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ABSTRACT 

The main objective of this research was to find out which component in negotiation 

of meaning that is mostly used by the students at the second grade of SMAN 1 Barru 

in speaking class. This research used descriptive qualitative approach. The data in 

this research taken by using observation sheet and recording. Based on research 

findings. A few students at the Second Grade of SMAN 1 Barru apply negotiation 

of meaning in their conversation. All components in negotiation of meaning are 

used by the students. The highest frequency is response. Therefore, it could be 

concluded that component in negotiation of meaning that is mostly used by the 

students is trigger.  
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ABSTRAK 

Tujuan utama dari penelitian ini adalah untuk mengetahui komponen mana dalam 

negosiasi makna yang sebagian besar digunakan oleh siswa di kelas dua SMAN 1 

Barru di kelas berbicara. Penelitian ini menggunakan pendekatan deskriptif 

kualitatif. Data dalam penelitian ini diambil dengan menggunakan lembar 

observasi dan rekaman. Berdasarkan temuan penelitian, beberapa siswa di kelas 

dua SMAN 1 Barru menerapkan negosiasi makna dalam percakapan mereka. 

Semua komponen dalam negosiasi makna digunakan oleh siswa. Frekuensi 

tertinggi dalam negosiasi makna yang mereka gunakan adalah trigger (pemicu). 

Frekuensi terendah adalah respons. Oleh karena itu, dapat disimpulkan bahwa 

komponen dalam negosiasi makna yang banyak digunakan oleh siswa adalah 

pemicu. 

 

Kata kunci: Berbicara dan Negosiasi Makna 

Introduction 

Students face some difficulties if they were asked by the teacher to come in 

front of the class. It makes them unable to speak English well. The problems in 

speaking were caused by a number of factors such as limited number of vocabulary, 

grammar, pronunciation, and fluency. Students often make mistake in speaking and 

misunderstanding can happen when they tried to transfer the ideas. So, when they 

had to explain someting using English they confused. Then when they tried to 
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communication, sometimes they used mimic, body language, or sentences as the 

feed back to their interlocutor like saying “pardon”, “uh…”, “emmm” in the 

conversation. To solve their problem in speaking, the students used negotiation of 

meaning.It can help them in communication and minimize misunderstanding. 

SMAN 1 Barru is a superior school in the city of Barru. The researcher also 

carried out Magang 2 program there. This research refers to speaking skill, so I have 

to find school that has students active in the classroom, so that the data collection 

can be obtained properly and smoothly. Based on the statement above, the 

researcher is very interest to identify negotiation of meaning students at SMAN 1 

Barru and do the research with the title “An Analysis of Negotiation of Meaning in 

Speaking Class at the Second Grade of SMAN 1 Barru”. 

Materials and Method 

Material  

1. Definition  of negotiation of Meaning 

Negotiation of meaning is defined as a series of exhanges conducted 

by addressors and addressees to help themselves understand and be 

understood by their interlocutor (Yufrizal, 2007). In other words 

negotiation of meaning is a process that speakers go through to reach a 

clear understanding of each other. It is used by learners of second or 

foreign language to overcome some misunderstandings that might occur 

in an interaction. When misunderstandings occur in the process of 

interaction the interlocutor gets dificulties to keep their interaction going 

on so they try to alter communication strategies including negotiation of 

meaning as the efective solution.  

2. Components in Negotiation of Meaning  

According to pica et.al (1991) there are basically four components 

in negotiation of meaning, that are : 

a. Trigger 

Trigger is the utterance that contains elements that create. It can 

also be defined as prime of negotiation of meaning which invokes or 

stimulate incomplete understanding on the part of the listener (Grass and 

Varonis : 1984) 
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b. Signals 

This component refers to an indicator from a listener that 

understanding is not complete Grass and Varonis (1985). signal are 

devided into two concepts they are cofirmation check and clarification 

request. 

c. Response  

In many studies of negotiation of meaning response were related 

to the discussion of the repair, correction made by NNS as a response to 

a modification of input action by native speaker (Foster. 1998).  

d. Follow-up 

It refers to information about whether the communication 

modifications have been succesful or not. In a long negotiation of 

meaning, interlocutors usually repeat the signals-response exchange 

until an agreement is achieved. 

Method  

In this study the researcher used a Descriptive Qualitative Research. In a 

research is very important to know research variable. One variable between 

another variable certainly has a relationship. The variable of the research 

divided into two, first variable Y namely negotiation of meaning  and variable 

X namely Speaking. Where all of the process of variable X is influenced by 

variable Y in the classroom activity.  

The sample of this research determined through non  

Probability Sampling Technique, namely Purposive Sampling Technique of 

this research. The class was XI Science 1 Class which consist of 30 students. 

The reasons choose XI Science 1 Class because the class has good enthusiasm 

in learning English than other classes in the same grade. 

 Instrument of the research is something that will be used to support the on 

going research. There are two instruments used include: 

1. Observation Sheet 

Observation sheet is a list of things that an observer is going to look 

at when observing a class. This list may have been prepared by the 
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observer or the teacher or both. Observation checklists not only give an 

observer a structure and framework for an observation but also serve as 

a contract of understanding with the teacher.  

2. Supporting Instrument  

Supporting instrument, namely tools intended for research support 

such as cell phone cameras, recording devices (cell phone). 

  To obtain data and information needed in this study, researcher use several 

data collection techniques as follows: 

1. Recording  

In collecting the data, the researcher record the conversation of 

participants from beginning until the end. Then, the researcher 

transcribe the data that she get by recording technique. 

2. Conducting Classroom Observation  

    The researcher as an observation, directly observed the 

classroom and fulfille the classroom observation sheet while the 

teaching and learning process is going on. The researcher transcribe 

student’s interaction then analyze the data by classifying the component 

of negotiation of meaning. 

  Miles (1994:246) states that three are three activities in qualitative data 

analysis. They are reducting the data, data display, and drawing/verification. 

1. Reducting the Data 

The researcher make transcript of record data and written data, identify 

components in Negotiation of Meaning based on the interaction between 

teacher and students in the classroom. 

 

 

 

2. Data Display 

The researcher analyze the classification of negotiation of meaning 

and display the data about teacher and students utterances by using tables, 

explanation and making percentage 
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Table 1.Negotiation of Meaning produce by the Students  

Time 
Negotiation of 

Meaning 
Classification Frequency 

1 Trigger 

That uh..can what 

it can.. 

 

2 

  The researcher make percentage of the data to know usage of components 

in Negotiation of Meaning. Sugiyono (2014: 170) states that the analysis is 

looking presentage. The percentage used formula: 

 F 

P =  ----- x 100% 

N 

Notes:       P =percentage 

    F = frequency 

    N = the sum of the frequencies 

 

Result 

The Components in Negotiation of Meaning that is Mostly used by the 

Students 

1. Trigger  

 The researchers founds 7 utterances of trigger produced by the students in 

the conversation. In the first meeting, the students produced 4 utterances and the 

second meeting 2 utterances. 

2. Signals 

The researchers founds 5 utterances of signal produced by the students in 

the conversation. In the first meeting, the students produced 2 utterances and the 

second meeting 3 utterances. 

3. Response  
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The researchers founds 3 utterances of response produced by the students in 

the conversation. In the first meeting, the students produced 1 utterances and the 

second meeting 2 utterances. 

4. Follow-up 

The researchers founds 5 utterances of follow up produced by the students 

in the conversation. In the first meeting, the students produced 3 utterances and the 

second meeting 2 utterances. 

Discussion 

The Components in Negotiation of Meaning that is Mostly used by the 

Students 

1. Trigger  

The students produced an utterance which contained unclear word or phrase 

and produce a comprehension check that required further clarificatons work from 

the listener. The participants used trigger bacause they still confused to answer or 

ask the question.  

2. Signals 

During observation, the teacher ask the students to make conversation about 

negotiation of meaning. The students put the signals sentences to give signal to 

confirm or clarify incomplete sentences from other speaker.  

3. Response 

During observation, the teacher ask the students to make conversation about 

negotiation of meaning. The students put the response sentences to give respond 

about the sentences that speaker’s discus before. 

 

 

4. Follow-up 
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During observation, the teacher ask the students to make conversation about 

negotiation of meaning. The students put the follow-up sentences to give respond 

to make the disccusion clearly or succesful. 

Based on data finding, the researcher can concluded that the component in 

negotiation of meaning that is mostly used by the students at the Second Grade of 

SMAN 1 Barru is trigger. from 20 utterances trigger is mostly usedby the students 

that produced 7 utterances. Then signals 5 utterances, response 3 utterances and 

follow-up same with signals that produced 5 utterances. 

Conclusion 

Based on the findings and discussion, a few students  at the Second Grade 

of SMAN 1 Barru apply negotiation of meaning in their conversation. the researcher 

can concluded that the component in negotiation of meaning that is mostly used by 

the students at the Second Grade of SMAN 1 Barru is trigger. from 20 utterances 

trigger is mostly used  by the students that produced 7 utterances. Then signals 5 

utterances, response 3 utterances and follow-up same with signals that produced 5 

utterances.  
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