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The bbjective of this research was to study relationship between Everyday Concepts and
Scientific concepts in Teacher and Student’s Negotiative processes.

The research methodology was qualitative approach emplasing on protocol analysis and
analytic description. The research present a case study type with 2 groups of eight students from
grade 8 at Ban Maisaithong school, Kao chakan district, Sra kaew provinces working together on
science problems 4 activities out of school the researcher take the role as the teacher intervention
during the participants solving problem.

Audio and Video records were used to collect data while the participants solve the problems
and while they have been Interviewed the researcher had collected data about Student such as
Students’ background and data about school.

The following data were used for data analyses: data in the form of protocol transcribed from
the data collected through the recording on the tape and video-tape of these 4 activities and
Interview sessions, data from the written works of students done during the activities, data from
the field note of the researcher and the assistant and data regarding students” background and data
about school.

Analytic description of the data was done by means of adopting conceptual frameworks from
Shepardson’s (1996 cited in Wilawan Jaroenta, 2002) conceptual framework on negotiations:

negotiation of meanings, negotiation of status, negotiation of action and negotiation of object.

The results of the research:
The relationship between Everyday Concepts and Scientific Concepts in teacher and students
Negotiative proceéses were follows:

1) relationship between two concepts in Negotiation of status i.e., (1) everyday concepts
were supported scientific concepts and (2) everyday concepts and scientific concepts
were supported each others.

2) relationship between two concepts in Negotiation of action i.e., (1) everyday concepts
were supported scientific concepts and (2) everyday concepts and scientific concepts
were supported each others and (3) there were contrast between everyday concepts and
scientific concepts.

3) relationship between two concepts in Negotiation of meaning i.e., (1) everyday concepts
were supported scientific concepts and (2) everyday concepts and scientific concepts
were supported each others and (3) there were contrast between everyday concepts and
scientific concepts.

4) relationship between two concepts in Negotiation of object i.e., (1) everyday concepts
were supported scientific concepts and (2) everyday concepts and scientific concepts

were supported each others.





