control groups. The partidp&nom both groups were paired to
form the high-low level students in doing the taskise tasks used in the study were

“Spot the Differences” tasks designed by the retearbased on Ur's (1981) work,
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included 12 paired pictures. The experimental greap trained in using negotiation

strategies, but the control group was not.

6.7 Measurement Implications of Negotiation of Meaimg

In terms of the measurement implications of niegion of meaning for the
present study, the interactional feature analysigtterances was used to analyze the
involvement of the coding scheme based on 5 areasgwtiation strategies, namely
CPC, CFC, CRR, APH, and AFR. Before analyzing ¢beversational transcripts,
three experts on discourse were given the convenséttranscripts with definitions
of negotiation of meaning strategies and assigmmeanalyze the patterns of the
negotiation strategies used by the students inrdadeonfirm inter-rater reliability.
The purpose of confirmation reliability was to ckehe agreement of the inter-rater
reliability for interaction analysis based on thaigble of the negotiation strategies.
In doing so, the three experts checked the comsigtef utterances of negotiation
strategies utilized and categorized against thergdefinitions (Merrigan and Huston,
2004). The following coding schemes of negotiastiategy are shown in the Table
6.1 below:

Table 6.1: Negotiation of meaning strategies and samplesdihg scheme based on

Long (1983, 1996).
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1. Comprehension checks (CPC)
Definition: an utterance with shows ¢
effort on the part of the speaker
anticipate and prevent a breakdown
communication

Samples of coding scheme
- Understand?

teYou understand?

#Do you understand?

- Do you understand me?

- You know?

- You know what | mean?

2. Confirmation checks (CFC)

Definition: any expressions immediate
following an utterance by the interlocut
which is designed to elicit confirmatid
that the utterance has been correctly hé
or understood by the speaker, includ
all a part of the statements accomparn
by rising intonation

Samples of coding scheme:

ly The man?

of The man, right?
n

rard

ng

ied

3. Clarification requests (CRR)

Definition: any utterances to elic
clarification of the interlocutor’s
preceding utterance (s)

Samples of coding scheme:

it- What?

5 - What do you mean?

- What do you mean by that?

- Could you repeat / say that again?
- Again please

- Please say that again

- I don’t understand

- | don’t follow

4. Appeals for help (APH)

Definition: any expression which shov
the speaker is having trouble and ask
for help

Samples of coding scheme:

vs Sorry, | don’t understand
indExcuse me, | don’t understand

5. Asking for repetition (AFR)

Definition: any utterances used wh
interlocutors do not hear or understa
what each interlocutor said

Samples of coding scheme:
enSorry?
indPardon?

- Pardon me?

- | beg you pardon?
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In short, the measurement implication of negmtrabf meaning strategies
was based on the 5 areas of coding scheme. Thengsidonversational interactions

were approved by three experts in order to see-rater reliability.

6.8 How Negotiation of Meaning Strategies can Enha&e English

Communicative Competence

The main purpose of the present study was tostipate the effects of
negotiation strategies on English language usespot-the difference tasks, so the
involvement of the students’ conversational intBoas was discussed. Savignon
(1997, cited in Moss, 2006) stated that to increesmmunicative competence,
learners should be able to understand and interpessages, understand the social
contexts in which language is being used, apply ritles of grammar, and use
strategies to prevent communication breakdown.e8as Savignon’s (1997) theory,
the results of the present study could be discusstie following points.

6.8.1. The students were able to share and egehiwe information from the
given tasks when they were engaged in classroonvites such as dyadic
interactions. For example, while the students viieing the differences, they were
able to apply the rules of grammar in asking thestjons such as “How many
umbrellas are there in your picture?” or using foem of simple declarative
descriptions in their words to explain the wordoth” such as “The time is er a.m. or
p.m.” Although the meaning of this statement absvandirectly involved, another
interlocutor was able to interpret the messageis Thuld lead to the provision of
negotiation strategy in preventing communicatioraldown. The data show the

increase of communicative competence.
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6.8.2. The students were able to choose the iad¢igot strategies (CPC, CFC,
CRR, APH, and AFR) which they expected could hetves communication
breakdowns (See table 6.1). This could lead tatereffective interactions and the
provision of understanding between them.

6.8.3. Based on the transcripts of the presemtystsome dyads learned the
English language by listening to their interlocstoparticularly the low students.
Although they might not be able to produce the legg to convey their meaning,
they could make use of the language being useceWiktening to their interlocutors
(the high students). This could lead to an undedstey of the relative topic of their
talk.

6.8.4. The students were able to respond to ithieirlocutors using an element
of negotiation strategies several times for onéctaptil they understood. This shows
that it helped them modify interactions, which meé#mat the interlocutors understood
each other.

In order to see how negotiation strategies ftatdi communicative
competence, the example from Excerpt 12 below aysphow the appeal for help
(APH) used in a conversation between M and L presdnglish communicative
competence.

Table 6.2: An example of APH in research observatio

Students (M and L) How APH facilitates Research observation

communicative competence

89 M ... Is there the clock are there In| M started her turn by asking

your picture. the question.

90 L Sorry, | don’t understand (APH) | L indicated that he did not
understand and asked for
help.

91 M The clock is uhm time time is er In resporse’s lack of
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a.m. or p.m. understanding, M describgd
the word “clock” by
producing a simple
declarative description,
such as “the clock is uhm
time time | er a.m. or p.m.”

92 L Yes L indicated that he
understood.

93 M How many the clock are there in| M continued asking the new

your picture. guestion.

94 L | have one, and you? In response to M, L
indicated that he understood
the question asked and gave
the answer.

95 M | have one too, where is it. M indicated tbla¢

understood and continued
asking the new question.

96 L In the wall, and you? L indicated that he
understood the question
asked.

97 M On the wall too. Is there the M indicated that she

feather duster. Understand? understood and added the

“t00” to in crease
communicative
competence.

The data in the excerpt above show that thelodetors (M and L) were
negotiating for meaning in which the APH is used pieevent communication
breakdown. As seen above, the interlocutors makeefforts to meet a mutual
understanding and also produce modified interastioft is seen that they acquired
the English language by producing questions (Seasra9, 93, 95). According to
Turn 89, M asked the question about the “clock’pegring in the given paired
pictures at which they were both looking. In T@0, L used the APH strategy
because he did not the word “clock” and asked fep.h M tried to describe the
“clock” in her words which were not taught in thessroom. The evidence shows
that the APH used by L led to English language stiipn and communicative

competence because it helped prevent communichteakdown (Long, 1983, 1996,
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Swain, 1985, Savignon, 1997); consequently, botlerlmcutors reach outcomes
because they understood each other. Thus, bastdt @ata above, it could be said
that the negotiation strategy helped promote comeatiie competence and facilitate
English language acquisition as claimed by the tiggal interaction researchers
above.

In conclusion, the patterns of negotiation of meg strategies training were
found to promote English communicative competefi¢ben the interlocutors faced
communication gaps, they took more opportunitiesse more common negotiation
strategies to solve the problems and also to bridgeversational interactions

smoothly while doing the tasks.

6.9 Pedagogical Implications

A number of researchers (e.g., Long, 1983, 1%9¢a et al., 1993; Mackey,
1999; Mackey et al., 2000; Mackey and Oliver, 20G2ss and Varonis, 1994; and
Moss, 1997) found that learner-learner interactiovere effective for language
learning and facilitated second language acqursiti®he evidence from the present
study shows the following pedagogical implications.

6.9.1. The results of this present study confdrtiee claims above and called
for more learner-learner interactions where learaee engaged in communicative
information gap tasks. The type of dyadic intaoag such as the H-L students
should be formed where learners are provided wghodunities to negotiate for
meaning because it is facilitative in developinggaage learning process.

6.9.2. According to the results of the presemd\stthe H-L pairings played an

effective role in classroom setting when the stisleompleted the task. For example,
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the H students helped the L students understand tivbya talked about because the H
student as the more competent interlocutor was abletrigger interactional
adjustments such as negotiation of meaning (Lo8g6)L

6.9.3. The present study can also represent catbgelearning, that a number
of researchers claimed is useful in the classroom.

6.9.4. In addition, the information gap tasksrsas the designed spot-the
differences tasks matched the provisions of negotiaof meaning process, for
example, the items in the paired pictures giverth® students motivated them to
negotiate for meaning (See Appendix H). The tadksigned were based on
familiarity, such as Thai culture and events, fedf, and every day life situations.
Therefore, the authenticity of these designed taskisd be used as local curriculum
in English language subjects for the Basic Eduoaiiarriculum in Thailand.

6.9.5. Thai teachers of English who teach in prymand secondary schools
could make use of the type of learner-learner aufgons, particularly the H-L
pairings in order to promote negotiation of mearamgong their students. Besides,
designing spot-the difference tasks is not difficibr teachers, taking into
consideration the task difficulty and the studeptsficiency level. Based on the
results of the present study, the classroom intieragvas useful in providing students
with opportunities to share and exchange infornmatibrough the negotiation of
meaning process and therefore increasing studemtsmunicative competence.

6.9.6. The research findings of the present stlsly revealed that the students
were motivated to learn what they needed to knaatiqularly their familiarity with
the tasks, such as new vocabulary items, pronuogjaand how to ask and answer

the questions. One advantage of the negotiatiomedning process is that the
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teachers could closely monitor their student’s akes or progress made while they
are doing task. This could give a good chanceadachers to know the good or the
weak points of their students individually and tkeacher could note the highlights
from the students’ performance in order to givaritfeedback in terms of the correct
forms, pronunciation, and the right way to say it.

6.9.7. Based on the present study, another aalyardf dyadic interaction is
the increase Iin the students’ motivation in cooppezdearning because it helped the
shy students, who do not want to speak Englislmantfof the whole class, to speak
out and express themselves in front of their iot@rtors. In addition, the teachers are
freed from the usual role of instructor-correctonrtoller (Ur, 1981), because they
act as helpers or monitors to assist individuadetis’ performance.

6.9.8. As discussed above, if Thai teachers afligim use the classroom
interaction activities, it would be a useful praetifor their class because the students
could learn from each other, particularly, the hgfludents could teach the low
students some vocabulary items, pronunciation amwind through negotiated
interactions in spot-the difference tasks.

6.9.9. In the light of the tasks used for clasaranteractions, the research
findings suggested that the negotiation of meamirgcess matched the “Spot the
Differences” tasks because it helped the studertsldp communication skills.
Evidence from the students participating activitiesthe tasks confirmed that the
“Spot the Differences” tasks were useful in helpihgm learn new vocabulary items
and take opportunities for pronunciation practicelhe students also reported
whatever they had learnt from the classroom a@witiseful in real life situations.

Their claims are a challenge for Thai teachers mdliSh who teach in primary and
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secondary schools to design the “Spot the Diffeshdasks for their classroom
activities. Thus, teachers should take into carsiton the tasks used in their
classroom. Indeed, in order to benefit from tleksateachers should design the tasks
based on students’ interests, Thai culture andtey@stivals, and daily life, because
the characteristics of the tasks were anticipategreor knowledge of the students
which enabled them learn English language quickly.

6.9.10. The findings from the classroom obseovatihecklist suggested that
every student took an equal opportunity for intergcin conversation in order to
reach comprehensible input. The data show thantedocutors played their roles in
helping each other to complete the tasks. Thenslaabove contribute to language
learning and teaching because teachers could takepportunity to teach their
students individually and to help them individually their classroom. Thus, the
negotiation of meaning process through dyadic aueons will enable teachers to
know more about their students. This point of viewan important factor in the
learning process,. For example, student A may nedearn how to form questions
such as “Is there / Are there.......?", while studemh8y not. Thus, if teachers know
the students’ background knowledge, they could ¢k where needed for further
remedial language learning plans.

6.9.11 As the study was carried out in the Tloeatext, the participants were
from the same language background. Their mothegue is original I-san
(northeastern) dialect. The learning environmérthe participants did not contribute
to students’ English language learning because tisy their mother tongue in
everyday life and they came from poor families &l in-come group. Thus, they

also have no opportunities for using English lagguan real life situations. Their
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English language background was low because thdemsts viewed the English
language as difficult for them; as a result, thelshts have bad attitudes towards the
English language, particularly for communicatiorisé\the Thai teachers of English
who take care of English classes lack knowledgeorionunciation, grammatical
structures, functions and teaching techniques Isecthey were not educated English
majors and were not trained to teach English; ribetrss, they have to teach
English. Consequently, the students had negattitedes towards English and had
no chance to use English. Consequently, befoneghteained negotiation strategies,
the students really needed to practice pronunciatearn new vocabulary items, the
use of prepositions and expressions, and questans As a result, a couple of
periods per week of training was not enough. T¥as caused by the students’ lack
of background knowledge, so a lot of time was wdstemy view.
To sum up, it could be said that if Thai teach®r&nglish plan to train their

students using negotiation strategies in “Spot Diféerences” tasks, their students
will take the opportunities to develop their Enbglisanguage for communicative

competence, as found in the present study.

6.10 Implications for Further Research

At present, communication research has beenastrgly conducted because
the field results in one of the greatest changespéople’ everyday lives.
Consequently, the methodology investigated in shisly could be applied to address
the following issues:

6.10.1. A number of studies (e.g., Chun, 1994aWeis, 1992; and

Fernandez-Garcia, 2002) on negotiation of meanihgough conversational
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interactions dealing with computer-mediated commation such as the Internet,
World Wide Web, and email focused on forms; it waand that the electronic
communication made a greater success in the laegaeguisition. On the other
hand, little research has been conducted by fataetinteraction in the classroom,
particular in NNS-NNS interactions. Evidence frtme findings in the present study
revealed that the NNS-NNS interaction in the classr was effective in facilitating
English communicative competence. However, furttesearch could extend this
present study by investigating the effects of neged interactions on the
development in asking and answering questions,quiomeferences, and singular and
plural nouns. It should be noted that althoughpitesent study did not focus on form,
the students were able to identify some errors.réfbee, the teaching of form is
worth investigating.

6.10.2. Further research could extend the stydwdiding more dyads per
group which is typical in the Thai EFL context ofaaige class in order to arrive at
more generalizable results.

6.10.3. Further research should study many mafeerenht types of
communicative tasks used through negotiated irtiers; for example, picture
sequence, odd man out and so on in order to seehviype of task will be more
effective in promoting English communicative congrete.

6.10.4. Further research should be conducted stittents’ high proficiency
level students such as high school or universitydestts in order to see how
negotiation of meaning strategies facilitate Erglenguage acquisition, not only for

communicative competence.
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6.10.5. Since the methodology investigated cookd applied as a basic
communicative competence practice, further reseastlould investigate the

methodology to employ as the best practice for E@kners.
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APPENDIX A

TRANSCRIPTS

The Patterns of Negotiation of Meaning Used for tls Study

1) Comprehension Checks (CPC)an utterance with shows an effort on the part of
the speaker to anticipate and prevent a breakdowommunication, such as:

- Understand?

- You understand?

- Do you understand?

- Do you understand me?

- You know?

- You know what | mean?
2) Confirmation Checks (CFC): any expressions immediately following an
utterance by the interlocutor which is designedliait confirmation that the utterance
has been correctly heard or understood by the speaicluding all a part of the
statements accompanied by rising intonation, ssch a

- The man?

- The man, right?
3) Clarification Requests (CRR): any utterances to elicit clarification of the
interlocutor’s preceding utterance (s), such as:

- What?

- What do you mean?

- What do you mean by that?

- Could you repeat / say that again?
- Again please

- Please say that again

- ldon't understand

-l don't follow

4) Appeal for Help (APH): any expression which shows the speaker is having
trouble and asking for help, such as:

- Sorry, | don’'t understand

- Excuse me, | don’t understand
5) Asking for Repetition (AFR): any utterances used when interlocutors do not hear
or understand what each interlocutor said, such as:



196

- Sorry?

- Pardon?

- Pardon me?

- | beg your pardon?

Conversational Transcription Notation Used for thisStudy

Symbol Name Function
[ ] brackets gioming or ending of overlapping utterances
( ) parentheses unmoheards / sounds
? guestion mark rgsintonation
period falling intonation
2 dots a pause less then 5 seconds
3 dots a pause more than 5 seconds
, comma indicates continuation

Transcripts from the Post-test of Experimental Groyp: 17 dyads
(1) Niwet-Manirat (N-M): 10.24 minutes

1 M: Is there the is there the toy car in youtyre?Understand?——»
comprehension checks

2 N: Nosorry, | don’'t understand —» appeal for help

3 M: I mean is there the toy car in your picture?

4 N: No

5 M: | mean toy car is there toy car in your piet

6 N: No ( ), and you? ..

7 M: Yes

8 N: How many how many toy car in your picture?

9 M: Yes

10 N: Where itis.

11 M: ltit toy car in front of .. In front of thieoy is there the family picture in your

picture?
12 N: Yes, and you?
13 M: Yes how many family picture are there in ypicture.understand? —»
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Comprehension Checks 14 N: Yes .. there is one family picture in mytpre?,

and you?

15 M:

16 N:
17 M:
18 N:
19 M:
20 N:
21 M:
22 N:
23 M:
24 N:
25 M:
26 N:
27 M:
28 N:
29 M:
30 N:
31 M:
32 N:
33 M:
34 N:
35 M:
36 N:
37 M:
38 N:
39 M:
40 N:
41 M:
42 N:
43 M:
44 N:
45 M:
46 N:
47 M:

48 N:
49 M:

50 N:
51 M:
52 N:
53 M:

There is family there is one family pictunemy picture where is where is family
picture in your picture?

It .. it .. it next to the wall, and you?

Is hanging the wall is there the stand inrypicture?
Sorry, | don’t understand —» Appeal for Help

| mean the stand in your picture

No, and you? ..

Yes

How many the stand in your picture?

There is stand in my picture

Where itis ..

In behind sofa

Is there the umbrella in your picture?

Yes

How many umbrella in your picture?

Sorry, | don’'t understand —» Appeal for Help

I mean how many umbrella in your picture?

Yes there is umbrella there is one umbrellay picture

Where it is.

In .. next to umbrella table

Is there plug in in your picture?

What?

| mean is there plug in in your picture?

Yes .., and you?

Yes how many plug in in your picture?

There is there is one plug in my picture

Where itis ...

In .. between telephone and basket is ttier@vindow in your picture?
Yes, and you?

Yes how many window are there in your pietur.

It ...

Again please ——» Clarification Requests

Yes it next to picture? the picture, and¥ou

Is there is there one window in my pictureene is where is the window in my in
your picture?
Sorry, | don’t understand —— Appeal for Help

| mean where is window in your picture®derstand?—— Comprehension
Checks

No nosorry, | don’t understand —, Appeal for Help

| mean where is the window in your pictunen in room in hanging the wall
Yes () in room

Is there the telephone in your picture?



54 N:
55 M:

56 N:

57 M:
58 N:
59 M:

60 N:
61 M:
62 N:
63 M:
64 N:
65 M:
66 N:
67 M:
68 N:
69 M:
70 N:
71 M:
72 N:
73 M:
74 N:
75 M:
76 N:
77 M:
78 N:
79 M:
80 N:
81 M:
82 N:
83 M:
84 N:
85 M:
86 N:
87 M:
88 N:
89 M:

90 N:
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Yes, and you?
Yes how many telephone are there in youtup&® pinderstand? ——»

Comprehension Checks

Sérry, | don’t understand——»
Appeal for Help
| mean how many telephone are there in ypicture?
Yes .. is is there one the telephone in miupe?, and you?
Yes is is there one telephone in my pictuhere is it the telephone in your
picture?
The telephone is on the sofa, and you?
The telephone is on the table in my picture
There is a picture in your picture?
Yes
How many picture in your picture?
Again please—— Clarification Requests
I mean how many picture in your picture?
Yes there is picture in one picture ..
There is the boy in your picture?
Yes
How many the boy in your picture?
There in one boy in my picture
Where it is?
The boy in front of the table ..
Is there the television in your picture?
Sorry, | don’'t understand —— Appeal for Help
I mean is your the television in your piet@r
Yes, and you?
Yes how many picture in your picture soropmany television in your picture?
There is one television in my picture, amaiy
Yes there is one television in my picturesvehit is?
Again please——» Clarification Requests
| mean where it is?
The television on the on the desk
Where is the cat in your picture?
Yes, and you?
Yes how many the cat in your picture?
There are there are cat there are two cayipicture, and you?
Yes there is one cat in my picture wheig?t
The cat the cat in front of the ( ) in mgtpre is there the umbrella in your
picture?
Yes, and you?

(2) Ninlawan-Kittikun (N-K): 9.18 minutes

1 K: Is there a cat in your picture?



2 N:

3 K:

4 N:

5K:

6 N:

7 K:

8 N:

9 K:

10 N:
11 K:
12 N:
13 K:
14 N:
15 K:
16 N:
17 K:
18 N:
19 K:
20 N:
21 K:
22 N:
23 K:
24 N:
25 K:
26 N:
27 K:
28 N:
29 K:
30 N:
31K:
32 N:
33 K:
34 N:
35 K:
36 N:
37 K:
38 N:
39 K:
40 N:
41 K:
42 N:
43 K:

44 N:
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Yes, and you?

Yes how many a cat in your picture?

One | have one too, and you?

| have two .. is .. is .. it is where iS?
On the table, and you? ...

Is there a television in your picture?
Yes, and you?

Yes how many television in your picture?

| have one too, and you?

| have one where it is?

On the desk, and you?

On the table .. how many television in ypiature? ..
One .., and you?

One .. where itis?

On the desk, and you?

Onthetableitis .. eritis .. itis theok in your picture? ..
Yes, and you? ..

Yes how many a book in your picture?

| have one too, and you?

| have one where it is? understand? —» Comprehension Checks
No ..

How many a book in your picture?

One, and you?

One where it is?

( ) Next a book next to the desk, and you?
Onthe desk .. itis a .. it is a cat in ypicture?

Yes, and you?

Yes how many a cat in your picture?

| have one, and you?

| have two where it iS?

On the table, and you?

Next to the desk .. it is telephone in ypiature?
Yes .., and you?

Yes how many telephone in your picture?

| have one, and you?

| have one where it is?

On the sofa, and you?

On the desk .. it is a sofa in your picture?

Yes, and you?

Yes how many sofa in your picture?

| have two, and you?

| have one too too where it isyou understand? —» Comprehension
Checks

No, and you?
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45 K: Next to the desk it is television in youcfpire?

46 N: Yes, and you?

47 K: Yes how many television in your picture?

48 N: One, and you?

49 K: One where itis?

50 N: On the desk, and you?

51 K: On the desk .. it is a picture in your pret®i

52 N: Yes, and you?

53 K: Yes how many picture in your picture?

54 N: One, and you?

55 K: Two where it is? understand? — Comprehension Checks

56 N: No, and you? ..

57 K: Next to room is there a football in your tpie?

58 N: Yes, and you?

59 K: Yes how many football in your picture?

60 N: One, and you?

61 K: One where itis?

62 N: On the table, and you? ..

63 K: Under the room .. is there a .. is ther@akiin your picture?

64 N: Yes, and you?

65 K: Yes how many a book in your picture?

66 N: One, and you?

67 K: One where it isfou understand? —» Comprehension Checks

68 N: No, and you?

69 K: On the desk is there a cat in your picture?

70 N: Yes, and you?

71 K: Yes how many a cat in your pictureau understand? —— Comprehension
Checks

72 N: No, and you?

73 K: One two where it is?

74 N: On the table, and you?

75 K: Next to the sofa .. is there a .. telephiongour picture?

76 N: Yes

77 K: How many telephone in your picture?

78 N: One, and you?

79 K: One where itis?

80 N: On the sofa, and you?

81 K: On the desk .. is there a desk in your p&2u

82 N: Yes, and you?

83 K: Yes how many a desk in your picture?

84 N: One .., and you?

85 K: Two where it is?

86 N: Next next to the table, and you?

87 K: Next to the table .. is there a sofa in ypiature?



88 N: Yes, and you?

89 K: Yes how many a sofa in your picture?

90 N: Two, and you?

91 K: Two where it is? understand? —» Comprehension Checks
92 N: No, and you?

93 K: Next to the desk .. is there a televisioanr picture?
94 N: Yes, and you?

95 K: Yes how many television in your picture?

96 N: One, and you?

97 K: One where itis?

98 N: On the desk, and you?

99 K: On the table

(3) Chanphen-Suradin (Ch-S): 9.40 minutes

1 S: Isthere .. is there the telephone .. in yocture.

2 Ch: Yes

3 S: How many telephone are there in your picture.

4 Ch: | have one

5S: Where itis.

6 Ch: On the sofa .., and you? ..

7 S: Telephone on the desk

8 Ch: Is there the clock in your picture?

9S: Yes

10 Ch: How many clock are there in your picture.

11 S: | have clock | have two

12 Ch: Where itis ... () ... is there the ball iouy picture.

13 S: Yes

14 Ch: How many ball are there in your picture.

15 S: One | have one

16 Ch: Where itis .. is there the umbrella inrypicture?understand?,
Comprehension Checks

17 S: Nono

18 Ch: Umbrella ... how many umbrella are theredanpicture.

19S: Yes

20 Ch: How many umbrella.

21 S: | have one umbrella

22 Ch: Where itis ... what is the umbrella like ypicture?understand? —»
Comprehension Checks .. understand? —— Comprehension Checks

23 S: No... again please — Clarification Requests

24 Ch: What is the umbrella like your picture ..there a book in your picture?

25S: Yes

26 Ch: How many book are there in your picture.

27 S: | have one book
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28 Ch: Where it is.

29 S: A book on on the desk, and you?

30 Ch: Near a book near near ... is there the repmwigol in your picture?
31S: Yes..

32 Ch: How many remote control are there in yaatupe.

33 S: | have one remote control

34 Ch: Where itis ..understand? .. —— Comprehension Checks
35S: No ...

36 Ch: Wherelitis ...

37 S: Remote control on the .. sofa, and you?

38 Ch: Between the sofa ( ) is there the famityype in your picture?
39S: Yes

40 Ch : How many family picture are there in ypiature ...

41 S: || have two family

42 Ch: Wherel itis ...

(4) Wuttiphong-Suphattra (W-S): 12.14 minutes

1 W: Isthere atv | is there a television in ypiature.

2 S: Yes, and you.

3 W: Yes how many television are there in youtyie.

4 S: | have one, and you.

5 W: | have one where it is.

6 S: On the desk, and you.

7 W: On the desk is there a remote control in yoaiture.
8S: Yes

9 W: How many remote control in your picture.

10 S: I have one, and you.

11 W: I have one where itis ...

12 S: Sorry, | don’'t understand ... — Appeal for Help
13 W: Is there is there remote control .. wheis it.

14 S: In the sofa, and you.

15 W: On the desk .. is there a umbrella in yaatupe.

16 S: Yes

17 W: How many umbrella are there in your picture.

18 S: | have two, and you.

19 W: | have one where it is ...

20 S: Sorry, 1 don’t understand —» Appeal for Help
21 W: Where itis umbrella .do you understand? —— Comprehension Checks
22 S: No ..

23 W: Umbrella .. where itis ...

24 S: On the sofa ..

25 W: Is there a a cat are there is there a catun picture.
26 S: Yes
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27 W:
28 S:
29 W:
30S:
31W:
32S:
33 W:
34 S:
35W:
36 S:
37 W:
38 S:
39 W:
40 S:
41 W:
42 S:
43 W:
44 S:
45 W:
46 S:
47 W:

48 S:
49 W:
50 S:
51 W:
52 S:
53 W:
54 S:
55 W:
56 S:
57 W:
58 S:
59 W:
60 S:
61 W:
62 S:
63 W:
64 S:
65 W:
66 S:
67 W:
68 S:
69 W:

How many a cat are there in your picture.

| have one, and you.

| have two .. where it is.

On the desk, and you.

Next to sofa .. is there there a book inrymature.
Yes

How many a book are there in your picture.
| have one, and you.

| have one where it is.

In front of television, and you.

On on the coffee table ...

Is there a telephone in your picture?

Yes

How many telephone in your picture?

| have one

Where it is.

On the desk

Is there behind in your picture? ...

Sorry? .. — Asking for repetition

Is there behind in your picture? ...

Ex excuse me .sorry? ... — Asking for Repetition
Clarification Requests

Is there behind in your picture?

Yes

How many behind in your picture?

| have one ..

Where it is.

On the desk, and you.

On the desk .. is there .. television inrymature?
Yes

How many television in your picture?

| have one .., and you.

| have one where it is.

On the desk ...

Is there flower vase in your picture?

Yes

How many flower vase in your picture?

| have one, and you.

| have one where it is.

On the on the flower vase, and you ...

On the desk .. how many umbrella in youtype?
| have one

How many umbrella in your picture?

| have one
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again please—,
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70 S: Where itis.
71 W: Between the desk of sofa

(5) Chakaphan-Thiti (Ch-T): 10.15 minutes

1 T: How many is there a toy car in your picture.

2 Ch: ldon't know ..—— Clarification Requests

3 T: Ittoy car

4 Ch: Sorry, I don’t understand —— Clarification Requests

5T: Is there atoy car in your picture ..

6 Ch: Sorry? ... — Asking for Repetition

7T: Atoycar ... atoycar ...

8 Ch: Yes

9 T: How many a toy car in your picture.

10 Ch: I have one

11 T: Where s it.

12 Ch: Toy car near peoplederstand? —» Comprehension Checks

13 T: No

14 Ch: | mean a toy car near a peapiderstand? —— Comprehension Checks

15T: Yes

16 Ch: And you?

17 T: Atoy car near a boy ..

18 Ch: Is there flower flower vase in your picttizmderstand? —» Comprehension
Checks

19T: No

20 Ch: A .. aflower vase ...

21T: Yes

22 Ch: How many a flower vase are there in yoatype?

23 T: I have one

24 Ch: Where is it.

25 T: It aflower vase it is on the stand for, yod?

26 Ch: A flower vase is on the table .. is theoatin your picture?

27T: Yes

28 Ch: How many cat are there in your picture.

29 T: | have two, and you.

30 Ch: | have one where is it.

31 T: Isacatnearasofa .., and you.?

32 Ch: A cat sleep is on the daskderstand? —» Comprehension Checks

33 T: Yes is there a telephone in your picture.

34 Ch: Yes

35 T: How many a telephone in your picture.

36 Ch: | have one, and you?

37 T: | have one where is it.

38 Ch: A telephone a telephone is on the sof#erstand?—— Comprehension
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Checks a telephoneinderstand? —— Comprehension Checks

39T: Yes

40 Ch: And you?

41 T:. Atelephone is on the desk

42 Ch: Again please — Clarification Requests

43 T: Atelephone is on the desk ..

44 Ch: Is there rubbish basket in your picture?

45T: No

46 Ch: You know a basket. —— Comprehension Checks

47 T: Yes

48 Ch: How many rubbish basket are there in youtupe?

49 T: | have one, and you.

50 Ch: | have one where is it.

51 T: A rubbish basket a near the ball

52 Ch: Say again please—— Clarification Requests

53 T: A rubbish basket a near the ball yes, and you

54 Ch: Basket behind a safaderstand? ——» Comprehension Checks

55 T: Yes is there the book in your picture.

56 Ch: Yes

57 T: How many a book in your picture.

58 Ch: | have one

59 T: Where is it.

60 Ch: Book under the table

61 T: Again please —— Clarification Requests

62 Ch: Book un under the tahladerstand?——» Comprehension Checks

63 T: Yes

64 Ch: And you?

65 T: A book is on the table ..

66 Ch: Again please —— Clarification Requests

67 T: A book is on the table ..

68 Ch: Is there television in your picture?

69 T: Yes

70 Ch: How many television are there in your pietu

71T: | have one ..

72 Ch: Where is it. is the television on the . this television is on the table ..
television is on the table, right2— Confirmation Checks

73 T: Yes .. how many is there a ball in your yiet

74 Ch: Yes

75 T: How many a ball in your picture.

76 Ch: | have one, and you?

77 T: | have one where is it.

78 Ch: The ball is on the deskderstand? — Comprehension Checks

79 T: No,again please— Clarification Requests

80 Ch: The ball is on the deskderstand? —» Comprehension Checks
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81T: Yes..

82 Ch: And you?

83 T: The ball near is the rubbish basket

84 Ch Sorry, I don’t understand —» Clarification Requests again please—»
Clarification Requests

85 T: The ball near the ball is near the rubbigbkiet

86 Ch: The ball near rubbish basket, right?—— Confirmation Checks

87T: Yes

88 Ch: Is there sofa in your picture?

89T: Yes

90 Ch: How many sofa in your picture?

91 T: I have two

92 Ch Two, right? — Confirmation Checks

93 T: Yes

94 Ch: Where is it.

95T: Asofa...

96 Ch: Again again — Clarification Requests

97 T: A sofais a near table

98 Ch: Sorry, | don’'t understand —» Appeal for Help  again please—»
Clarification Requests

99 T: A sofa the near the table

100 Ch: Yes

(6) Phongsak-Chutharat (P-Ch): 10.57 minutes

1 Ch: Is there a flower vase in the picture?

2 P: No | don’t understand — Appeal for Help

3 Ch: I mean flower vase

4 P: Again please—— Clarification requests

5 Ch: Is there a flower vase in the picture?

6 P: Yes, and you?

7 Ch: Yes how many flower vase in the picture.

8 P: Again please — Clarification Requests

9 Ch: How many a this is a number how many

10 P: No I don’t understand — Appeal for Help

11 Ch: Ok I mean how many flower vase in the petu

12 P: | have one, and you?

13 Ch: | have one too where it is.

14 P: A flower vase is on the television table] gou?

15 Ch: The flower vase is is the desk is on trekadd and is there a telephone in the
picture?

16 P: Again please — Clarification Requests

17 Ch: I mean telephone is there a telephonecipitture?

18 P: No | don’t understand — Appeal for Help
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19 Ch: Ok telephone telephone is there a telephotie picture? you have telephone in
the picture in your picture

20 P: Sorry, 1 don’t understand — Appeal for Help

21 Ch: Uhm telephone is there telephone uhm telepim your the picture?

22 P: Telephone, right? — Confirmation Checks

23 Ch: Yes telephone

24 P: Yes

25 Ch: Ah how many telephone in the picture.

26 P: Again please — Clarification Requests

27 Ch: How many telephone in the picture.

28 P: | have one, and you?

29 Ch: I have one too uhm is there a ban is theudbish basket in the picturefb[you
understand>—— Comprehension Checks

30 P: dorry,

| don’t understand — Appeal for Help
31 Ch: Ah a basket rubbish basket
32 P: Ohyes
33 Ch: Ok is there a rubbish basket in the piGure
34 P: Yes, and you?
35 Ch: Yes how many rubbish basket in the picture.
36 P: Sorry, | don't understand —— Appeal for Help
37 Ch: I mean how many rubbish basket in the pactu
38 P: | have one, and you?
39 Ch: | have one too .. is there a toy car inpilceure?
40 P: Again please — Confirmation Checks
41 Ch: A toy car toy car
42 P: Pardon? — Asking for Repetition
43 Ch: Ah ok?
44 P: Pardon? — Asking for Repetition
45 Ch: Toy car?
46 P: Yes, and you?
47 Ch: Yes ah how many toy car in the picture.yjdo
48 P: dorry, I don’t understand —»
Appeal for Help
49 Ch: I mean how many toy car in the picture.
50 P: | have one, and you?
51 Ch: | have one too ah where it is.
52 P: Atoy car .. is beside the boy, and you?
53 Ch: The toy car ah is in front of the boy isrtha cat in the picture?
54 P: Again please —— Clarification Requests
55 Ch: I mean is there a a cat in the picture?
56 P: Yes, and you?
57 Ch: Yes how many a cat in the picture.
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58 P: Again please — Clarification Requests

59 Ch: How many a cat in the picture.

60 P: | have one, and you?

61 Ch: | have two is there a family picture? amel$orry is there a family picture in your
picture?

62 P: No | don't understand ——» Appeal for Help

63 Ch: Family picture? family picture you havethiere a family picture in your picture.

64 P: Yes, and you?

65 Ch: Yes how many family picture? family pictumeyour picture?

66 P: No | don’t understand — Appeal for Help

67 Ch: 1 mean how many ah how many how many fapidjure.do you understand2—»
Comprehension Checks

68 P: No | don’t understand —» Appeal for Help

69 Ch: Is how how many how many ah number how nirnvy many family picture in
your picture.

70 P: | have one, and you?

71 Ch: | have one too where it is.

72 P: The family picture () .. the family pictuhanging on the wall, and you?

73 Ch: () The family picture hanging on the wab is there a umbrella in the picture?

74 P: Again please — Clarification requests

75 Ch: Is there a umbrella in the picture?

76 P: Yes, and you?

77 Ch: Yes how many umbrella in the picture.

78 P: | have two, and you?

79 Ch: | have one where it is umbrella in theymet

80 P: The umbrella between sofa, and you?

81 Ch: Ah the umbrella between sofa and tablkaseta is there a remote control in the
picture

82 P: Again please —» Clarification Requests

83 Ch: Ah I mean is there a remote control ingloture.

84 P: Yes, and you?

85 Ch: Yes how many remote control in the picture.

86 P: Again please — Clarification Requests

87 Ch: How many how many remote control in theypi.

88 P: | have one, and you?

89 Ch: | have one where is it.

90 P: A remote control is under sofa, and you?

91 Ch: Remote control the remote control is betws sorry remote control is on
television table .. ah is there a glagbe picture?

92 P: Sorry, | don’t understand —» Appeal for Help

93 Ch: Ah I mean a glass or a glass a glass adrwat

94 P: No ncsorry, | don't understand ——» Appeal for Help

95 Ch: I mean ah is there a glass in the picture?

96 P: Yes, and you?
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97 Ch: Ah yes how many a glass in the pictdeeyou understand2—»
Comprehension Checks

98 P No, | don’t understand —» Appeal for Help

99 Ch: Ah how many a glass how many a glass impittere.

100 P: | have one, and you?

101 Ch: I have one too where it is?

102 P: The glass is the glass is on the coffde,tabd you?

103 Ch: A glass is on coffee table too .. antiésd a [eye glass

104 P: [eye glasses

105 Ch: Eye glasses in the picture?

106 P: Again please — Clarification Requests

107 Ch: Is there a glass oh no no sorry is thexgeaglass in the picture?

108 P: Yes, and you?

109 Ch: Yes how many eye glasses in the pictiogiou understand?—»

Comprehension Checks

110 P: No I don’t understand — Appeal for Help

111 Ch: Ah I mean how many a glass how many eggsgk in the picture?

112 P: | have one, and you?

113 Ch: I have one too ah where it is eye glasses.

114 P: The eye glasses is on the .. on the ... ®@debk

(7) Wannisa-Chanchira (W-Ch): 11.21 minutes

1 W: Is there telephone in your picture?

2 Ch: Yes

3 W: How many telephone in your pictung®u understand?—— Comprehension
Checks

4 Ch: No

5 W: | mean how many telephone in your pictuyye@ understand?2——
Comprehension Checks

6 Ch: Yes one

7 W: Where is telephone in your pictungii understand?—— Comprehension
Checks

8 Ch: No

9 W: | said how where is telephone in your picRyeu understand?—»
Comprehension Checks

10 Ch: Yes on the on on the so on the telephorteetelephone of the so sofa

11 W: Is there umbrella in your picturg@u understand?—— Comprehension

Checks
12 Ch: No

13 W: I said is there umbrella in your pictusesti understand?>—— Comprehension
Checks umbrella .you understand?2— Comprehension Checks
14 Ch: No
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15 W: Is there | i mean is there umbrella in ypioture?

16 Ch: Yes

17 W: How many umbrella in your picturgBu understand>— Comprehension
Checks

18 Ch: No

19 W: How many umbrella in your picturgBu understand?— Comprehension
Checks

20 Ch: No ()

21 W: | said how many umbrella in your picture?

22 Ch: Ah one ah one two three

23 W: You understand?— Comprehension Checks

24 Ch: Yes one

25 W: Where is ityou understand?— Comprehension Checks

26 Ch: No

27 W: | | said where is umbrella in your pictusgi understand?—»
Comprehension Checks

28 Ch: No

29 W: | I mean where is umbrella in your pictuye? understand?—
Comprehension Checks

30 Ch: No

31 W: | I mean where is umbrella in your pictuy@? understand?.. —»
Comprehension Checks you understand? — Comprehension Checks

.you understand?— Comprehension Checks

32 Ch: No
33 W: | said where is umbrella in your picture?
34 Ch: Yes ()

35 W: | mean is where is umbrella in your pictuye®d understand?—»
Comprehension Checks you understand?>—— Comprehension Checks

36 Ch: No

37 W: |1 ask that is where is umbrella in youctpre?you understand?2—»
Comprehension Checks you understand?>—» Comprehension Checks

38 Ch: No

39 W: | mean where is umbrella in your pictuy@? understand?>—»
Comprehension Checks you understand?—— Comprehension Checks
you understand?——» Comprehension Checks wyanderstand?—»
Comprehension Checks

40 Ch: Yes ..on ..

41 W: || said is where is umbrella in your pi&@you understand>—»
Comprehension Checks

42 Ch: Excuse me, | don’'t understand — Appeal for Help

43 W: | ask that where is umbrella in your picfyeu understand?——»
Comprehension Checks
44 Ch: Yes near .. near .. near the near the sofa
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45 W: Is is there a book in your picture?

46 Ch: Yes

47 W: How many book in your picture?

48 Ch: One, and you?

49 W: | have one too how many sorry where is bioofour picture?
you understand?—— Comprehension Checks

50 Ch: No

51 W: Where is where is book in your picture?

52 Ch: Down down the shelf down the shelf, and?/ou

53 W: Book on the table is there television in ypicture?

54 Ch: Yes

55 W: How many television in your picture?

56 Ch: One

57 W: Where is television in your picturg@u understand?—— Comprehension
Checks

58 Ch: No

59 W: | I mean where is television in your picteig@u understand?>—»
Comprehension Checks

60 Ch: Yes on the .. on the shelf

61 W: Is there remote control in your picture?

62 Ch: Yes

63 W: How many remote control in your picture?

64 Ch: One

65 W: Where where is remote control in your pieRyou understand?——»
Comprehension Checks

66 Ch: No

67 W: | said it where is remote control in youctpre?

68 Ch: Down the down the sofa down the sofa, anf®y

69 W: Remote control on the shelf is is therewyph in your picture?

70 Ch: Yes

71 W: How many plug in in your picturg®u understand?—— Comprehension

Checks

72 Ch: No

73 W: | | said how many plug in in your picture?

74 Ch: One

75 W: Where where is plug in in your picturgis understand?——» Comprehension
Checks

76 Ch: No on

77 W: |1 said | said where is plug plug in in yquicture?
78 Ch: On .. near near the wall

79 W: You understand? — Comprehension Checks you understand?—»
Comprehension Checks
80 Ch: No
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81 W: | said where is plug in in your pictung®u understand?—— Comprehension
Checks you understand? — Comprehension Checks

82 Ch: No

83 W: | I mean where is plug in in your picture?

84 Ch: On near the ..

85 W: You understand? —— Comprehension Checks

86 Ch: Yes near near the wall, and you?

87 W: Near the wall is is there ball in your piet@

88 Ch: Yes

89 W: How many ball in your picture?
90 Ch: One

91 W: Where is ball in your picture?
92 Ch: Onthe ..

93 W: Again please —Clarification Requests
94 Ch: On the .. on the desk, and you?
95 W: Be beside beside the shelf is is theredlovase in your picture?
you understand?— Comprehension Checks
96 Ch: Yes one no
97 W: Is there flower vase in your picture?
98 Ch: Yes
99 W: How many flower vase in your pictung@u understand?2—— Comprehension
Checks
100 Ch: Yes one
101 W: Where is flower vase in your pictusgil understand?—— Comprehension
Checks
102 Ch: No on
103 W: 11 said where is flower vase in your pretdyou understand? —»
Comprehension Checks you understand?—— Comprehension Checks
104 Ch: No
105 W: | said flower vase where is flower flowerse in your picture? ..
you understand? — Comprehension Checks
106 Ch: No
107 W: 11 said | said where where is flower vasgour picture?
108 Ch: On on the
109 W: On under the table on the sofa on the erd#sk, and you?
110 Ch: Yes on the sofa

(8) Suriya-Bang-on (S-B): 10.05 minutes

1 S: Is there a umbrella in your picture?



2 B:
3S:
4 B:
5S:
6 B:
78S:
8 B:
9S:
10B
11S
12B
13S
14 B
15S
16 B
17 S
18 B
19S
20B
21S
22 B
23S
24 B
25S
26 B
27 S
28 B
29S
30B
31S
32B
33S
34 B
35S
36 B
37S
38B
39S
40B
41 S
42 B
43 S
44 B
45 S
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Umbrella? —— Confirmation Checks

Yes

Yes there are, and you?

Yes there are too .. how many umbrella irr yocture?
There are two .. , and you?

There are one too where it is umbrella inrymcture? ..
I’'m sorry, 1 don’t understand — Appeal for Help
| mean where it is umbrella in your picture?

. In front of the sofa .. what is umbrelladika your picture?
. It right side, and you?

. It upside down

. Is there a telephone in your picture?

. Yes, and you?

. Yes there are .. how many telephone in paiture?

: There are one, and you?

: There are one too .. where it is?

: It on the sofa, and you?

. It on the desk

. Is there the stripped ball in your picture.

. Yes there is, and you?

. Yes there is too where how many strippedlibalour picture.
: There are one, and you?

: There are one too where it is? ..

: Near the desk, and you?

: On the desk ..

. Is there a remote control in your picture?

: Remote control? —— Confirmation Checks

. Yes

: Yes thereis

: How many remote control in your picture?

. There are one, and you?

: There are one too where it is?

. Front of the sofa, and you?

: On the desk

. Is there the cat in your picture?

. Yes there are .., and you?

. Yes there is how many cat in your picture.

: Two, and you?

: There are one where is it.

: Near the sofa, and you?

: On the desk

. Is there a eye glass in your picture?

. Yes there is, and you?

. Yes there is too how many a eye glass in poture?
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46 B: There are one, and you?

47 S: There are one too where it is the wheeele glass in your picture?
48 B: It on the file, and you?

49 S: It on the table

50 B: Is there the rubbish basket in your picture.
51 S: Rubbish basket? — Confirmation Checks
52 B: Yes

53 S: Yes thereis

54 B: How many rubbish basket in your picture.
55 S: One

56 B: Whereiitis ..

57 S: On the table

58 B: Is there the book in your picture.

59 S: The book? — Confirmation Checks

60 B: Yes

61 S: Yesthereis

62 B: How many book in your picture.

63 S: One, and you?

64 B: There are one too where it is.

65 S: On the table, and you?

66 B: Front of the desk

67 S: Is there .. glass in your picture?

68 B: Glass? —» Confirmation Checks

69 S: Yes

70 B: Yes thereis

71 S: How many glass in your picture?

72 B: There are one, and you?

73 S: There one too where it is?

74 B: On the table, and you?

75 S: On the table is there a a television in ymature?
76 B: I'm sorry, | don't understand ——» Appeal for help
77 S: | mean television in your picture?

78 B: Yesthereis

79 S: How many television in your picture?

80 B: There are one, and you?

81 S: There are one too where it is?

82 B: Near the vase, and you?

83 S: On the desk

84 B: Is there the plug in in your picture.

85 S: Yes, and you?

86 B: Yes how many plug in in your picture.

87 S: One, and you?

88 B: There are too where it is? ..

89 S: Near the table [and you? and you?
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90 B: [Is there there theev&m sorry front of the desk is there the vase in
your picture.

91S: Yes

92 B: How many the vase in your picture.

93 S: One

94 B: Where it is?

95 S: On the table .. is there a .. boy in yoatyse?

96 B: Boy? —— Confirmation Checks

97 S: Yes

98 B: Yesthereis ..

99 S: How many boy in your picture?

100 B: There are one, and you?

101 S: There are one too where itdg?you understand?2—— Comprehension
Checks

102 B: No | don’t understand —» Appeal for Help

103 S: I mean where it is? the boy in your picture

104 B: It between the desk and the toy car, am® yo

105 S: It next to the sofa

106 B: Is there the clock in your picture.

107 S: Yes

108 B: How many clock in your picture.

109 S: One

110 B: Where it is?

111 S: Next next to the picture, and you?

112 B: It on the wall

(9) Waruni-Vasan (W-V): 10.54 minutes

1 V: Is there a cat in your picture.

2 W: Yes, and you?

3 V: Yes how many

4 W: | have one, and you?

5V: Yes | have two where is it.

6 W: The cat on the table, and you?

7 V: The cat the cat near sofa

8 W: Is there the bin in your pictureunderstand?—— Comprehension Checks
9V: Idon't know —— Appeal for Help
10 W: | mean the bin

11V: Yes.., and you?

12 W: Yes | have how many

13 V: | have one, and you?

14 W: | have one too where is it.

15 V: Bin .. bin behind a boy, and you?
16 W: The bin near the stand



17 V:
18 W:
19V:
20 W:
21V:
22 W:
23 V:
24 W:
25 V:
26 W:
27 V:
28 W:
29 V:
30 W:
31V:
32 W:
33V:
34 W:
35V:
36 W:
37V:
38 W:
39V:
40 W:
41 V:
42 \W:
43 V:
44 \W:

45 V:
46 W:
47 V:
48 W
49 V.
50 W
51 V:
52 W:
53V:
54 W:

55 V:
56 W:
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Is there a telephone in your picture.
Yes | have, and you?
Yes | have how many
| have one, and you?
| have one where is it.
The telephone on the sofa, and you?
The telephone on the desk
Is there the flower vase in your picture?
| don’t flower vase
The flower vase flower .. | i mean the tlwver
Ok ok ..
You have?
Yes | have, and you?
Yes | have how many
| have one, and you?
| have one too
Where it is?
The flower vase on the desk, and you?
The flower vase on the stand flower vases.there a book in your picture.
Again please — Clarification requests
Is there a book in your picture.
Yes | have, and you?
yes | have one how many
| have one, and you?
Yes | have one where is it.
The book behind the boy, and you?
The book on the coffee table
Is there the family picture in your pictufefhderstand?—— Comprehension
Checks
[Sorry sorry | don’t
The family the picture ... the family .. mottather the boy the girl picture [Yes
[Yes
How many
| have one
Whereis it ...
The family picture picture near window, ayali? ..
No Ii don’t have
The family picture near the .. window, araly
The family picture .. near the flower vasks there the umbrella in your picture?
binderstand?>—» Comprehension Checks
[Yes yes .., and you?
Yes | have how many the umbrella in youtynie ..do you understand?——»
Comprehension Checks umbrella | mean the umbrella the the rain the
umbrella ... how many



57 V:
58 W:
59 V:
60 W:
61 V:
62 W:
63 V:
64 W:
65 V:
66 W:
67 V:
68 W:
69 V:
70 W:
71V:
72 W:

73 V:
74 W:
75 V:
76 W:
77 V:
78 W:
79 V:
80 W:
81V:
82 W:
83 V:
84 W:
85V:
86 W:
87 V:
88 W:
89 V:
90 W:
91V:
92 W:
93 V:
94 W:

95 V:
96 W
97 V.
98 W:

Ok yes

How many

| have one, and you?

| have two where is it.

Umbrella .. umbrella near near the desk, you®
The umbrella behind the sofa ..

Is the sofa in your picture.

Yes | have one, and you?

Yes | have too how many

| have two, and you?

Yes where is it.

How many the sofa

| have two where is it.

The sofa near the stand, and you?

The sofa near near the stand

Oh .. is there the toy car in your pictute? caryou understand? —»
Comprehension Checks

No | don'’t

The | i mean | mean the toy car the boy pieeytoy car
Yes

You understand? —» Comprehension Checks

Yes

How many

| have one, and you?

| have one too where is it.

A toy car a toy car near the boy, and you?

The toy car near the boy too ...

Is there a television in your picture.

Yes | have, and you?

Yes | have one how where is it .. sorry hoany
Oh | have one too

Where it is.

The television on the desk, and you?

The television on the desk

Oh is there the ball in your picture? ..

Yes

How many

| have one, and you?

Yes | have one .. where isuhderstand? —» Comprehension Checks

where is it ..

No

Football where is it.
Football where is it.
( ) On under near
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99 V: The ball behind behind the bin, and you?
100 W: Oh the ball [on the desk
101 V: [On the desk

(10) Praphatson-Parinya (Pr-P): 10.42 minutes

1 Pr: Is there a cat are there in your picture?

2P: Yes

3 Pr: Uhm is there umbrella are there in youryi?

4P: Yes

5 Pr. How many umbrella are there in your picture?

6 P: | have one

7 Pr: Is there family picture are there in yowtpie? .understand?.. —»

Comprehension Checks

8 P: Yes

9 Pr. Ah how many the boy are there in your pietur

10 P: | have one

11 Pr: Is there the book are there in your piGure

12 P: Yes

13 Pr: Is there television are there in your pietu

14 P: Yes

15 Pr: Is there ah telephone are there in youupae

16 P: Yes

17 Pr: How many telephone are there in your pa&ur

18 P: | have one

19 Pr: Where is it ..understand?>——» Comprehension Checks
on under ah between .. on the sofahewésk on the tyou know? —»
Comprehension Checks .. do you understand? —— Comprehension Checks

20 P: No

21 Pr: Ah on the desk on the sofa on the tyou know? — Comprehension
Checks .. on the desk ah ah ok ah | is there ah softhare in your picture?

22 P: Yes

23 Pr: Is there ah flower vase are there in yaetue? .do you understand?——
Comprehension Checks

24 P: No

25 Pr: Flower vase ah flower rose yes ...

26 P: Yes

27 Pr. Ah ok how many a cat are there in younyoe?

28 P: | have two .., and you?

29 Pr: | have one is there ah remote controlteeetin your picture?

30 P: Yes

31 Pr: How many remote control

32 P: | have one, and you?



33 Pr:
34 P:
35 Pr:
36 P:
37 Pr:
38 P:
39 Pr:

40 P:
41 Pr:
42 P:
43 Pr:
44 p:
45 Pr:

46 P:
47 Pr:
48 P:
49 Pr:
50 P:
51 Pr:
52 P:
53 Pr:
54 P:
55 Pr:

56 P:
57 Pr:

58 P:
59 Pr:
60 P:
61 Pr:
62 P:
63 Pr:

64 P:
65 Pr:

66 P:
67 Pr:
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| have one too is ah where is it ... on under
On on the television
Ok ah is there a ( ) are there in youtup&?
Yes
Is there plug in are there in your pictys®) in
Yes
Is there the glass are there in your pg&glass ... use for a ( ) of water? use for
a () of water
Yes
Is there a basket are there in your pi€ture
Yes .., and you?
Yes ah is there the stand are there in pioture?
Inot understand—— Appeal for Help
Ah use for a piece of paper ah book ahdlovaseyou know? —»
Comprehension Checks  stand ... stand
Yes
Ok is there the boy play toy car play tay.c
Yes, and you?
Yes ah is there the ... is there the pidtug®ur picture? picture? ...
Idon’t understand — Appeal for Help
Picture? ..
Yes
How many picture?
| have two, and you?
| have two too is there the desk are threyeur picture? .. is there the desk are
there in your picture?
Inot understand —— Appeal for Help
A desk use for a paper for television fgou know the desk? ——»
Comprehension Checks
Yes
How many the desk are there in your pi&ure
| have one
Is there the umbrella are there in youtup&?
Yes
Where is it .. ah next to sofa between safthe sofyou know?—»
Comprehension Checks
Yes .., and you?
And between sofa ... where is it the book hexe is it the book .. on the tv on
the desk on the sofa
On the desk
Ok

11) Chaiyut-Sappasit (Ch-S): 9.26 minutes
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1 S: What do you have in your picture ...

2 Ch: Television ... bin .. car cat umbrella pictwi@dow, and you.

3 S: I have television remote control stripped bad car a cat sofa glass a book flower
vase telephone window family picture claskhere a cat in your picture.

4 Ch: Yes

5S: How many?

6 Ch: One, and you?

7S: Two ..

8 Ch: Where where itis ...

9 S: Is there a clock in your picture.

10 Ch: Yes

11 S: How many

12 Ch: One, and you?

13 S: One whereiitis ...

14 Ch: It on the window, and you?

15 S: It between family picture and window ...

16 Ch: Is there umbrella in your picture.

17 S: Yes

18 Ch: How many

19 S: One, and you.

20 Ch: Two ...

21 S: Is there a telephone in your picture.

22 Ch: Yes

23 S: How many

24 Ch: One .., and you?

25 S: One where it is telephone in your picture ...

26 Ch: It on the sofa, and you?

27 S: It on the table ...

28 Ch: Is there a remote control in your picture.

29S: Yes

30 Ch: How many

31 S: One, and you.

32 Ch: One where where it is.

33 S: Itonthe .. television table, and you ...

34 Ch: It under a sofa ...

35 S: Is there a book in your picture.

36 Ch: Yes

37 S: How many a book in your picture.

38 Ch: One

39 S: Whereitis ...

40 Ch: Sorry? — Asking for Repetition

41 S: I mean where itis ... where it is a boaknderstand? ... —» Comprehension
Checks

42 Ch: Yes .. isin front of a table, and you?
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43 S: It on the table

(12)

1S
2T:
3S:
4T:
5S:
6T:
78S:
8T:
9S:

Suphattra-Tinnakon (S-T): 10.52 minutes

Is there a television in your picture?

Pardon? —» Asking for Repetition

Television televi .. is there a televisioryaur picture?

Yes

How many television are there in your picture

Pardon? —— Asking for Repetition

How many television in are there in your iet how many .. how many
One, and you?

| have | have one too where it (8you understand?——» Comprehension
Checks yesorno

10 T: Yes

11 S: Where itis? ...

12 T: Pardon? ——» Asking for Repetition

13 S: Where itis? where where it is? ... whers Wwhere it is.

14 T: On the table

15 S: On the table, right?>—> Confirmation Checks

16 T: Yes .. is there a cat are there in yourupe?

17 S: What? —» Clarification requests .. what? ..—» Clarification Requests
18 T: Is there a cat .. are there in your picture?

19 S: Yes

20 T: How many a cat are there in your picture?

21 S: | have two, and you?

22 T: | have one where it is?

23 S: ltit next to sofa, and you?

24 T:. Cat sleep on the table ..

25 S: Is there a basket in your picture?

26 T: Yes

27 S: What basket like.

28 T: Pardon? —> Asking for repetition

29 S: What basket like ... (understand?.. — Comprehension Checks
30T: No

31 S: Basket .. basket but up down or upside down

32 T: Up down

33 S: How many basket are there in your picture.

34 T: | have one, and you?

35 S: | have one too where it is? ...

36 T: Pardon? ——» Asking for Repetition

37 S: Where itis? ... where it is? understand? — Comprehension Checks
38 T: No

39 S: Where where where where ... ( ) where ...
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40 T: Basket ...

41 S: Where itis? ... where where where ( )

42 T. Basket ... on sofa ... is there a feather fedatha feather are there in your picture?

43 S: Yes, and you?

44 T: Yes .. how many a feather are there in yocture?

45 S: Excuse me?— Asking for Repetition .. excuse me?—— Asking for
Repetition

46 T: How many a how many a feather are thereur picture?

47 S: There is one feather in my picture, and you?

48 T: | have one

49 S: What what feather like.

13) Wichan-Adisak (W-A): 8.49 minutes

1 W: What do you have in your picture.

2 A: | have a cat .. stripped ball umbrella ..

3 W: Is a cat in your picture.

4 A: Yes

5 W: How many a cat in your picture.

6 A: One, and you?

7 W: | have two where is it a cat.

8 A: On the desk, and you?

9 W: The cat next next the cat near a sofa

10 A: Is a umbrella in your picture.

11 W: Yes

12 A: How many umbrella umbrella in your picture.
13 W: Again please — Clarification Requests
14 A: How many umbrella in your picture.

15 W: | have one, and you?

16 A: | have two where it is umbrella in your pics.
17 W: It between a sofa and desk .. is a telephogeur picture. telephone
18 A: What? — Clarification Requests

19 W: It a call call call call

20 A: Yes

21 W: How many

22 A: One, and you?

23 W: | have one too where is it.

24 A: On the sofa, and you?

25 W: | am on the desk

26 A: It a .. tele telephone in your picture.

27 W: Yes

28 A: How many telephone in your picture.

29 W: Again please —» Clarification Reguests



30 A:
31W:
32 A:
33 W:
34 A:
35W:
36 A:
37 W:
38 A:
39 W:
40 A:
41 W:
42 A:
43 W:
44 A:
45 W:
46 A:
47 W:
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How many telephone in your picture.

| have one, and you?

| have one where it is telephone in youtynie.
A telephone is on the desk, and you?

On the sofa

Is television .. in your picture.

Yes

How many television in your picture?

One, and you?

| have one too where is it.

On the desk, and you?

| on television on television table is ieeylasses in your picture.
Yes

How many eye glasses in your picture.

| have one, and you?

| have one too where is it.

On the desk, and you?

It on the desk too .. is a boy in your pietlboy

48 A: What? — Clarification requests

49 W:
50 A:
51 W:
52 A:
53 W:
54 A:
55 W:
56 A:
57 W:
58 A:
590 W:
60 A:
61 W:
62 A:
63 W:
64 A:
65 W:
66 A:
67 W:
68 A:
69 W:
70 A:
71 W:
72 A:
73 W:

Boy baby boy

Yes

How many boy in your picture.

One, and you?

| have one too where is it ...

It a play car, and you?

It a play toy car too

It a stripped ball in your picture.

Yes

How many stripped ball in your picture.

| have one, and you?

| have one where it is stripped ball in ypicture.
Next a basket next a basket, and you?
Next a next to a cat yes

It remote control in your picture?

Yes

How many remote control in your picture?
| have one, and you?

| have one too where is it ..

Under sofa, and you?

| on television table ..

It a cat in your picture.

Yes

How many a cat in your picture.

| have one, and you? no no | have two, ani®y
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74 A: | have one too where it is in your picture.

75 W: It next the sofa it a vase in your picture.

76 A: What? — Clarification requests

77 W: Flower flower flower flower in ...

78 A: Yes

79 W: How many the vase in your picture.

80 A: | have one, and you?

81 W: | have one too where is it.

82 A: Next to television, and you?

83 W: | on the vase table it a clock in your pietu watch clock ( )
84 A: Yes

85 W: How many a clock in your picture.

86 A: One, and you?

87 W: | have one too where is it ...

88 A: On the wall, and you?

89 W: | | between a picture family picture anday Ipicture

(14) Poramin-Chatri (P-Ch): 9.51 minutes

1 P: Is there umbrella are there in your pictures.there umbrella are there in your
picture ..

2 Ch: Yes

3 P: How many umbrella are there in your picture.

4 Ch: | have two, and you?

5 P: | have one .. where it is. where it is umhrel. where it is umbrella

6 Ch: Itis .. is is there is there a cat in ypiature?

7P: Yes ..

8 Ch: How how many a cat in your picture?

9 P: | have two, and you?

10 Ch: I have one .. how how many a book in yaatupe?

11 P: I have one .., and you? and you?

12 Ch: Yes ..

13 P: Is there a toy car are there in your picture

14 Ch: Yes

15 P: How many a toy car are there in your picture

16 Ch: And and one .. | have one, and you?

17 P: I have one .. where it is a toy car ..

18 Ch: Nextto ( ) next to a boy, and you? ..

19 P: Next to a boy

20 Ch: Yes .. is there is there television in ypigture?

21 P: Yes..

22 Ch: How .. how many television in your picture?

23 P: 1l have one ..

24 Ch: Where it is where it is television in yquicture?
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25 P: Again please — Clarification Requests

26 Ch: Is there .. where it is television in ypicture? ...

27 P: Sorry? —— Asking for Repetition

28 Ch: ltis where it is where it is televisionyiaur picture?

29 P: Nexttoin plug in plug .. itis .. a bovilfauit are there in your picture ..
30 Ch: Yes

31 P: How many a bowl of fruit are there in yoistpre ..

32 Ch: | have one ..

33 P: Where it is a bowl of fruit.

34 Ch: Sorry?——»  Asking for repetition

35 P: Where it is a bowl of fruit ...

36 Ch: Sorry? — Asking for Repetition

37 P: Where it is a bowl of fruit ...

38 Ch: Next to a glass next to a glass, and you? ...

39 P: Sorry?—— Asking for Repetition sorry? ... —» Asking for Repetition
40 Ch: Is there ... where it is where it is a bdoR.

41 P: Nextto a glass

(15) Wuttiphong-Chiraphon (W-Ch): 10.02 minutes

1 Ch: Is there umbrella are there sorry is thenenella in your picture.

2W: Yes, and you?

3 Ch: Yes how many umbrella are there in yourypect

4 W: | have two, and you.

5 Ch: I have one where is umbrella are there ur yicture.

6 W: Umbrella umbrella .. the next to umbrella text to

7 Ch: Behind behind it it it umbrella behind tledasthe umbrella behind the sofa,
right? — Confirmation Checks

8 W: Yes .. is there a book in your picture.

9 Ch: Yes, and you.

10 W: Yes how many a book are there in your petur

11 Ch: I have, and you.

12 W: | have one

13 Ch: The one, right?—> Confirmation Checks the one, right? —
Confirmation Checks the one, right? —— Confirmation Checks
yes or no

14 W: Yes where where is a book are there in piature.

15 Ch: It on the coffee table is there a flowesevan your picture.

16 W: Yes, and you.

17 Ch: Yes where is a flower vase are there i pature.

18 W: A flower vase on the shelf, and you.

19 Ch: A flower vase on the stand is there arcgbur picture.

20 W: Yes, and you?



21 Ch
22 W:

23 Ch:

24 W:

25 Ch:

26 W:

27 Ch:

28 W:

29 Ch:

30 W:

31 Ch:

32 W:

33 Ch:

34 W:

35 Ch:

36 W:

37 Ch:

38 W:

39 Ch:

40 W:

41 Ch:

42 W:

43 Ch:

44 W:

45 Ch:

46 W:
47 Ch
48 W:

49 Ch:

50 W:
51 Ch

52 W:
53 Ch
54 W:
55 Ch

56 W:
57 Ch
58 W:
59 Ch
60 W:
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: Yes how many cat are there in your picture.
| have one, and you.
I have two is there telephone in your petu
Yes
Where is telephone are there in your pectur
The telephone on the so sofa .. , and you?
The telephone on the desk
Is there a .. stripped ball in your picture.
Yes, and you?
Yes how many a stripped are there in yociupe.
| have one, and you?
| have one
The one, right?— Confirmation Checks
Yes where a stripped ball a are there irr picture.
Stripped ball between shelf and the baskethere a television in your picture.
Yes, and you?
Yes where is television are there in yaatupe ...where is television are there
in your picture.
Television on the shelf, and you.
Television on the shelf too is there renuatetrol in your picture.
Yes
How many remote control are there in yoatupe.
| have one, and you.
| have one too where is remote controltiaeee in your picture?
Remote control under sofa sofa, and you.
Remote control on the shelf .. is ther@yacar in your picture.
Yes, and you?
. Yes how many toy car are there in yourypect
| have one, and you.
| have one where is toy car are there ur pacture.do you understand me?>—»
Comprehension Checks
No
: Behind between under on in front of in frohbehind under on in front of
in front of or behind
Toy car
. In front of .. in front of .. toy car theytcar in front of boy ..
Toy car in front of boy, and you?
. The toy car in front of boy is there umlaralorry what is the curtain like in your
picturedo you understand me2——» Comprehension Checks
No ()
. I ask you that what is the curtain like/@ur picture. er it open it close
It open, and you.
. It open too .. is there a glass of watsoiar picture.
Yes, and you?
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61 Ch: Yes where is a glass of water are theyeum picture.

62 W: A glass of water on the table, and you.

63 Ch: The the glass of water on the table cafteey coffee table .. is there a clock in
your picture. er 8 pmer ( )

64 W: Yes, and you?

65 Ch: Yes where is a clock are there in youryoect.. wall on the wall on the wall

66 W: On the wall, and you?

67 Ch: The clock between family picture and andrgdr.. is there a sofa in your
picture.

68 W: Yes

69 Ch: How many sofa in your are there in youtuie.

70 W: | have two, and you?

71 Ch: | have two .. is there book is there baokiaur picture.

72 W: Yes, and you?

73 Ch: Yes where is book are there in your pictuom between on under behind
in front ofyou understand me?—— Comprehension Checks

74 W: Book in front of the shelf, and you?

75 Ch: The book on the table coffee is there al lthere a bow! of fruit in your
picture?

76 W: Yes, and you?

77 Ch: Yes where is where is a bowl of fruit dreré in your picture?

78 W: A bowl of fruit on the table, and you?

79 Ch: A bowl of fruit on the table coffee

80 W: Is there a cat are there in your picture.

81 Ch: Yes, and you?

82 W: Yes how many a cat are there in your piGure

83 Ch: Pardon? — Asking for Repetition

84 W: How many a cat are there in your picture.

85 Ch: | have two, and you?

86 W: | have one where is a cat are there in poiure.

87 Ch: A cat a cat between toy car and sofa ietadamily picture in your picture.
family fanily er family

88 W: Yes, and you?

89 Ch: Yes where is family are there in your piefu

90 W: Family on the wall, and you.

91 Ch: The family on the wall too is there stamngour picture?

92 W: Yes

93 Ch: How many stand are there in your picture?

94 W: | have one | how many, and you?

95 Ch: | have one too where is where is standhe in your picture?

96 W: Stand .. stand next to the sofa, and you?

97 Ch: The stand next to the sofa too
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(16) Metta-Loetsak (M-L): 8.26 minutes

1 M: Is there the picture in your picture.

2 L: ldon't understand — Appeal for Help

3 M: | mean the picture is er the boy the girpioture

4 L: Yes

5 M: How many picture are there in your picture.

6 L: Sorry, I don’'t understand — Appeal for Help

7 M: Er you have one or you have twatderstand? ——» Comprehension Checks

8 L. Yes | have two, and you?

9 M: | have two too is there the umbrella in ypigsture.

10 L: Sorry, | don't understand —— Appeal for Help

11 M: Umbrella is er rainynderstand? —— Comprehension Checks

12 L: Yes

13 M: How many umbrella are there in your picturerdo you understand? —»
Comprehension Checks

14 L: No

15 M: Er you have one or you have twoderstand? —— Comprehension Checks

16 L. Yes | have two, and you?

17 M: | have one is there the flower vase aredtlireryour picture.

18 L. Yes, and you?

19 M: Yes | have how many flower vase are thergour picture.

20 L: I have one, and you?

21 M: | have one too is there the cat are thegmur picture.

22 L: ldon’t understand —— Appeal for Help

23 M: The cat is animal understand? —— Comprehension Checks

24 L: Yes

25 M: How many cat are there in your picture.

26 L: | have one, and you?

27 M: | have two .. is there the telephone in ypigture.

28 L: Sorry, | don’'t understand — Appeal for Help

29 M: The telephone is number one two three heliderstand?—— Comprehension
Checks

30 L: Yes

31 M: How many telephone are there in your picture

32 L: I have one, and you?

33 M: I have one too where is it.

34 L: On the sofa, and you?

35 M: On the desk is there the glass eye glassebhere in your picture.

36 L: Sorry, | don't understand —» Appeal for Help

37 M: Eye glasses is wearing wearing apeerstand?—— Comprehension Checks

38 L: Yes

39 M: How many eye glasses are there in your pctu

40 L: | have one, and you?



41 M:
42 L:
43 M:
44 L.
45 M:
46 L:
47 M:
48 L:
49 M.

229

| have one too where is it.
On the sofa, and you?
On the desk is there the tele televisiontiaege in your picture.
Idon’'t understand — Appeal for Help
The television is .. 5 7 er the newsderstand? — Comprehension Checks
Yes yes
How many television are there in your pietur
| have one, and you?
| have one too is there the remote contrelthere in your picture.

50 L: Again please — Clarification Requests

51 M:
52 L:
53 M:
54 L:
55 M:
56 L:
57 M:

| mean is there the remote control in yoigtyse.

Yes

How many remote control are there in youtygie.

| have one, and you?

| have one too is there the ball are thergour picture.
Yes

How many ball are there in your picture.

58 L: Again please —» Clarification Requests

59 M:

60 L:
61 M:
62 L:
63 M:

| said how many ball are there in your pietalo you understand?——»
Comprehension Checks

Yes | have one, and you?

| have one too where is it.

On the desk, and you?

Next to the shelf is there the toy car &ere in your picture.

64 L: Sorry, | don’'t understand — Appeal for Help

65 M:
66 L:
67 M:
68 L:
69 M:

The toy car is er the boy playerderstand? ——» Comprehension Checks
Yes

How many toy car are there in your picture.

| have one, and you?

| have one too is there the glass are timeyeur picture.

70 L: Sorry, | don’'t understand —» Appeal for Help

71 M:
72 L.
73 M:
74 L:
75 M:
76 L:
77 M:

The glass is er water the put wataderstand?—— Comprehension Checks
Yes

How many the glass are there in your picture

| have one, and you?

| have one where is it.

On the table, and you?

On the table too is there the book are tieg@ur picture.

78 L: Again please —— Clarification requests

79 M:

80 L:
81 M:
82 L:

| said is there the book in your pictude.you understand?>——»
Comprehension Checks
Yes

How many book are there in your picture.
| have one, and you?
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83 M: | have one too is there the sofa are theg@ur picture.
84 L: Sorry, | don’'t understand —» Appeal for Help
85 M: The sofa is sitting .. the sofa use forirgift
86 L: Yes
87 M: How many sofa are there in your picture.
88 L: | have one | have two, and you?
89 M: | have two too is there the clock are thargour picture.
90 L: Sorry, | don't understand — Appeal for Help
91 M: The clock is uhm time time is er am or pm
92 L: Yes
93 M: How many the clock are there in your picture
94 L: | have one, and you?
95 M: | have one too where is it.
96 L: On the wall, and you?
97 M: On the wall too is there the feather dusiaderstand? — Comprehension
Checks
98 L: No
99 M: Er use for cleaner cleaner ..
100 L: Yes
101 M: How many feather duster.
102 L: | have one, and you?
103 M: | have one too where is it.
104 L: On the wall, and you?
105 M: Er the feather duster is hanging the shédfthere the stand are there in your
picture.
106 L: Sorry, | don’'t understand —» Appeal for Help
107 M: Er the stand is er flower vase put putdtamdunderstand? —»
Comprehension Checks
108 L: No
109 M: The flower vase is put under the stande flower vase is put on stand
understand?—— Comprehension Checks
110 L: Yes
111 M: How many stand are there in your picture.
112 L: | have one, and you?
113 M: | have one too

(17) Sayan-Wirayut (S-W): 9.05 minutes

1 S: Is there a ball are there in your picture.
2W: Yes

3 S: How many ball are there in your picture.
4 W: One

5S: Where itis.

6 W: Is ball .. on the desk, and you?
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7 S: Is ball next to the desk is there a teleptayedhere in your picture?
8 W: Yes
9 S: How many telephone are there in your picture?

10 W:
11 S:
12 W:
13 S:
14 W:
15 S:
16 W:
17 S:
18 W:
19 S:
20 W:
21 S:
22 W:
23 S:
24 W
25 S:
26 W:
27 S:
28 W:
29 S:
30 W:
31S:
32 W:
33 S:
34 W:
35S:
36 W:
37S:
38 W:
39S:
40 W:
41 S:
42 W:
43 S:
44 \W:
45 S:
46 W:
47 S:
48 W:
49 S:
50 W:

One
Where it is.

Is telephone on sofa, and you?

Is telephone on the table is there a boekheare in your picture?

Yes

How many book are there in your picture?
One

Where it is.

Is book .. next to desk, and you?

Next on next is book on the table is thetataare there in your picture?
Yes

How many a cat are there in your picture?
One

Where it is.

A cat on the table

Is there a television are there in younyp&?

Yes

How many television are there in your piefur

One

Where itis.

Is telephone .. is telephone on the desk yan?

Is television on the desk is there a toyacarthere in your picture?

Yes
How many toy car are there in your picture?

One

Where itis ..

Is .. is .. between .. between a cat, ani?yo

Is toy car between a cat is there a rensot®te control are there in your picture?

Yes
How many remote control are there in yoatype?

One

Where it is.

Is remote control .. under under sofand wou?

Is remote control next to television is éhaumbrella are there in your picture?

Yes
How many umbrella are there in your picture.

Two

Where it is.

Is umbrella behind sofa the sofa, and you?

Is umbrella .. next to .. next to tablenisré a picture are there in your picture.

Yes



51S:
52 W:
53 S:
54 W
55 S:
56 W:
57 S:
58 W:
59 S:
60 W:
61 S:
62 W:
63 S:
64 W
65 S:
66 W:
67 S:
68 W:
69 S:
70 W:
71S:
72 W:
73 S:
74 W:
75 S:
76 W:
77 S:
78 W:
79 S:
80 W:
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How many picture are there in your picture.
Two

Where itis ...

Is picture next to the window .. is theread are there in your picture?
Yes

How many a cat are there in your picture?
Two

Where it is.

Is a cat between toy car ..

Is there .. a book are there in your picture
Yes

How many a book are there in your picture?
One

Where it is.

Is a book on the table

Is there remote control are there in yoatye?
Yes

How many remote control are there in youtypie?
One

Where it is.

On the desk ...

Is there tv television are there in yourtyie?
Yes

How many tv are there in your picture?

One

Where it is.

On the desk ..

Is there telephone are there in your pi&ure
Yes

How many telephone are there in your piQure

81 S: Again please —— Clarification Requests

82 W:
83 S:
84 W:
85 S:
86 W:
87 S:
88 W:
89 S:

How many telephone are there in your piQure
One

Again please — Clarification Requests

Is telephone one

Where it is.

On the table

On the table? —— Confirmation Checks

Yes



APPENDIX B

L ESSON PLANS

Lesson Plan 1

Topic: Loy Krathong Festival
Level: M.3

Time: 120 minutes (2 periods)
Aims of the lesson:

1) To motivate students to practi@nwersations about “Loy Krathong
Festival” by giving them opportunities to use thmivn words.

2) To practice how to negotiate megrin conversational interactions when
some misunderstanding occurs, such as the use pofprebension checks,
confirmation checks, clarification requests, apgeahelp, and asking for repetition.

3) To practice using appropriate graan such as prepositions, expressions
of place, and question forms in conversations.

4) To practice exchanging informatifsam “Spot the Differences” tasks

through negotiation strategies in order to meetuauinderstanding.



L anguage skill: Speaking and listening
Materialsrequired: Paired pictures of Loy Krathong Festival

New Vocabulary:

Culture Krathong General
(n | v) (n) (V) (n)

river | float banana-leaf | jump foot bridge

canal | decorate joss-stick sit bush

moon | hold candle stand tree

temple carry flower jumping fish

stupa turtle

pagoda flowering plant

festival coconut palm
rock with grass
people

Language link:
1) Prepositions: behind, between, near, neat twomt of, on the left, on the right,
in the middle, at the end of, at the beginning of
2) Questions-answers:
“What do you have/segour picture?
| have..., and you?”
“Do you have... in youctore?
Yes, | do. No, | don’t
“Is there/Are theren.yiour picture?
Yes, there is. No than’t. Yes, there are. No, there aren't”.
“How many... are themeyour picture?
There are...”

“Where is it/ are tiey



It's..../ They are...”
3) Negotiation strategies:
3.1 Comprehension checks (CPC)

- Unsiiend?
- Dowanderstand?
- Yondw what | mean?

3.2 Confirmation che¢kd-C)
- Thamright?
- Thamn?

3.3 Clarification reqteefCRR)
- What?
- Wittt you mean by that?
- Whtt you mean?
- Coyldu repeat/say that again?
- Agglease
- Pleasy again
- | doanderstand
- | dofollow

3.4 Appeal for help (AFH
- Sofrigxcuse me. | don’t understand

3.5 Asking for repetitiQAFR)

- Scatry



- Pan@o
- Pandoe?

- | bggur pardon?

Period 1. Pre-task stage (60 minutes)
Procedure
1) Warm-up / Review:

- Teacher gives studdrandout “Living room” and helps the students
to name and describe pictures.

- Let the studentsgpicee pronunciation of new language.

- Teacher illustratks new language.

- Teacher asks thelstus to fill preposition based on the handout in
the blank and then checks the correct prepositions.

- The students practising the prepositions following the exercise in
the given handout.

-The teacher asks tjaes about the pictures and the students answer
the questions.
For example:

T: Where is the TV?

S: The TV is betwehba stereo and the VCR.

- Teacher lets the students practice conversatiopaiis.



- Teacher introduces the topic of Loy Krathong Fedtand gives
the classroom exposure the language and relativa@bubary items.

- Tell the students to think about what they knowttipc.

- Brainstorm words and phrases related to the tamtic the board.

- The students pronounce new words and give the mgsaim Thai.

Period 2: Doing activity (60 minutes)
2) Student-student interactions:

- The Students areedsko work in pairs and each pair gets paired
pictures of Loy Krathong Festival.

- Students A and StideB get different versions and they are not
allowed to see each other’s pictures.

- Let students namel aescribe the pictures in the given task and
practice pronunciation.

- Tell the studentsdiscover 5 differences from the given task and
mark them with “X”.

- Students do actestiby practicing conversations and starting with
guestions, for example:

S1: What do you havgaour picture?

S2: | have a jumpimghf coconut palm, and you?

S1: 1 have...

S2: How many jumpirghfare there in your picture?



S1: There are...
S2: Where are they?
S1: They are...
- Teacher walks around and acts as an advisor oetelp
3) Follow-up activity:
- Let students cheuk differences marked by each participant.
- Ask the Students mdebtudents B to tell the differences discovered

in the 2 versions and to write them down on therdhodor example:

Version A Version B

- two jumping fish - three jumping fish

- the tree is between dmaple - the tree is between the temp
and the moon and the coconutpal

- The teacher writes the total number of differerfoas the given
task on the board and asks 2-4 volunteers to perfioe task again.
4) Feedback:

- The teacher highlghivords/phrases, pronunciation, and forms
emerged from the students’ conversational intesastin order to practice the right way
to say it.

- The students notevddhe relevant language use in which they could
remember in real-life situation.

- Ask the studentswote a short paragraph dealing with what they

like most on Loy Krathong Festival



5) Evaluation:

- An observation chestk({Classroom interactions)

6) Problems:

Lesson Plan 2
Topic: Songkran Festival
Level: M.3
Time: 120 minutes
Aims of thelesson:
1) To motivate students to speak ardhange information about Songkran
Festival in order to complete the task.
2) To practice negotiation of meaninghe given task through 5 interactional

features: comprehension checks, confirmation chelzkjfication requests, appeal for



help, and asking for repetition when some misuridedsng occurs in order to meet
mutual understanding.

3) To practice using appropriate grean such as prepositions, expressions of
place, and question forms in conversational intevas.

4) To practice conversations aboutgkean Festival in their own words.
L anguage skill: Speaking and listening
Materialsrequired: Paired pictures of Songkran Festival

New language:

culture children game general
(V) n v (n V) (adj) ()
build sand-castle | play to be a horse | fly small jar
decorate bowl shoot with water gun| stand bush
hold scented-water sit bucket
carry flag-pole cat
sprinkle stupa bird
add temple tree
pole festival phrase:
pagoda -sprinkling water on
each other
-playing to be a horse

Languagelink:
1) Prepositions: in, on under, above, between,nokmext to, in front of, in the
middle, on the left, on the right, near
2) Questions-answers:
“Is there/Are there..yiour picture?
Yes, there is/ thare. No, there isn’t/ there aren't”.

“What do you have iouy picture?



| have...”
“Do you have...in youctore?
Yes, | do. No, | dardnd you?”
“How many...are thereyour picture?
There aré...
“Where is it/ are tRey
It's/They are..”
3) Negotiation strategies:
3.1 Comprehension checks (CPC)
- Unsiand?
- Dowanderstand?
- Yoodw what | mean?
3.2 Confirmation chedkCFC)
- Thamright?
- Thamn?
3.3 Clarification rexgis (CRR)
- What?
- Wittt you mean by that?
- Wittt you mean?
- Couyldu repeat/say that again?
- Agaitease

- Pleaay again



- | dbunderstand

- | dofollow
3.4 Appeal for helpHHA)

- Sofrigxcuse me. | don’t understand
3.5 Asking for repetit (AFR)

- Satry

- Pan@o

- Pandoe?

- | bggur pardon?

Period 1. Pre-task stage (60 minutes)
Procedure
1) War m-up/ Review:

- Teacher gives studdrandout “Living room and Bathroom” and
asks the students to review the use of appropyrai@mar (prepositions, expressions of
place, and question forms) and negotiation patteyrfdling the correct prepositions in
an exercise. For example:

A. The dog is...the &bl

B. Jimmy is...the shower

- Ask the studentsvirk in pairs by practicing conversations through
negotiation of meaning. For example:

S1: How many people tere in your picture?



S2: Four

S1: Four?

S2: Yes, four.

- Introduce the topicSongkran festival and give the classroom
exposure the language and relative vocabulary jteangxample:

“sprinkling water oaah other”

“sand-castle”

- Ask the studentseib what they know about the topic, for example,
the date of the festival, and what activities peaaitually do on Songkran festival.

- Brainstorm new wopdgases related to the topic onto the board.

- Let the studentsgpicee pronunciation and the use of the new words

in sentences.

Period 2: Doing activity (60 minutes)
2) Student-student interactions:

- Students are dividedvork in pairs with paired pictures of Songkran
festival, each of whom gets a different version.

- The students areallmwed to see each other’s pictures.

- Let the students eaand describe the pictures in the given task and
then practice pronunciation in order to make shey &are able to pronounce correctly

and to understand the meanings clearly.



- The students aresdstio discover 5 differences from the given task
and to mark with “X”.

- Each dyad practicesversations by starting questions-answers and
choosing the language link like:

S1: What do you havgaour picture?

S2: | have jumpindhfignd you?

S1: | have too, hownygumping fish are there in your picture?

S2: | have two, andiyo

S1: | have three.

S2: You have threght?

S1: Yes, three.

- The teacher walksusrd and acts as an advisor or helper and notes
down the mistakes made by the students to highigtite feedback stage.
3) Follow-up activity:

- The teacher letsshedents check the differences found from their
performance of the given task.

- The teacher asksi8its A and Students B to tell the differences
discovered between the two — paired picture vessiom the given task and writes them

down onto the board, for example:

Version A Version B

jar -on the right hand of the temple - on the left hand of the temple



- three flying birds - two flying birds
- Give the students opportunities to ask aboaifdanguage use in
which they do not understand and what they ne&aoov more while doing activity.
- Ask 2-3 dyads to perform the given task agaéntthe teacher
gives the right way to say it.
4) Feedback:
- The teacher highlights pronunciation and the laggusse based on
the students’ conversational interactions and wigk@wvn on the board.
- The students practice pronunciation and the languag in order
to make sure for the next tasks.
- The students note the highlights in their note-bibolecessary to
remember in real-life situation.
- Ask the students to write a paragraph what aatiwithey have done
on Songkran festival.
5) Evaluation:
- An observation chiesti{classroom interactions)

B) PO M, .



Lesson Plan 3
Topic: Temple scene
Level: M.3

Time: 120 minutes
Aims of thelesson:

1) To motivate students to practioewersations about “Temple scene” in their
own words.

2) To be able to exchange informafram the given task in order to complete
the task.

3) To be able to negotiate meaningthe interactional task employing
negotiation strategies: comprehension checks, woafion checks, clarification requests,
appeal for help, and asking for repetition when sanisunderstanding occurs.

4) To be able to use appropriate gnamin conversational interactions such as
prepositions, expressions of place, and questionsdo

5) To be able to modify conversatiomateractions through negotiation
strategies.

L anguage skill: Speaking and listening
Materialsrequired: Paired picturesof Temple Scene

New language:



Temple activity Temple General
(V) (n) (n) (n)
give alms stupa dust-pan
offer food pagoda yard-broom
feed money temple bin
clean temple-wall trash
throw a bucket of sand garbage
use potted plant broom-stick
sweep joss-stick pathway
pray (for) temple-roof window
monk basket
temple-gate bird
dog

Language link:
1) Prepositions: in, on, next tohinel, between, in front of
2) Expressions of place: at the coritethe middle of, on the left hand, on the
right hand
3) Question forms:
“What do you have iouy picture?”
“Do you have...in youctore?”
“Is there/ Are theren.yiour picture?”
“How many...are thereyour picture?”
“Where is the...in yquicture?”
“Where is it/ are th8y
4) Negotiation strategies:
4.1 Comprehension ch&€k3C)
- Unsiand?

- Dowanderstand?



- Yoodw what | mean?
4.2 Confirmation che¢kCFC)
- Thamright?
- Thamn?
4.3 Clarification rezpis (CRR)
- What?
- Wittt you mean by that?
- Wittt you mean?
- Couyldu repeat/say that again?
- Agalease
- Pleaay again
- | dbunderstand
- | dofollow
4.4 Appeal for helpHHA)
- Sofrigxcuse me. | don’t understand
4.5 Asking for repmtit (AFR)
- Satry
- Pan@o
- Pandoe?

- | bggur pardon?



Period 1. Pre-task stage (60 minutes)
Procedure
1) War m-up/ Review:

- Teacher asks stusleot draw a stupa, a temple, a temple-wall,
monks, plotted plant, joss-stick, a bucket of sand.

- Let the students Baamd describe the drawing pictures in English
and then practice pronunciation.

- Let the students kvam pairs and practice conversations based on
their drawing pictures by choosing the appropriatguage link.

- The teacher introés the topic of “Temple scene” and gives the
classroom exposure the language and relative vtarghitems.

- The teacher and shedents brainstorm new language related to the
topic onto the board.

- Let the studentsgiie pronunciation and learn how to use the new
language in sentences.

- The students notevdothe new language in their note-book to
remember for doing activities.
Period 2: Doing activity (60 minutes)
2) Student-student interactions:

- Students are digd into pairs and work with paired pictures of

temple scene.

- Each of whom gets a different version.



- Students A and Students B are not allowed to sele @her’'s
pictures.

- Let the students name and describe pictures igitiem task.

- Let the students practice pronunciation based emdlative
vocabulary items and use them in sentences.

- Let students discover 5 differences from the giteesk and mark
them with “X”.

- Each dyad practices conversations following theetkhces
marked from the given task and choosing negotiatoategies when some
misunderstanding occurs.

- If any dyads were finished early, let them discawerdifferences
left.

- The teacher walks around and acts as a helper adasor.

- The teacher notes the mistakes made by the stydenéexample,
pronunciation, appropriate grammar (prepositiorpressions of place, question forms),
and negotiation strategies.

3) Follow-up activity:

- Let each dyad chéuok differences they have marked and compare
between the 2 differences versions to see theamns.

- Teacher asks Stusiénand Students B to tell how many differences

they have discovered.



- The teacher writesval the 2 difference versions onto the board, for

example:
Version A Version B
- four birds - two birds
- three monks - two monks

- 2 dyads are @skevolunteer in performing the given task again.
- The teacher gives the right way to say it and ket students
practice conversations again.
4) Feedback:
- Teacher highlightsrd&/phrases, appropriate grammar,
pronunciation, and negotiation patterns onto therdho
- Let the studentsapice the highlights again.
- Let the studentsenddbwn the highlights in their notebook if
necessary to remember in real-life situation.
- Ask the studentswiite a short paragraph about what the temple
activity they like to do.
5) Evaluation:
- An observation cklest (Classroom interactions)

B) PO M, .



Lesson Plan 4
Topic: Rocket Festival
Level: M.3
Time: 120 minutes
Aims of thelesson:
1) To motivate students to practiceversations about “Rocket Festival” in
their own words.

2) To practice the question forms andgwers in conversational interactions:

“Do you have...in youcture?
Yes, | do. No, | dah't
“What do you have iouy picture?
| have...”
“Is there/Are there..yiour picture?
Yes, there is/there. &o, there isn’'t/there aren’t.”
“How many... are themeyour picture?
There are...”
“Where is it/are they?
It's.../They are...”
3) To practice how to negotiate megniwhile doing task when some
misunderstanding occurs, for example:

-Comprehension checksdéfstand? Do you understand?



You know what | mean?
-Confirmation checR$éte_ |, right?
Is it right?
-Clarification requesthat?
What do you mean?
-Appeal for help: SgExcuse me. | don’t understand
-Asking for repetitioBorry?
Pardon?
4) To practice the language link suskappropriate grammar, question forms, and
negotiation patterns in conversational interactions
L anguage skill: Speaking and listening
Materialsrequired: Paired pictures of rocket festival

New language:

Rocket Onlookers General
(v) () (V) (n) (V) (n)
rise festival look people fly cloud
fall fire watch children wear hill
come out rocket carry man point palm
tie stand use woman tree
bamboo hold motor-bike cap
ladder ride plane
lashing stand umbrella
sit bush
phrases:
-fire coming out the rocket
-stand for the rocket




Language link:
1) Prepositions: above, between, nhnext to, beside, in front of, in the
middle, on the right, on the left
2) Question forms:
“What do you have ouy picture?
[ have...”
“Is there/Are there..yiour picture?
Yes, there is/there. &o, there isn't/ there aren’t.”
“How many...are thereyour picture?
There are...”
“Where is it/are they?
It's.../They are...”
3) Negotiation strategies:
3.1 Comprehension clsg¢kPC)
- Unsiand?
- Dowanderstand?
- Yondw what | mean?
3.2 Confirmation checkCFC)
- Thamright?
- Thamn?
3.3 Clarification rezpis (CRR)

- What?



- Whiet you mean by that?

- Wittt you mean?

- Couyldu repeat/say that again?

- Agaitease

- Pleaay again

- | doanderstand

- | dofollow
3.4 Appeal for helpHHA)

- Sofrigxcuse me. | don’t understand
3.5 Asking for repmtit (AFR)

- Satry

- Pan@o

- Pandoe?

- | bgour pardon

Period 1. Pre-task stage (60 minutes)
Procedure
1) War m-up/Review:
- Teacher chooses adestt to practice conversations using the
guestion forms and prepositions:
T: Do you have a book?

S: Yes, | do.



T: Where is it?

S: It's in my scho@d

- Teacher asks theleiiis to work in pairs and to practice
conversations, for example:

S1: Do you have a pietpaper?

S2: Yes, | do.

S1: Where is it?

S2: It's under thel@ab

- Ask each dyad togbiGe conversational interactions through 5
interactional features such as:

Do you understand? @GP

The..., right? (CFC)

What? What do you nie@0RR)

Sorry/Excuse me. | damderstand. (AFH)

Sorry? Pardon? (AFR)

For example:

S1: Do you have catyour house?

S2: Yes, | do.

S1: How many cats do ave?

S2: 1 have four.

S1: Four? (CFC)

S2: Yes, | have four.



- Introduce the tom€ “Rocket Festival” and give the classroom
exposure the language and relative vocabulary items

- Ask the studentsetb what they know about the topic.

- Brainstorm new wdpdgases related to the topic onto the board

- Let the studentsqgiice pronunciation of the new words and use
them in sentences, for example:

“The rocket is rising”

“The rocket is fallihg

“The fire is comingtdbe rocket”

Period 2: Doing task (60 minutes)
2) Student-student interactions:

- Students are askedvork in pairs with paired pictures of rocket
festival and to name and describe the pictures phactice pronunciation.

- Students are nabvaétd to see each other’s pictures.

- The students areedsto discover 5 differences from the given task
and mark them with “X”.

- Partner A and parti® practice conversations through question
forms, for example:

A: what do you haveyour picture?

B: | have a rockegudls, and a plane. And you?

A: | have sugar papepple, and bush.



B: How many rocketsytm have?

A: | have one.

B: What is the rockke?

A: It goes rising, ayml?

B: It goes falling.

- The teacher suggdbts students choose the language link for
conversational interactions when some misunderstgratcurs.

- The teacher walkswerd to help the students when facing difficulties
in conversations.

- The teacher notewdohe mistakes made by the students in order to
highlight in the feedback stage.
3) Follow-up activity:

- Let each dyad ch#ek differences from the given task.

- Teacher asks thed8hiis A and Students B to tell the differences
discovered during the activity and writes them loa board based on the two versions:

Version A Version B
the plane- over the palms - over the hill

- Teacher writes tb&at number of differences and asks the students

practice conversations of what they have discoverdide given task.

- Ask 2-4 volunteeosdo the activity again.



4) Feedback:

- Teacher highlightsrd® /phrases, pronunciation, question forms, and
negotiation of meaning emerging from the studeodsiversational interactions in order
to see the corrections.

- Students note dowitheir notebook in order to use the highlights in
real-life situations.

- Assign students ohibmework (write a paragraph of what activity
they like most in rocket festival).

5) Evaluation:
- An observation chiesti{Classroom interactions)

B) ProObD M, .



Lesson Plan 5

Topic: Kite Flying Festival
Level M.3

Time: 120 minutes

Aims of thelesson:

1) To motivate students to practioawersations about “Kite Flying Festival” in
their own words.

2) To practice how to negotiate megniwhile doing task when some
misunderstanding occurs in order to meet mutuaérstdnding.

3) To be able to exchange informativom the given task employing
appropriate grammar such as prepositions, expressid place, question forms, and
negotiation strategies in dyadic interactions.

4) To be able to complete the taskusyng simple words or phrases, for
example, “what?”, “on the right?”

L anguage skill: Speaking and listening

Materialsrequired: Paired pictures of Kite Flying Festival



New language:

Kite-flying Kite General
(V) (n) (v) n 1V (n)
fly  festival spin shape run temple
hold countryside float size stand cloud
rice harvesting seaspsoar color sit mat
February swoop style wear cap
March crash kite-string flowering-plant
April watch bush
craft decorate temple-wall
skill stupa
contest coconut palm
dog
children
insulated-jug
(adj)
small

Language link:
1) Prepositions: behind, between, texabove, over, in the middle, in front of,
on the right, on the left
2) Question forms:
“What do you haveywur picture?
[ have...”
“Is there/Are there..yiour picture?
Yes, there is/there. 8o, there isn’'t/ there aren’t.”
“How many...are thereyour picture?
There are...”
“Where is it/are they?

It's.../They are



3) Negotiation strategies:
3.1 Comprehension clsg€iPC)
- Unsiiend?
- Dowanderstand?
- Yondw what | mean?
3.2 Confirmation checkCFC)
- Thamright?
- Thamn?
3.3 Clarification rexpis (CRR)
- What?
- Wittt you mean by that?
- Whtt you mean?
- Coyldu repeat/say that again?
- Agalease
- Pleasy again
- | dbunderstand
- | dofollow
3.4 Appeal for helpHHA)
- Sofrigxcuse me. | don’t understand
3.5 Asking for repetit (AFR)
- Satry

- Pan@to



- Pandoe?

- | bggur pardon

Period 1. Pre-task stage (60 minutes)
Procedure
1) War m-up/Review:

- Teacher asks studémtdraw a scene of kite-flying festival by their
imagination and to describe the pictures.

- Ask the studentsetb what they have drawn about, for example,

S1: | have two smalek.

S2: My kite is big ahds several colors.

- Teacher demonstrat@s to ask questions and chooses 2 volunteers
to answer the questions:

T: Do you have childre your picture?

S1: Yes, | do. | hdliese children.

T: How may kites dauyloave?

S1: | have three kites

T: Where are they?

S1: They are flyingoab the temple and the coconut palm.

- Ask students to wamkpairs and to practice conversations based on
their drawing pictures employing the patterns gjot@tion of meaning, for example:

S1: Are there childfging kites?



S2: um...what?

S1: Are there childfing kites in your picture? Do you understand?

S2: Yes, four childam flying kites.

S1: Four children?

S2: Yes, four

- Ask students to telat they know more about kite-flying festival.

- Give the classroorpa@sure the language and relative vocabulary
items.

- Brainstorm new wdplgases onto the board and let students
practice pronunciation.

- Students are askedse the new words in sentences.

Period 2: Doing activity (60 minutes)
2) Student-student interactions:

- Students are dividatb pairs and work with kite-flying festival,
each of whom gets a different version.

- The students areailmwed to see each other’s pictures.

- Tell the studentsdiscover 5 differences from the given task and to
mark them with “X”.

- Each dyad practicesnversations through the language link

(prepositions, expressions of place, question fprmagotiation patterns).



- Teacher walks arotwmdhelp students in relation to the language use
and notes the mistakes made by the students fdedlaback stage.
3) Follow-up activity:

- Let each dyad cheble differences done while doing task and
compare them.

- Teacher asks Stusléntind Students B to tell the differences found

from each version and writes on the board:

Version A Version B
7 people 6 people
three temples two temples

- Ask 2 dyads to perform the given task again.
- Teacher gives the right way to say it.
4) Feedback:

- Teacher highlighte fanguage use and pronunciation based on the
students’ conversational interactions and lets thesatice those again.

- Teacher writes thghlights onto the board and asks students to note
them in their notebook in order to make use if ssaey to remember in real-life
situation.

- Ask students to wrét paragraph about what activity they like most
on kite-flying festival.

5) Evaluation:

- An observation chigsti{Classroom interactions)



B) ProblEMS. .. e

Lesson Plan 6
Topic: TheCountry Scene
Level: M.3
Time: 120 minutes
Aims of the lesson:

1) To motivate students to practioaversations about “The Country Scene” in
their own words.

2) To be able to exchange informafrem the given task in order to complete
the task.

3) To be able to talk about real-I8&ills by exchanging information and
checking understanding while doing task.

4) To be able to link language pi@ein conversational interactions.

5) To be able to negotiate meanintpe“Spot the Differences” task when some
misunderstanding occurs employing negotiation &fiias: comprehension checks,

confirmation checks, clarification requests, apgeahelp, and asking for repetition.



6) To be able to use appropriate gnamsuch as prepositions, expressions of
place, and question forms in dyadic interactions.

7) To be able to imagine interlocaton the situation and to modify their
conversational interactions.
L anguage skill: speaking and listening

Materialsrequired: Paired picturesof The Country Scene

New language:

Farmer activity Animals General
(v) (n) (v) (n) (v) (n)
plant rice sit water-buffalo wear sugar-palm
collect sickle jump bird hold shelter
harvest shock fly jumping frog shelter-roof
carry bundles frog roof-thatch
rice-hay tree
sun
farmer
hat
hill
phrase:
-ridge between plots

Languagelink:
1) Prepositions: in, on, under, bdhimetween, next to
2) Expressions of place: on thelitd, on the right hand, in the middle
3) Question forms:
“What do you haveywur picture?
[ have...”

“Is there/Are there..yiour picture?



Yes, there is/there. &o, there isn’t/ there aren’t.”
“How many...are thereyour picture?
There are...”
“Where is it/are they?
It's.../They are
4) Negotiation strategies:
4.1 Comprehension &sg€PC)
- Unsiand?
- Dowanderstand?
- Yondw what | mean?
4.2 Confirmation cheglCFC)
- Thamright?
- Thamn?
4.3 Clarification rezpis (CRR)
- What?
- Wittt you mean by that?
- Wittt you mean?
- Couyldu repeat/say that again?
- Agaitease
- Pleaay again
- | dbanderstand

- | dofollow



4.4 Appeal for helpHHA)

- Sofrigxcuse me. | don’t understand
4.5 Asking for repitit (AFR)

- Satry

- Pan@o

- Pandoe?

- | bggur pardon

Period 1. Pre-task stage (60 minutes)
Procedure
1) Warm-up/Review:

- Teacher asks stuslett draw “water buffaloes, birds, farmers,
shelter, farmers are harvesting the rice with sitkbut each can draw any different
number of those depending on their needs and irmagm

- Let students name describe the drawing pictures, teacher walks
around to help them practice pronunciation andlisigsl

- Let the students gbe conversations in dyadic interactions
following their drawing pictures through appropeiairammar, question forms, and
negotiation strategies when they encounter comnatioit breakdown.

- Two volunteers asked to practice conversations relating to their
drawing pictures.

- Teacher correctstile students’ conversational interactions.



- Teacher introducks topic of “The Country Scene” and gives the
classroom exposure the language and relative vtargtitems.

- Teacher and studdmtsnstorm new language relating to the topic
onto the board.

- Let the studentsqtice pronunciation and use the new language in
sentences.

- Students note dota mew language in their note-book.

Period 2: Doing activity (60 minutes)
2) Student-student interactions:

- Students are askedark impairs with paired pictures of the country
scene, each of whom gets a different version.

- Students are nabvaétd to see each other’s pictures.

- Each dyad perforims gjiven task through speech only.

- Let students name @escribe pictures from the given task then
practice pronunciation.

- Tell the studentgémember where each picture appears in the given
task.

- Let students disao®edifferences from the task by marking them
with “X".

- Each dyad practioeversations following the differences marked.



- Each dyad must usgatiation strategies such as comprehension
checks, confirmation checks, clarification requestppeal for help, and asking for
repetition when some misunderstanding occurs.

- If any dyads wereaished early, they are allowed to discover the
differences left.

- Teacher walks arowtdle the students doing the task and acts as an
advisor or helper.

- Teacher notices wiha&t mistakes made by the students, for example,
language use and pronunciation.

- Teacher keeps inanimselecting the one who is the best dyad while
doing task in order to volunteer in the follow-ugiwaity.

3) Follow-up activity:

- Let each dyad chebk differences and compare between the 2
versions in order to see the number of its posstiomolved.

- Teacher asks Stusiénand Students B to tell how many differences
they have discovered.

- T writes down théi#erent versions onto the board:

Version A Version B
- 2 flying birds - 1 flying bird
- 3 sugar palms - 2 sugar palms
bird — sitting on the water buffalo - sitting on the shelter-roof

- 2 to 4 volunteers asked to perform the given task again.



- Teacher gives thghtiway to say it and lets the students practice
conversations again involving the misunderstooafpoi
4) Feedback:

- Teacher highlighite language use and pronunciation based on the
students’ conversational interactions.

- Let the studentsgpice the highlights again.

- Let the studentsendbwn the highlights if necessary to remember in
real-life situation.

- Ask students to eré short paragraph about the country scene they
like most.
5) Evaluation:

- An observation chiesti{Classroom interactions)

B) PO M, L



Lesson Plan 7

Topic: Long-boat Racing
Level: M.3

Time: 120 minutes
Aims of thelesson:

1) To motivate students to practiomwersations about Long-boat Racing in
dyadic interactions in their own words.

2) To practice appropriate grammachsas prepositions and questions in
conversational interactions.

3) To be able to negotiate meaningconversations through negotiation
strategies: comprehension checks, confirmationkshedarification requests, appeal for
help, and asking for repetition in order to soleencnunication breakdown.

4) To be able to use the languade ilinconversational interactions in order to
meet mutual understanding.

L anguage skill: Speaking and listening
Materialsrequired: Paired pictures of Long-boat Racing

New language:



Long-boat Racing General
(V) (n) (V) (n)
row river jump onlookers
pole boat fly temple
wear racing stand stupa
sit rowers pagoda
oar school
paddle cap
flag-pole hat
bird
fish
temple-wall
palm-tree

Language link:
1) Prepositions: between, behindt te@xnear, in the front of, in the back of, in
the middle, on the left, on the right, above
2) Questions:
“Do you have...in youctore?”
“What do you have iouy picture?”
“Is there / Are theren.your picture?”
“How many are there. your picture?”
“Where is it / are y7¢
3) Negotiation strategies:
CPC: Understand? Da yaderstand?
CFC: The_____ , right?
CRR: What? What do yoean?
AFH: Sorry / Excuse.rhdon’t understand

AFR: Sorry? Pardon?



Period 1. Pre-task stage (60 minutes)
Procedure
1) Warm-up / Review:
- Teacher gives studdrandout “Living room” and let them work in
pairs to find out the correct prepositions.
- Teacher checks theneers by asking each pair:
T: What is numbeér 1
Pair Nol: outside
- Teacher gives thatsace patterns for asking questions and giving
answers, for example,
A: Where is thesh@
B: The bush issidé the window.
A: Where is theak?
B: The clock isween the candles.
- Teacher divides students into pairs and lets themactige
guestions-answers following the given patterns.
- Teacher introduces the topic of Long-boat Racingl asks
students to tell what they know about the topic.
- Brainstorm new language onto the board.
- Let students pronounce the new language and teatlnstrates

them.



- Teacher asks volunteers to practice conversatianploging
negotiation strategies, for instance,
A: Where is the clock?
B: Pardon? (AFR)
A: The clock, understand?

B: Oh yes, | understand.

Period 2: Doing activity (60 minutes)
2) Student-studentsinteractions:

- Students are dividedwork in pair with paired pictures of “Long-
boat Racing.”

- Students A and Shid# get different versions.

- Students are nabvaétd to se each other’s pictures.

- Tell students toatiger 5 differences from the given task and to
mark them with “X.”

- Each dyad practicesversations and completes the task according
to the differences marked through negotiation stji@s when some misunderstanding
ocCurs.

- Teacher walks arotadhelp students dealing with the language use
and pronunciation and acts as an advisor or helper.

- Teacher notes sonstakes made by the students for the feedback

stage.



3) Follow-up activity:
- Let students chélok differences what they have done while doing
activity.
- Teacher asks StusleAit and Students B to tell the differences
between two versions and writes them onto the board
- Ask volunteers &rform the given task again.
- Let students aslchea questions about the language use they don't
understand.
4) Feedback:
- Teacher highlightomunciation and appropriate grammar based on
students’ conversational interactions.
- Teacher lets studemhctice the highlights again.
- Ask students to natewn the highlights in their note-book if
necessary to remember in real life situation.
5) Evaluation:
- An Observation checklist (Classroom interactions)

B) POl OIS, .



Lesson Plan 8

Topic: Floating Market
Level: M.3

Time: 120 minutes
Aims of thelesson:

1) To motivate students to practioawersations about “Floating Market” in
their own words.

2) To be able to exchange informativom the given task employing
appropriate grammar such as prepositions, expressioplace, and question forms.

3) To be able to negotiate meanirag &gach participant needs to find something
out from the other participant in order to complte task.

4) To be able to check understandimgt interlocutors are talking about in
order to meet mutual understanding.

5) To have equal opportunity to neget and follow up other participant’s
contributions.

6) To be able to use negotiationtsti@s in conversational interactions such as
comprehension checks, confirmation checks, clatifim requests, appeal for help, and
asking for repetition.

L anguage skill: Speaking and listening
Materialsrequired: Paired pictures of Floating Market

New language:



Fresh food Prepared food General
(V) (n) (v) (n) (V) (n)
green vegetable beef wear pot
papaya pork sit noodle
pineapple chicken | pole chop-stick
banana duck row spoon
mango condiment boil shelf
mango -steen sauce sell fish
open boat
close hat
Phrase:
-display case
-boiling pot for noodle
-jumping fish
(adj)
right way up
upside down

Language link:
1) Prepositions: in, on, behind, bsdw, under
2) Expressions of place: on the left the right, in the back of, in the front of, in
the middle of, at the top of, at the bottom of
3) Question forms:
“What do you have iouy picture?”
“Do you have...in youctore?”
“Is there / Are therén.your picture?”
“How many...are thereyour picture?”
“Where is it / are yf7¢
4) Negotiation strategies:

CPC: Do you understaridnderstand?, You know what | mean?



CFC: The htiy
CRR: What? What do yoean?
AFH: Sorry / Excuse.rhdon’t understand

AFR: Sorry? Pardon?d@a me?

Period 1. Pre-task stage (60 minutes)
Procedure
1) Warm up / Review:

- Students are askedraw three boats at the floating market, the firs
boat is about a woman selling noodle, the secorabait a woman selling vegetables,
the third is about a woman selling fruits.

- After finishing dravg the boats, students name and describe the
pictures.

- Students are askedvork in pairs and practice conversations by
exchanging information based on what they have drawploying the language link.

- Teacher introducée topic of “Floating Market” and gives the
classroom exposure the language and relative vtargtitems.

- Teacher and studdmtsnstorm new language relating to the topic
onto the board.

- Students practiceopmciation and spellings and use them in
sentences.

- Students note dotva mew language in their notebook.



Period 2: Doing activity (60 minutes)
2) Student-student interactions:

- Students are dividetb dyads and work with paired pictures of
floating market, each of whom gets a different iwers

- Students are nabvaétd to see ach other’s pictures.

- Let students name dascribe the pictures from the given task.

- Students practicemmciation and spellings of the new language.

- Students are askediscover 5 differences from the given task.

- Each student maHesdifferences with “X”.

- Each dyad practicesversations through negotiation strategies and
appropriate grammar, for instance:

A: What do you haveyour picture?

B: | have a boilingtgor noodle, and you?

A: 1 do, too. Is theaeondiment in your picture? Do you know what |
mean?

B: Sorry, | don't undeand

A: It's salt or pepphat is used to give flavor to food, understand?

B: uml.see

- If any dyads wereadimed early, they are allowed to discover the
differences left in order to continue practicingneersational interactions.

- Teacher walks around and acts as a helper or adviso



- Teacher notes some mistakes made by the studemtdanto
highlight in the feedback stage.
3) Follow-up activity:
- Let each dyad chéuok differences marked with “X” and compare
the answers.
- Teacher asks Stusiénand Students B to tell how many differences
found there are from the given task.

- Teacher writes datlva 2 different versions onto the board:

Version A Version B
-5 papaya -3y as
-jJumping fish: on the right - on the left

- 2 dyads are volunteered tdqguer the given task again.
- Teacher gives comments and the right way to say it.
- Let students practice conversations again.
4) Feedback:
- Teacher highlighterds / phrases, question forms, pronunciation,
and negotiation patterns where the mistakes madieebstudents onto the board.
- Students practice ltiighlights again.
- Students note dowa highlights in their notebook if necessary to
remember in real-life situation.

- Students write aggaaph about the floating market.



5) Evaluation:

- An Observation chigstk Classroom interactions)

B) POl OIS, .

Lesson Plan 9
Topic: Fresh Food Market Scene
Level: M.3
Time: 120 minutes
Aims of the lesson:
1) To motivate students to practiomwersations about “Fresh Food Market
Scene” in their own words.
2) To be able to check interlocutocgmprehension while doing task by
choosing these features:
- Do you understand?
- Understand?

- You know what | m&an



3) To be able to confirm what messag®at interlocutors hear are correct
employing the feature:
- The..., right?
4) To be able to request clarity wimaérlocutors are talking about employing
these features:
- What?
- What do you mean?
- What do you meantivgt?
5) To be able to ask for help wheterlocutors do not understand each other
employing these features:
- Sorry! | don’t undéand
- Excuse me! | domderstand
6) To be able to ask for repetitiohew interlocutors are not sure what they
heard, for example,
- Sorry?
- Pardon?
- Pardon me?
7) To be able to choose the languligle for information exchange in
conversational interactions when some misunderstgratcurs.
8) To be able to tell interlocutodsoat the number of differences appearing

from paired pictures of the given task and theexrprepositions.



L anguage skill: Speaking and listening
Materialsrequired: Paired pictures of Fresh Market Scene

New language:

Food items non-food items General
Vegetables Meat (n) (V) (n)
(n) (n) flower (s) lead people
squash (es) beef plastic bag (s) | hold man
tomato (es) chicken stand for sellingbuy woman
cabbage (s) pork sell child
pumpkin (s) duck hang poodle
potato (es) fresh megt put shoe
green vegetable (s) wear cap
green-egg plant (s) point collar
fresh chili (s) leash
knife
chopping block
florist
basket
shoulder bag
hanger

Language link:
1) Prepositions: in, on, between,ibehin front of, next to, on the left, on the
right
2) Question forms:
“What do you have ouy picture?
| have...”
“Is there Are there..yiour picture? Yes, there is / there are. No, there
isn’t / there aren’t.”
“Do you have ...in yquicture?

Yes, | do. No, | dah't



“How manyatre there in your picture?
There are...”
“Where is it / are yf7e
It's.../ They are...”
3) Negotiation strategies:
CPC: Do you understahthderstand? You know what | mean?
CFC: The....., right?
CRR: What? What do yoean?
AFH: Sorry / Excuse!rhdon’t understand

AFR: Sorry? Pardon?dea me?

Period 1. Pre-task stage (60 minutes)
Procedure
1) Warm-up / Review:
- Teacher asks stusletd play “Guessing Game” dealing with
answering questions, for instance:
“What kind of meat @ddaebegin with “B”?
It's beef.”
“What kind of meat ddebegin with “D"?

It's duck.”



- Students practice conversations employing the lagguink such
as prepositions, expressions of place, questiomdprand negotiation strategies, for
example:

A: What kinds of veglete do you like most?
B: I like cabbage. énstand? (CPC)
A: No.

- After the conversations, teacher introduces thetopFresh Food
Market Scene and gives the classroom exposureatigudge and relative vocabulary
items.

- Teacher and students brainstorm new languagengletithe topic
onto the board.

- Students practice pronunciation and spellings efrtaw language.

- Students note down the new language in their notebo

Period 2: Doing activity (60 minutes)
2) Students-student interactions:

- Students work inrgawith paired pictures of Fresh Market Scene,
each of whom gets a different version.

- Students are nab\aétd to see each other’s pictures.

- Teacher and studestsew relative vocabulary items and practice
pronunciation again in order to make students cemnfi.

- Students name argtdbe pictures from the given task.



- Students are to o@r 5 differences from the given task.

- Each student mahesdifferences with “X".

- Each dyad practicesnversations by exchanging information
through the language link.

- If any dyads wereished early, they are allowed to find out the
differences left.

- Teacher walks aroand acts as an advisor or helper.

- Teacher notices thistakes made by the students and highlights
them for the feedback stage.
3) Follow-up activity:

- Let each dyad ch#uk differences and compare the answers.

- Teacher asks Stusiénand Students B to tell how many differences
there are.

- Teacher writes datlva 2 different versions onto the board:

Version A Version B
- 1 pumpkin - 2 pumpkins
- 3 kinds of meat - meat

- 2 dyads are volunéeketo perform the given task again.

- Teacher suggestgitie way to say it if some mistakes are found.



4) Feedback:

- Teacher highlightsords / phrases, appropriate grammar, and
negotiation strategies based on the students’ ¢eatienal interactions.

- Teacher writes thghights onto the board.

- Students practicemqumciation and question forms again.

- Students note dota highlights in their notebook.

- Students are to &vr@ paragraph about what they like most in the
fresh food market.
5) Evaluation:

- An Observation chiestk Classroom interactions)

B) PO M, L

L esson Plan 10

Topic: Thai Kitchen Scene
Level: M.3

Time: 120 minutes

Aims of thelesson:



1) To motivate students to practioaversations about “Thai Kitchen Scene” in
their own words.

2) To be able to exchange informafimm the given task through negotiation
strategies such as comprehension checks, confomathecks, clarification requests,
appeal for help, and asking for repetition.

3) To be able to link appropriatergnaar such as prepositions, expressions of
place, and question forms in conversational intevas.

4) To be able to tell their interléats about the number of things appearing in
paired pictures and the positions of the items.

5) To be able to use new languagm ftlee given task fro asking questions and
giving answers while doing task.

L anguage skill: Speaking and listening

Materialsrequired: Paired picturesof Thai Kitchen Scene

New language:

Cooking tools Utensils General
(V) (n) (n) (v) (n)
to hang a stove pot cook refrigerator
to cover a burner spoon shelf
to open control kettle hook
to close a spatular hot-pot lid
to place a knife chopping block cord
to put a scoop knife-rack plug
to turn on a mortar electric plug stacked
to turn off a pestle rice cooker cat
to turn a plate gas tank chair
a bowl hand towel table
tube for the gas fridge
local charcoal stove stove knob
ice box




Language link:
1) Prepositions: in, on, under, nextehind, between, above
2) Expressions of place: In the médall, on the right, on the left
3) Question forms:
“What do you have ouy picture?
I have'..
“How many...are thereyour picture?
There aré...
“Where is the...in yquicture?
It's ...”
“Do you have...in youctore?
Yes, | do. No, | dot’
4) Negotiation strategies:
CPC: Do you understahbhderstand?
You know whanean?
CFC: The..., right?
CRR: What? What do yoean?
What do yoean by that?
AFH: Sorry! / Excuseh don’t understand

AFR: Sorry? Pardon?d@a me?



Period 1. Pre-task stage (60 minutes)

Procedure

1) Warm-up / Review:

utensils.

Teacher asks stisldn draw a kitchen with cooking tools and

- Students name argtdbe the pictures they have drawn.

- Teacher walks arotinel class to help students describe the drawing

pictures.

- Students to workpiairs to practice conversations dealing with their

drawing pictures.

Teacher chooses adestit to be a partner to demonstrate

conversational interactions through the language for example:

T:

S:

What do you haveyour picture?

| have a stovende rice cooker, and a fridge.

: How many knives #nere in your picture?

: There are three

: You have three les@

: Yes, | have three

. Is there a mortayour picture?

:um...what?

: mortar is used éooking Somtam. Understand?

: Oh...I see. | haveon



- After demonstraticegch dyad practices conversations and teacher
walks around to help students.

- Teacher introduchs topic of Thai Kitchen Scene and gives the
classroom exposure the language and relative vtargtitems.

- Teacher and studebtginstorm new language and relative
vocabulary items onto the board.

- Students practicemmciation and spellings of the new language.

- Students note dotva mew language in their notebook.

Period 2: Doing activity (60 minutes)
2) Student-student interactions:

- Students are dividetd dyads and work with paired pictures of Thai
Kitchen Scene, each of whom gets a different varsio

- Students are nabvaétd to see each other’s pictures.

- Let students revi¢he new language and practice pronunciation
again in order to make sure in conversational auigons.

- Let students namd describe the pictures from the given task and
remember where things they are.

- Students are askedliscover 5 differences by marking them with
“X".

- Each dyad practicesversations through the language link.

- Teacher walks arotmtielp students if they need.



- If any dyads finishrly , they are allowed to discover the difference
left.

- Teacher note dowmeaomistakes made by the students in order to
highlight them in the feedback stage.
3) Follow-up activity:

- Each dyad checksdifferences found while doing task and compare
the answers.

- Students A and StideB tell each other how many differences there

are and teacher writes down the 2 different vessmmto the board:

Version A Version B
- 3 knives - 2 kes
- a fridge: left opened - fridge: skxl

- 2 dyads are volunéeketo perform the given task again.

- Teacher suggestgithiet way to say it.
4) Feedback:

- Teacher highlighterds / phrases, pronunciation and forms based on
the students’ conversational interactions.

- Teacher writes dava highlights onto the board.

- Let students praetmronunciation and forms again.

- Students write dottke highlights in their notebook if necessary to
remember in real-life situation.

- Students write aggaaph about the favorite food they like to cook.



5) Evaluation:
- An Observation chigstk Classroom interactions)

B) POl M, .

Lesson Plan 11
Topic: Living room Scene
Level: M.3
Time: 120 minutes
Aims of the lesson:

1) To motivate students to practioawersations about Living room Scene in
their own words.

2) To be able to communicate withirti@erlocutors in the given task by using
words / phrases.

3) To be able to exchange informatmnploying prepositions, expressions of
place, question forms, and negotiation strategiesder to complete the task.

4) To be able to modify conversatiangeractions focusing on meaning.

5) To be able to choose the approptanguage link while doing task.



L anguage skill: Speaking and listening

Materialsrequires: Paired picturesof Living Room Scene

New language:

Furniture Accessories General
(n) (n) (V) (n)

sofa curtain play mobile phone

coffee table portrait sleep cat

cabinet vase put umbrella

television table shelf plugin  striped ball
television sit toy-car
telephone stand a bowl of fruit

a flower-vase
family picture

a glass of water
remote-control
table
desk
stand

Language link:

1) Prepositions: in, on, under, nextehind, between

2) Expressions of place: at the edfjan the front of, in the back of, on the

right, on the left

3) Questions-answers:

- What do you haveyaur picture?

- | have...

- Do you have...in yqicture?

-Yes, | do. No, | don

- Is there / Are therim your picture?

- Yes, there is / thare. No, there isn’'t / there aren't.

- How many... are theregour picture?




- There are...
4) Negotiation strategies:
CPC: Do you understahbhderstand?
You know whanean?
CFC: The..., right?
CRR: What? What do yoean?
What do yoean by that?
AFH: Sorry! / Excuseh don’t understand

AFR: Sorry? Pardon?d®a me?

Period 1. Pre-task stage (60 minutes)
Procedure
1) Warm-up activity/ Review:
- Teacher asks stusleémdraw a living room following their house.
- Teacher helps stuslermme and describe the drawing pictures.
- Students practicemqunciation and spellings.
- Students work in rgawith their drawing pictures and to practice
conversations through the language link in theinevords.
-Teacher walks arotmtielp students if they need, for example,
A: Is there a telewisiin the living room?
B: Yes, there is, aodi?

A: No, there isn't. \&fie is the TV in your picture?



B:

A:

. It's on the shelf

: What?

: The TV is on theehUnderstand?

- Yes.

. Is there a flowexse in your picture?

: Yes, there is.

How many flower easare there in your picture?

There are two.

- Teacher introdudss topic of Living room Scene and gives the

classroom exposure the language and relative vtarghitems.

- Students tell eatheo what they know about the topic.

- Students brainstarenv language relating to the topic onto the board.

- Students practicemqumnciation and spellings.

- Students note dota mew language in their notebook.

Period 2: Doing activity (60 minutes)

2) Student-student interactions:

- Students work in gaivith paired pictures of living room scene, each

of whom gets a different version.

- Students are nabvaétd to see each other’s pictures.

- Students review tleative vocabulary items again by naming and

describing pictures in order to make sure whengoerihg task.



- Students practicerpumnciation and spellings again

- Students are to oi&r 5 differences from the given task.

- Students mark thigedénces with “X”.

- Each dyad practiceaversations through the language link in order
to complete the task.

- If any dyads finishrly, they are allowed to discover the differences
left and to practice conversations.

- Teacher walks arotmtielp students and acts as an advisor.

- Teacher notes dowme mistakes made by the students in order to
prepare for the feedback stage.
3) Follow-up activity:

- Each dyad checks tifferences found while doing the task and
compare the answers.

- Students A and StideB tell each other how many differences there
are from the given task.

- Teacher writes datva 2 different versions onto the board:

Version A Version B
- 1 umbrella - 2 umbrellas
- Select 2 volunterperform the given task again

- Teacher suggeststteb way to say it.



4) Feedback:

- Teacher highlighterds / phrases, forms, and pronunciation found in
students’ conversational interactions.

- Teacher writes thghtights on the board.

- Students practice tighlights and then write down in their notebook
if necessary to remember in real-life situation.

- Students write aggaaph about the living room they like most.
5) Evaluation:

- An Observation chigstk Classroom interactions)

B) PO M, L.

Lesson Plan 12
Topic: Office Scene
Level: M.3

Time: 120 minutes

Aims of thelesson:



1) To motivate students to practioawersations about office scene in their own
words.

2) To be able to negotiate meaningilevhdoing task when some
misunderstanding occurs.

3) To be able to exchange informationdyadic interactions employing the

appropriate language link such as prepositionsiessgons of place, question forms, and

negotiation strategies in order to solve commuiocdbreakdown.

L anguage skill: Speaking and listening

Materialsrequired: Paired pictures of Office Scene

New language:

Equipment Decoration General
(v) (n) (V) (n) (v) (n)

turnon  computer hang picture write chair
turn off  calculator wear tray sit woman
plugin CPU decorate calendar work floor

keyboard put file use

screen pen-holding type

monitor eye-glasses print

telephone feather-duster

desk rubbish-basket

office frame-certificate

a piece of paper

Languagelink:

1) Prepositions: in, on, under, neaxt to, over, between, behind

2) Expressions of place: in the médall, at the edge, on the left, on the right

3) Questions-answers:

- What do you haveyaur picture?




- | have...
- Do you have...in yqicture?
- Yes, I do. No, | don
- Is there / Are therim your picture?
- Yes, there is / thare. No, there isn’'t / there aren't.
- How many... are theregour picture?
- There are...
4) Negotiation strategies:
CPC: Do you understahbhderstand?
You know whanean?
CFC: The..., right?
CRR: What? What do ynean?
What do yoean by that?
AFH: Sorry! / Excuseht don’t understand

AFR: Sorry? Pardon?d@a me?

Period 1. Pre-task stage (60 minutes)
Procedure
1) Warm-up / Review:
- Teacher gives studehéindouts “Bedroom, Dining room, Living
room, Bathroom, and Kitchen” and asks studentsddkvn pairs and think about what

they know in English about the items in the givestyres in the handout.



- Teacher and studdmtsnstorm relevant vocabulary items onto the

board:
bedroom gpra chair
bathroom ckien table
shower tove armchair
mirror refrigerator couch
shelf dining room stereo
rug

- Students practicemmciation and spellings.

- Teacher asks the ivhdass questions and the students answer
together, for example:

T: How many chairs #rere in the kitchen?

Ss: There are four.

T: Where’s the comp@te

Ss: It's on the desk.

T: Is there a mirrorthe bedroom?

Ss: Yes, there is.

T: How many armchairs there in the dining room?

Ss: There are two.

-Students work in gaio practice conversations through negotiation
strategies, for example,

A: Where’s the couch?



B: What?

A: Do you understaiiere’s the couch?

B: Sorry. | don't und&and.

A: It's a chair. 2 Bipeople can sit on it

B: Oh...I see, it's neéatthe telephone table

A: Is there a mirrarthe bedroom?

B: No, there isn't.

A: How many chairs #rere in the kitchen?

B: Four.

A: There are four?

B: Yes, four.

- Teacher introdudes topic of Office Scene and gives the classroom
the exposure to the language and relevant vocabitdens.

- Teacher asks stuslémtell what they know about the topic.

- Brainstorm new laage relating to the topic onto the board.

- Let students praetpronunciation and spellings.

- Students work inrgab practice conversations employing the

appropriate language link.



Period 2: Doing activity (60 minutes)
2) Student-student interactions:

- Students work inrpawith paired pictures of office scene, each of
whom gets a different version.

- Students name andcdbe the pictures from the given task and
practice pronunciation and spellings.

- Students discovetifierences from the given tasks and mark them
with “X”.

- Students practicena@rsations employing the appropriate language
link when some misunderstanding occurs while doasg.

- Teacher walks arotinel classroom to help students dealing with the
language use and pronunciation when students eteradifficulties.
3) Follow-up activity:

- Students check thféecences from the given task and compare the
answers.

- Students A and SntdeB tell each other the differences from the 2

versions onto the board:

Version A Version B
TV- off TV-on
woman- wearing eye-glasses woman- not wearing eye-glasses

- Students say thedigdifferences appearing in Version A on the

board and Students B reverse roles and say tlenoly differences in Version B.



- 2 or 4 dyads volwertéo perform the given task again.

- Teacher notes sonstakes made by the students in order to give
the students comments in the feedback stage.
4) Feedback:

- Teacher highlightsrd®/ phrases, pronunciation and forms based on
the students’ conversational interactions ontabibeerd.

- Students practice kiighlights again in order to make sure in further
activity.

- Students note dowa highlights in their notebook if necessary to
remember in real-life situation.

- Students write aggaaph what office scene they like most.
5) Evaluation:

- An Observation ckiest (Classroom interactions)

B) PO M, L



APPENDIX C
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE ON STUDENTS’

ATTITUDES

The following questionnaire was translated intoiThathe current researcher and
Ajan Somchit Srimuang, Huay Kok School, Mukdahaovitrce.
Attitude Questionnaire

The followings are 22 questions relating to youitudes towards the effects
of the patterns of negotiation of meaning strate@ie the kind of language used in
“Spot the Differences” tasks. All items are 5-pdirkert Scales as follows:

Strongly disagree = 1

Disagree = 2
No opinion = 3
Agree = 4

Il
al

Strongly agree

1. Personal information



2. Attitudes towards negotiation strategies in “Spbthe Differences” tasks

Item

Strongly
agree (5)

Agree
(4)

No opinion

(©)

Disagree

)

Strongly
disagree (1)

1. I believe that “Spot the
Differences” tasks would
provide me with an
accurate idea of my
ability to speak English.

\Y

2. | felt nervous before
doing “Spot the
Differences” tasks.

3. | felt nervous while |
was doing “Spot the
Differences” tasks.

4. | believe | did well on
“Spot the Differences”
tasks.

5. If I had done “Spot the
Differences” tasks on
another day, | would hav
done better.

6. | believe that “Spot the

Differences” tasks
provide me an adequate
opportunity to
demonstrate my ability tc
Speak English.

7. The time allowed for
“Spot the Differences”
tasks was too short.

8. | like doing “Spot the
Differences” tasks.

9. | understood what |
was supposed to do in
“Spot the Differences”
tasks.

10. I thought that “Spot
the Differences” tasks
were related to what |
learn in class.




Item

Strongly
agree (5)

Agree
(4)

No opinion

(©)

Disagree

)

Strongly
disagree (1)

11. If a different teacher
had conducted the “Spot
the Differences” tasks, |
would have done better.

12. | thought that the
“Spot the Differences”
tasks were too difficult.

13. I thought that the
“Spot the Differences”
tasks were interesting.

14. | thought that doing
the “Spot the

Differences” tasks were
an unpleasant experienc

15. I wish we had more
English classes at schog

16. | like the English
classes.

17. | have found the
“Spot the Differences”
tasks useful from an
English language
learning point of view.

18. | have found the
“Spot the Differences”
tasks hard.

19. | like the “Spot the
Differences” tasks.

20. | could do my
language proficiency
justice when doing the
“Spot the Differences”
tasks.

21. We learn things in th
English classes that will
be useful in the future.

(1)




Item

Strongly
agree (5)

Agree
(4)

No opinion

(©)

Disagree

)

Strongly
disagree (1)

22. | have found the
“Spot the Differences”
tasks used in the
classroom activity useful
for EFL learners.

Thanks for your co-operation




APPENDIX D

SEMI|-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW

Semi-structured Interviews

The purpose of the use of semi-structured intersi@wthis study is to probe
deeply the interviewees’ views and opinions abbatgdatterns of negotiation of meaning
used for “Spot the Differences” tasks in which ferticipants have already done the
tasks in classroom interactions in order to supgh@icompleteness of data collection.

According to Creswell (2003), if the data colleaticomprises of interviews, it is
believed that the researcher can be able to justdly use in his or her particular context.
Additionally, the strength of semi-structured iniews can provide the researcher with
an opportunity to prompt and probe deeper intodilren situation (Kajornboon, 2005).
As claims above, it is believed that if | gain theth about the negotiation strategies used
for “Spot the Differences” tasks from the participg it could help make my study,
gualitative analysis, more complete. This is beeatlie interviewer could be able to
probe or ask more detailed questions of interviewsiuations not adhere only to the
guestions for interviews guide. In order to endina conducting interviews are going
smoothly and well-prepared, | follow a series @pstin Creswell’'s (2003, pp.123-125)

procedure:



- identify the interviewees based on one @& plurposeful sampling procedures

mentioned in the preceding;

- determine the type of interview protocol;

- prepare the use of adequate recording procedures;

- design the interview protocol with approximatelefiopen-ended
guestions and ample space between the questiongdéaesponses to the
interviewees’ comments;

- determine the place for conducting the interview;

- obtain consent from the interviewee to participatthis study;

- during the interview, stick to the questions, costlwithin the time

specified and offer few questions and advice.

Interview Protocol

Project: The Effects of the Patterns of the negjotieof Meaning Strategies on the
English Language Used in Communicative Informatab Tasks by Thai
Lower Secondary Students

Time of interview:

Date:

Place:

Interviewer: Researcher/Teacher

Interviewee: Student

Position of interviewee: Proximal

Questions:
1. Do you think “Spot the Differences” tasks areddor classroom interactions? If

so,
why?

2. What have you learned from the “Spot the Diffies” tasks?
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3. What are the patterns of negotiation strateigi@hich you have used very often
when
having communication breakdown?

4. Why do you have to use the patterns of negotiatirategies while doing “Spot the
Differences” tasks?

5. Do you think the patterns of negotiation of megrare useful for communicationf?

(Thank individual for participating in this intesw)




APPENDIX E

INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPTS

(TRANSLATED FROM THAI TO ENGLISH)

Interview Transcript 1

Interviewer:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Suwiwat Student: Chiraphorn

Hi, Chiraphorn

Hi, Ajan Suwiwat

How are you?

I'm fine, and you?

I'm fine, thanks. Today I'm going toterview you about the activities
that you did last semester. That is the “Spot tlieei2nces” tasks. Is it
right?

Yes

All you did in pairs were the “Sptite Differences” tasks. Do you
think the “Spot the Differences” tasks were good fdassroom
interactions?

Yes, It's good because the “Spot thdeBahces” tasks helped me
learn a lot of new vocabulary items and | was dbldind spot the
differences of the given paired pictures.

Anything else?



Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

| learned new words for interviewing amhversation and | got to
know how to ask for confirmation and things likath

Then Chiraphorn, what have you learnedm the “Spot the
Differences” tasks?

Speaking skill and pronunciation and useomfirmation checks in
order to see if my partner or | use English colyeat not.

What are the patterns of negotiatitrategies you used very often
when experiencing communication breakdown?

| used confirmation checks in order to semy partner or | used
English correctly or not. | used asking for repetitin order to get my
partner to repeat what he said when | couldn’t keppwith him or
when | didn’t understand, for example, “pardonasked my partner to
repeat that again for comprehension.

For mutual understanding, right?

Yes.

Why do you have to use the pattern;adotiation strategies while
doing “Spot the Differences” tasks?

Because it can help make conversationaabguick. | am able to use
gestures in conversation and it makes me understasity.

So it doesn’t take so long. Do yownkhthe patterns of negotiation of
meaning are useful for communication?

It is very useful because when we dondewstand our conversation

we can use these techniques to explain what we said we



understand. If | don’t really understand my partmey partner can use
these techniques to explain to me until | understan

Interviewer: Do you think these techniques arewlsafdaily life?

Student: Yes

Interviewer: How?

Student: If we don’t understand each other we @hoth gestures and these
techniques to help understanding.

Interviewer: By using those techniques, right?

Student: Yes

Interviewer: OK. What else?

Student: Nothing

Interviewer: Thank you for your cooperation.

Interview Transcript 2

Interviewer: Suwiwat Student: Chakaphan

Interviewer: Hi, Chakaphan

Student: Hi, Ajan Suwiwat

Interviewer: How are you?

Student: I'm fine, and you?

Interviewer: I'm fine, thanks. Today I’'m going toterview you about the activities
that you did last semester. That is the “Spot tlieei2nces” tasks. Is it
right?

Student: Yes



Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

All you did in pairs were the “Sptite Differences” tasks. Do you
think the “Spot the Differences” tasks were good fdassroom
interactions?

Yes, It's good because | got to know howask for information,
pronunciation and how to ask questions correctle When can use
new words in conversation.

Anything else?

As | said. Everything is OK.

Then Chakaphan, what have you learfiean the “Spot the
Differences” tasks?

I learned how to find “Spot the Differeatand pronunciation of new
words.

What are the patterns of negotiatitrategies you used very often
when experiencing communication breakdown?

| used asking for repetition in order édphme understand.

What else?

| used all of 5 techniques.

Why do you have to use the pattern;edotiation strategies while
doing “Spot the Differences” tasks?

Because it can help me understand cori@rsd can pronounce
words correctly. | got to know how to ask for helim check
comprehension in order to check my understanding.

For mutual understanding?

Yes.



Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Do you think these techniques arewlsafdaily life?

Yes

How?

When we meet foreigners if we don't unidexs each other we can use
these techniques to help understanding.

By using those techniques, right?

Yes

OK. What else?

Nothing

Thank you for your cooperation.

Interview Transcript 3

Interviewer:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Suwiwat Student: Kittikun

Hi, Kittikun

Hi, Ajan Suwiwat

How are you?

I'm fine, and you?

I'm fine, thanks. Today I'm going toterview you about the activities
that you did last semester. That is the “Spot tlieei2nces” tasks. Is it
right?

Yes

All you did in pairs were the “Sptite Differences” tasks. Do you
think the “Spot the Differences” tasks were good fdassroom

interactions?



Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Yes, It's good because | got to pradldlis in using these techniques
about how to answer questions and how to solve |lgmad in
communication.

For communication?

Yes, because | got to know how to chemkprehension when my
partner or | do not understand. | can use thedeigges to solve the
problems.

Then Kittikun, what have you learnednfi the “Spot the Differences”
tasks?

| learned how to use English languagdaity life by using these
techniques in conversation in order to help undeding.

What are the patterns of negotiatitnategies you used very often
when experiencing communication breakdown?

| used asking for repetition.

Asking for repetition?

Yes, for mutual understanding.

Why do you have to use the pattern;adotiation strategies while
doing “Spot the Differences” tasks?

Because it can help me find the differenghile doing the activities
and also can help me check comprehension and abklfn

Do you think the patterns of negotatof meaning are useful in daily
life?

Yes, if foreigners were buying things #mely could not communicate

very well we can use these techniques to help gralating.



Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

By using those techniques, right?
Yes, because it is the best practice.
OK. What else?

Nothing

Thank you for your cooperation.

Interview Transcript 4

Interviewer:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Suwiwat Student: Phongsak

Hi, Phongsak

Hi, Ajan Suwiwat

How are you?

I'm fine, and you?

I'm fine, thanks. Today I'm going toterview you about the activities
that you did last semester. That is the “Spot tlieei2nces” tasks. Is it
right?

Yes
All you did in pairs were the “Sptite Differences” tasks. Do you
think the “Spot the Differences” tasks were good fdassroom
interactions?

Yes, It's good because it is for spegkpnactice to check if other
people understand very well or it can be used tmnoanicate with
foreigners.

For communication?

Yes.



Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

How good is pair work?

My partner acted as a teacher becauseartyep worked as a tutor or
gave me some advice while doing tasks.

Then Phongsak, what have you learnedimf the “Spot the
Differences” tasks?

| learned how to practice pronunciatiod & techniques in asking
guestions correctly.

To practice asking questions and an3we

Yes and | learned a lot of new words.

What are the patterns of negotiatitrategies you used very often
when experiencing communication breakdown?

| practice using questions, asking foretidpn and confirmation
checks in order to see if the questions askedranymciation was
correct or not.

Why do you have to use the pattern;edotiation strategies while
doing “Spot the Differences” tasks?

Because if we can use these techniquesawelo our own business,
for example, small business, particularly in feslsv There are lot of
foreigners who visit Thailand for shopping so wen case these
techniques for communication.

Do you think the patterns of negotatiof meaning are useful for
communication?

Yes, it can help in conversation.

OK. What else?



Student:

Interviewer:

Nothing

Thank you for your cooperation.

Interview Transcript 5

Interviewer:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Suwiwat Student: Matta

Hi, Metta

Hi, Ajan Suwiwat

How are you?

I'm fine, and you?

I'm fine, thanks. Today I'm going toterview you about the activities
that you did last semester. That is the “Spot tlieei2nces” tasks. Is it
right?

Yes
All you did in pairs were the “Sptite Differences” tasks. Do you
think the “Spot the Differences” tasks were good fdassroom
interactions?

Yes, It's good because | practiced c@mat®n in pairs and | used 5
techniques that | learned to find the differenaesnfthe given paired
pictures help with mutual understanding.

Anything else?

| learned a lot of new words and got tovkrhow to use them in
conversation for mutual understanding.

Is it easier?

Yes, it is easier to learn.



Interviewer:

tasks?

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Then Metta, what have you learned fribr@ “Spot the Differences”

| learned a lot about the given pairedupes, for example, festivals:
Loy krathong and Songkran. These activities madeinakerstand how
to do the task.

What are the patterns of negotiatitnategies you used very often
when experiencing communication breakdown?

For example, if my listening skill is badl don’'t understand | asked
for repetition or more explanation.

Why do you have to use the pattern;edotiation strategies while
doing “Spot the Differences” tasks?

When we faced communication breakdown eedrb techniques to
help understanding. We can make modified interastio

Do you think the patterns of negotatiof meaning are useful for
communication?

Yes, clearly, if foreigners visited Frishgp Bridge 2 in Mukdahan we
can use these techniques for communications whemiswnderstand.
OK. What else?

The foreigners who live in Thailand or tagal friends need to use
English we can use these techniques because Englisbed as an
international language.

Thank you for your cooperation.



Interview Transcript 6

Interviewer:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Suwiwat Student: Wannisa

Hi, Wannisa

Hi, Ajan Suwiwat

How are you?

I'm fine, and you?

I'm fine, thanks. Today I'm going toterview you about the activities
that you did last semester. That is the “Spot tlieei2nces” tasks. Is it
right?

Yes.

All you did in pairs were the “Sptite Differences” tasks. Do you
think the “Spot the Differences” tasks were good fdassroom
interactions?

Yes, It's good because | knew if my partunderstood me or not. |
learned a lot of new words.

New words from the given paired pres?

Yes.

Is it easier?

Yes, it is easier to learn.

Then Wannisa, what have you learnethfthe “Spot the Differences”
tasks?

| learned new words, pronunciation andtfmad conversation.

What are the patterns of negotiatitnategies you used very often

when experiencing communication breakdown?



Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Student:

Interviewer:

Techniques?

Yes, 5 techniques.

Confirmation checks, appeals for help wheéan’'t understand | used
asking for help.

Why do you have to use the pattern;adotiation strategies while
doing “Spot the Differences” tasks?

So we can communicate better with friends.

Do you think the patterns of negotatiof meaning are useful for
communication?

Yes, we can use these techniques todtaiseniors and other people
who can not use English communicatively and we rieatse English
in daily life.

If we don’t use these techniqueswdounderstand conversation?

No, er if people are talking and we damtlerstand, then we can't
respond.

If we use these techniques, can weanma&dified conversation?

Yes.

Thank you for your cooperation.



APPENDIX F

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION CHECKLIST

Observation Checklist

Gender: Mixed

General items Poor | Average| Good
1. Classroom atmosphere

2. Classroom organization

3. Task Low Average | High

3.1. Student’s attention to introduction ofsieis

3.2. Student’s appreciation to the task, geblved

3.3.Student’s level of interest in the task

3.4. Student’s active participation in the task

(@)1 =] T




APPENDIX G

CHECKLISTS FOR EVALUATING

“‘SPOT THE DIFFERENCES” TASK

1. Instruction for checklists
Following are a number of stateméindd we would like you to indicate your

reflection from observation in classroom activitigsputting a ¥ from 1 to 5.

1 = not at all
2 = notally
3 = so0so

4 = quadot
5 = veryugch

2. Please give your answers sincerely as onlwihigguarantee the success of “Spot

the Differences” tasks evaluation. Thank you vencinfor your help.



3. The list of statements consists of 7 sub-toaras 20 items.

Sub-topic and item

3.1 Goals and rationale
1) The task is appropriate to the learners’ preficy VT I VT T R
level.
2) The task encourages learners to apply classroom| .... | .....| oo | ceen | oene
learning to the real world.
3) The task is likely to be interesting and motng@tto | .... | .....| oo | ceoer | v

the students.

3.2 Input

4) Pairs of pictures in “Spot the Differences” task
encourage learners to make better understanding.
5) Pairs of pictures in "Spot the Differences" tas&
authentic.

6) Pairs of pictures in "Spot the Differences" tas&

appropriate to the goals of thetask. | ... o] o]

3.3 Activities
7) The activities are appropriate to the commuinieat

goals of the task.
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Sub-topic and item

8) There is a "Spot the Differences" task whichmig
prompt a negotiation of meaning.
9) The activities are designed in a way which afilbw

learners to communicate and cooperate in pairs.

3.4 Roles and settings

10) Learner and teacher roles are inherent inatble t

11) Learner and teacher roles are appropriatesttetk.| ....

12) The setting is confined to the classroom.

3.5 Implementation

13) The task actually engages the learners’ interes
14) The activities prompt genuine communicative
interaction among students.

15) Learners are encouraged to negotiate meaning.

3.6 Grading and integration

16) The task is at the appropriate level of diffigdor
the students.

17) At the level of a lesson, "Spot the Differeridask
is integrated with other activities and exercisesighed
to provide learners with mastery of the linguistic

system.
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Sub-topic and item

18) The tasks incorporate exercises in learning-tmw

learn. ] e e |

3.7 Assessment and evaluation

19) The task has built into it some means whereby
learners might judge how well they had performed.
20) The task is realistic in terms of the resousres

teacher-expertise its demands. | ... U N T R

4. Comments:



APPENDIX H

“SPOT THE DIFFERENCES” TASKS
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