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ABSTRACT 

Peer-To-Peer Dialogue Journal Writing by 

Japanese Junior High School EFL Students 

Steven K. Connolly 

Doctor of Education 

Temple University, 2006 

Doctoral Advisory Committee Chair: Dr. Kenneth G. Schaefer

A peer-to-peer “secret” dialogue journal project, emulating projects by Green and 

Green (1993) and Worthington (1997), was instituted between 30 Japanese junior high 

school students at one public school, and 15 students each at two other Tokyo public 

schools. The project spanned five terms during which the students exchanged journals 

weekly in English with partners, who changed each term. Using names and school names 

was forbidden. The supervising teachers did not correct or respond to the entries; they 

occasionally scanned them to check for sole use of the L2 and for appropriateness of 

content.

The purpose of the study was to investigate the pedagogical efficacy of peer-to- 

peer dialogue journals. In addition to the journals themselves, three sets of data were 

collected and analyzed: a free-writing quiz, a free-speaking quiz, and surveys. The 

journals and quizzes were transcribed using the Child Language Data Exchange System 

(CHILDES) software system (MacWhinney, 2000).

After the project, the journals were analyzed, using ANOVAs, for trends over the 

five terms in measures of total words and word types per entry, mean length of utterance
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(MLU), and for common errors. As might be expected in a study with no teacher 

intervention, the trends did not indicate any statistically significant linguistic 

improvement over the life of the study.

However, in the third term, 290 eighth graders at all three schools took a ten- 

minute free-writing quiz. A one-way MANOVA showed that the journal participants 

significantly outperformed the non-participants on measures of fluency, accuracy, and 

syntactic complexity.

In the fourth term, 96 eighth graders at one school took a recorded three-minute 

free-speaking quiz. A one-way ANOYA showed that the journal participants 

outperformed the non-participants on the measure of fluency.

After each of the first four terms, the participants completed written surveys to 

gauge their attitudes toward their partners, the activity, and their feelings about their 

linguistic improvement.

I concluded that the secret journal may contribute to linguistic improvement and 

is valuable in providing an authentic and motivating vehicle for communicating in 

English, and for providing the interlocutors a forum through which to express their 

interests and anxieties.
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‘This is the first class in English spelling and philosophy, Nickleby,’ said Squeers......
‘We go upon the practical mode of teaching, Nickleby; the regular education system. 
C-l-e-a-n, clean, verb active, to make bright, to scour. W-i-n, win, d-e-r, der, winder, a
casement B-o-t, bot, t-i-n, bottin n-e-y, ney, bottinney, noun substantive, a
knowledge of plants. When he has learned that bottinney means a knowledge of 
plants, he goes and knows ‘em. That’s our system, Nickleby; what do you think of it?’ 
‘It’s a very useful one, at any rate,’ answered Nicholas.

Nicholas Nickleby, Charles Dickens

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION

It is fortunate for students and teachers alike that the language education system 

has progressed since the days of Dickens. However, the constant companion of the 

dedicated language teacher is the never-ending quest for engaging and instructive 

learning activities. Such learning activities have become even more difficult to locate or 

invent as children, adolescents, and young adults become more and more jaded due to the 

onslaught of output from brain-benumbing popular media-delivery devices. Chillingly, 

for the language teacher, the specter of the old nemesis always lurks: the foreign 

language used in the foreign language environment is inherently diluted, denatured, 

decontextualized, and nearly completely devoid of any semblance of authenticity. It is the 

challenge of the dedicated teacher to try to find a means of constructing a kind of quasi­

reality that emulates a second language environment.

Certainly the use of realia helps, as does the recent trend toward task-based 

learning. Lessons with a native or native-like English-speaking teacher help. Homestays 

in the target-language countries are excellent for those with the money and the maturity 

to allow them to do so. Reading authentic material in the second language is a viable and

1
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potentially valuable option. However, the EFL environment is still sadly lacking in 

opportunities for using the target language to do something real.

In 2001,1 was teaching English at two schools in the Tokyo area: a girls’ private 

junior high school and a coeducational public junior high school, and I was suffering 

mightily from the ills already described. While teaching at these schools I had been 

casting about for more engaging task-based activities, particularly opportunities to use 

English in authentic communicative situations. One of the recommended elements of the 

rather informal curriculum at the girls’ private school was for the students to keep a diary 

comprising short daily entries. The students turned in the diaries weekly, after which they 

were read by their respective teachers, and the errors corrected exhaustively with a red 

pen. It soon became apparent that those diary entries suffered from two major 

drawbacks. The first was that the entries were written for the purpose of display. That is, 

the students rightly perceived that satisfying the teacher was a question of accuracy, so 

their diary entries were written in response to the tacit homework requirement for 

accuracy rather than for any particular communicative purpose. In responding to this 

expectation of accuracy, the entries often became rigid, simplified, and repetitive in order 

to avoid errors (Appendix A). The second major drawback was that no matter how many 

times we teachers corrected a particular grammatical, syntactic, spelling, usage, 

capitalization, or punctuation error, the same or similar errors were sure to find their way 

into future entries in exactly the same form. It became quite obvious that our corrections 

had little to no effect whatsoever. In short, the students merely ground out the same gray, 

meaningless prose week after week just to satisfy the homework assignment.

2
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However, at that same girls’ private school, the students also had penpals for a 

period of six weeks or so, just prior to their trip to Canada to stay with those same 

penpals. The enthusiasm with which the students anticipated, received, tore open, and 

read their penpal letters was light years ahead of the lackluster enthusiasm with which 

they received their corrected diaries. The penpal letters were not corrected, although 

isolated and infrequent help was given to the students upon request. In fact, the penpal 

activity was not perceived as a formal language learning activity at all, but merely as a 

throwaway means of introducing the students to their host families, and vice versa.

In December of that same year, I attended a seminar sponsored by Temple 

University Japan featuring Dr. Christine Casanave entitled The Many Uses o f  Journal 

Writing. While I was only able to attend part of seminar, I bought the reading packet. As I 

was thumbing through it on my way out the door, I noticed a short article by Green and 

Green (1993) entitled Secret Friend Journals. I was immediately intrigued and had 

finished reading the article by the time I reached the elevators.

In Green and Green’s (1993) version of the secret friend journal activity, pairs of 

students from different classes exchanged a shared notebook on a regular basis. Their 

teachers were responsible for pairing the students, and collecting and distributing the 

notebooks. The critical requirement was that the individuals remained completely 

anonymous. In fact, the students were told nothing whatsoever about their partners, 

including their genders. Names, school names, addresses, or any other explicit personal 

data that expressly revealed a student’s identity to his or her partner, were strictly 

forbidden. The students were identified by numbers and nicknames. In this notebook-

3
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journal, the students were allowed to write about anything they wished, as long as the 

writing was solely in the second language. The journals were not corrected.

Within one week of leaving Dr. Casanave’s seminar, I had instituted the first of 

two of what eventually became pilot projects for the much larger project treated herein. I 

felt that students writing to their peers without teacher intervention, in a low-pressure 

atmosphere of confidentiality and anonymity, perhaps even mystery, would be a more 

motivating challenge than mindlessly churning out diary entries only to be read by a 

teacher who would return them filled with red pen marks.

While the psychological advantages of such an activity seem numerous, dozens of 

questions arose. Would uncorrected peer-to-peer journals result in appreciable linguistic 

improvements in writing in terms of fluency, accuracy, and complexity? Might the 

journals result in improvements in the other macroskills, especially in reading and 

speaking? Would instances of peer scaffolding be apparent, that is, might partners assist 

each other in improvement of their language skills? Might the journals even provide a 

therapeutic vehicle for communicating anxieties and problems in the lives of these 

adolescents?

Ultimately, the specific answers to these questions seemed immaterial in light of 

two particularly perceptive comments that sum up what I consider success in the use of 

peer-to-peer dialogue journals. Casanave (2001) pointed out in her lecture that “if your 

students do their journals, that's success enough,” and MacIntyre (2005): “If you can get 

adolescents to communicate in a second language, you’ve really done something.” These 

comments are not muddled by academic doublespeak, but define the challenge precisely.

4
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It is, then, the purpose of this study to examine on several different levels the 

much larger peer-to-peer secret dialogue journal project treated herein, in order to address 

the questions above, and additionally, as was said of the bear and the mountain, to see 

what could be seen.

5
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CHAPTER2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Dialogue journals provide learning opportunities that are far too rarely exploited 

in classrooms of all kinds. In second and foreign language classrooms, the linguistic, 

social, and psychological justifications for the use of dialogue journals are many. For the 

reader interested in those various justifications, the applicable literature comes from a 

broad range of sources, including those that address dialogue journals themselves, 

general psychology, developmental psychology, educational psychology, 

psycholinguistics, the psychology of second language learning, first and second language 

acquisition theory, and first and second language pedagogy. The following is an attempt 

to provide an overview of that literature and how it relates to dialogue journals, 

specifically the “secret friend” dialogue journal of interest in this study. The pertinent 

literature may suggest that the peer-to-peer dialogue journal fulfills many needs of the 

adolescent second language learner in an EFL environment.

The literature review will be divided into five sections: (a) dialogue journal 

literature, (b) psychology literature, (c) second language acquisition literature, (d) 

linguistic improvement literature, and (e) dialogue journals and the Japanese adolescent. 

Following the literature review, the research questions to be addressed in this study will 

be listed.

6
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The Dialogue Journal Literature

“Secret” Dialogue Journals

Using the most common and powerful academic search engines, such as

Academic Search Premier and ERIC, and my own scrutiny of the journal literature, I was

able to identify only two articles addressing secret journal projects: Green and Green

(1993) and Worthington (1997). Both articles discussed the authors’ experience with the

use of the activity with university or young adult students studying in EFL environments,

and both articles outlined the basics of administration of the activity. Both were

outspoken in their support for the secret journal activity, and both expressed opinions as

to the value of the activity from psychological and socio-linguistic perspectives, and as a

pedagogical tool for fostering increases in linguistic proficiencies. However, neither was

a research paper, and the views expressed by the authors as to the efficacy of the activity

were empirically unsubstantiated.

Green and Green (1993) displayed enthusiasm for the pedagogical value of the

secret dialogue journal in the first paragraph of the article:

What happens when students write dialogue journals to peers whose identities 
they don't know, instead of to the teacher? Lots of good things: an increase in 
motivation, an increase in awareness of writing as real communication directed to 
a real audience, and as a bonus, a decreased amount of work for the teacher. 
Absence of purpose, context, and an interested audience have frequently been 
cited as contributing to the lack of skill and fluency that plagues much student 
writing, (p. 20)

The authors then reviewed literature by Britton, Burgess, Martin, McLeod, and 

Rosen (1975) and Applebee (1984, 1986) that decried the quality and quantity of the 

writing produced by students in the classroom. They continued on to suggest that the 

literature supported the view that “good writing derives from the sense that what is

7
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written is going to mean something to the interested reader” (p. 20). In their conclusion 

section, the authors pointed out that the secret dialogue journal fits in the middle of 

Britton’s (1970) “continuum of speech and writing acts,” at one end of which is “poetic 

language” and at the other end, “transactional language.” “In the center lies expressive 

language, the natural language of informal discourse among intimate peers” (p. 23).

Green and Green (1993) cited other authors who proposed student-to-teacher 

dialogue journals as a means by which students could begin to focus on content rather 

than formal accuracy. However, according to the authors, the student-to-teacher dialogue 

journal suffered from two major drawbacks: the amount of time it took the teacher to 

respond to the journals of a large number of students, and the fact that the teacher was not 

a peer and was generally not, therefore, able to participate fully in discussions of interest 

to younger students: “Few teachers, for instance, will fully share a student’s enthusiasm 

for the special effects in the latest teenage horror movie, or anxiety over a pending 

chemistry midterm” (p. 20).

Green and Green (1993) implemented “secret friend journals” at a university, a 

junior college, and a private business college, all in Puerto Rico, and at an intensive ESL 

course at Harvard University. They acknowledged that secret friend journals did not 

fulfill all the pedagogical writing needs of the students, but did fulfill goals that might 

include “motivating the students to write, developing student fluency and audience 

awareness, and in general giving the students the chance to have an enjoyable experience 

with writing in a genuine and nonthreatening communicative situation” (p. 21). The 

authors then continued by characterizing the foundation of the secret friend journal and 

the more general peer-to-peer dialogue journal: “Instead of writing to the teacher or a

8
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graduate assistant, students usually write to other students, usually in another section of 

the same course, which greatly facilitates the development of a written rapport based on 

shared interests, tastes, and concerns” (p. 21).

One of the specific rules to be followed by the student writers was anonymity 

(Green & Green, 1993, p. 21). There were two reasons for it. One was to foster a 

continuing sense of mystery. “Keeping the correspondents’ identities secret gives the 

activity a game-like air of mystery which is highly motivating to the students” (p. 21). 

This atmosphere of secrecy provided a built-in motivation for writing: to get to know 

more about one’s partner, including that partner’s gender, in the absence of explicit 

personal information. The other reason was purely practical. In a continuing project, 

whether intra-school or inter-school, the teacher may later want to pair the students with 

different partners from the same pool. The absence of explicit personal information 

precludes the students from merely comparing their new partners with their friends based 

upon names alone, and forces them to reintroduce themselves to their new partners in 

detail and to negotiate permissible information about their new partners’ personalities and 

tastes. Green and Green acknowledged that while students participating in an intra-school 

project may eventually learn the identities of their partners, the journals, at least initially, 

force the interlocutors to develop their own writing voices and to decide what they would 

choose to reveal about themselves.

Another of Green and Green’s (1993) rules was that the journals not be corrected, 

although they were examined for the purposes of grading. There were two additional 

reasons for occasional quick scrutiny of the journals: to ensure the appropriateness of 

content, and to verify that the interlocutors were not slipping back into using their native

9
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languages. Indeed, given that the journals were secret, and that authentic communication 

was the watchword, it would not have been appropriate for the teacher to violate the 

confidentiality of the journals in any blatantly obtrusive way. The wisdom was that it was 

better to have the interlocutors strive to rely on themselves, or to rely on their partners to 

respond with questions in instances where communication broke down. Even though 

Green and Green scanned the journals “quickly and holistically every week,” a fact that 

they told their students in advance, they found that the frankness of their students’ entries 

did not seem to suffer from the scrutiny.

The non-correction issue is an interesting one, a question that will be explored in 

more detail in The Correction Controversy section of this study. It has not been 

demonstrated that correction of student writing has any significant short- or long-term 

effects. Indeed, some studies suggested that correction was not worth the amount of time 

spent by teachers doing it. As Green and Green (1993) emphasized, the implication for 

the teacher is obvious. Not having to correct or respond to dozens of journals takes a 

huge burden of time and tedium off the teacher.

Furthermore, Green and Green (1993) pointed out that common homework 

collection problems, such as lateness, were a minor problem. “Most of the students hand 

in their journals on time, week after week; they seem much more reluctant to disappoint a 

peer audience than a teacher” (p. 22). The bulk of the time expenditure by the teacher to 

administer the activity was that required to prepare the notebooks (which could be used 

over periods of various lengths), pair the students, and to collect and distribute the 

notebooks.

10
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The Green and Green (1993) article continued with excerpts from actual journals 

that served to illustrate the conversational nature of the communication, the peer bonding 

that took place, and an instance in which one partner assisted the other through a difficult 

personal problem. Toward the end, the article included 13 helpful suggestions as to the 

week-to-week administration of the activity. For example:

10. Check the first group of written journals for students who have revealed their 
names, even though you told them not to. Have correction fluid handy.
11. In general, try to intervene as little as possible. But do intervene if students are 
not following directions about the nature of the assignment or your minimum 
expectations, or if there appears to be a problem with a relationship between two 
writers, (p. 20)

While Green and Green (1993) referred to the journal activity as secret friend 

journals, Worthington (1997) referred to them as “secret exchange journals.”

Interestingly, Worthington made no reference to the earlier Green and Green article. 

While the Worthington article had little new to add to Green and Green, it was based on 

slightly different theoretical underpinnings. The theoretical justification of Green and 

Green came largely from LI writing pedagogy. On the other hand, Worthington based the 

justification for the secret journal activity on the discipline of process writing, in which 

the goal is the development of voice and fluency, and the voyage of self-discovery that 

can occur through the expressive process of writing, rather than the product of it.

Worthington (1997) found the same faults with student-to-teacher journals as did 

Green and Green (1993): the time demands of responding to the entries of students, and 

the dissimilarity of interests between those of the student and those of the teacher. In 

discussing these faults, Worthington strengthened the case for the secret journal activity 

on several fronts: the reduced workload for the teacher, and the superiority of peer-to-
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peer journals over student-to-teacher journals resulting from the “commonality of 

interests” (p. 4) and the “opportunity for genuine and meaningful communication” (p. 3) 

between the students.

Prior to instituting her secret exchange journal activity, Worthington (1997) had 

had lengthy experience with student-to-teacher journals before she realized that her 

responses “were somewhat artificial and forced” (p. 3). Based on this realization, 

Worthington and a colleague adopted an approach suggested by Reid (1993): “Dialog 

journals need not be only between teacher and students. Students can be paired with (or 

they can choose) student dialog partners in the class” (p. 164). They instituted secret 

student-to-student exchange journals at a university in Taiwan. The justification for 

secrecy was the same as Green and Green (1993): “The reason for keeping identities 

secret was to add the element of mystery and anonymity which we hoped would 

encourage students to express opinions more openly than if their real identities were 

known” (p. 3).

Worthington (1997) made some revealing general observations about the journals 

from the weekly A4-sized page required each week. She noticed that the students often 

wrote more than required, while they tended to count words rather carefully in their more 

traditional writing assignments. The students eagerly anticipated picking up their journals 

to read what their partners had written, and expressed dismay in their own entries when 

the entries of their partners were short or were late. She also noticed that the students 

developed strategies for negotiating meaning in cases where the communication broke 

down: asking for clarification and for the meanings of certain words or phrases that were 

unclear. At the end of the first term, when asked which activity the students preferred,
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student-to-teacher journals or peer-to-peer journals, “All [italics added] students 

responded that the student-student journals were superior and suggested that we continue 

using this form of exchange with students the following year” (p. 4).

Worthington (1997) closed out the article with several interesting excerpts from 

the students’ entries, and helpful suggestions for administering the activity, including 

those related to matching the students, especially those students who resisted any kind of 

activity that required effort.

Penpal Activities

A literature review based solely on the extant penpal activity literature, in either 

an LI or an L2, would be a short one indeed. At the time that this literature survey began, 

the aforementioned academic search engines, as well as my on-going personal search, 

revealed only one, Crowhurst (1991). Recently, however, more penpal activities have 

been added, primarily those using e-mail as the medium of communication. Ushioda 

(2000), in her e-mail exchange project between Irish university students learning German 

and German university students learning English, was outspoken in her enthusiasm for 

this kind of activity: “This is where the particular strength of tandem learning lies. Its 

natural focus on language use, collaborative learning, and on subject matter and language 

of personal relevance and interest acts as a significant catalyst for learners’ intrinsic 

motivation” (p. 127).

Crowhurst (1991) instituted a journal activity in which the interlocutors were not 

peers, but teacher-education students and sixth graders, all of whom were native English 

speakers. Crowhurst matched 25 of her teacher-education students with 27 sixth graders
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(two teacher-education students had two partners each) for two purposes: to educate the 

teacher-education students in the writing produced by elementary students, and “to 

provide sixth-graders with a real audience for their writing” (p. 212). As has already been 

mentioned, anticipation of receiving real communication is one of the engaging traits of 

dyadic journal writing. Crowhurst observed that “it quickly became apparent that ‘letter 

day’ was anticipated each week with considerable pleasure” (p. 215).

Concurrent with her observations on the psychological advantages of this type of 

journal writing, Crowhurst (1991) was one of the few authors who attempted both 

qualitative and quantitative evaluations of the linguistic progress of her students. The 

analyses were anything but statistically sophisticated, nor were the conditions under 

which the activity was administered and the data collected. The results were of some 

interest nevertheless. The measures included “letter length” (length of communication), 

syntax, paragraphing, openings and closings, questions, topics, and borrowed features. 

Crowhurst observed that “letter length increased notably” (p. 217), from an average 

length of 67 words in the first letter to an average of 160 words per letter in the next 

seven letters. The “mean t-unit length for the first letters was 7.46; mean t-unit length for 

letters #2 through #8 was 8.36.” However, the statistical significance is unknown. 

Crowhurst’s observations on paragraphing defied clear understanding, but she apparently 

concluded that although few of the students paragraphed [s/c] their initial letters, their 

later letters included more paragraphs, although “paragraphing did not seem to be related 

to letter length” (p. 219). The openings and closings seemed to become less abrupt as the 

activity continued. Similarly, where few students asked questions in their initial letters, 

they asked more in subsequent letters. Topics became less “safe” and “general” in the
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first letters to “more personal topics in later letters” (p. 221). Finally, and not 

surprisingly, openings and closings, the use of questions, topics, and words and 

expressions were increasingly borrowed from the teacher-education students by the sixth 

graders and incorporated into their own subsequent letters. While Crowhurst’s results 

were interesting, they were not tested for statistical significance. Furthermore, the data 

was insufficient to allow close scrutiny or replication. Whether participants in peer-to- 

peer dialogue journals would exhibit similar linguistic behavior remained to be seen.

Student-To-Teacher Dialogue Journals 

Given the existence of few sources on penpal and peer-to-peer dialogue journal 

writing, we must turn to alternative literature to help provide the theoretical and 

pedagogical justification for the value of dialogue journal writing. Fortunately, there is an 

abundance of literature addressing student-to-teacher dialogue journals.

There were four books or edited collections that addressed the issues of first and 

second language dialogue journals, primarily student-to-teacher dialogue journals: The 

Journal Book (Fulwiler, 1987), Students and Teachers Writing Together: Perspectives on 

Journal Writing (Peyton, 1990); Dialogue Journal Writing with Nonnative English 

Speakers: A Handbook for Teachers (Peyton & Reed, 1990); and Dialog Journals in the 

Multi-lingual Classroom: Building Language Fluency and Writing Skills Through 

Written Interaction (Peyton & Staton, 1993). These were rich sources of theoretical and 

practical background material on dialogue journals, and included transcribed and 

facsimile excerpts from various projects administered by the authors, editors, and 

contributors. Unfortunately, the latter three sources are now out of print.
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Fulwiler (1987) was an edited collection of articles by 48 contributing authors 

who addressed a wide range of diverse journal uses. It included the use of journals as 

tools for student and teacher self-reflection, and for teaching science and humanities, 

including English. However, it did not include any treatments of journal use in the second 

language classroom. In the Peyton and Reed (1990, Preface section) handbook, the 

authors focused on student-to-teacher dialogue journals with “nonnative English speaking 

students, at elementary through high school levels.” Peyton (1990) was an edited 

collection that included disparate contributions ranging from the use of dialogue journals 

with deaf students to an attempt, by Peyton herself, to quantify the acquisition of 

specified grammatical morphemes. Finally, the edited collection by Peyton and Staton 

(1993) recycled many of the themes found in Peyton and Reed, with individual 

contributions by Peyton, Staton, Reed, and one collaboration by Peyton and Staton. The 

inbreeding in this last collection was exacerbated by the recycling and sharing of data 

sources among the authors whose research emphases and analyses differed slightly.

In all four of these books the general term dialogue journal subsumed all forms of 

journal writing in which at least two interlocutors communicate through the medium of a 

common journal, in a native, foreign, or second language. The four books in question did 

not, however, encompass the whole range of variations on the dialogue journal activity. 

They were almost solely dedicated to dialogue journals in which students wrote to their 

teachers, while ignoring peer-to-peer dialogue journals. Witness Peyton and Reed (1990), 

who defined the dialogue journal as “a conversation between a teacher and an individual 

student” (p. 3).
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That said, Peyton and Reed (1990) did acknowledge the possibility of other pairs 

of interlocutors, including native- and second-language writers, older and younger 

writers, and writers who are mentally-, physically-, or learning-challenged. They even 

conceded the potential existence of peer-to-peer dialogue journals: “Students at upper 

elementary or secondary levels might be paired with each other” (p. 10). However, even 

though the authors acknowledged this potential alternative, they failed to elaborate on it 

at all. It was surprising that peer-to-peer dialogue journals were basically neglected in 

these presumably comprehensive sources.

In most of the treatments of dialogue journal writing, including those above, there 

was one common element: The medium was consistently a common loose-leaf or bound 

notebook in which both teacher and student wrote their entries. The journals were 

exchanged on a regular basis. The subject matter was chosen by the writers or, in content 

courses, the journal was used to address more or less specific course content. The 

stronger member of the pair, presumably the teacher, responded to the content of the 

students’ entries rather than correcting or grading them, although the teacher could 

choose to model the correct linguistic form more or less explicitly, often in the form of 

recasts. The entries were confidential, confined to the teacher and the student, except in 

cases where the conditions were otherwise agreed. Furthermore, all of these sources made 

largely empirically unsubstantiated claims that student-to-teacher dialogue journals 

contributed to increases in the linguistic proficiencies of their students, and that the 

journals acted as valuable forums through which students could discuss their problems 

and anxieties, and vent their frustrations.
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The most persistent question in these sources was whether or not low-proficiency 

writers would be able to carry on sustained communications in a second language with 

more proficient writers. Indeed, that was one of the initial concerns of the secret journal 

project to be examined in this study, a concern that was put to rest within the first couple 

of weeks of its administration. Peyton (1990) observed that “ESL learners can compose 

and express themselves in written English long before they have mastered its forms and 

structures” (p. 91). Peyton (Peyton & Staton, 1993, p. 2) echoed that confidence: “We 

discovered that these students could write, even though they were still learning English, 

and some at very beginning stages.” Sandler (1987) had a similar concern that was 

elucidated in the title of her contribution to Fulwiler (1987): Letting Them Write When 

They Can’t Even Talk? Writing As Discovery in the Foreign Language Classroom, a 

concern that she soon found to be groundless.

The four sources cited above (Fulwiler, 1987; Peyton, 1990; Peyton & Reed,

1990; Peyton & Staton, 1993) provided critical background material for anyone interested 

in the pedagogical value of and administration of dialogue journals in a wide range of 

educational settings. However, they omitted any specific discussion of peer-to-peer 

dialogue journals. We must look beyond dialogue journal sources for additional 

theoretical justification for the use of dialogue journals with peers. Fortunately, the 

student-to-teacher dialogue journal sources also cite a wide range of scholarship that is 

relevant to peer-to-peer dialogue journals: Applebee, Britton, Brown, Bruner, Dewey, 

Freire, Krashen, Long, Swain, and Vygotsky, to name a few. It is these potential 

contributors to whom we now turn.
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Psychology of Language Learning 

The most often cited general rationale for the use of the dialogue journal in 

second language pedagogy is that it provides a vehicle for the interlocutors to write for 

meaning rather than for linguistic display. The writing is for a real purpose: to discover 

and explore subjects of mutual interest to the interlocutors, and is co-constructed out of 

the cultural context in which the interlocutors are situated. Cited in Peyton and Reed 

(1990, p. 28), Applebee’s criticism of the then current writing pedagogy was especially 

salient.

Despite the tremendous interest in the past several years in providing more 
opportunities for writing and in improving the writing of nonnative English 
speaking students, much in-school writing continues to be done in response to 
specific teacher assignments, about teacher-assigned topics, with no particular 
audience in mind, and for no purpose other than evaluation of the student’s 
writing ability (Applebee, 1984).

Holmes and Moulton (1995) suggested that dialogue journals emerged from the 

communicative competence movement: “Out of the communicative competence 

movement, dialogue journal writing has emerged as an L2 writing activity which 

researchers suggest supports the writing process by engaging writing partners in a two- 

way written interaction that encourages authentic communication” (p. 224). The authors 

then went on to suggest that the theories of both Paolo Freire (1973, 1987) and Lev 

Vygotsky (1962, 1978) provided the theoretical underpinnings and justification for 

dialogue journals. "Freire's impact on dialogue journal research comes from his Socratic 

notions about adult learning and his belief in the power of genuine dialogue to provide 

the fundamental context for all learning" (p. 224). According to Holmes and Moulton: 

"The developmental theories of Vygotsky (1978) are often invoked to explain how
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dialogue journal writing supports language acquisition" and that Vygotsky “suggested 

that human learning is mediated through interaction with others” (p. 224).

Vygotsky: Scaffolding and the ZPD

In 1962, Vygotsky defined the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD), a

metaphorical space between an expert or more capable figure, and a weaker learner or

novice, in which the expert may assist the novice in the learning process through speech,

by “scaffolding” the novice’s knowledge or skills. In the student-to-teacher dialogue

journal, which might be thought of as itself constituting the ZPD, the teachers stretch

“their students’ thinking and language skills...by using language slightly beyond the

students’ levels of proficiency (i.e., interacting with students within their ‘zones of

proximal development’ [Vygotsky, 1962])” (Peyton, 1990, xi). In his Introduction,

Fulwiler (1987) also addressed the Vygotskian contribution to dialogue journal writing.

However, recent research and scholarship suggest that the informal language of 
journals is too important to ignore. Leading language scholars, including 
Vygotsky (1962), Moffett (1968, 1982), Britton (1970, 1975), Emig (1971, 1977), 
Elbow (1973, 1982), Shaughnessy (1977), and Berthoff (1983), have argued, 
variously but persuasively, that human beings find meaning in the world by 
exploring it through language—through their own easy talky language, not the 
language of textbook and teacher, (p. 1)

Erickson (1996) later extended Vygotsky’s concept and suggested that rather than 

a one-way transfer of knowledge, the expert might also benefit from the dialogue with the 

novice in a bidirectional exchange of knowledge: “In the new view, the student is seen as 

active, influencing the teacher while being influenced by the teacher” (p. 30). Hudelson

(1993) applied a similar extended view of the bidirectional exchange of knowledge to 

student-to-teacher dialogue journals: “Thus learner and teacher together collaborate to
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create written conversations, to exchange ideas and views, to learn from each other. In 

the process, both writers become teacher and learner” (p. xiv).

Van Lier (1996), however, highlighted a critical weakness in the expert-novice 

dichotomy: the inherent inequality in power between the expert and the novice that might 

serve to dilute the efficacy of the transfer or exchange of knowledge. He paraphrased 

Freire: “Paulo Freire has said that you can only have dialog when you have equality” (pp. 

139-140). Clearly there is a power gap between a student and a teacher.

Donato (1994) made a quantum leap by extending the Vygotsky expert-novice 

dyad and adapting it to interlocutors in the second language classroom. While Vygotsky’s 

interlocutors were the expert and the novice, Donato’s interlocutors were, more or less, 

equally matched peers. Donato carried out a study that sought “to answer the question of 

whether learners can exert a developmental influence on each other’s interlanguage 

system in observable ways” (p. 39).

Donato’s (1994) participants were three well-acquainted students of French at an 

American university. Their interactions during a one-hour planning session for a follow- 

on oral task were videotaped and transcribed. The data were then examined for examples 

of collective scaffolding, that is, instances in which one or two of the partners assisted the 

other or others in acquiring a grammatical form necessary to carrying out the task.

Donato found that of the 32 cases observed, in which one partner scaffolded another 

during the planning session, 24 were observed later during the task performance, where 

help was no longer available. He concluded that “the microgenetic analysis of collective 

activity has revealed that in the process of peer scaffolding, learners can expand their 

own L2 knowledge and extend the linguistic development of their peers” (p. 52). Donato
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went on to apply his findings to the second language classroom: “By recasting the role of 

learners during social interaction, the current theoretical position supporting group work 

in second language classrooms will be expanded beyond simple opportunities to 

exchange linguistic artifact to that of the collective acquisition of the second language” 

(p. 53). To summarize, Donato demonstrated that through social interaction, peers could 

collectively scaffold each other with resulting increases in the proficiencies of both or all 

of the partners. Whether or not the peer-to-peer dialogue journal provides a venue for 

peer scaffolding remains to be seen.

If we accept a modification of the basic Vygotskian psychological view from a 

transfer of knowledge to an exchange of knowledge, and from an expert-novice dyad to a 

peer-peer dyad, it becomes evident that we need to examine additional literature in 

psychology and psycholinguistics in order to flesh out the theoretical justification for the 

use of dialogue journals in second and foreign language pedagogy.

Authenticity

Authenticity is often discussed in the psychology of language-learning literature, 

as well as in the second- and foreign-language writing pedagogy literature. Authenticity 

is defined as “the degree to which language teaching materials have the qualities of 

natural speech or writing” (Richards, Platt, & Platt, 1992, p. 27). Authenticity is a 

particular concern in the EFL environment because it is largely artificial and is confined 

to classrooms in which the language is decontextualized and often denatured. 

“Unfortunately, opportunities to use oral or written language interactively are missing in 

the classroom. Even students learning English as a second language often have few
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opportunities in class to use English, to exchange genuine information with the teacher or

with each other” (Peyton & Staton, 1993, p. 5).

Little (1997) was outspoken in his view of the importance of authenticity in

language learning and the importance of “authentic texts” to language learning.

I argued that because they use the same psycholinguistic mechanisms language 
learning and language use are essentially inseparable, so that it is logically 
impossible to define a threshold of target language competence that learners must 
achieve before they are exposed to authentic texts: authentic texts should play a 
central role in language learning at all levels, (p. 235)

Van Lier (1996) discussed authenticity in detail and expressed a concern for the 

lack of effectiveness of L2 language teaching. “The fact that classroom language looks 

and sounds like classroom language is often taken as evidence of the artificiality of 

language lessons, and this in turn can then be used as an explanation for the lack of 

success of language instruction” (p. 123).

The challenge becomes trying to find activities that have a sense of authenticity.

Is the second language dialogue journal, either peer-to-peer or student-to-teacher, 

authentic? One might quibble that it is not, given that in the former case, the interlocutors 

are using a language that is not their native language, and in the latter case, the student is 

using a non-native language while the teacher is using his or her native language, and in 

an environment of unequal power. However, in both forms of dialogue journals the 

interlocutors must use the second language to find a common ground upon which to 

communicate (or fail to do so), and after having done so, explore that ground. The 

medium may not be completely authentic, in the sense that the language employed is not 

the native language of at least one of the interlocutors, but the purpose is authentic.
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However, Peyton and Reed (1990), primarily proponents of student-to-teacher 

dialogue journals, had no doubts: “Students have the opportunity to use writing to 

communicate: to express concepts that are important to them, to accomplish real 

purposes, to be read by an interested audience, and to receive a reply that is genuine and 

meaningful” (p. 11).

There is another authenticity problem in the student-to-teacher dialogue journal. 

The teacher may not qualify as an authentic audience. Not only are the teachers using 

their native languages, while their students are not, but as was pointed out in both Green 

and Green (1993) and Worthington (1997), student-to-teacher dialogue journals largely 

ignore a critical characteristic: teachers are often unlikely to know much about, nor are 

they able to appreciate the current and ever-changing tastes in popular culture of interest 

to children, adolescents, and university students. This situation is exacerbated in the EFL 

environment where native English teachers may be unable to appreciate the popular 

culture tastes of their student-interlocutors either because of poor second language skills, 

because they may be uninterested in those tastes, or both.

The gulf between the second language skill of the student and the native language 

of the teacher, the differences in tastes in popular culture, the unequal power relationship, 

and the mandate for the teacher to provide instruction may conspire to make the student- 

to-teacher dialogue journal unauthentic.

Just as easily, however, one could argue that the peer-to-peer dialogue journal 

qualifies as authentic. The entries of the interlocutors are genuine attempts at 

communication and are not produced for language learning reasons, although language 

learning may occur. Furthermore, the recipients of the communications are not asked to
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do anything unauthentic with them, such as correcting errors. Indeed, they are merely 

asked to read them and respond in a completely natural manner, the same as they would 

in their native languages. The interlocutors communicate with each other for real 

purposes, about subjects of interest to them, in an environment of equality.

Autonomy

Autonomy is another topic often discussed in the second language learning

literature. In discussing the importance of authenticity to language learning, Little (1997)

suggested an important symbiotic relationship between authenticity and autonomy.

Authentic texts are directly relevant to the development of learner autonomy in 
two ways. First, on the affective level, learners who from the beginning have been 
exposed to authentic texts rapidly develop confidence in the face of the target 
language. In particular, they quickly cease to worry that their comprehension may 
be incomplete, since they know that much can be achieved on the basis of partial 
comprehension. Secondly, on the psychological level, authentic texts 
accommodate the two-way relation between language learning and language use, 
encouraging the development of techniques of language learning that entail 
language use and techniques of language use that entail language learning, (p.
231)

Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, and Ryan (1991), echoed by van Lier (1996),

highlighted the role of autonomy as a critical component in their self-determination

theory. They proposed that intrinsic motivation is the product of three innate needs

inherent in the life of the human: “the needs for competence, relatedness, and autonomy

(or self-determination)” (p. 327). They continued on to define these three needs:

Competence involves understanding how to attain various external and internal 
outcomes and being efficacious in performing the requisite actions; relatedness 
involves developing secure and satisfying connections with others in one’s social 
milieu; and autonomy refers to being self-initiating and self-regulating of one’s 
own actions, (p. 327)
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The authors concluded that “simply stated, motivation, performance, and development 

will be maximized within social contexts that provide people the opportunity to satisfy 

their basic psychological needs for competence, relatedness, and autonomy” (pp. 327- 

328).

Peer-to-peer dialogue journals appear to satisfy all three of the conditions that 

contribute to maximizing intrinsic motivation. The interlocutors certainly have the 

competence it takes to establish and maintain relationships with others in their native 

languages. Using that same competence in second language communication seems an 

obvious step. Likewise the second condition, relatedness: A major part of the rationale 

for the peer-to-peer dialogue journal is for the interlocutors to establish and maintain 

relationships with others in their “social milieu,” a view shared by authors writing about 

Japanese adolescents (Fukuzawa & LeTendre, 2001). Finally, nearly complete ownership 

and autonomy are characteristic of the peer-to-peer dialogue journal, especially when the 

content is unspecified and there is minimal teacher intervention.

Peyton and Reed (1990) provided additional support for the importance of 

autonomy: “The dialogue journal can be a completely open-ended writing experience, a 

time when students can write freely about anything they want to, in any way they want 

to” ( p. 28). The autonomy adds to a sense of ownership by the student, with added 

benefits: “When we feel a sense of ownership, we take responsibility” (p. 111).

Interest

Perhaps interest is the most elusive of the characteristics that teachers try to 

incorporate into their lesson plans. Any teacher who has spent more than five minutes in
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a classroom full of learners can attest to the phenomenon of a minimally interesting

activity and its benumbing effect on those learners, especially younger learners. There

exists considerable literature that suggests that interest is a vital determinant as to

whether a young student will learn or not, which is why interest remains a much-

discussed topic in enlightened discussions of curriculum design.

To those who favor the learner-centered design, this is the key criterion. These 
persons note that knowledge exists in the learner when it is meaningful to his or 
her life. When it fails to be meaningful, it dehumanizes education. The interest 
criterion has been with us since the time of the child-centered school in the 1920s. 
Advocates of this movement urged that the child should be the source of the 
curriculum; in other words, the children’s interest should determine the 
curriculum. (Omstein & Hunkins, 2004, p. 219)

Hidi and Harackiewicz (2000) discussed “motivating the academically

unmotivated” and pointed out that “research has demonstrated that interest has a powerful

facilitative effect on cognitive functioning. Its influence on academic performance has

been established across individuals, knowledge domains, and subject areas” (p. 152). The

authors continued with an observation especially applicable to young learners: “Theorists

have also suggested that interest may be the key to early stages of learning, as well as to

differences between expert and moderately skilled performers” (p. 152).

In one of the most comprehensive treatments of the factors that influence

classroom interest, Bergin (1999) distinguished between person-centered interest and

situation-centered interest, and remarked that in the short run a teacher may do little

about the former, but that the latter “is manipulable by educators” (p. 87). He enumerated

12 situational factors that influence interest: hands-on, discrepancy, novelty, food, social

interaction, modeling, games and puzzles, content, biophilia, fantasy, humor, and

narrative. At least six of these factors seem to speak directly to a potential connection
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between interest and the secret peer-to-peer dialogue journal: social interaction, content, 

hands-on, novelty, games and puzzles, and fantasy.

The contribution of social interaction to interest seems obvious: “To the degree 

that students perceive that a task or activity will allow them to socialize, especially with 

friends, they will tend to be interested in the task” (Bergin, 1999, p. 93), a view supported 

by Fukuzawa and LeTendre (2001). Indeed, a primary goal of the peer-to-peer dialogue 

journal medium is to allow the interlocutors to socialize with the hope that in doing so 

their language skills, and perhaps their social skills, will improve.

For maintenance of socializing, mutually interesting content must be located and 

negotiated, a linguistic challenge in a second language, but an easier one when the 

interlocutors share similar cultural backgrounds. The content of the peer-to-peer dialogue 

journal is determined by the interlocutors themselves; they can discuss subjects of interest 

to one or both of them, rather than a topic chosen randomly by a teacher who provides it 

as a vehicle for linguistic display.

Writing in, drawing in (Appendix B), and exchanging a physical (rather than an 

electronic) peer-to-peer dialogue journal is very much a hands-on experience. As to 

novelty, the peer-to-peer dialogue journal is certainly an activity that few students have 

ever experienced in school. However, the downside of novelty, as Bergin (1999) points 

out, is that “stimuli that were once novel obviously become not novel after they have 

been around for a while” (p. 93).

The final two factors from Bergin (1999) — games and puzzles, and fantasy — 

overlap. As it relates to secret peer-to-peer dialogue journals, the process of imagining, 

negotiating, and eventually finding out at least some of the personal characteristics and
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tastes of one’s partner is game-like, with a strong element of fantasy. Egan (1986) made a 

particularly compelling case as to the importance of fantasy in the education of young 

students, and the extent of its neglect by educational delivery institutions: “The dominant 

model and principles are derived from educational research and theorizing that has almost 

entirely ignored the power and educational uses of children’s imagination” (p. 1).

Clearly, interest is a major focus of companies and institutions that manufacture 

educational materials. Computer and ancillary businesses have not ignored the appeal to 

interest. Many of them are designing engaging learning activities for young people by 

striving for maximization of interest and autonomy through interactivity in often cleverly 

disguised game-like educational environments.

The secret peer-to-peer dialogue journal potentially has some of those 

characteristics that can contribute to interest as posited by both Bergin (1999) and Egan 

(1986): the opportunity to socialize with peers, content of interest that is co-determined 

by the interlocutors, a physical medium, novelty, and a secret game-like fantasy 

atmosphere. Whether the journals actually exhibit any of these characteristics, and 

whether verifiable linguistic and social development occurs is as yet unknown.

Anxiety

Many second language scholars argue that the number one factor that militates 

against successful second language learning is communication anxiety. Indeed, even 

those who have a high level of L2 competence can suffer insecurities in its use. For that 

matter, most humans are occasional victims of some insecurity in communicating even in 

their Lis, especially in particularly stressful situations.

29

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



In their review of the literature regarding language-learning anxiety, MacIntyre

and Gardner (1991) reiterated the now widely accepted distinctions amongst three types

of anxiety: trait, situation specific, and state. A given language learner may generally be

susceptible to anxiety because of a personality predisposition (trait anxiety). However, it

is the classroom situation in which students may be asked to produce the second language

in front of classmates that sparks situation-specific anxiety.

For the experienced EFL teacher at the junior high school level in Japan, the

anxiety of the students is frequently obvious. When beginning English-leamer

proficiencies are combined with the purported Japanese abhorrence of oral

communication and the raging insecurities of the young teenager, the stage is set for a

classroom where very little oral interaction takes place. Horwitz, Horwitz and Cope

(1986) addressed the role of speaking in the classroom and its contribution to anxiety:

“Difficulty in speaking in class is probably the most frequently cited concern of the

anxious foreign language students” (p. 126). MacIntyre (1999) also underscored the

importance of the role of anxiety in language learning, and in doing so, appeared to

characterize the stereotypical Japanese adolescent in an EFL classroom.

Overall, the single most important source of language anxiety seems to be the fear 
of speaking in front of other people using a language with which one has limited 
proficiency. For this reason, language learning has more potential for students to 
embarrass themselves, to frustrate their self-expression, and to challenge their 
self-esteem and sense of identity than almost any other learning activity, (p. 33)

Peyton and Reed (1990) suggested that by supplementing live classroom

communication with dialogue journals, some of the second language oral communication

anxiety felt by students could be avoided, and some of the barriers that decrease their

willingness to communicate, removed. “Dialogue journals can ease the pain of such face-
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to-face encounters by providing a nonthreatening way for students to communicate” (p.

1). Holmes and Moulton (1995) pointed out that “perhaps one of the most significant 

claimed benefits of dialogue journal writing is the reduced anxiety that students 

experience through this medium of communication” and that “with reduced anxiety, 

students took greater risks with their writing, wrote more frequently, and improved their 

writing skills” (p. 225). The environment of the dialogue journal can eliminate much of 

the pressure that results from face-to-face communication: superficial acceptance or 

dismissal judgments based on factors such as appearance, athletic prowess, academic 

status, and popularity.

That said, it must be recognized that there exists a writing anxiety construct as 

well. “Similar effects can be observed when speaking or writing in the second language” 

(MacIntyre, 1999). Cheng, Horwitz, and Schallert (1999) added empirical support for the 

writing-anxiety construct. Using modified and translated versions of the FLCAS (Foreign 

Language Classroom Anxiety Scale) and SLWAT (the Daly-Miller Writing 

Apprehension Test) with 433 Taiwanese English majors, the authors found a “significant 

and moderately high correlation” (r = .65) between measures of oral and writing anxiety. 

That is, anxiety experienced in the second language classroom was moderately correlated 

with second language writing anxiety. Despite the moderately high correlation, the 

authors distinguished “second language classroom anxiety and second language writing 

anxiety as two related yet relatively distinguishable anxiety constructs” (p. 436), and that 

“some language learners may feel particularly anxious about speaking in the second 

language, and some about writing” (p. 438). The peer-to-peer dialogue journal may 

simply substitute second language writing anxiety for classroom oral communication
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anxiety. It may be problematic, however, to detect signs of writing anxiety without 

extensive valid and reliable surveys.

Willingness To Communicate (WTC)

The flip side of the anxiety coin is willingness to communicate (WTC). In 

MacIntyre, Clement, Domyei, and Noels (1998), WTC is characterized as a combination 

of factors that influence one’s likelihood of initiating an oral communication.

For those who teach elementary and adolescent students, the problem and the 

challenge are compounded. Inside the classroom, WTC is frustrated by academic 

pressures, family pressures, peer pressures, friendship pressures, gender pressures, 

pressures caused by differences in academic, athletic, appearance, and social factors. 

Outside the classroom, WTC may be thwarted by an array of factors not the least of 

which may be a lack of opportunity to communicate in the foreign language. Indeed, the 

foreign language teacher who teaches adolescents is fortunate to foster any foreign 

language communication whatsoever, inside or outside the classroom.

The WTC model by MacIntyre et al. (1998) will be examined in order to 

determine how and the extent to which it might predict a positive or negative role of 

WTC in peer-to-peer dialogue journals, in particular the secret peer-to-peer dialogue 

journal form of the activity. While the WTC model is designed to be applied to spoken 

language rather than written, for the moment that departure from intention will be put 

aside. Furthermore, not all of the model will be examined. Instead, a discussion of “the 

top three layers (I, II, & III), which represent situation-specific influences on WTC at a 

given moment in time” is more relevant to a discussion of dialogue journals than the
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bottom three layers (IV, V, & VI), which “represent stable, enduring influences” (p. 547), 

that is, individual personality traits and attitudes.

MacIntyre et al. (1998) stressed the importance of Layer III, Situated Antecedents 

o f  Communication and its eventual effect on WTC: “we see the desire to interact with a 

specific person and state self-confidence as the most immediate determinants of WTC” 

(p. 549). The Situated Antecedents o f Communication are, therefore, comprised of two 

contributing factors: the Desire to Communicate with a Specific Person and State 

Communicative Self-Confidence.

MacIntyre et al. (1998) suggested that there were two components that 

contributed to the desire to communicate with a specific person, or in a negative sense, 

militated against it: affiliation and control. “Research in social psychology reveals that 

affiliation often occurs with persons who are physically nearby, persons who are 

encountered frequently, physically attractive persons, and those who are similar to us in a 

variety of ways” (p. 549). The second component was control of the language to be used, 

the LI or an L2, in a given communicative situation.

The other contributing factor to Layer III is State Communicative Self- 

Confidence. State here refers to the specific situation in which a potential communication 

may take place, for example, a foreign language classroom. The antithesis of state 

communicative self-confidence is state anxiety, a high degree of which would discourage 

WTC. That anxiety “may be increased by many factors such as unpleasant prior 

experiences, intergroup tension, increased fear of assimilation, an increased number of 

people listening, and so forth” (p. 549). For many students, foreign language classrooms
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are often extremely high-anxiety environments that conspire against oral communication, 

as Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope (1986) observed.

Layer II  of the model is labeled Behavioural Intention. MacIntyre et al. (1998) 

apparently equates the behavioral intention layer with what the model diagram (p. 547) 

shows as its only contributing factor: Willingness to Communicate. In the discussion of 

this layer, we find the Achilles heel of English language programs in Japan or perhaps in 

any foreign language environment. “In this sense, intention must combine with 

opportunity [italics added] to produce behaviour” (MacIntyre et al., 1998, p. 548). 

Opportunities are few for authentic communication in an L2 in a largely monocultural 

and monolingual society, regardless of the degree to which an individual is willing to 

communicate.

The top layer of the model, Layer I, is Communication Behaviour. According to 

MacIntyre et al. (1998), the desire to communicate with a specific person and state 

communicative self-confidence {Layer III) combine to minimize anxiety and maximize 

self-confidence. These factors, in turn, produce the desire to communicate. That desire, 

combined with the opportunity to communicate {Layer II), produce communication 

{Layer I).

In the adolescent peer-to-peer dialogue journal, the interlocutors have an 

opportunity to communicate in an L2, or affiliate in an L2, with those individuals with 

whom they most wish to do so, their peers (Fukuzawa & LeTendre, 2001). Control is not 

an issue; the language to be used is pre-specified, and the English proficiencies of most 

Japanese adolescents are similar. State anxiety is minimized; the journals are 

confidential, and the psychological and physical distances of the interlocutors preclude
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superficial judgments that might militate against WTC. The playing field is level. Finally, 

the journals provide the opportunity to communicate in the L2, and for authentic 

purposes.

Second Language Acquisition Literature 

Second Language Acquisition Theory 

Just as many of the basic social sciences and practical pedagogy have more or less 

inadvertently contributed to the theoretical basis for the dialogue journal, so perhaps have 

the stalwarts of second language acquisition theory, for example, Krashen, Long, and 

Swain, as well as the works of Willis (1996) and Skehan (2003) on task-based learning.

The conditions for at least two of the main hypotheses of Krashen’s (1981) now 

well-known second language acquisition theory, which he posits as necessary and 

sufficient for acquisition, may be inherent in the peer-to-peer dialogue journal. The two 

hypotheses are The Input Hypothesis and The Affective Filter Hypothesis.

Central to the former is “comprehensible input,” which is loosely defined as input 

slightly above the current level of the receiver’s interlanguage. Peer-to-peer dialogue 

journal entries written by interlocutors at roughly the same level of second language 

proficiency should be at the correct level to qualify as comprehensible. The drive to 

communicate successfully with one’s partner is a powerful stimulant for making that 

input clear and understandable. With dialogue journals in a relatively homogeneous 

culture like Japan, the comprehensibility is increased by the shared cultural experience 

and similar interests, in many cases. In instances where communication breaks down or is 

unclear, “the more proficient language user facilitates the participation of the less
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proficient participant by modifying the qualities of his or her interaction and language in 

a variety of ways, according to the perceived proficiency of the learner” (Peyton &

Staton, 1993, p. 4). It may very well be that participants in a peer-to-peer dialogue journal 

activity supply each other with comprehensible language, in the usual sense of the word 

comprehensible. However, whether or not that language fosters acquisition is quite 

another question.

The latter component, The Affective Filter Hypothesis, pre-dated discussions of 

the role of the formal psychological construct of anxiety in the language learning 

classroom, examined previously. According to Krashen (1981), optimum second 

language acquisition occurs in a low affective-filter environment, that is, a low-anxiety 

environment. The state of low anxiety allows the learner to attend to input without 

distraction.

Krashen (1981) summarizes concisely what he views as the critical characteristic

of the good language teacher: “The effective language teacher is someone who can

provide input and help make it comprehensible in a low anxiety situation” (p. 32). It

remains to be seen if the peer-to-peer dialogue journal qualifies as a vehicle for providing

that input in such an environment.

Just as Krashen was the formulator of the idea of comprehensible input, Swain

(1985) was his counterpart in declaring the necessity of “comprehensible output” to

language acquisition. Peyton and Staton (1993, p. 5) report that Swain

argues that just as important as comprehensible input is ‘comprehensible output,’ 
‘being pushed toward the delivery of a message that is not only conveyed, but that 
is conveyed precisely, coherently, and appropriately’ (p. 249). The use of the 
language, in interaction with others, ‘provides opportunities for contextualized, 
meaningful [language] use, to test out hypotheses about the target language, and
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to move the learner from a purely semantic analysis of the language to a syntactic 
analysis’ (p. 252).

Likewise, Long (1980) pre-dated the Vygotskian voices that now inform the field 

of second language learning by pointing out the crucial role of interaction in first- and 

second-language learning.

Early second language acquisition researchers foresaw and labeled factors that 

they claimed influenced second language acquisition. In many cases, their observations 

were supported by research on psychological and native-language psycholinguistic 

constructs that were later published and accepted into the second language acquisition 

field.

Task-Based Learning 

In her book on task-based learning, Willis (1996) succinctly defined tasks as 

follows: “ .. .tasks are always activities where the target language is used by the learner 

for a communicative purpose (goal) in order to achieve an outcome” (p. 23). The 

characterization by Williams and Burden (1997) highlights the importance of tasks as a 

means of providing the forum for interaction through which language learning takes 

place.

One of the driving forces behind the current surge of interest in tasks within the 
foreign language classroom has been psycholinguistic. Studies of foreign 
language acquisition and theories about the way in which individuals acquire a 
foreign language suggest that a learner’s language system develops through 
communicating meaningfully in the target language. In other words, individuals 
acquire a foreign language through the process of interacting, negotiating and 
conveying meanings in the language in purposeful situations. Thus a task, in this 
sense, is seen as a forum within which such meaningful interaction between two 
or more participants can take place. It is through the ensuing exchange and
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negotiation of meanings that learners’ knowledge of the language system 
develops, (p. 168)

Skehan (2003) adds additional support to the importance of interaction: “A 

contrasting view of interaction is that taken within sociocultural theory, where 

researchers explore how learners co-construct meaning while engaging in interaction” (p. 

5). The dialogue journal seems to qualify as a task by any of the current definitions of 

task in the second language pedagogical literature.

Linguistic Improvement Literature 

Writing Improvement 

The dialogue journal literature is nearly uniform in explicitly and implicitly 

claiming that dialogue journal writing results in improvement in writing proficiency. In 

fact, virtually all the authors writing specifically about dialogue journals (Fulwiler, 1987; 

Peyton, 1990; Peyton & Reed, 1990; Peyton & Staton, 1993) claimed a strong role played 

by the dialogue journal in promoting increases in writing proficiency, especially in 

fluency. However, it may also be that accuracy is promoted as well. The process of 

communicating about shared interests and tastes almost certainly fuels an additional 

concern for accuracy by the interlocutors in order to achieve mutual understanding, and 

to avoid the potential embarrassment that bad or unclear writing might implant in the 

eyes of one’s partner.

In the process of negotiating meaning in the journal, the writer’s linguistic 

competence develops (Peyton, 1990), who also observed that “dialogue journal writing, 

therefore, appears to provide a valuable context for the acquisition of a second language
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in a written interaction” (p. 70). Sandler (1987) stated: “I have found that even at the 

most elementary levels journal writing, free composition, and other exercises that 

encourage students’ uninhibited use of language to explore their thoughts can bring 

surprising progress in language learning” (p. 312).

Despite numerous claims that penpal or dialogue journal writing results in 

improvement of writing proficiency, those claims are not supported by empirical 

evidence. There have been only three attempts at quantifying changes in writing 

proficiency: Crowhurst (1991), already discussed, Peyton (Peyton, 1990), and Casanave

(1994).

Peyton (1990) studied the rank orders of grammatical morphemes supplied in 

obligatory situations. Her participants were five sixth-grade ESL students who had been 

in the U. S. less than a year. She studied 20 interactions of each of the participants over 

three sample periods (fall, winter, and spring) for six verb-related and four noun-related 

morphemes. The morphemes were then ranked by the percentage of those supplied to 

those required. Correlations were then run to compare the ranks from period to period; 

the correlations were strong, r > 0.15, p  < .05, between the three sample periods, which 

meant that the same grammatical constructions were correctly supplied by the five 

participants at roughly the same relative percentage from period to period. Furthermore, 

Peyton’s rank orders were similar to the rank orders found by other researchers. Peyton 

claimed that this constitutes evidence of “universal patterns of acquisition” (p. 89).

While the Peyton (1990) study suffered from a small sample size, she found that 

the patterns of gains in the use of the morphemes studied were not uniform from 

individual to individual. None of the individuals made gains in the use of some
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morphemes, while with others, all of the participants made gains of various magnitudes.

With other morphemes, some individuals made gains while others did not. Peyton cited

the common litany of reasons found in the second language acquisition literature for the

differences in the apparent acquisition of the morphemes by the different individuals, and

she speculated that they may have been affected by the different native languages of the

participants. Despite the inconclusive, or at least, mixed results, Peyton concluded that

“dialogue journal writing does reflect changes in the students’ language proficiency over

time, even at the earliest stages of second language acquisition” (p. 91).

Casanave (1994), an advocate of student-to-teacher dialogue journal writing,

studied the journal writing of 16 of her students, chosen neither “systematically or

randomly.” She then selected two journals from each of three semesters from each of the

16 participants: the first two at the beginning of the first semester, the last two at the end

of the first semester, and two from the end of the third semester, a total of 96 journals.

She carried out 11 counts on the entries in these journals, but eventually focused on five

that involved the length, complexity, and accuracy of the T-units. Casanave’s

observations on the results of her study are insightful as they apply to relatively low-

proficiency writers. She found, for example, that according to the T-unit analyses, 45% of

her participants “did not progress” (p. 193). Rather than being disappointed, Casanave

found occasion for optimism in this lack of progress in grammatical accuracy.

Let me say a few more words on the issue of grammatical accuracy. Time and 
again, in this research project and in my regular teaching, students have reported 
that they come to write more quickly and easily and with greater enjoyment over 
the three semesters of journal writing. I have observed that as students relax into 
their writing, and as they write more fluently, thoughtfully, and insightfully, the 
grammatical accuracy of the writing of some of them decreases [italics added]. I 
find the increases in fluency and insight exciting—and more interesting than
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greater grammatical accuracy. But regrettably these signs of improvement have 
little face validity for many students, who see ‘improvement’ in traditionally 
narrow terms, (p. 193)

This trade-off of fluency for grammatical accuracy provides ammunition for those 

defending the use of uncorrected peer-to-peer dialogue journals in second language 

pedagogy, where the major goals may be defined by some as an opportunity for 

socialization, development of fluency, and autonomy in a low anxiety environment.

Little (1997) pointed out that because oral communication is the only form of 

communication that “requires language learners to produce an immediate response,” 

authentic written texts allow the language learner to “plan, monitor, edit, and revise” 

thereby focusing on linguistic form, “giving particular attention to morpho-syntax” (p. 

231). The delayed immediacy of the peer-to-peer dialogue journal makes it possible, 

though not obligatory, for the interlocutors to respond more accurately in the L2 in a 

genuinely communicative manner, but without the anxiety and pressure for speed found 

in face-to-face communication.

The Correction Controversy

Because dialogue journals are generally uncorrected, is it reasonable to assume 

that the writing proficiencies of peer-to-peer dialogue journal interlocutors will improve 

in the absence of correction? The correction-no correction or the response-no response 

controversy is one guaranteed to raise the hackles of the stereotypical language teacher 

armed with a predisposition to correct and a red pen. In the Introduction, I characterized 

my experience with correction and its effect, or lack of the same. Apparently, Lalande 

(1982) had similar experiences. He began his often-cited article with the tongue-in-cheek
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observation that “some students exhibit remarkable consistency: they commit the same 

errors or types of errors from one essay to the next” (p. 140). Even so, he went on to 

support the view, at odds with his observation, that teachers should consider seriously the 

adoption of a policy of “total correction of written errors” and that teachers should help 

their students locate errors so that they can “invoke problem-solving/active correction 

strategies” (p. 147).

It is respected scholars in the second language writing field who have been 

outspoken on the correction or response issue, “What all of this means, then, is that we 

should respond not so much to student writing but to student writers” (Zamel, 1985, p. 

97). Zamel’s views were often echoed in treatments of dialogue journal writing 

(Duppenthaler, 2002; Fulwiler, 1987; Peyton, 1990; Peyton & Reed, 1990; Peyton & 

Staton, 1993), all of which supported response to content rather than correction of 

linguistic errors.

Likewise, in the general ESL/EFL literature, there has been support for a non­

correction approach. The strongest and most strident case for non-correction can be found 

in Truscott (1996), which gave rise to a heated debate on the subject. He posited that (a) 

“research evidence shows that grammar correction is ineffective,” (b) the “lack of 

effectiveness is exactly what should be expected, given the nature of the correction 

process and the nature of language learning,” (c) “grammar correction has significant 

harmful effects,” and (d) “various arguments offered for continuing it all lack merit” (p. 

328). Truscott’s final sentence provides the piece de resistance: “Thus, for the foreseeable
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future my conclusion stands: Grammar correction has no place in writing classes and 

should be abandoned” (p. 361).

Ferris (1999) wrote a spirited response to Truscott’s contentions. She countered 

with a summary that represented her view: “However, there is mounting research 

evidence that effective error correction — that which is selective, prioritized, and clear — 

can and does help at least some student writers” (p. 4), and concluded with a 

reaffirmation of her case for some form of error correction of student writings with “.. .at 

least three important reasons to continue the practice until such time as it has been 

conclusively proven to be ineffective and/or harmful” (p. 8). First, according to Ferris’ 

surveys, students wanted it. Second, studies show that university content instructors were 

intolerant of common ESL errors. Third, correction could result in student writers 

becoming more self-sufficient in their abilities to self-edit.

In the same issue of the same publication, Truscott (1999) rebutted Ferris’ (1999) 

plea “to continue the practice until such time as it has been conclusively proven to be 

ineffective and/or harmful” by turning the argument on its ear: “the harmful effects of the 

practice provide a strong case for the opposite position — that correction should be 

avoided until a convincing case can be made for its use” (p. 119).

There have been attempts at quantifying the advantages and disadvantages of 

correction, including works by Hillocks (1982), Lalande (1982), Fathman and Whalley 

(1990), Ferris and Roberts (2001), and Sheppard (1992). However, they are inconclusive 

and suffer from weak statistical methodology, small samples, or both. The slightly 

stronger statistical methodology used in the study by Robb, Ross and Shortreed (1986)
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led them to conclude that “this study, however, does not support the practice of direct 

correction of surface error” (p. 91). The upshot is that there is no conclusive evidence that 

correction works, as a general rule. Some students may benefit; some may be cowed by 

it. Most may just ignore it.

There is another major consideration that informs an educator’s decision to 

correct, respond, both, or neither. From the teacher’s standpoint, the real Achilles heel of 

the student-to-teacher dialogue journal is the time it takes to respond to each of the 

student writers. References to that time have appeared in nearly all of the treatments of 

dialogue journal writing, together with suggestions for correction and response that span 

the entire continuum from none through partial to total.

Harrison (1993), who is firmly in the pro-correction camp, perhaps inadvertently 

made a strong case against correction. She had to review 165 student-to-teacher journals 

every week. “There is no question that it is a time commitment; the journals for one class 

of 42 students takes me between 60 and 90 minutes to complete” (p. 76). That implies 

roughly four to six hours per week!

Truscott (1996) observed that “teachers grading large numbers of written 

assignments have serious problems with time and patience, problems that can easily 

affect the quality of their comments” (p. 350). Zamel (1985) added support: “According 

to one estimate (Somers, 1982), teachers take at least 20 to 40 minutes to comment on an 

individual paper” (p. 80). Leki (1990) observed that “Given the enormous amount of time 

and energy poured into written commentary on student papers, the picture that emerges 

from research on the usefulness of this commentary is problematic” (p. 63). Every one of

44

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



the authors reviewed made explicit or implicit reference to the time- or effort-consuming 

nature of teacher response.

As a final word, Hunt (1989) gave what is perhaps the most poignant support for 

non-correction and support for task-based learning: “We don’t learn language by having 

our errors pointed out and corrected; we learn as a by-product of using language in order 

to do things we care about doing” (pp. 82-83).

Oral Proficiency Improvement

Just as the dialogue journal may promote improvement in the writing 

proficiencies of the interlocutors, it is argued by some dialogue journal writers and 

researchers that dialogue journal writing may also foster some improvement in oral 

proficiency. However, empirical studies of the potential connection between the 

development of oral proficiencies and peer-to-peer dialogue journal writing simply do not 

exist, although the connection seems logical.

Elbow (1985) made perhaps the most comprehensive and compelling case for the 

psycholinguistic interconnectedness of speaking and writing. “Speech is usually social 

and communal, writing solitary. But we can make writing communal too by having 

people write together and to each other” (p. 290). Peyton and Reed (1990) observed that 

“[dialogue journal] writing has the qualities of good conversation” (p. 7). Britton (1975) 

cited in Fulwiler (1987) remarked that “the language of journals will look a lot like 

speech written down” (Fulwiler, p. 3). Ushioda (2000), in her e-mail exchange project 

between Irish university students learning German and German university students
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learning English, found that the students “were clearly aware that e-mail discourse has 

close affinities with the spoken idiom” (p. 124). Takagaki (1997) speculated that “writing 

activities are expected to facilitate speaking in an indirect way” (p. 48).

In a reversal of the influences, based on the entries of their journal writers, Peyton 

and Staton (1993) discovered “that the same dynamics that promote oral language 

development promote writing development, for they are the dynamics that promote 

learning” (p. 3). Holmes and Moulton (1995) claimed that “another benefit is that 

dialogue journal writing facilitates the transference of oral English to written English” (p. 

225).

While the connection between the writing and speaking proficiencies seems to be 

obvious, it remains for empirical inquiry to determine to what extent, if any, this is the 

case. In any case, the perceptions of the participants, according to Holmes and Moulton 

(1995), were that “most participants claimed the writing in the dialogue journals 

produced changes in the fluency of both their written and oral English” (p. 231).

The Japanese Adolescent

Given that the literature reviewed so far appears to allude to a potential value of 

the peer-to-peer dialogue journal in terms of practical second language pedagogy, 

psycholinguistics, and linguistic development, it is only natural to examine whether this 

activity may also address other potential needs of Japanese middle-school adolescents. 

However, studies in English of Japanese middle-school students are nearly non-existent. 

The most comprehensive and informative of the treatments of the lives of Japanese 

middle-school students was the ethnography by Fukuzawa and LeTendre (2001), in
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which the authors themselves admitted to the meager state of the research: “Japan’s 

preschoolers, elementary students, high school students, and even college students have 

been the objects of many studies and much scholarly debate. However, one group — 

Japan’s middle school students — has gone largely unnoticed” (p. 1).

The treatment of Japanese teens by White (1993) was another critically valuable 

source. The Material Child (White, 1993) addressed the world of the Japanese 

adolescent, and the fact that Japanese companies recognize the Japanese adolescent as a 

viable and sophisticated consumer group. To that end, Japanese companies commit 

enormous marketing resources to appeal to that group. As an example, it is not at all rare 

to see the same Japanese comic book character show up in animated movies and 

television programs, and on a wide variety of products from pencil cases to mobile 

phones.

The Fukuzawa and LeTendre (2001) ethnography was based on interviews and 

field notes gathered in Japanese middle schools over a period of 13 years. The 

generalizations about the Japanese middle-school environment were interspersed with 

narrative descriptions of five of their respondents as they progressed through their 

middle-school years. The authors stressed that Japanese adolescence is viewed by 

Japanese society as a positive time in the transition from childhood to adulthood. White 

(1993, p. 10) echoed this view: “In Japan, adolescence is not a limbo period but the most 

critical, most fully mobilized time of life.” Indeed, any foreigner who has ever witnessed 

the annual sports day at a Japanese middle school is bound to be surprised by the number 

of parents, siblings, and other relatives in attendance, with picnic lunches, for the whole 

day.
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As Fukuzawa and LeTendre (2001) pointed out, this Japanese view of the 

adolescent is contrary to the Western, and particularly the American view, that 

adolescence is a time of emerging problems and that adolescents are universally “at risk.” 

Again, White’s (1993) view was parallel and critical: “Americans have created a 

mythical teen beast” (p. 36).

Fukuzawa and LeTendre (2001) went on to characterize the middle-school 

experience as one in which the student is weaned away from close family ties and the 

nurturing cooperative learning environment of the elementary school to a more 

stereotypical Japanese academic environment with the teacher-fronted lecture style 

classroom format, and increased peer socialization, with the school club playing a central 

role. At the same time, the contribution of the family to the life of the adolescent begins 

to diminish: “After entry into junior high school, students spend more time in school than 

with their families” (p. 98).

Fukuzawa and LeTendre (2001) characterized the educational goals of the 

middle-school environment: “In Japan there is only one organizational model for middle 

grades and a clear organizational set of goals: preparation for the high school entrance 

examination; development of basic academic skills; and promotion of social skills via 

participation in club and extracurricular events” (p. 33). However, the news is not all 

good. Delinquency, bullying, and school violence continue to be a concern in many 

middle schools. “In the past two decades, middle school students have been the group 

most prone to in-school violence and school refusal syndrome” (p. 2). Furthermore, “The 

‘intense years’ of Japanese middle school are characterized by a far higher level of 

pressure to perform academically than in most other nations” (p. 5).
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With regard to the “promotion of social skills,” White’s (1993) ethnography

profiled young, but sophisticated, Japanese consumers and observed that “friends are a

teen’s most important resource” (p. 142). The importance of communicating with peers is

widely recognized in the developmental psychology literature, and is a critically

important facet in the lives of Japanese middle-school students as well, an issue

addressed at great lengths by Fukuzawa and LeTendre (2001):

The impact of Japanese middle schools on friendship is considerable. Student 
friendship throughout the middle school years reflects the intersection of three 
domains: adolescent subculture, the organization of the school, and the post 
middle school world. These factors come to life in student categories of friendship 
and cliques boundaries. A student-defined, gender-segregated world, where status 
is defined by expertise in children’s games, sports knowledge of popular culture, 
growing interest in the opposite sex, as well as social skills among peers, is a 
major dimension of friendship, (p. 46)

They went on to observe that “schools are truly the main stage for the drama of 

adolescent friendship during the middle school years” and that “middle school may 

impact adolescent friendship more powerfully than elementary school” (p. 45).

It remains to be seen if peer-to-peer dialogue journals have the potential for being

a tool for promoting socialization. Can they provide a forum through which adolescents

might discuss their problems and concerns, and in which one’s interlocutor might

respond in an atmosphere of strict confidentiality? In fact, all of the dialogue journal

sources cited herein (Fulwiler, 1987; Peyton, 1990; Peyton & Reed, 1990; Peyton &

Staton, 1993) included transcripts or facsimile reproductions of just such exchanges.

Peyton and Reed devoted two entire sections entitled Addressing Behavior Problems and

Responding to Angry Entries (pp. 75-79). A journal entry, by one of the public school

female participants in one of my pilot projects, included just such an outburst. It

49

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



graphically demonstrated the potential utility of the peer-to-peer dialogue journal for 

providing a confidential forum for adolescent anxieties. Furthermore, it also emphasized 

where the student-to-teacher dialogue journal might fail to do so.

M m.. .1 don’t like junior high school. Because, I hate teachers. 1) Disturb 2) 
Persistent 3) Repeat it like the old dog that knows only one trick. ‘Be a good 
student.’ I become aware when a second [probably meaning that she understood 
the first time]. Finally, an adult like ‘A good child.’ What do you think?

This excerpt may illustrate the potential for the peer-to-peer dialogue journal, in

either a native or a second language, to fulfill certain psychological needs of the

adolescent. While this potential is in itself a massive study, it will become more apparent

as we examine certain characteristics of the secret journal in this study.

Summary and Gaps in the Literature

The most apparent gap in the literature is a wide one indeed: there are no 

treatments in English of peer-to-peer dialogue journals used with primary or secondary 

students in second language education. At least, none have been located so far. 

Concomitant with this large gap are answers to a host of questions that must be addressed 

in order to start to fill in this gap.

Treatments of university students communicating in a second language with each 

other through the medium of a shared dialogue journal (Green & Green, 1993; 

Worthington, 1997) have been reviewed, along with treatments of teachers 

communicating through dialogue journals with their second language students (Peyton, 

1990; Peyton & Reed, 1990; Peyton & Staton, 1993). All of the these authors and others
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(Casanave, 1994; Crowhurst, 1991) made subjective or empirical claims that not only 

were their students capable of sustaining on-going dialogues with their peers or their 

teachers in a second language, but that some of the writing proficiencies of their students 

improved as a result.

Similarly, the second language literature seemed implicitly supportive of the 

pedagogical potential for peer-to-peer dialogue journals. Krashen (1981) posited that 

“comprehensible input” was necessary, and sufficient, for language acquisition. Other 

authors (Skehan, 2003; Williams & Burden, 1997; Willis, 1996) suggested that task- 

based learning was an efficacious means of acquiring a second language in that tasks 

brought an element of authenticity to the process of learning. However, major questions 

remain: Can low-proficiency adolescents maintain an extended and comprehensible 

dialogue with a peer in a second language through the medium of a dialogue journal, with 

minimal or no teacher intervention? If so, do their writing proficiencies improve over the 

course of the dialogue journal, and in comparison with other students not writing in a 

dialogue journal?

Authors who specialize in writing about the use of dialogue journals in second 

language learning (Peyton, 1990; Peyton & Reed, 1990; Peyton & Staton, 1993) and 

other authors (Elbow, 1985; Takagaki, 1997) suggested that writing practice could 

contribute to increases in speaking proficiencies. Holmes and Moulton (1995) suggested 

that the conversational nature of peer-to-peer dialogue journals was ideal for fostering 

increases in speaking proficiencies. These empirically unsubstantiated claims beg the 

question: Does participation in a dialogue journal activity promote improvement in 

speaking proficiencies of the participants in comparison with non-participants?
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The psychology literature seemed to suggest that the psychological conditions 

inherent in the secret peer-to-peer dialogue journal are ideal in ways that should result in 

linguistic improvement. For example, the authenticity literature (Little, 1997; van Lier, 

1996) addressed the importance of authenticity to second language learning. Similarly, 

autonomy was posited as an important factor (Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, & Ryan, 1991; 

Little, 1997; van Lier, 1996), a factor enhanced by those claiming advantages to teacher 

non-intervention (Truscott, 1996). Interest was claimed as a factor paramount in 

determining success in education (Bergin 1999; Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000). Minimizing 

anxiety was especially important in the second or foreign language classroom (Horwitz, 

Horwitz & Cope, 1986; MacIntyre, 1999; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1991), and the dialogue 

journal was especially adept at doing just that (Holmes & Moulton, 1995). Just as 

minimizing anxiety is important, so is maximizing the willingness to communicate 

(MacIntyre, Clement, Domyei, & Noels, 1998). Vygotsky (1962) suggested a neutral 

zone (ZPD) in which education takes place between and expert and a novice. Donato 

(1994) extended that zone to peers. Therefore, if the peer-to-peer dialogue journal fills 

the aforementioned psychological conditions that are claimed to promote learning, is 

there evidence that learning is taking place, and do students writing in a dialogue journal 

perceive that they are learning? Furthermore, do the writers learn from their peers, and do 

they perceive that they learn from their peers?

Authors who specialize in studying Japanese adolescents (Fukuzawa & LeTendre, 

2001; White, 1993) and others (Bergin, 1999) emphasized the crucial role of socialization 

in the lives of adolescents, and in doing so, inadvertently added potential fresh support to 

peer-to-peer dialogue journals. If socialization is as important as these authors suggest, do
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the journals seem to provide a vehicle for it? Furthermore, do the participants show any 

signs of anti-social behavior as a result of the psychological distance inherent in a secret 

journal activity?

In short, the peer-to-peer dialogue journal has explicit and implicit support from 

many and varied quarters as a seemingly ideal prospective pedagogical tool for use in the 

foreign and second language classroom. So, why do most language educators ignore 

peer-to-peer dialogue journals? That is the fundamental question, and is the question to 

which this study hopes to contribute some rudimentary answers, either directly or 

indirectly.

The research questions that follow are a subset of those that must be addressed 

before making an informed evaluation of the pedagogical value and efficacy of peer-to- 

peer dialogue journals used with young, low-proficiency second language learners. The 

scope of potential future research is nearly unlimited; any and all would be welcome in 

seeking to fill the myriad gaps in our knowledge.

Research Questions

Following are the research questions to be addressed.

Research Question 1: What trends do the participants’ peer-to-peer dialogue 

journal entries exhibit over the five terms of the project in linguistic measures of the total 

number of words written, the total number of word types written, and the mean length of 

utterances written?
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Research Question 2: What trends in common errors do the participants’ journal 

entries exhibit over the five terms of the project, specifically spelling errors and 

What...like Syntax Errors?

Research Question 3: Do the peer-to-peer dialogue journal participants show 

statistically significant differences in fluency, complexity, and accuracy on a free-writing 

quiz compared to journal non-participants, and if so, to what extent?

Research Question 4: Do the peer-to-peer dialogue journal participants show 

statistically significant differences in fluency and lexical complexity on a free-speaking 

quiz compared to journal non-participants, and if so, to what extent?

Research Question 5: What do the end-of-term surveys (Terms 1-4) indicate about 

the attitudes of the journal participants toward the peer-to-peer dialogue journal activity? 

Specifically, why did the participants volunteer for the activity, how much time did they 

spend on their entries, and upon reflection, did they like the activity?

Research Question 6: What do the end-of-term surveys (Terms 1-4) indicate about 

the attitudes of the journal participants toward their partners, and is there any correlation 

between liking one’s partner and the number of words written?

Research Question 7: What do the end-of-term surveys (Terms 1-4) indicate about 

the attitudes of the journal participants toward the peer-to-peer dialogue journals as a 

language learning activity?

Research Question 8: Do journal entries of participants in peer-to-peer dialogue 

journals show evidence of echoing, and might certain instances of echoing constitute

scaffolding in the spirit of Vygotsky and Donato?
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Research Question 9: Do peer-to-peer dialogue journal participants exhibit any 

detrimental behavior, such as lateness in turning in their journals, not following the 

journal rules, inappropriate language, or contentious exchanges that might cause a teacher 

considering this activity to reject it?
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS

Because of the large quantity of data collected and the broad range of research 

questions to be addressed, the following section is rather lengthy. It encompasses six 

subsections, each with a different set of data collection procedures, and each with a 

different set of analyses to which those data were subjected. To summarize:

1. Secret Journal Project

This subsection covers the initiation and administration of the journal project over the 

full five terms, the selection of the participants, and a description of their English 

background. It also addresses the procedures used to transcribe the journal entries.

2. Trend Analysis

This subsection addresses the procedures that were used to select the linguistic 

features to be analyzed, and the procedures used to analyze the trends in those 

features over the life of the journal project.

3. Free-Writing Quiz

This subsection covers the participants, the procedures used in administering the quiz, 

and the procedures used in collecting, transcribing, and analyzing the data.

4. Free-Speaking Quiz

This subsection describes the participants, the procedures used in administering the 

quiz, and the procedures used in collecting, transcribing, and analyzing the data.

5. Surveys

This subsection encapsulates the procedures used in distributing, collecting, and 

analyzing the responses by the participants to the informal end-of-term surveys.
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6. The Journals: Potential Pitfalls

This subsection summarizes the source of the data used in the discussion of potential 

pitfalls that might dissuade an educator from using the secret journal or a similar 

activity.

Secret Journal Project 

The first of two pilot projects began in early 2002 between a girls’ private junior 

high school and a coeducational public junior high school; I worked at both. The projects 

ran through the end of 2002, thereby encompassing about three terms. The scale of the 

projects was relatively small and informal, with fewer than 15 participating pairs. The 

pilot projects were crucial in helping clarify the potentials and the limitations of the 

activity, and the administrative system under which the activity best operated.

I initiated the major secret journal project, the subject of this study, at the 

beginning of January 2003, among three public junior high schools in a local Tokyo 

ward. In this project, 30 students at the school where I worked part-time (KD hereafter) 

exchanged journals through me with 15 students at each of two other schools (N and K 

hereafter): the total was 60 students, or thirty pairs.

Because it involved three public schools in the same ward, permission to do the 

project was a bit formal with the Japanese English teachers at each school discussing the 

project with their school administrators. The administrators gave oral permission to those 

teachers, and in my short discussions with two of the administrators afterwards they 

verified that they were aware of the project and showed interest in its progress. In the 

beginning, the only stipulations were that the project be an extracurricular one and that
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the schools not be compared through testing, although the testing stipulation was later 

abandoned.

The initial project design was altered slightly as time progressed due to 

unforeseen events in the schedules of the participants. An overview of the final project 

design can be seen in Appendix C.

The Participants and Their School Environment

The 60 eventual secret journal participants were average public middle-school 

students from a Tokyo suburb. They entered the seventh grade at around 12 years old, 

and were 12-13 at the beginning of the journal project. At the time the project ended, a 

year-and-a-half later, the participants were in the ninth grade and were 14-15 years old.

Schools

All three schools that participated in the project are average public schools in the 

same ward (county), and all three are in close proximity. Schools N and T are within 

approximately 2.75 km and 1.75 km, respectively, of school KD. The enrollments of the 

schools varied. School T had only two classes of eighth graders: they averaged over 37 

students per class. School KD had three classes which averaged over 32 students per 

class, and school N had four classes which averaged over 30 students per class.

Curriculum

Given that the schools are situated in the same ward, the curricula for the three 

schools are uniform and are mandated by a combination of the Japanese federal agency
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responsible for education (the Ministry of Education or Mombusho) and the ward 

education committee. Mombusho (now called MEAT) provides general educational 

guidance, while the ward committee chooses textbooks and makes other day-to-day 

administrative decisions.

The students attended three 50-minute English classes per week, which were 

taught by their Japanese English teachers, based largely on the grammar-translation 

approach. Depending on the year of the student, the classes included 9-18 classes per year 

that were team-taught by a Japanese English teacher and a native English speaker, in an 

effort to bring more of a communicative approach to the classroom. The curriculum 

sequence was dictated by a textbook common to all of the middle schools in the ward.

The student populations at these schools are comprised primarily of adolescents 

of 100% Japanese ancestry. However, in my classes over the years there were some 

students with mixed ancestries, and occasional Korean and Chinese students, although 

none participated in this study. A growing number of the Japanese students have had 

experience living in foreign countries, primarily as a result of their fathers’ occupations; 

some have lived in more than one foreign country. Additionally, parents are allowed to 

place children with learning disabilities in the public schools, so there are rare learning- 

challenged children in some of the schools.

I live very near school KD (about four minutes on foot), have toured the 

surroundings of these schools many times, and have observed that the composition of the 

neighborhoods from which the students come are so similar as to be indistinguishable. 

Therefore, in the absence of detailed financial data on every family, I feel it is safe to
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speculate that the average socio-economic backgrounds of the students were about as 

uniform as possible.

Administrating Teachers

I was working with one and had worked with another of the three Japanese 

English teachers who helped administer the journal project. Having worked with more 

than 30 different teachers in this ward over a period of 13 years, I can report that they are 

outstanding teachers, well liked, and respected by their students. The third teacher came 

highly recommended by another teacher with whom I had worked in the past. I had 

observed him informally with his students in a coaching context; he is also an outstanding 

teacher, obviously well-liked, and respected.

Participant Selection

Because the secret journal project was not an official part of the ward-mandated 

curriculum, it was considered an extracurricular activity. Accordingly, the students had to 

volunteer to participate. At the school at which I worked (KD), the Japanese English 

teacher with whom I taught, and I, solicited volunteers to participate in the project. I 

personally urged some of the eventual participants, mostly marginally motivated boys, to 

participate in order to ensure a somewhat balanced level and gender mix. Some of those I 

asked declined to participate. The participants at schools T and N, where I was unknown 

to the participants, were recruited by their Japanese English teachers. There was no 

shortage of volunteers for the 60 total slots in the project.
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The participants comprised a total of 23 males and 37 females. Of the 30 students 

from KD, 12 were males and 18 were females. Of the 15 students at school N, there 

seven males and eight females, and at school T, there were four males and eleven 

females.

English Background o f  the Participants

Prior to the start of the journal project, the recently mandated elementary school 

English program had not yet been instituted, so it is safe to say that a large majority of the 

total number of students who entered these middle schools in April, 2002, had had little 

or no formal English training prior to entrance. It is after entering middle school that the 

majority of the students began to receive the English language training already portrayed.

After entering middle school the nature and amount of English language training 

received by the general middle-school student population begins to diverge, but only 

slightly. Some middle-school students attend juku, or cram schools. Most of those 

students receive supplemental English language training. However, the number of hours 

they receive, the quality of the training, and the total length of that training varies. A 

smaller minority of the students may attend a conversation school for periods of varying 

length.

A more detailed summary of the English backgrounds of the secret journal 

participants was not possible. Detailed individual data on the English backgrounds and 

English proficiency of the participants was not available.

In order to get a rough idea of the proficiencies of the participants, I asked their 

Japanese English teachers to assign each participant a holistic 1-3 point, subjective
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English proficiency assessment. Of the 30 students from KD, seven were rated as 3s 

(excellent English students), while the remaining 23 were assigned 2s (average English 

students). At school N, of the 15 students, there were seven 3s, seven 2s, and one 1 

(below-average English student). At school T, the 15 students were rated as follows: 

eleven 3s and four 2s. Eight of the participants at this school were members of the 

English drama club. The other two schools had no English clubs.

In summary, though it is impossible to characterize accurately the English 

language backgrounds of the general student population and of the journal participants, 

given the uniformity of education delivered in Japanese public schools, it is safe to 

assume that the English language background of the journal participants did not differ 

significantly from that of the non-participant student population.

Materials

The journals themselves were the standard B5-size bound notebooks found 

commonly in Japanese stationery stores or 100-yen shops. Some contained just 30 pages, 

which was more than adequate. A code indicating the school and the journal number was 

written in marker on the front cover, e.g., GJ12. The “12” identified the two students 

paired, and the “GJ” indicated the names of their respective schools. The codes were 

changed every term to help preserve the anonymity of the participants and their schools. 

The Japanese English teachers were given a check-list of only the participants at their 

own schools and their corresponding journal numbers, so that keeping records of the 

distribution and collection of the journals was a simple and minimally time-consuming

62

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



process. Furthermore, the secrecy of the pairings was preserved, even among the 

administrating teachers.

Procedures

Journal Procedures

In this section, the general procedures used in matching the participants, 

explaining the rules, and collecting and distributing the journals in accordance with the 

schedule are described.

Project Schedule

The participants were told that the journal project would continue for five terms. 

The participants started exchanging journals at the beginning of the last term of seventh 

grade (January 2003) and continued through July 2004, the first term of ninth grade 

(Appendix C). That period comprised five full terms. The dates of the first and last 

entries for each term were as follows: Term 1, January 17 and March 7, 2003; Term 2, 

May 2 and September 8, 2003; Term 3, September 16 and November 25, 2003; Term 4, 

January 15 and March 10, 2004, and; Term 5, May 18 and July 6, 2004.

Rules

The volunteer participants were told the general rules of the activity: (a) the 

journals would be confidential, (b) they would not be corrected, and (c) the journals 

might occasionally be scanned in order to verify appropriateness and that they adhered to 

exclusive use of English. Furthermore, the general and more specific rules were listed in
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English on a sheet of paper that was glued to the inside of each journal (Appendix D). 

Besides admonitions not to use personal names, school names, Japanese, and not to lose 

the journal, the only other instruction was to be sure to answer one’s partner’s questions.

Matching

The initial matching of the participants from the different schools was based on 

the English proficiency assessment by their Japanese English teachers already discussed. 

Participants with similar assessments were paired. Furthermore, in this and all 

subsequent pairings, an attempt was made to balance the opportunities for genders to be 

paired with the same and with the opposite gender, to the extent possible given 23 males 

and 37 females. In general, the participants changed partners at the beginning of each 

new term, so eventually they were to have corresponded with five different partners.

After the initial pairings, and in addition to trying to achieve the aforementioned 

gender balance, a secondary effort was made to pair participants with similar interests 

and levels of motivation, as indicated by the approximate number of words written. As 

the project progressed and as I became more familiar with the writing of the participants,

I was better able to pair the students with others likely to share interests. I was able to do 

so through a combination of examining key words and through the use of surveys. At the 

beginning of Term 3 ,1 spent an inordinate amount of time matching the participants.

At the beginning of Term 4 ,1 decided to re-pair 12 pairs of former partners in 

cases where they particularly seemed to like each other. Nine pairs from Terms 1 and 2 

were reunited, all without knowledge of that fact. Additionally, three pairs from the 

immediately preceding term were re-paired. One male, who through the term-end surveys
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indicated that he did not like any of his three previous partners, was paired with another 

male of about same level and a similar passion for baseball. However, this pairing was 

equally unsuccessful according to his survey response.

Delivery

I personally delivered the journals between the schools by bicycle. As a result of 

continual trial, we determined that the optimal target collection day was Tuesday, which 

necessitated picking up and delivering the journals on Wednesday or Thursday. As one 

might expect, an occasional journal or two were sometimes late; that necessitated an extra 

trip. Inter-school mail was sometimes used to deliver late journals. The incidence of late 

journals was minimal and minimally inconvenient. As Green and Green (1993) pointed 

out, their participants seemed loath to disappoint their partners by being late.

Transcription Procedures

There were four separate sets of data collected: the journals themselves, the free- 

writing quiz, the free-speaking quiz, and the surveys. The first three sets had to be 

transcribed. The specifics of the transcription conventions for these three data sets 

differed, so those specifics are discussed in the individual sections to follow.

The Transcription Software

I transcribed all of the journal entries, the free-writing quiz, and the free-speaking 

quiz using the CHILDES (Child Language Data Exchange System) project software 

system (MacWhinney, 2000). The CHILDES system is a database available to
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researchers wishing to study first or second language acquisition. A description of the full 

system can be viewed at http://childes.psy.cmu.edu/intro/. CHILDES was initially 

designed as a repository for children’s oral utterances that could be accessed and studied 

by any researcher who wished to. However, it can also be used for other purposes, such 

as written utterances.

The software and attendant materials are free and can be downloaded from the 

CHILDES website: http://childes.psy.cmu.edu. There are separate versions for the major 

operating systems. The system is supported by grants with the hope that researchers who 

use the system will contribute their databases to the project for all researchers to access.

The CHILDES system has three components: the Database, CHAT, and CLAN. 

The Database, which I did not use, has audio and written submissions from different 

languages involving children and adults who range from normally-developed to 

physically- and language-challenged.

CHAT is the data entry component. It has a standard transcription system that 

allows a wide range of input from simple transcription of spoken or written utterances, to 

the sophisticated tagging of features of interest to conversational analysis researchers. 

CHAT also allows input of audio and video sources that supplement the written 

conversational analysis transcriptions. Scans of all six of the actual entries for Term 3 by 

partners ID52M and ID21F, their transcriptions, and their linguistic analyses can be seen 

in Appendix E. Notice that the capitalization of the initial word of each utterance is not 

allowed by CHAT; capitals are confined to I  and proper nouns.

CLAN (Child Language Analysis) is a collection of computer programs with a 

wide range of commands that allows the researcher to access transcriptions, manipulate
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them, and create output according to the desired analysis. For example, in this study I 

used three commands almost solely: freq, mlu, and kwal. These commands have various 

switches that allow the researcher to narrow searches to even more detailed output. A 

description of the full range of commands and switches is beyond the scope of this study.

I used the freq command to determine the number of words and the number of 

word types found in a transcription or a set of transcriptions. In Appendix E, the 

command used was freq +k @. This command produced the number of words and the 

number of word types written by one pair of partners over the period of one term. The +k 

switch allowed all the capitalized words to be at the top of the word list rather than 

scattered throughout it in alphabetical order.

The mlu command gives the mean length of utterance based on the ratio of the 

total morphemes to the total utterances; each separate line in the transcription is 

considered an utterance. Morphemes are counted a bit differently than some grammarians 

might. For example, play is counted as one morpheme. Player and playing are also 

counted as one morpheme each; a grammarian might count these as two morphemes 

each. In the CHILDES system, then, the number of words (tokens) equals the total 

number of morphemes. I used the mlu command to determine the mean length of the 

utterances found in a transcription or a set of transcriptions.

Finally, I used the kwal command to search for a particular word or combinations 

of words, for example, what and like, for reasons that will be explained later. I also used 

kwal to search for certain tagged items, such as spelling errors.
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Transcription Accuracy Verification

For the journals themselves, the free-writing quiz, and the free-speaking quiz, I 

did all of the transcribing myself because of the sheer volume of the data: 150 multi-entry 

journals comprising about 57,000 words, 290 free-writing quizzes, and 96 recordings of 

free-speaking quizzes. As I proceeded through the transcription process, I developed a 

rubric for each data set that was best suited to my research questions (Appendix F). The 

transcription rubrics changed slightly as I went along; that required that I go over the data 

in all three data sets several times in order to ensure consistent application of the rubric. I 

also went over the data repeatedly as new interests arose in the qualities of the utterances. 

I have made several qualitative evaluations of these data, but the focus of this study is not 

on those evaluations. In short, I have been over all three sets of data many times.

To ask an independent reader to go over even 10% of these data might have 

constituted cruel and unusual punishment. So, the issue of independent verification of the 

data transcription accuracy was addressed as follows. First, it is important to remember 

that the utterances of the participants were, on the whole, very simple (see Appendix E). 

However, in repeatedly going over the data, I have found very infrequent transcription 

errors. The bulk of those errors consisted of including or omitting certain function words, 

especially a and the. In the end I felt very confident about the accuracy of the 

transcriptions, and that any inaccuracies would be infrequent and would have little or no 

effect on the quantitative or potential qualitative evaluations of the data.

That said, I took additional steps to assure the accuracy of the transcriptions. For 

the journals transcriptions themselves, an independent reader selected ten journals at 

random and checked the third entry in each for accuracy. No errors were found. The
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scans and the transcriptions checked are in Appendix G. Additionally, Appendix E 

contains scanned images of all of the Term 3 entries for one of the pairs of participants: 

ID21F and ID52M in journal number HJ26. It also includes the CHAT transcriptions of 

those entries, and the CLAN output of the total number of words produced by the pair, 

the number of word types, the type-token ratio, and the mean length of utterance.

In order to give other researchers access to these data, I have made the journal 

transcriptions and a sample of the scanned pages available to the CHILDES database. 

Additionally, the free-writing and free-speaking transcriptions will be available along 

with a sample of their corresponding scans and audio files. All of these data should be 

available online in the near future at http://talkbank.org.

Parental Permission

At the end of the project, permission to use the data for publication was solicited, 

which is not in keeping with standard practice in the U.S. I felt, as did the other teachers 

involved in the project, that soliciting permission prior to the project might be 

counterproductive to the secret nature of the activity and interfere with the frankness of 

the exchanges. Therefore, at the end of the project the participants were given a cover 

letter and a separate permission letter to give to their parents (see Appendix H). The letter 

summarized the project and guaranteed the confidentiality of the participants. In order to 

ensure that the students shed their standard adolescent tendency toward forgetfulness, and 

actually took the letters home, a ¥1,000 gift certificate (at school T) and ¥1,000 in cash 

(at schools KD and N), about $10, was offered as a reward for returning the permission 

letters, whether permission was granted or not. Signed permission letters were received
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from the parents of all 60 participants, two with thank you notes (one from a parent and 

the other from a participant) for being allowed to participate in the project.

Trend Analysis 

Procedures

Because all of the entries written in all 150 journals by the 60 participants had 

already been transcribed using the CHAT transcription system, it was a relatively 

painless process to analyze the trends of some of the linguistic features in the entries over 

the five terms of the project (one-and-a-half years). The purpose was to determine if 

statistically significant linguistic changes had occurred in the participants’ writing over 

the course of the five terms.

However, the range of possible linguistic analyses was constricted. For example, a 

measure of fluency would have been desirable, but it was impossible to have the 

participants clock the time they spent outside of class in writing their entries.

Furthermore, it should be noted that because so many factors combined to influence the 

calculations that could be made, the resultant trends should be thought of as no more than 

very general indicators.

The secret journal project spanned five terms,. However, the number of entries 

written by each participant per term varied: Term 1 (4 entries), Term 2 (6 entries), Term 3 

(6 entries), Term 4 (4 entries), and Term 5 (4 entries). In order to make the measures 

equivalent from term to term, some of the measures were normalized. In order to 

normalize the mean total number of words, the mean total number of word types, and the 

mean total spelling errors per word, they were divided by the number of entries per term.
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Procedures: Total Words, Total Word Types, and Mean Length o f  Utterance

The following are the linguistic trends that were analyzed: (a) the mean total 

number of words produced per entry by term (hereafter, total words), (b) the mean total 

number of word types per entry by term (hereafter, total word types), and (c) the mean 

length of utterance by term (hereafter, MLU).

Using SPSS (Version 11.0.2), the descriptive statistics for the total words, the 

total number of word types, and the MLU by term were calculated. Then, using the freq 

function of CLAN, the total number of words written during each term by each 

participant was entered into a spreadsheet and normalized by dividing by the number of 

entries in the term. This produced a measure of the total number of words written by each 

participant per entry by term. Using the same normalization process, that same freq 

function yielded the total number of word types per entry by term for each participant. 

Finally, the mlu function yielded the mean length of the total utterances written by the 

participants by term. The MLU was not normalized to the different numbers of entries 

per term because the MLU is already a ratio (mean number of words per utterance). 

However, in order to check, I normalized this data. When normalized, the statistics were 

almost identical to those that had not been normalized, the differences in the number of 

entries per term notwithstanding.

In order to make a rough determination of how the vocabulary changed over the 

course of the project, selected vocabulary items were subjected to additional data 

manipulation. Thirty of the 60 participants were chosen at random using the SPSS 

(Version 11.0.2) random selection function. All four of the transcribed entries from Term 

1 and all four entries from Term 4 for all 30 of the selected participants were separated
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out and entered into two separate Word (Version 11.0) documents: one for Term 1 and 

one for Term 4. All non-vocabulary related items were deleted, for example, participant 

IDs and spelling error tags. The resulting vocabulary was copied and pasted into the 

Internet-based lexical analysis tool, Web Vocabprofile (Cobb, 2005). Within seconds, this 

powerful tool gives several analyses of the pasted vocabulary, for example, the numbers 

of word families, word types, and tokens, the percentages of function and content words, 

and the percentages of Anglo-Saxon cognates. However, my interest was in the 

distribution of the vocabulary over the first and second 1000-word lists (West, 1953), the 

Academic Word List (Coxhead, 2000), and off-list words, such as proper nouns.

I used SPSS (Version 11.0.2) to calculate the descriptive statistics and one-way, 

within-subjects ANOVAs, with the factor being the term (roughly equal periods of time, 

Terms 1-5), and the dependent variables outlined above: the mean total number of words 

per entry, the mean total number of word types per entry, and the mean length of 

utterance.

If the Wilks’s X multivariate test plus the other multivariate tests (Pillai’s Trace, 

Hotelling’s Trace, and Roy’s Largest Root) indicated equal significant time effects at a 

significance level of a = .0 1 , follow-up pairwise comparisons were calculated for the 

dependent variables using the ten combinations of pairs: Terms 1 and 2, Terms 1 and 3, 

Terms 1 and 4, Terms 1 and 5, Terms 2 and 3, Terms 2 and 4, Terms 2 and 5, Terms 3 

and 4, Terms 3 and 5, and Terms 4 and 5. Then the Holm’s sequential Bonferroni 

procedure (Green & Salkind, 2003, p. 218) was used to determine the significant p  values 

and to avoid committing Type I errors. Statistically significant pairs were singled out for 

further examination.
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Finally, the means produced by SPSS (Version 11.0.2) were transferred back to 

Excel (Version 11.0), charted, and trendlines added in order to aid in the discussion of the 

results. Excel provides choices of types of trendlines: linear, logarithmic, polynomial, 

power, exponential, and moving average. Despite the fact that the polynomial choice was 

intuitively the best choice based on the line shapes on the graphs of the data in all three 

cases, I tried all five options (the moving average did not allow an R2 calculation). The 

polynomial trendline was obviously a far superior fit in all cases to the data points than 

the other trendline options, so using Excel (Version 11.0), I charted the trendline using 

the polynomial option and had the R2 value added to the chart.

Procedures: Errors

Separate from, but not unrelated to the linguistic measures above, are two error 

measures that are described, and the trends examined: (a) the mean total spelling errors 

per word per entry by term (hereafter, spelling errors), and (b) the percentage of 

What...like syntactic errors of the total occurrences per utterance by term (hereafter, 

What...like syntactic errors).

Spelling Errors

Using the kwal function of CLAN, spelling errors tagged during the transcription 

process were located automatically and counted manually. The rubric for what was not 

classified as a spelling error can be seen in Appendix F. The number of spelling errors by 

each participant in each term was entered into Excel (Version 11.0) and divided by the 

total number of words written by that participant in that term: this yielded a measure of
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spelling errors per word by each participant by term. These results were then normalized 

to the different number of entries per term by dividing by the number of entries.

Finally, the means produced by SPSS (Version 11.0.2) were transferred back to 

Excel (Version 11.0), charted, a polynomial trendline added, and the option chosen to 

display the R2 value on the chart in order to aid in the discussion of the results. All of the 

trendline options were tried, but the polynomial trendline was adopted for reasons already 

discussed.

One-way repeated-measures ANOVAs and follow-up pairwise comparisons were 

not calculated because of the relatively low number of occurrences of spelling errors to 

the total number of words produced.

What...like Syntax Errors

I noticed during the transcription process that a common type of syntactic error 

was “What do you like sports?” rather than “What sports do you like?” Using the kwal 

function of CLAN, all of the occurrences of what were located automatically. The total 

number of those what occurrences that were collocated with like were then counted 

manually. The total number of What...like syntax errors was also counted. Using Excel 

(Version 11.0), the percentage of errors to total occurrences was then computed by term.

The percentages by term were plotted on a line chart, after which a polynomial 

trendline was added and the option chosen to display the R2 value on the chart. All of the 

trendline options were tried, but the polynomial trendline was adopted for reasons already 

discussed.
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One-way repeated-measures ANOVAs and follow-up pairwise comparisons were 

not run as a result of the relatively low number of occurrences of the What...like syntax 

errors compared to the total number of utterances produced, and because a clear majority 

of participants did not attempt this construction at all.

Free-Writing Quiz

Toward the end of Term 3, a free-writing quiz was administered in order to gauge 

the writing proficiencies of the secret journal participants as compared to the non­

participants.

Participants

On three separate days in December 2003, at the three schools participating in the 

secret journal project, a timed ten-minute free-writing quiz was administered to over 95% 

of the total number of eighth-grade students enrolled in the schools. The total number of 

students tested was 290: 59 of the 60 secret journal participants (one was absent), and 231 

journal non-participants. Because of the disparity between the number of journal 

participants (59) and the number of journal non-participants (231), the random selection 

function of SPSS (Version 11.0.2), was used to select the quiz results of 59 journal non­

participants from the total of 231, in order to equalize the sample sizes.
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Materials and Procedure

I administered the quiz to 95 participants at the school at which I worked (KD) 

and where my presence was unlikely to have any effect on the results. The Japanese 

English teachers at schools N and T administered the quizzes on their own in order to 

avoid any potential effect that my presence might have had on the students and their quiz 

results.

The students were given no advance warning, and all of the students at each 

school were given the quiz on the same day in consecutive classes at the beginning of the 

period in an effort to eliminate preparation and to minimize warning of the impending 

quiz from class to class. The students were not allowed to use any reference materials, 

such as textbooks or dictionaries, during the quiz. The instructions for the quiz were 

written in Japanese in the heading of the quiz paper (Appendix I). The students were 

instructed to write a basic self-introduction and about anything relevant to their lives, for 

example, school, family, hobbies, interests, and sports.

The quizzes were collected and transcribed using the CHAT system in accordance 

with the transcription rubric in Appendix F. The quizzes were transcribed blind, that is, I 

did not know which of the quizzes were written by journal participants and which were 

written by journal non-participants. An independent reader reviewed 20 (17%) of the 118 

original quizzes and their transcriptions, chosen at random using the random selection 

function of SPSS (Version 11.0.2). No transcription errors were found. Appendix I 

contains six scans of actual free-writing quizzes, three from the 59 journal participants 

and three from the 59 journal non-participants, and their CHAT transcriptions.
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The performance of the students on four measures (four dependent variables) of 

writing was evaluated: fluency, accuracy, and lexical and grammatical complexity.

Fluency was operationalized as the total number of words written during the ten- 

minute quiz period. After transcription of the quizzes, CLAN made the word count 

automatic. The word count results were then entered into a spreadsheet.

For accuracy, rather draconian standards were employed. Even one spelling error, 

and other seemingly minor errors, like omitting an article, disqualified the sentence as 

error-free. Punctuation and capitalization, however, were ignored because the CHAT 

transcription conventions, which were designed for conversational analysis, would not 

allow them to be recorded in the standard manner. However, while neither punctuation 

and capitalization was of interest to this study, both were essentially accurate in all the 

samples. The measure, then, was the number of completely error-free sentences written 

during the ten-minute period.

Lexical complexity was measured using one of two available CLAN measures: 

the number of word types per word (the type/token ratio), and the total number of word 

types produced in the ten-minute writing period. The latter was chosen. The former 

would have allowed a student who wrote only one or two sentences to have a very high 

proportion of word types to total words. For example, one sentence such as “I like milk” 

would have a type/token ratio of 1 .0 0 , which indicates a high degree of lexical 

complexity, whereas writing only three word types in ten minutes would result in a 

relatively low measure of lexical complexity.
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Grammatical complexity was a thornier issue. At least two studies (Casanave, 

1994; Ishikawa, 1995), both conducted with university participants, used various 

measures or combinations of measures to try to quantify grammatical complexity, in 

itself a difficult undertaking. Ishikawa’s study of “low-proficiency” university writers 

attempted to define a paradigm of low-proficiency writing measurement, but was 

inconclusive. Gaies (1980), however, posited that for very low-proficiency writing, the 

MLU (mean length of utterance) was the best quantifier. It is intuitively reasonable that 

second language middle-school students are likely to write very few complex sentences. 

In fact, in this study the vast majority of sentences are only one clause in length. So, I 

assumed that the MLU would give a rough indication of grammatical complexity. This 

was particularly convenient in that the mlu command in CLAN allows for a relatively 

effortless calculation. Only the MLU measure, already a ratio, was not predicated on the 

ten-minute time interval. Indeed, it would be quite possible for a low-proficiency student 

to score rather well on this measure by producing just one long sentence, perhaps even an 

error-riddled one. I felt that a student who produced one long sentence would very likely 

be able to produce multiple sentences as well.

First, the Pearson’s r correlations between the six possible combinations of the 

four dependent variables were calculated, for the two groups separately and for the two 

groups combined in order to examine the strengths of the relationships among them. The 

data for the four dependent variables were then subjected to a one-way multivariate 

analysis of variance (MANOVA), and then to separate univariate analyses of variance 

(ANOVA) in order to determine if participation in the journal project resulted in
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statistically significantly higher scores on the dependent variables, and if so, the 

magnitude of those differences.

To summarize, four evaluations of statistical significance of the performances of 

the journal participants compared to the journal non-participants were conducted on the 

transcribed data: the total number of words produced in ten minutes, the total number of 

word types produced in ten minutes, the total number of error-free sentences produced in 

ten minutes, and the average lengths of the sentences produced.

Free-Speaking Quiz

Toward the end of Term 4, a timed three-minute free-speaking quiz was 

administered in order to gauge the speaking proficiencies of the secret journal 

participants as compared to the non-participants.

Participants

On three separate days in March 2004, at just one of the three schools (KD), a 

timed three-minute free-speaking quiz was administered to over 95% of the total number 

of eighth-grade students. The total number of students tested was 96: 29 of the 30 secret 

journal participants at that school (one was absent), and 67 journal non-participants. One 

of the quiz-takers, a journal non-participant, was later eliminated from the statistical 

analyses as an outlier. Therefore, the final sample comprised 29 journal participants, and 

6 6  journal non-participants: a total of 95 quiz-takers.
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Materials and Procedure

I administered the quiz personally to the students at the school at which I worked 

and where my presence was unlikely to have any effect on the results. The quiz was 

recorded using a Sony Recording MD Walkman MZ-R910.1 was seated off to the side at 

a distance and out of the line of sight of those being tested in order to avoid distracting 

them or adding to the pressure already upon them.

The students were given no advance warning of the quiz so as to prevent them 

from simply preparing and memorizing self-introductions. Given that a maximum of only 

1 2  students from each class could be given the quiz on any one day, none of the dates of 

the quizzes were announced in advance. They were, in fact, separated by several days: 

March 4, 11, and 13. Using the SPSS (Version 11.0.2) random selection function, the 

students were selected and tested in random order. This system helped minimize 

anticipation and the opportunity for preparation by the students. The students were 

instructed by their Japanese English teacher to give a basic self-introduction and then talk 

about anything relevant to their lives, for example, school, family, hobbies, interests, and 

sports.

The quizzes were then transcribed using the CHAT system in accordance with the 

rubric in Appendix F. The recordings were transcribed “blind,” that is, I did not know 

which of the recordings were by journal participants and which were by journal non­

participants.

To verify the transcription accuracy of the three-minute free-speaking quizzes, I 

used the SPSS (Version 11.0.2) random selection function to choose 10 (10%) from the 

total 95 quizzes. The chosen transcriptions are contained in Appendix J. An independent
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reader listened to the recordings and checked them against the transcriptions. One 

transcription error was found (underlined in Appendix J). Student 2-1-11 (eighth grade, 

class 1, student 11), a journal non-participant, included omerice (a Japanese coinage for 

rice wrapped in egg) in one of his utterances. I transcribed this utterance as “omelets on 

rice.” Had I known this particular coinage, I would have transcribed it as “xx.” That is, it 

would have been counted by CLAN as one word, rather than three, and the xx stands for a 

Japanese word that has no direct translation into English and is not in common use in 

English. Sushi would have been transcribed as sushi and counted as one word; even 

though it has no direct translation into English, it is in common use in English. From 

these ten random transcriptions, a net loss of two words, out of 428 total, and two word 

types, out of 126, would have made no difference whatsoever in the statistics.

The measures adopted for analysis were a subset of those employed in the free- 

writing quiz. For the free-speaking quiz, I decided that the measure of grammatical 

complexity, the MLU, was rather meaningless given that it was often difficult to 

determine the utterance boundary. The measure of accuracy was also eliminated given 

that spoken utterances are rarely accurate in the same sense that written utterances are. A 

more reasonable measure might be understandable utterances, but given the fact that of 

the total utterances spoken by the quiz-takers, over 95% were easily understandable, the 

measure would have been minimally worthwhile. The measures of the number of words 

and the number of words types were retained. I felt that these two measures gave at least 

a general indication of the relative oral proficiencies in fluency and in one aspect of 

complexity (lexical) of the two groups.
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First, the Pearson’s r correlation between the two dependent variables was 

calculated in order to examine the strength of the relationship between them. The data for 

the two dependent variables were then subjected to a one-way multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA), and then to separate univariate analyses of variance (ANOVA) in 

order to determine if participation in the journal project resulted in statistically 

significantly higher scores on the dependent variables, and if so, the magnitude of those 

differences.

To summarize, two measurements were carried out on the transcribed data: the 

total number of words spoken and the total number of words types used during the three- 

minute free-speaking quiz.

Surveys

At the end of Terms 1-4, informal questionnaires, written in Japanese, were 

stapled into the journals. The surveys were designed to gauge, informally: (a) the 

attitudes of the participants toward the secret journal activity, (b) the attitudes of the 

participants toward their partners, and (c) the perceptions of the participants as to the 

language learning value of the secret journal activity.

Materials and Procedure

The surveys were stapled into the journals and filled out by half of the participants 

after which I removed them from the journals to preserve the confidentiality of their 

responses. Prior to delivery to their partners, blank questionnaires were then stapled into 

each journal so as to allow the other half of the participants to respond.
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The content of the surveys differed from term to term (see Appendix K). In 

discussions of most of the questions, the raw percentages provided the basis of those 

discussions. For those survey questions of interest that allowed them, Pearson’s r 

correlations were calculated using SPSS (Version 11.0.2), either for examination of the 

correlations themselves, or as indicators of reliability. As a conservative indicator of 

reliability, the Pearson’s r correlation was used in situations where exactly the same 

question was asked at a later date, as outlined in Test-retest Reliability by Brown (1996, 

p. 193).

The Journals: Potential Pitfalls 

Materials and Procedure 

During the administration of this project, I picked up and delivered the journals 

myself, so I had first-hand experience with the degree of lateness of the participants in 

handing in their journals. During the transcription process, I was able to observe incidents 

where the rules of the project were not followed, especially those regarding secrecy and 

use of the LI. I was also able to observe unusually interesting exchanges or utterances, 

including the use of inappropriate language and contentious exchanges, which were 

tagged during the transcription process using CHAT. These close observations allowed 

me to make informed estimates as to the degree of concern one might reasonably have 

about the behavior of the participants in their journals.
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS

At the end of the project there were 150 separate notebooks, that is, one notebook 

for each of 30 pairs over five terms. The notebooks included a total of 1,440 entries 

comprising 14,000 separate utterances with 57,000 total words. When the transcriptions 

were printed out, they occupied 464 A4-size printed pages. Because the terms differed 

slightly in length, and because of the vacation, academic, club, and school-event demands 

made on the students, Terms 1, 4, and 5 consisted of four entries per participant, while 

Terms 2 and 3 comprised six entries apiece. Following are the Results sections for (a) the 

trend analysis, (b) the free-writing quiz, (c) the free-speaking quiz, and (d) the surveys.

Trend Analysis 

Linguistic Measures

This section presents results pertinent to Research Question 1: What trends do the 

participants’ peer-to-peer dialogue journal entries exhibit over the five terms of the 

project in linguistic measures of the total number of words written, the total number of 

word types written, and the mean length of utterances written?

Table 1 contains the combined descriptive statistics for these three linguistic 

measures from each of the five terms of the study.

Scrutiny of the means of all three measures in Table 1 reveal that they were at 

maximums in Term 1 followed by precipitous decreases in Term 2. In Terms 3-5, the 

mean values stayed near the Term 2 values, with perhaps a slight upward trend in Terms

4 and 5. The means in Terms 2-5 never again reached those of Term 1.
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Noteworthy are the high skewness and the very high kurtosis values for both the 

total words and the total word types per entry in Term 1. Examination of the boxplots for 

these variables revealed that these values were a result of the presence of two outliers 

(Appendix L). They were outliers in Term 1 only; Terms 2-5 had no outliers. Eliminating 

the outliers from future analyses was considered, but rejected. Likewise, transforming the 

data was considered; it too was rejected. Finally, eliminating one of two highly-correlated 

variables (total words and total word types) was considered; that idea, was dropped as 

well. The reasons for rejecting these possible solutions to the high skewness and kurtosis 

values in Term 1 will be addressed at length in the Discussion section.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Total Words, Word Types, and MLU (N=  60)

Term 1 2 3 4 5

Total words per entry 

Mean 47.15 36.25 37.37 40.17 38.67

Standard deviation 26.19 13.24 13.89 17.51 16.61

Minimum 19.25 14.50 14.33 1 2 . 0 0 16.00

Maximum 161.25 78.67 90.33 90.25 95.00

Skewness 2.53 1.30 1.18 1.03 1.29

SE (skewness) .31 .31 .31 .31 .31

Kurtosis 7.72 2.67 2.23 .84 1.89

SE (kurtosis) .61 .61 .61 .61 .61
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Table 1. (continued)

Term 1 2 3 4 5

Total word types per entry 

Mean 21.35 15.35 15.40 18.79 18.42

Standard deviation 9.17 4.98 5.44 6.99 6.77

Minimum 9.50 7.33 6.83 8 . 0 0 7.75

Maximum 60.75 30.17 34.00 37.25 37.00

Skewness 2.29 1.08 1.07 .41 . 6 6

SE (skewness) .31 .31 .31 .31 .31

Kurtosis 7.01 1.89 1.16 .41 . 6 6

SE (kurtosis) .61 .61 .61 .61 .61

Mean length of utterance (MLU) 

Mean 4.04 3.91 3.90 3.88 3.96

Standard deviation .59 .54 .55 .59 .65

Minimum 3.05 3.00 2.77 2.97 2.61

Maximum 5.88 5.91 5.11 5.32 5.85

Skewness .96 1.55 .46 .70 .78

SE (skewness) .31 .31 .31 .31 .31

Kurtosis 1.49 3.78 - .2 1 .03 .52

SE (kurtosis) .61 .61 .61 .61 .61

Note. Measures, except for the MLU, are normalized to the different number of entries 

per term: Term 1 (4), Term 2 (6 ), Term 3 (6 ), Term 4 (4), Term 5 (4).
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The Pearson’s r correlations among the three linguistic measures are displayed in 

Table 2. The data and charts were checked and found to have met the assumptions of 

normality, independence, and linearity, with the reservations expressed previously with 

regard to the two outliers in Term 1.

Table 2. Correlation Coefficients for the Number of Words, the Number of Word Types, 
and the Mean Length of Utterance (MLU) by Term

Measure Number of word types MLU

Number of words

Term 1 .970 .802

Term 2 .946 .746

Term 3 .926 .705

Term 4 .937 .646

Term 5 .947 .738

Number of word types

Term 1 — .791

Term 2 — .777

Term 3 — .740

Term 4 — .667

Term 5 — .768

Note. All correlations are significant, p  < 0.01 (two-tailed).

87

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Total Words

In order to examine the trend in total words, a one-way within-subjects ANOVA 

was conducted with the factor being the five terms (time), and the dependent variable 

being the mean total number of words per entry by term. The data and charts were 

checked and found to have met the assumptions of normality, independence, and 

homogeneity of variance, with the reservations expressed previously with regard to the 

two outliers in Term 1. The results for the ANOVA indicated a significant time effect, 

Wilks’s X = .6 8 , F  (4, 56) = 6.51, p  < .001, multivariate p2 = .32. Using a significance 

level of a = .01 and the Holm’s sequential Bonferroni procedure (Green & Salkind, 2003, 

p. 218), the follow-up pairwise comparisons indicated statistical significance only 

between Terms 1 and 2 (p<  .001), and Terms 1 and 3 {p < .001).

By Term 5, the trendline was rising, as indicated by a moderate coefficient of 

determination, R2 = .636. From Excel (Version 11.0): “The R-squared value, also known 

as the coefficient of determination, is an indicator that ranges in value from 0  to 1 and 

reveals how closely the estimated values for the trendline correspond to your actual data. 

A trendline is most reliable when its R-squared value is at or near 1.” By taking the 

square root of R , we get the value for the Pearson’s r correlation, which in this case is r 

= .798. Using the table in Brown (1996, p. 164), we find that atp <  .05 and N - 2 = 5 (N  

being terms, or data points) -2  = 3, the Pearson’s r value does not quite reach the value 

required for statistical significance, r = .805. The correlation between the five data points 

and the automatic trendline generated by Excel (Version 11.0) does not quite attain 

significance, even though the trendline appears to fit the data moderately well.

88

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Total Word Types

In order to examine the trend in the total word types, a one-way within-subjects 

ANOVA was conducted with the factor being the five terms (time), and the dependent 

variable being the mean total number of word types per entry by term. The data and 

charts were checked and found to have met the assumptions of normality, independence, 

and homogeneity of variance, with the reservations expressed previously with regard to 

the two outliers in Term 1. The multivariate results for the ANOVA indicated a 

significant time effect, Wilks’s 1 -  .36, F  (4, 56) = 25.05, p  < .001, multivariate x\ = .64. 

Using a significance level of a = .01 and the Holm’s sequential Bonferroni procedure 

(Green & Salkind, 2003, p. 218), the follow-up pairwise comparisons indicated statistical 

significance between six pairs: Terms 1 and 2 (p < .001), Terms 1 and 3 (p < .001),

Terms 2 and 4 (p < .001), Terms 2 and 5 (p < .001), Terms 3 and 4 (p<  .001), and Terms 

3 and 5 {p < .001).

The overall trend in the total word types was very similar to that of the total 

words. Term 1 started off at a relatively high point, which again dropped precipitously in 

Terms 2 and 3: the low points. The number of word types again rose in Terms 4 and 5 to 

points slightly lower than Term 1. By Term 5, the trendline was again rising, as indicated 

by a moderate coefficient of determination, R2 = .616. As with the total words, the 

correlation between the trendline and the data points, r = .785, did not reach statistical 

significance at p <  .05.

As already discussed, the Pearson’s r correlations between the total words and the 

total word types per entry by term were very strong (r > 0.90, p  < 0 .0 1 ) in all five terms.
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As explained in the Methods section, the vocabulary from the Term 1 and the 

Term 4 entries, for 30 randomly selected participants, was subjected to lexical analysis 

using Web Vocabprofile (Cobb, 2005). The results are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3. Lexical Analysis of the Terms 1 and 4 Entries of Randomly Selected 
Participants (N=  30)

Word list Term 1 Term 4

First 500 words 71.17% 71.77%

First 1 0 0 0  words 81.87% 80.17%

Second 1000 words 5.23% 4.89%

Academic words .31% .31%

Off-list words 12.58% 14.62%

Note. Off-list words include words not on the other lists, for example, low frequency 

words and proper nouns.

Mean Length o f Utterance

In order to examine the trend in the mean length of utterance (MLU), a one-way

within-subjects ANOVA was conducted with the factor being the five terms (time), and

the dependent variable being the mean MLU by term. The data and charts were checked

and found to have met the assumptions of normality, independence, and homogeneity of

variance, with the reservations expressed previously with regard to the two outliers in

Term 1. The multivariate results for the ANOVA indicated no significant time effect:

Wilks’s X = .92, F (4, 56) = 1.23,p  = .310, multivariate r\2 = .08. Therefore, no follow-up
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pairwise comparisons were calculated.

For the means of the MLU over the five terms, the R value of the trendline was 

very strong, R2 = .953. The Pearson’s r correlation of total words to MLU was moderate 

to strong, and positive. The strongest correlation was in Term 1 (r = .802, p  < 0.01). Term 

1 saw the most words per entry (M =  47.15) and the longest mean length of utterance (M 

= 4.04).

Now that the results of trends in these linguistic measures have been presented, 

the results of trends in certain commonly occurring errors will be presented as well.

Errors

This section presents results pertinent to Research Question 2: What trends in 

common errors do the participants’ journal entries exhibit over the five terms of the 

project, specifically spelling errors and What...like Syntax Errorsl

Spelling errors

Table 4 contains the descriptive statistics for spelling errors per word per entry by 

term. For Term 1, the mean is .0045. For example, to arrive at that value, the total 

number of spelling errors in Term 1 (203) was divided by the total number of words 

written by all of the participants in Term 1 (11,317). That value was then divided by the 

total number of entries written by the participants in Term 1, four. As another example, 

for Term 3, the total number of spelling errors (222) was divided by the total number of 

words written by all of the participants in Term 3 (13,452). That value was then divided

by the total number of entries written by the participants in Term 3, six, to produce .0028.
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After charting the means of the spelling errors per term and plotting the 

polynomial trendline, the trendline had a strong coefficient of determination, R2 = .732. 

The statistically significant Pearson’s r correlation, r = .856,p <  .05, between the 

trendline and the data points adds credence to the upward trend in spelling errors after 

Term 3.

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for Spelling Errors Per Word Per Entry (N=  60)

Term 1 2 3 4 5

Mean .0045 .0033 .0028 .0039 .0040

Standard deviation .0036 .0030 .0025 .0042 .0034

Minimum . 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0

Maximum .0197 .0153 . 0 1 0 2 .0153 .0127

Skewness 1.53 1.89 1 .2 2 1.51 .77

SE (skewness) .31 .31 .31 .31 .31

Kurtosis 4.26 4.62 1.26 1.40 -.23

SE (kurtosis) .61 .61 .61 .61 .61

Note. Spelling errors per word were normalized to the different number of entries per 

term.

What...like Syntax Errors

Another common error encountered during the transcription process was what I 

have called the What...like syntax error. For example, “What do you like food?” used
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instead of “What food do you like?” The use of like, the most common content word in 

the journals, was so widespread that these syntax transformation errors were salient. 

Using the kwal command in CLAN, it was easy to go back through the transcriptions and 

locate all of the collocations of what and like. Table 5 displays the number of What...like 

syntax errors, the total occurrences of the collocation of what and like in this type of 

construction, and the resultant percentages of error to use.

Table 5. What...like Syntax Errors to Total Occurrences by Term

Term 1 2 3 4 5

Number of errors 13 38 54 28 18

Total occurrences 41 70 74 47 41

Percent 32% 54% 73% 60% 44%

Term 1 had the lowest percentage of errors per attempted use of the What...like 

construction. The number of attempted uses reached a maximum in Term 3, as did the 

errors in its use. Terms 4 and 5 saw decreases in both use and percentage of errors, with 

the Term 5 occurrences equaling those of Term 1.

After charting the means of the What...like syntax errors per term and plotting the 

polynomial trendline, the trendline had a very strong coefficient of determination, R2 = 

.951. Likewise, the correlation between the trendline and the data points was very strong 

and statistically significant, r = .915, p  < .01.
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Free-Writing Quiz

This section presents results pertinent to Research Question 3: Do the peer-to-peer 

dialogue journal participants show statistically significant differences in fluency, 

complexity, and accuracy on a free-writing quiz compared to journal non-participants, 

and if so, to what extent?

A ten-minute free-writing quiz was administered to 290 eighth-grade students at 

the three middle schools participating in the secret journal project. The details of the 

method of quiz administration, transcription, and analysis are found in the Methods 

section.

With equalized numbers of journal participants (59) and journal non-participants 

(59), separate sets of descriptive statistics were calculated for the four dependent 

variables: the total number of words, the total number of word types, the total number of 

error-free sentences, and the MLU. The descriptive statistics are summarized in Table 6 .

Table 6 . Descriptive Statistics for Four Dependent Variables Measured on a Ten-Minute 
Free-Writing Quiz for Two Groups: The Journal Participants (n = 59) and a 
Random Sample of Non-Participants (n = 59)

Journal participants Journal non-participants 
Measure («=  59) (n = 59)

Total number of words

Mean 60.93 32.56

Standard deviation 28.25 22.38

Minimum 19 0
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Table 6 . (<continued)

Journal participants Journal non-participants 
Measure (n = 59) (n = 59)

Maximum 154 97

Skewness 1.15 .85

SE (skewness) .31 .31

Kurtosis 1.67 .29

SE (kurtosis) .61 .61

Total number of word types

Mean 36.95 21.76

Standard deviation 13.52 11.17

Minimum 16 0

Maximum 80 47

Skewness .64 .35

Sis (skewness) .31 .31

Kurtosis .45 -.84

SE (kurtosis) .61 .61

Total number of error-free sentences

Mean 7.29 3.86

Standard deviation 3.47 2.90

Minimum 2 0

Maximum 16 13
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Table 6 . (continued)

Measure
Journal participants 

(n = 59)
Journal non-participants 

(n = 59)

Skewness .61 1 .0 2

SE (skewness) .31 .31

Kurtosis -.25 . 8 8

SE (kurtosis) .61 .61

Mean length of utterance (MLU)

Mean 5.03 4.40

Standard deviation .98 1 .1 1

Minimum 3.18 . 0 0

Maximum 8 .1 1 6.75

Skewness .64 -1.27

SE (skewness) .31 .31

Kurtosis .61 4.29

SE (kurtosis) .61 .61

Pearson’s r correlations were calculated for the two groups, separately and 

combined, among the four dependent variables in order to determine their strengths. The 

data and charts were checked and found to have met the assumptions of independence, 

normality, and linearity. The results are summarized in Table 7.
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Table 7. Correlation Coefficients Among the Four Dependent Variables for the Journal
Participants and the Journal Non-Participants

Dependent variable

Number of Number of error- 

word types free sentences MLU

Number of words

Journal Participants (n -  59) 

9 4 7 ** .678** .621**

Number of word types .681** .632**

Number of Error-free sentences .148

Number of words

Journal Non-Participants (n = 59) 

.954** .737** .533**

Number of word types .695** .629**

Number of Error-free sentences .330*

Number of words

Combined (N=  118)

.961** .771** .617**

Number of word types .762** .663**

Number of Error-free sentences .334**

Note. ** Correlation is significant atp  < 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant 

at/? < 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Because of the extremely strong correlations between the total number of words

and the total number of word types (r = .961,/? < .001), the latter measure was eliminated

from all future calculations. A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)
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was then calculated in order to determine the overall effect of the independent variable 

(journal participation versus journal non-participation) on the three remaining dependent 

variables. The data and charts were checked and found to have met the assumptions of 

normality, linearity, and equality of variance.

At a significance level of a = .05, an overall significant difference was found 

between the two groups on the dependent variables: Wilks’s X = .74, F  (3, 114) = 13.64, p  

< .001. Because there were no missing data, separate follow-up univariate ANOVAs 

were automatically generated during the MANOVA calculation process for each of the 

dependent variables. The results of the ANOVAs are summarized in Table 8 .

Table 8 . Follow-up Univariate Analysis of the Variance (ANOVA) of the Three 
Dependent Variables

Dependent Variable F  (1,116) P Partial r\

Number of words 36.56 . 0 0 0 .240

Number of error-free sentences 33.85 . 0 0 0 .226

Mean length of utterance (MLU) 10.55 . 0 0 2 .083

At a significance level of a = .05, after applying the Bonferroni correction (p = 

.05/3 = .02) to each ANOVA, all three measures were found to be statistically significant.

Free-Speaking Quiz

This section presents results pertinent to Research Question 4: Do the peer-to-peer 

dialogue journal participants show statistically significant differences in fluency and
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lexical complexity on a free-speaking quiz compared to journal non-participants, and if 

so, to what extent?

A three-minute free-speaking quiz was administered to 96 eighth-grade students 

at one of the middle schools (KD) participating in the secret journal project. The details 

of the quiz administration, transcription, and analyses are found in the Methods section.

As discussed, two dependent variables were chosen for analysis: the total number 

of words and the total number of word types produced in three minutes. It was hoped that 

these two measures would give a general feeling for the speaking fluency of the quiz- 

takers and the lexical complexity of their utterances.

Initially, using SPSS (Version 11.0.2), separate sets of descriptive statistics for the 

two dependent variables were calculated and plotted. A scatterplot of the two variables 

clearly showed an outlier whose z-scores for the total number of words and the total 

number of words types were z = 3.846 and z = 3.723, respectively. The outlier, a journal 

non-participant, was eliminated from all of the subsequent analyses, so the final tally was 

95: 29 journal participants and 6 6  journal non-participants. The group sizes were not 

equalized. The descriptive statistics, minus the outlier data, were recalculated for the 

separate groups and are summarized in Table 9.

The Pearson’s r correlation between the two dependent variables was then 

calculated. The data and charts were checked and found to conform to the assumptions of 

independence, normality, and linearity. The calculated Pearson’s r value was r = .968, p  

< .001 for the combined groups. The Pearson’s r value calculated for the separate groups
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was r = .953, p  < .001 for the journal participants and r = .971, p  < .001 for the non­

participants.

Table 9. Descriptive Statistics for Two Dependent Variables Measured on a Three-
Minute Free-Speaking Quiz for Two Groups: the Journal Participants (n = 29) 
and the Journal Non-Participants (« = 6 6 )

Journal participants Journal non-participants

Measure (n = 29) (n -  6 6 )

Total number of words

Mean 6 6 . 0 0 50.29

Standard deviation 30.15 33.59

Minimum 2 2 1 0

Maximum 137 144

Skewness .58 1.24

SE (skewness) .43 .30

Kurtosis -.31 .79

SE (kurtosis) .85 .58

Total number of word types

Mean 37.52 30.23

Standard deviation 14.58 17.48

Minimum 14 7

Maximum 74 80

Skewness .71 1 .2 1

100

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Table 9. (continued)

Measure

Journal participants 

(n = 29)

Journal non-participants 

(n = 6 6 )

SE (skewness) .43 .30

Kurtosis .41 .76

SE (kurtosis) .85 .58

A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was originally intended, 

but the extremely high correlation (r = .968,p  < .001) between the two dependent 

variables was such that the measure of total word types was eliminated, and a one-way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted instead. The remaining dependent variable 

was the total number of words (fluency), and there were two levels or groups: the journal 

participants and the journal non-participants.

The data and charts were checked and found to conform to the assumptions of 

independence, normality, and homogeneity of variance. At a significance level of a = .05, 

the ANOVA revealed a significant difference between the two groups on the dependent 

variable: F ( l ,  93) = 4.68,/? = .033.

Surveys

At the end of Terms 1-4, short informal surveys were stapled into the journals 

prior to the last entry by each participant. The surveys (see Appendix K) were short 

enough that they could be completed in less than five minutes. Their brevity may account
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for the fact that the completed return rate was 100%. No survey was administered after 

Term 5.

Journal Activity Attitudes 

This section presents results pertinent to Research Question 5: What do the 

informal end-of-term surveys (Terms 1-4) indicate about the attitudes of the journal 

participants toward the peer-to-peer dialogue journal activity? Specifically, why did the 

participants volunteer for the activity, how much time did they spend on their entries, and 

did they like the activity?

At the end of Term 2, the participants were asked to choose one reason, out of 

five choices, why they became participants in the secret journal activity. Their responses 

are summarized in Table 10.

Table 10. Responses: “Why did you volunteer for the secret journal project?” (N=  57)

Response Number of participants (%)

I want to improve my English 36 63%

I like mysteries 9 16%

A teacher asked me to 5 9%

I want to make new friends” 3 5%

Other 4 7%
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There were four responses to Other they were the Japanese equivalents of “I have 

time,” “It sounded like fun,” “It sounded interesting,” and “No special reason.” Contrary 

to the instruction to choose only one option, three participants chose more than one of the 

five options: one chose improve and friends, another chose mystery and teacher, and the 

other chose improve, friends, and teacher. Their responses are not included in Table 10.

At the end of the Term 3, the participants were asked how many minutes they 

spent on their journal entries. Their responses are summarized in Table 11.

Table 11. Responses: “How many minutes do you usually write in your journal?” 
(N =60)

Minutes Number of respondents (%)

0 - 1 0 16 27%

1 0 - 2 0 2 2 37%

20-30 18 30%

30-60 4 7%

over 60 0 0 %

At the end of the Terms 1 and 3, the participants were asked to choose one of five 

options in response to the survey question, “Do you like the secret journals?” The results 

are summarized in Table 12.
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Table 12. Responses: “Do you like the secret journals?” (N = 60)

Response

Term 1 Term 3

Number of responses (%) Number of responses (%)

I love it. 13 2 2 % 11 18%

Yes. 2 2 37% 25 42%

So so. 25 42% 2 2 37%

No. 0 0 % 2 3%

I hate it. 0 0 % 0 0 %

The reliabilities of the responses from Term 1 to Term 3 were checked, using the 

Test-retest Reliability method (Brown, 1996, p. 193), and determined to be very strong: r 

= .98,/? < .01.

Attitudes o f the Participants Toward Their Partners 

This section presents results pertinent to Research Question 6 : What do the end- 

of-term surveys (Terms 1-4) indicate about the attitudes of the journal participants toward 

their partners, and is there any correlation between liking one’s partner and the number of 

words written?

One question, in exactly the same form, was on all four of the end-of-term 

surveys: “Did you enjoy writing to your last partner?” The participants were given 

choices based on a four-point Likert scale: the equivalent in Japanese of very much, yes,
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so so, and no. For example, in the Term 1 journal AB01, one participant liked his partner 

so so (2); his partner liked him very much (4). Similarly, in the Term 1 journal AB02, one 

participant liked his partner so so (2); his partner liked him yes (3).

From this question, two Pearson’s r correlations were calculated in order to gauge 

the attitudes of the participants toward their partners. The data and charts were checked 

and found to have met the assumptions of normality, linearity, and independence. One of 

the correlations was calculated for all four terms for the 30 pairs of participants, using 

their Likert scale responses to the question above. For example, 2 and 4, and 2 and 3. 

Only the Term 3 correlation value was significant, but moderate, r = .412,p  < .05.

The other correlation calculated for the four terms was that between a 

participant’s Likert scale response to “Did you enjoy writing to your last partner?” (e.g., 

2), and the number of words per entry written to that participant’s partner (e.g., 33.75). 

Again, the Term 3 correlation value was significant, but moderate: /* = .381, < .01. The 

Term 4 value was also significant, but weak: r = .266, p  < .05.

Language-Learning Value Attitudes

Research Question 7

This section presents results pertinent to Research Question 7: What do the end- 

of-term surveys (Terms 1-4) indicate about the attitudes of the journal participants toward 

the peer-to-peer dialogue journals as a language learning activity?

Perhaps the most important concern in this study was whether or not various 

linguistic proficiencies improved as a result of participation in the project. After Terms 1 

and 4, the participants were asked to respond on a four-point Likert scale to whether they
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thought the journals contributed to improvements in their writing, reading, listening, and 

speaking proficiencies (Appendix K). The surveys were spaced out so that the 

participants would have time to forget their original responses, and would have a better- 

educated feel for the potential contributions. The scale’s equivalents in English are as 

follows: 4 = a lot, 3 = a little, 2 = none, and 1= 7  don’t know. The results are summarized 

in Table 13.

Table 13. Perceptions of the Participants as to the Journal’s Contributions to Increases in 
Their Proficiencies in the Four Language Macroskills (N  = 60)

Macroskill a lot a little none I don’t know

Writing 

Term 1 26 27 2 5

Term 4 23 32 4 1

Reading 

Term 1 2 1 32 5 2

Term 4 17 35 5 3

Listening 

Term 1 4 25 18 13

Term 4 1 19 25 15

Speaking 

Term 1 6 31 13 1 0

Term 4 3 27 19 11
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The reliabilities of the responses for each of the separate skills from Term 1 to 

Term 4 were checked using the Test-retest Reliability method (Brown, 1996, p. 193). The 

writing, reading, listening, and speaking reliabilities were strong at r = .96 (p < .05), r = 

•98 (p < .05), r = .83 (not significant), and r = .91 (not significant), respectively.

An equally important focus of this study was if, and if so, the degree to which the 

participants scaffolded each other, in the spirit of Vygotsky and Donato. At the end of the 

Term 3, the participants were asked: “Can you remember any instances from which you 

learned something about English from one of your journal partners?” The results are 

summarized in Table 14.

Table 14. Responses: “Can you remember any instances from which you learned 
something about English from one of your journal partners?” (N  = 60)

Response Number of participants (%)

Many times. 8 13%

A few times. 37 62%

Never. 15 25%

From Table 14, frilly 75% of the participants believed that their partners had 

contributed, at least a few times, to their knowledge of English.

107

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Research Question 8

This section presents results pertinent to Research Question 8 : Do journal entries 

of participants in peer-to-peer dialogue journals show evidence of echoing, and might 

certain instances of echoing constitute scaffolding in the spirit of Vygotsky and Donato?

At the beginning of the transcription process, I started to tag the cases of echoing 

that I encountered. Very quickly it became obvious that there were simply too many 

cases to tag, and that echoing could take on several forms: explicit error correction, 

echoing that served as a spatial connection of a partner’s question to his or her response, 

and what I would call true echoing. This subject will be further explored in the 

Discussion section.

As a potential indicator of echoing, Pearson’s r correlations were calculated 

between the total word output of one participant and the total word output of his or her 

partner, by term. The results were as follows: r = .827 (Term 1), r = .498 (Term 2), r = 

.706 (Term 3), r = .760 (Term 4), and r = .489 (Term 5), all atp <  .01. These correlations 

range from moderate to strong, and all are statistically significant.
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION

Following are separate Discussion sections for the following: (a) the trend 

analysis, (b) the free-writing quiz, (c) the free-speaking quiz, (d) the surveys, and (e) the 

journals: potential pitfalls.

Trend Analysis 

Linguistic Measures

This section discusses Research Question 1: What trends do the participants’ 

peer-to-peer dialogue journal entries exhibit over the five terms of the project in linguistic 

measures of the total number of words written, the total number of word types written, 

and the mean length of utterances written?

Examination of the findings in Table 1 reveal that the means of all three of the 

linguistic measures showed clear maximums in Term 1, and sharp decreases in Term 2.

In Terms 3-5, the mean values stayed near or slightly above the Term 2 values, but they 

never again approached the Term 1 values.

Noteworthy are the high skewness and the very high kurtosis values for both the 

total words and the total word types per entry in Term 1. The MLU values of skewness 

and kurtosis were within acceptable limits. As mentioned, examination of the boxplots 

for these variables revealed that these values were a result of the presence of two outliers, 

ID25 and ID55. These two participants were easily the top total word producers over the 

five terms. Furthermore, they were paired with each other in Term 1, and perhaps the 

novelty of the activity and their apparent high regard for each other (Appendix L) led
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them to write so much. However, it must be remembered that these two participants were 

the only outliers out of the 60 participants, and they were outliers only in Term 1. There 

were no outliers in Terms 2-5.

While the writing performance of the two outliers was a blessing for the educators 

administering the project, it played some havoc with the Term 1 statistics. Consequently, 

some thought was given to eliminating them from the analyses in all five terms.

However, eliminating these two outliers purely for the sake of the Term 1 statistics would 

have been unacceptable in the context of trend analysis. Exceptions to the trends within a 

single group are as important as the trends themselves.

In addition to potentially eliminating the outliers from the trend analysis, some 

thought was given to transforming the data using the standard statistical transformations, 

which are readily available in SPSS (Version 11.0.2). However, statistical 

transformations make the data more difficult to interpret. A mean of 55 words per entry is 

easy to interpret; the square root of the mean of 55 words per entry, 7.42, is less easy.

Additional thought was given to eliminating one of the two highly correlated 

variables, total words or total word types, in order to gain statistical power. Similar logic 

accompanied my decision not to do so. The number of total words written and the 

number of total word types written are completely different measures of different 

proficiencies, their strong correlation notwithstanding. The trend in each measure is of 

interest on its own merits.

However, out of curiosity I calculated alternative set of statistics based upon

eliminating the two outliers, and after a square root transformation. Elimination of the

two outliers brought the Term 1 total word values for skewness and kurtosis back into
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statistically more palatable limits: 1.64 and 3.73. Similarly, the Term 1 total word type 

skewness and kurtosis values became .93 and .62, respectively. However, eliminating the 

outliers made no difference in the eventual statistical significance of the multivariate tests 

generated during the one-way within-subjects ANOVA. Furthermore, there were no 

changes in the eventual pairs identified as statistically significant by the follow-up 

pairwise comparisons. That is, exactly the same pairs were statistically significant after 

eliminating the outliers as before.

Similarly, after the square root transformation, the Term 1 total word skewness 

and kurtosis values became 1.73 and 3.83, respectively, and the Term 1 total word type 

skewness and kurtosis values became 1.55 and 3.43, respectively, again more statistically 

acceptable. However, the transformation made no difference in the eventual statistical 

significance of the multivariate tests generated during the one-way within-subjects 

ANOVA. Furthermore, there were no changes in the eventual pairs identified as 

statistically significant by the follow-up pairwise comparisons. That is, exactly the same 

pairs were statistically significant after the transformation as before.

If I had been comparing separate groups and looking for statistically significant 

differences, the elimination of outliers or transformations might have been necessary and 

desirable. In this case, given that transformations and elimination of outliers had no effect 

on the eventual results, the discussion is, in a sense, moot.

The strong correlations between the total number of words per entry and the total 

number of word types per entry by term (r = .926-.970, p  < .01) are intuitively obvious. 

As the participants wrote more words, they used more word types. One might be inclined 

to predict the same for the total words and the total word types, and the MLU. The
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correlations are still moderate to strong, but not as strong as those between the total 

words and the total word types. More words and more word types do not imply longer 

sentences. With these low-proficiency learners, more words and more word types simply 

imply more sentences, of roughly the same length.

Total Words

The multivariate results for the one-way within-subjects ANOVA indicated a 

significant time effect, and the follow-up pairwise comparisons indicated statistical 

significance between Terms 1 and 2, and Terms 1 and 3.

Figure 1 clearly shows a maximum during Term 1, a dramatic drop in Term 2 and 

a slight increase in Term 3. The statistical significances are reasonable given the visual 

differences between Term 1 and 2, and Terms 1 and 3. In Term 1, the participants wrote 

the highest number of words per entry in the five terms of the project. In Term 2, the total 

word count dropped to the lowest point of the project. By Term 5, the trendline is on the 

rise, as indicated by a moderate coefficient of determination. It seems to signify that the 

participants are starting to write more total words in their entries.

The Term 1 results seem reasonable given a probable combination of the 

following factors: an enthusiasm for the new and unique secret journal project, and the 

fact that the participants had no idea what to expect from their partners and were loath to 

disappoint them with short entries or to embarrass themselves with substandard writing.

The Term 2 drop is also reasonable. Some of the enthusiasm was gone. The 

participants now knew what to expect, they had a feel for the relative proficiencies of 

their partners, and had gained some confidence in their ability to sustain a relatively
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protracted written communication. The exchanges had been civil and non-judgmental, so 

the participants had little reason to worry about the length or the quality of their entries.

• — Mean Number of 
Words Per Entry

— Trend Line

However, the largest contributing factor to the drop in the total number of words 

per entry from Term 1 to Term 2 may well have been the higher number of entries in 

Term 2. Term 1 consisted of four written entries by each of the participants. The number 

of entries in all the terms was predetermined and an instruction sheet, including a 

schedule, was glued inside the front cover of the notebooks. Therefore, the participants 

were aware that Term 2 would consist of two additional entries as compared with Term 1 

The same is true of Term 3, with six entries. Given the increased number of entries, 

perhaps the participants wrote fewer words in order to conserve their linguistic resources
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Figure 1. The mean number of words per entry by term.
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and to dole out their personal information and tastes more judiciously over the two 

additional entries.

By Terms 4 and 5, with just four entries each, perhaps the participants were 

starting to feel more comfortable with their writing and were becoming more fluent 

(Casanave, 1994). Also likely is that the reduced number of entries once again led them 

to use up their linguistic resources and to complete their information exchange in a 

shorter time. Another contributing factor could have been an increase in the need to 

socialize with peers rather than family (Fukuzawa & LeTendre, 2001). Whatever the 

reasons, the trend was moderately up.

Total Word Types

After the one-way within-subjects ANOVA, the follow-up pairwise comparisons 

indicated statistical significance between six pairs: Terms 1 and 2, Terms 1 and 3, Terms 

2 and 4, Terms 2 and 5, Terms 3 and 4, and Terms 3 and 5.

The overall trend in the number of word types was very similar to that of the total 

words (Figure 2), although there were more statistically significant pairs. This is even 

more apparent when looking at the composite chart (Figure 4) and the very high 

Pearson’s r correlations (Table 2). Term 1 started off at a relatively high point, and again 

dropped dramatically in Terms 2 and 3: the low points. The number of word types rose 

again in Terms 4 and 5 to points only slightly lower than Term 1. By Term 5, the 

trendline was again rising, as indicated by a moderate coefficient of determination. This 

seems to suggest that the participants were starting to write more total word types in their 

entries, in addition to more total words.
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The strong Pearson’s r correlations between the total words and the total number 

of word types are intuitively reasonable: the more words written per entry, the more word 

types used. What is puzzling, however, is that while the pairwise comparisons found only 

two statistically significant pairs in the total word trend, they found six pairs in the trend 

of the total word types. Perhaps the reason is as follows: because there are always more 

total words than word types, fluctuations in the total words cause larger percentage 

increases and decreases in the total word types, and therefore, potentially more 

statistically significant changes.
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The reasons for the changes in the number of total words written by term were 

discussed previously: initial enthusiasm, followed by a combination of erosion of some of 

that enthusiasm plus conservation of linguistic resources, followed by faster deployment 

of those resources with, perhaps, a greater drive to socialize. In any case, given that the 

total words and total word types are so interdependent, whatever the reasons for the 

changes in the number of word types were, they were probably very similar to the reasons 

for the changes in total words.

The results of the lexical analysis, using Vocabprofile (Cobb, 2005), may seem 

puzzling. After all, as the overall English proficiencies of the participants developed over 

the year separating Terms 1 and 4, their journal entries ought to have shown more 

complex vocabulary. However, the percentages stayed about the same. The reason may 

be in the fewer number of words written by the selected participants in Term 4 compared 

to Term 1: 6,366 in Term 1 to 5,108 in Term 4. It also may very well be that the 

participants had found a comfort zone, so they were unwilling to take chances with their 

writing, and that their Term 4 enthusiasm for the activity was somewhat below that of 

their Term 1 enthusiasm.

Mean Length o f Utterance

The multivariate tests generated during the one-way within-subjects ANOVA

found no statistically significant changes in the mean MLU by term.

This is not surprising if one recalls that low-proficiency writers tend toward

simple one-clause sentences with few modifiers, such as adjectives, and primarily in the

present or simple past tenses. The lengths of the utterances did not change appreciably,
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even in light of changes in the mean total number of words and word types per utterance 

by term, as has been discussed. In short, no matter how many total words and total word 

types the participants wrote per entry, the length of their sentences did not change 

significantly. That said, the very strong R2 value indicates a strong likelihood of an 

increase in the MLU continuing into the future. Indeed, this is reasonable. After two 

years of English, the grammaticality of the written utterances of the students should start 

to show some complexification.
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Figure 3. The mean length of utterance by term.

—• — MLU

 Trend
Line

Figure 3 shows a trend very similar to those of the total words and the total word

types: high in Term 1, decreasing in Terms 2 and 3, and on the rise by the end of Term 5.

However, Figure 3 itself is highly deceiving. The MLU line appears to change
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dramatically from term to term; in fact, the MLU changed very little (3.88 to 4.04), and 

the changes were not statistically significant. The composite, Figure 4, gives a much 

more realistic visual representation of the MLU.

The Pearson’s r correlation of total words to MLU is more puzzling. The 

correlation is moderate to very strong, and positive. The strongest correlation is in Term 1 

(r = .802, p  < 0.01). Term 1 saw the most words per entry (M= 47.15) and the longest 

mean length of utterance (M=  4.04). These Term 1 results could be explained by saying 

that during the very first term of the project, the participants did not know what to expect, 

so they probably spent more time and took more care with their writing, wrote more total 

words, and more complex utterances than during the subsequent terms, when they were 

more knowledgeable about the emerging standards in the writing of their partners.

The explanations for the correlations between the MLU and the total number of 

words in Terms 2-5 are less obvious. To be sure, they are a bit weaker (r = .646 -  .746, p  

< 0.01), but statistically significant and still fairly robust. However, recall that there was 

no long-term statistically significant change, nor were there any statistically significant 

pairs. In short, the mean length of utterance simply did not change much, which is 

undoubtedly due to the fact that low-proficiency writers are stuck in a kind of simple- 

sentence twilight zone, where modifiers and multi-clause constructions are rare.

But, perhaps the explanation lies with the participants themselves. Perhaps the 

more proficient and more motivated participants, who wrote more total words, also wrote 

longer and slightly more complex constructions. By the same token, the less proficient 

writers wrote fewer words in shorter and simpler constructions. Both cases would result 

in strong correlations.
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Conclusions

So, why did these measures decrease after Term 1 only to begin increasing by

Term 5? The most likely possibilities have already been discussed: declining interest in

the secret journal activity after the initial novelty (Bergin, 1999) and the change in the

number of entries per term. However, there are other potential reasons for the trends. In

Terms 2 and 3, perhaps the participants became more conservative in their writing in

hopes of avoiding errors, and as their fluency increased in Terms 4 and 5, began to worry

less about those errors as Casanave (1994) suggested. Perhaps the participants were able

to convey what they wished to convey in fewer and simpler words, and as their overall
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proficiencies increased over the year-and-a-half, so did the linguistic measures. Perhaps 

the participants simply succumbed to the well-documented trend among Japanese eighth 

graders to take it a bit easy in their second year of junior high school in anticipation of the 

“hell” of the third year and the upcoming high school entrance exams (Fukuzawa & 

LeTendre, 2001). Perhaps the demands placed upon the time of eighth-grade junior high 

school students by school clubs, and in some cases juku (independent cram schools), 

made journal writing a low priority. Perhaps the general increases in Terms 4 and 5 were 

indicative of a rise in the desire to socialize. The overall reason is probably a combination 

of all of the above, plus others.

Now that the trends in these linguistic measures have been discussed, the trends in 

certain commonly occurring errors will be scrutinized as well.

Errors

This section discusses Research Question 2: What trends in common errors do the 

participants’ journal entries exhibit over the five terms of the project, specifically spelling 

errors and What...like Syntax Errors?

Spelling Errors

The minimum and maximum values in Table 4 indicate some interesting 

occurrences. Some of the participants made no spelling errors whatsoever in their entries 

in a given term. For example, six participants made no spelling errors in their Term 1 

entries. This is particularly resonant in light of the fact that these participants were in the

seventh grade of middle school, and for the most part were beginning English learners.
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Their Term 1 entries had very few spelling errors: only 203 out of the 11,317 words 

( 1 .8 %) written by 60 different participants.

Both Table 4 and Figure 5 show a dramatic drop in spelling errors per word from 

Term 1 to Terms 2 and 3. The trend is again remarkably similar to the trend in the total 

number of words written per entry (Figure 1). Upon viewing the spelling error trendline, 

the strong coefficient of determination, and the statistically significant correlation, the 

most intrepid of teachers might be concerned. Just when the participants seemingly 

should have been showing greater accuracy (at the end of the project), their spelling 

errors were actually on the increase.

The decrease from Term 1 to Term 3 may have resulted from the fact that the 

participants also wrote significantly fewer words per entry from Term 1 to Term 3: fewer 

words may have meant safer and more predictable language resulting in fewer spelling 

errors. The errors in Terms 4 and 5 were still fewer than the those in Term 1, but may 

have risen as the participants’ fluencies increase, as suggested by Casanave (1994), who 

speculated that as writing fluency improves, students become less concerned with 

accuracy and complexity. This trend seems especially unusual when we recall that the 

participants used slightly fewer word types in Terms 4 and 5 than in Term 1, even though 

the decrease did not reach statistical significance. But perhaps there is no cause for 

concern. If the students are enjoying writing to and communicating with their peers, a 

few spelling errors here and there are unlikely to outweigh the other benefits.
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Figure 5. Mean spelling errors per word per entry by term.

What...like Syntax Errors

With regard to the What...like syntax error, Term 1 saw the lowest percentage of 

errors per attempted use of the What...like construction (Figure 6 ). The number of 

attempted uses reached a maximum in Term 3, as did the errors in its use. In Terms 2 and 

3, it appears that the participants began using this construction in order to ask more 

specific questions about the tastes of their partners, for example, “What sports do you 

like?” The participants' lack of knowledge as to how to formulate this kind of question, 

and perhaps LI transfer, may have combined to give rise to the increasing percentage of 

these errors. Terms 4 and 5 saw decreases in both use and percentage of errors.
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Figure 6. Percent of What...like syntax errors to total occurrences by term.

The seventh-grade students were very briefly exposed to this construction in a

footnote in their textbooks (Asano, Ikeda, Kasajima, Shimomura, & Makino, 2002a)

toward the end of their seventh-grade school year: “What sports do you like?” (p. 87). A

more formal introduction to this kind of construction occurs in the main text of their

eighth-grade textbooks (Asano, Ikeda, Kasajima, Shimomura, & Makino, 2002b): “What

kind of movies do you like?” (p. 75). It is the confusion in the textbooks that is, perhaps,

responsible for these errors. The participants may have been trying to ask more specific

questions about the tastes of their partners in Terms 2 and 3, and were likely to continue

to want to do so in Terms 4 and 5. Suddenly, in Terms 4 and 5, they began using this
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construction less, and therefore, made fewer errors. Somewhere, from the brief footnote­

like reference (“What sports do you like?”) to the slightly altered form (“What kind of 

movies do you like?”), which uses the polysemic kind, the participants may have lost 

confidence in its use.

However, it is also possible that the explanation for the decrease starting in Term 

3 lies elsewhere. The most obvious explanation is that there were fewer entries per 

participant in Terms 4 and 5 (four each) compared with Terms 2 and 3 (six each).

Perhaps the fewer entries simply allowed the participants fewer opportunities to need to 

attempt this type of construction.

Regardless of the reasons for the decline in the use of the What... like construction, 

the very strong fit of the trendline to the data (Figure 6 ) and the statistical significance 

presage a continuing downward trend after Term 5 in both the attempted use of this 

construction and concomitant errors in its use.

It must be recalled, however, that out of approximately 14,000 utterances, there 

were only 152 occurrences of this error. While fully 40 of the 60 participants made at 

least one of this error, just three participants accounted for 52 (34%) occurrences of this 

error. Because some of the participants never attempted this construction, and therefore, 

did not err, the trend must be viewed with a great deal of caution. The reliability of any 

inferences made from these data is further confused by the fact that there were cases in 

which a participant used both the correct form and the incorrect form in the same journal 

entry.
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Conclusions

Of the two types of errors examined, spelling errors were on the rise, and the 

incidence of What...like syntax errors decreased. However, there is probably little cause 

for alarm. It may just be that the anticipated, but as yet undocumented, rise in the writing 

fluency of the participants has conspired to make them less concerned with accuracy, or 

that as the project progressed they simply relied more and more on safe constructions and 

known lexical items. Further exposure to the proper usage, and to proper spellings, is 

bound to rectify some of these errors.

Final Observations on the Trend Analyses 

A reader hoping that peer-to-peer dialogue journals would culminate in 

statistically significant improvements in various measures of linguistic proficiency might 

be sorely disappointed with these results. There are statistically significant trends, to be 

sure: both downward and upward. Peers, left to their own devices, may not be likely to 

show major and obvious linguistic improvement, at least to a statistically significant 

degree. That said, however, there is a critical caveat to this observation. The complexity 

of research in a social setting militates against the researcher being able to collect 

rigorous scientific data, and even when fortunate enough to be able to do so, the 

researcher is further thwarted in being able to point to any one, or any series of causes, 

that might bring about a particular result. Before condemning the journal activity based 

on the statistics presented here, I think it safe to say that the participants did improve, if 

for no other reason than that they continued taking English classes at school. In fact, they

probably improved considerably as a result of having participated in the journal project.
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The unavoidable limitations on data collection, which precluded measuring fluency, and 

inferences based on those data and the statistical analyses simply do not show that 

improvement in any dramatic way.

Free-Writing Quiz

This section discusses Research Question 3: Do the peer-to-peer dialogue journal 

participants show statistically significant differences in fluency, complexity, and 

accuracy on a free-writing quiz compared to journal non-participants, and if so, to what 

extent?

A ten-minute free-writing quiz was administered to the eighth-grade students at 

the three middle schools participating in the journal project. The details of the methods of 

quiz administration, transcription, and analysis are found in the Methods section. The 

statistical results are found in the Results section.

A cursory examination of the means of the four dependent variables in Table 6  

suggests that there might be statistically significant differences in the means of the total 

number of words, the total number of word types, and the total number of error-free 

sentences. However, the potential for statistical significance between the two groups on 

the MLU measure seems less obvious.

The minimums and maximums in the total number of words and the total number 

of word types are salient. For the journal participants, the total number of words ranged 

from 19-154; for the journal non-participants, the range was 0-97. A check of the data 

revealed that one randomly-selected quiz-taker, a journal non-participant, did not write a
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single word. For the journal participants, the total number of word types ranged from 16- 

80; for the non-journal participants, the range was 0-47.

An examination of the data of all 290 quiz-takers discloses some interesting 

findings. Only two students out of 290 wrote nothing at all. On the measure of the total 

number of words and the total number of word types, eight of the top 10 producers (out 

of 290) were journal participants. For the total number of error-free sentences, the result 

was once again eight out of 10. However, on the MLU measure, the journal participants 

occupy only two of the top 10 positions.

The descriptive statistics for the journal participants are intuitively reasonable, 

especially in terms of the higher total numbers of words and word types produced 

compared to the journal non-participants. After all, the journal participants had practiced 

producing exactly the kinds of sentences called for in the quiz.

The accuracy of the sentences produced by the journal participants is a bit 

surprising. One might be tempted to assume that the combination of increased fluency 

fostered by the journal writing experience plus the lack of teacher intervention, either in 

modeling correct forms or explicitly highlighting errors, might lead to inconclusive 

results compared to the journal non-participants.

On the MLU measure, the sentences produced by the journal participants were 

only slightly longer (5.03 words per sentence) than those produced by the non­

participants (4.40). The very similar distributions in Figure 7 suggest that there is a kind 

of standard sentence length produced by low-proficiency language learners. Single 

clauses dictate this standard sentence length. Modifiers and multi-clause sentences are

few. Embedded clauses are nearly non-existent.

127

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



16

14

(I)
4-1c 12 «
3 10*•
(A

0
L.
01 XI
E3z

in o  
i-H r>i

in o  
o >-<

—  Journal Participants

— Journal Non- 
Participants

MLU
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participants (n = 59) on the free-writing quiz.

This is doubly evident when one looks at the distribution of one of the other 

variables measured in the free-writing quiz: the total number of words. For example, 

Figure 8 shows the distribution for the total number of words written in 10 minutes by 

both the journal participants and the journal non-participants. There is a clear visual 

difference between the two groups, one that is supported by the MANOVA and the 

separate follow-up ANOVAs.

However, prior to discussing the results of these statistics, the Pearson’s r 

correlations highlighted a potential weakness in the analyses as outlined in the Methods 

section. For both the journal participants and the journal non-participants, the Pearson’s 

correlations between the total number of words written and the total number of word 

types were very strong, r = .947 and r = .954, respectively. The strengths of these 

correlations are intuitively reasonable: the more words written, the more word types
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needed to express oneself. Tabachnik and Fidell (2001) point out that “Even moderately 

correlated DVs diminish the power of MANOVA” (p. 323). Their solution is as follows: 

“When correlations among DVs are high....It is both statistically and logically suspect to 

include all the DVs in analysis and the usual solution is deletion o f the redundant D V”

(p. 331). Based on this technique, I decided to eliminate the measure of total word types 

from all subsequent analyses. However, the measure of total word types is still of interest: 

it is an indicator of lexical complexity, while total words is an indicator of fluency. The 

descriptive statistics (Table 6) still include the measure of total word types.
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Figure 8. The distribution of the total number of words for the journal participants (n = 
59) and the journal non-participants (n = 59) on the free-writing quiz.

After elimination of the measure of total word types, the MANOVA showed an 

overall statistically significant difference for a composite of the three dependent
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variables, Wilks’s X = .74, F ( 3 ,114) = 13.64, p  < .001. Separate follow-up ANOVAs 

demonstrated statistical significance for the three remaining dependent variables, p < .01. 

However, the partial r\2 for the MLU (.083) implies that the contribution by the MLU 

variable to the total variance between the two groups was relatively small compared to 

the roughly equal contributions by the other two dependent variables: the total number of 

words (r|2 = .240), and the total number of error-free sentences (r)2 = .226).

From the correlation results, surprising is the moderate to strong, and statistically 

significant, correlation between the number of words written (fluency) and the number of 

error-free sentences written (accuracy): r= .111,p< .01. Contrary to expectation, as the 

number of words written by the 118 quiz-takers studied increased, the number of error- 

free sentences increased. Casanave (1994) posited that accuracy might be sacrificed on 

the altar of fluency; that would imply a negative correlation. That is clearly not the case 

here, although in the journal environment studied by Casanave, which was not a testing 

situation, it might very well have been. Actually, upon reflection, this phenomenon is 

logical. This was a quiz and the quiz-takers may have been assumed that accuracy was of 

paramount importance. Furthermore, as a generalization, a great deal of attention is paid 

to accuracy in the predominantly grammar-translation environment of English classes in 

Japan.

The correlation between the number of words and the MLU is moderate, r = .617, 

p  < .01. Apparently, the writers who wrote more words tended to write longer sentences. 

This, too, seems intuitively logical.

The only weak correlation is between the error-free sentences and the MLU: r = 

.334, p  < .01, for the combined groups. The correlation for the separate group of journal
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non-participants mirrors the combined group, but the correlation for the separate group of 

journal participants stands out. The correlation is not only weak, r -  . 148, but not 

statistically significant. Compared to the journal participants, the journal non-participants 

wrote statistically significantly fewer words, fewer word types, fewer error-free 

sentences, and shorter sentences. However, the error-free sentences that they wrote 

tended weakly to be longer. Perhaps the journal non-participants, who probably had less 

self-confidence with regard to their writing, wrote longer sentences only when they were 

fairly sure that those sentences would be accurate. The lengths of the sentences written by 

the journal participants were largely unrelated to the accuracy of those sentences.

On the surface, at least, the preceding results make a strong case for the use peer- 

to-peer dialogue journals. Could an activity that requires relatively little teacher effort 

result in statistically significant gains in fluency, accuracy, and lexical and grammatical 

complexity? From the statistics summarized here, it certainly seems so. The claims of 

gains in linguistic proficiency, as posited by the authors specializing in treatments of 

dialogue journal writing (Peyton, 1990; Peyton & Reed, 1990; Peyton & Staton, 1993) 

appear to find support in the statistical significance of the features measured on the free- 

writing quiz, especially in terms of fluency, and grammatical and lexical complexity. 

Furthermore, despite the absence of teacher intervention in the journal writing, the 

journal participants seem to have learned to write more accurately, which lends credence 

to Truscott’s (1996, 1999) claim that teacher intervention has no appreciable effect on 

student writing.

However, before rushing to judgment as to the effect that the secret journal might

have had on the quiz results, one must realize that the journal participants were
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volunteers, and the secret journals an extracurricular activity. The participants were not 

selected at random. How they were chosen, however, did not guarantee that only high 

achievers would participate. Some of the participants volunteered as a result of a 

modicum of pressure by their Japanese English teachers, or by me, especially for the 

purpose of trying to balance the more numerous female volunteers with at least some 

males. The Surveys section will provide more information as to why the participants 

joined the secret journal project.

The impression made evident by a quick scan of the journals is that perhaps half 

of the total 60 participants seemed not to be unusually motivated. Indeed, some of the 

journal participants regularly wrote fewer than five sentences per entry, even though they 

had a week to produce those entries. At the school at which I worked, there were many 

students who were very motivated toward English, but were not journal participants. In 

order to get a general idea of the overall level of the journal participants compared to the 

journal non-participants, the English grades awarded just after the free-writing quiz by 

the Japanese English teacher at the school at which I worked, with 30 participants and 65 

non-participants, were analyzed. An ANOVA found no significant difference between the 

English grades of the journal participants and those of the journal non-participants.

Certainly, motivation accounted for part of the difference between the free- 

writing quiz results of the volunteer journal participants and the journal non-participants. 

However, it must be realized that motivation, without a medium in which to exercise it, 

would most probably not have expressed itself in such statistically significant differences 

between the two groups. Just as certainly, participation in the journal project made some

132

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



contribution to the superior performance of the journal participants on the free-writing 

quiz.

Free-Speaking Quiz

This section discusses Research Question 4: Do the peer-to-peer dialogue journal 

participants show statistically significant differences in fluency and lexical complexity on 

a free-speaking quiz compared to journal non-participants, and if so, to what extent?

The transcriptions of 95 three-minute free-speaking quizzes were analyzed. The 

quizzes analyzed were those of 29 journal participants and 66 journal non-participants.

As discussed in the Methods section, two dependent variables were chosen for analysis: 

the total number of words and the total number of word types produced orally in three 

minutes. It was hoped that these two measures would give a general feeling for the 

speaking fluency of the quiz-takers and the lexical complexity of their utterances.

A cursory examination of the means of the two dependent variables in Table 9 

suggests that there might be statistically significant differences between the two groups 

on these measures. However, while the means of both variables for the journal 

participants are higher than those of the non-participants, the ranges are narrower. On the 

measures of the total number of words and the total number of word types, the ranges for 

the participants are 115 and 60, respectively. The ranges for the journal non-participants 

are wider: 134 and 73, respectively.

An examination of the raw data reveals that for both the total word measure and 

the word-type measure, only three of the top 10 scorers (out of 96) were journal
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participants. This is in contrast to the free-writing quiz where eight of the top 10 

performers on both measures were journal participants

For the combined groups, a very strong Pearson’s r correlation was found 

between the two dependent variables: r = .968, p < .001. This very strong correlation is 

intuitively reasonable: the more words spoken, the more word types required in order to 

express oneself. However, because the two dependent variables were so strongly 

correlated, eliminating one of them was justified, according to Tabachnik and Fidell 

(2001), as outlined in the Free-Writing Quiz section. So, the measure of total word types 

was eliminated. That left one dependent variable: the total number of words. The 

ANOVA, calculated with the measure of total words only, resulted in F (\, 93) = 4.68,/? = 

.033. Because no Bonferroni correction was necessary, the ANOVA was statistically 

significant at a significance level of a = .05.

The fact that the journal participants performed statistically significantly better 

than the journal non-participants on the three measures of the 10-minute free-writing quiz 

was not surprising, given that the journal writing gave the participants practice in 

producing just the kind of utterances tested. The fact that they performed statistically 

significantly better on the three-minute free-speaking quiz is surprising. Perhaps dialogue 

journal practice does lead to the gains in speaking proficiency claimed by some 

researchers (Holmes & Moulton, 1995; Peyton & Staton, 1993; Takagaki, 1997).

The significantly better performance by the journal participants compared to the 

journal non-participants on the two quizzes may suggest the higher level of motivation 

assumed in volunteer participants. However, the results of the journal participants on the 

total word measure of the free-writing quiz were clearly significantly different at p  <
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.001. We might call this an indicator of fluency. The journal participants were clearly 

more fluent. On the total word measure, or fluency, of the free-speaking quiz, the results 

of the journal participants were significant at p <  .05, but barely so,p  = .033.

As I pointed out in the Free-Writing discussion, simply being more motivated 

does not necessarily guarantee better performance. Having a vehicle to nurture that 

motivation is crucial. The journals apparently provided a vehicle that led to a distinctly 

superior performance by the journal participants on all of the measures of the free-writing 

quiz, including the fluency measure. Conversely, the absence of a vehicle for repeated 

oral self-introduction practice made the fluency performance by the same journal 

participants on the free-speaking quiz less decisive, any potentially higher level of 

motivation notwithstanding.

From the inconsistent performance of the journal participants, one might conclude 

that the volunteers participants may have been attracted to the secret journal activity for 

reasons other than improving their English. Perhaps they were attracted to the activity 

because of its unique and mysterious nature (Bergin, 1999; Egan, 1986), because of a 

desire to socialize (Bergin, 1999; Fukuzawa & LeTendre, 2001), or both.

While the degree to which the journal participants outperformed the non­

participants on the fluency measures of the two quizzes may have been slightly different, 

the fact that they did so, and statistically significantly, has potential implications. The 

most obvious is the potential for improvement in oral proficiency as a result of 

participation in a written peer-to-peer dialogue journal activity. This is a fascinating 

subject for possible future study. If participants could be chosen at random, and if pre- 

and post-testing of speaking proficiencies of those participants could be conducted, my
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personal view is that the conversational nature of the peer-to-peer dialogue journal 

activity would prove to contribute to major gains in speaking proficiencies. The act of 

writing down conversations and reading the conversations of one’s partners surely allows 

the writer-reader to visualize the structure of that conversation and the components (e.g., 

pragmatics, syntax and lexical items) that comprise it. If it can be demonstrated that one 

relatively engaging activity can contribute to increases in two (or more) of the four 

macroskills, it would be hard for a committed second language educator to ignore.

Surveys

The surveys were an informal attempt to gauge the general attitudes of the 

participants toward the secret journal activity itself, their partners, and the value of the 

secret journal activity as a language-learning tool. It would have been desirable to have 

conducted formal, piloted, comprehensive surveys addressing these questions, but the 

already significant time demands placed on the participants and the supervising teachers 

by the secret journal activity itself precluded the gathering of additional data that might 

have corroborated the veracity of the results. However, I believe that the surveys give 

both an accurate picture of what they were designed to gauge, and a very interesting 

informal look at the attitudes of the participants.

Journal Activity Attitudes 

This section discusses Research Question 5: What do the end-of-term surveys 

(Terms 1-4) indicate about the attitudes of the journal participants toward the peer-to-peer 

dialogue journal activity? Specifically, why did the participants volunteer for the activity,
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how much time did they spend on their entries, and upon reflection, did they like the 

activity?

At the end of Term 2, the participants were asked to choose one reason, out of 

five choices, why they became participants in the secret journal activity. Thirty-six of the 

respondents chose, “I want to improve my English.” This is not surprising given the 

importance placed upon learning English, from the Japanese Ministry of Education 

(Mombusho, now known as MEXT) to the parents, as a key to remaining competitive in 

international commerce. Nine respondents chose the “I like mysteries” option and three 

chose “I want to make friends.” These responses are consistent with the importance to 

learning of interest (Bergin, 1999), socializing with peers (Fukuzawa & LeTendre, 2001), 

novelty, games and puzzles (Bergin, 1999), and fantasy (Bergin, 1999; Egan, 1986).

Prior to the project, I felt that one of the important potential attractions of the 

secret friend journal activity was the sense of mystery inherent in it. As we have seen, 

nine of the 60 respondents chose the mystery reason for their participation. After Term 1, 

when surveyed as to if they wanted to meet their partners face-to-face, 32 said yes, and 

28, no. In fact, after one term of one of the pilot projects, I videotaped the participants at 

the two schools that participated. I showed the video of their partners at one school and 

was surprised that prior to viewing it, the participants were lukewarm about doing so. I 

gave the video of their partners to the other school where it was never viewed, even 

though the participants knew of its existence. The elements of mystery and anonymity, 

and the non-judgmental nature of the secret journal activity is quite obviously important 

to a significant percentage of the participants, whether it was the reason for volunteering 

for the activity, or not.
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At the end of the Term 3, the participants were asked how many minutes they 

spent writing their journal entries. Despite the majority of the participants’ expressed 

desire to improve their English, they really did not spend much time on their entries.

Fully 93% of the participants spent less than a half an hour on each of their entries 

despite having a week in which to complete them. This seems like a rather paltry 

commitment to their writing, but in the life of the busy Japanese junior high school 

student, as characterized by Fukuzawa and LeTendre (2001), perhaps it is all the time 

they could afford. However, this result may also imply an increase in fluency claimed by 

many writers and researchers interested in various forms of dialogue journal writing 

(Casanave, 1994; Peyton, 1990; Peyton & Reed, 1990; Peyton & Staton, 1993).

I examined the word count data and the first three terms of the journals 

themselves for the four participants who responded that they spent from 30-60 minutes 

on their journals entries. All four were female students. Of the 60 participants, ID05F and 

ID55F wrote relatively large numbers of words, and in total words produced, ranked over 

the three terms: 3rd, 5th, and 11th; and 1st, 2nd, and 5th, respectively. ID14F also wrote 

relatively many words (14th, 7th, and 12th), and obviously spent an inordinate amount of 

time on her beautifully elaborate colored drawings (Appendix B). ID37F wrote relatively 

few words (55th, 30th, and 26th), but apparently also spent considerable time on her 

colored drawings.

At the end of Terms 1 and 3, the participants were asked to choose one of five 

options in response to the survey question, “Do you like the secret journals?” The 

responses show a slight erosion in the popularity of the activity as the terms progressed. 

However, even after four terms of participation, 60% of the participants responded that
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they liked or loved the activity. For this kind of enthusiasm to bridge over a year seems a 

strong endorsement indeed. From these same responses, females showed more affinity 

for the secret journal activity; their average responses for the two terms were 4.0 and 4.0, 

the yes response. The males, however, responded at 3.4 and 3.3 on the average for the 

two terms, closer to the so so response. This may speak to the much discussed and 

researched speculation, which is beyond the scope of this study, that females are better at 

foreign languages, more motivated to study languages, and are more concerned about 

socialization than males.

Attitudes o f the Participants Toward Their Partners

This section discusses Research Question 6: What do the end-of-term surveys 

(Terms 1-4) indicate about the attitudes of the journal participants toward their partners, 

and is there any correlation between liking one’s partner and the number of words 

written?

At the end of Terms 1-4, one question, in exactly the same form, was on each of 

the four surveys: “Did you enjoy writing to your last partner?” The participants were 

given choices based on a four-point Likert scale: the equivalent in Japanese of very much, 

yes, so so, and no. Two sets of correlations were conducted based on this question. The 

first was the correlation between the Likert responses of paired partners (see Methods), 

and the second was the correlation between the Likert response to the question and the 

number of words written by a given participant to his or her partner.

To simplify the first correlation conceptually: Did you like me as much as I liked

you? Only the Term 3 correlation value was statistically significant, but moderate, r =
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.412 a tp <  .05. This correlation is supported by a similar result for Term 3 between the 

Likert scale response to one’s partner and the number of words written to that partner: r = 

.381 at/? < .01. Of the eight total correlations, these two were of interest because they 

were moderate and statistically significant. Of the other six, one was weakly correlated 

and significant, while the others were nonsignificant.

The strength of these two measures was undoubtedly a result of the inordinate 

amount of time I spent prior to Term 3 in pairing the partners. I carried out extensive key 

word searches using CLAN; in many cases, participants with similar interests were 

paired. It was impossible to pair all of the participants based solely on this method, 

however, because one eye had to be kept on trying to optimize the balance between 

females and males. Given the moderate strength of these correlations, it may suggest that 

pairings are important: that they can affect liking one’s partner, and that liking one’s 

partner can affect the number of words that a participant writes to that partner. While this 

conjecture seems intuitively reasonable, more study of the effects of pairing is required.

Finally, as has been pointed out, some of the participants, who had expressed high

regard for particular former partners through their Likert scale responses, were re-paired

in Term 4. It is interesting that out of the 12 pairs that were re-paired with former partners

in Term 4, only one pair determined that they had been partners before. Apparently, the

reasons that they were able to make that determination were that they had been paired in

the immediately prior term, and their interests, penmanship, and drawings were quite

readily recognizable. The fact that 11 pairs did not realize that they had been paired with

former partners is interesting. Perhaps the fact that they did not retain the journals

themselves may have prevented them from being able to check. It may also speak to a
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superficial nature of this kind of correspondence over a term comprising just 4-6 entries 

each.

Language-Learning Value Attitudes

Research Question 7

This section discusses Research Question 7: What do the end-of-term surveys 

(Terms 1-4) indicate about the attitudes of the journal participants toward the peer-to-peer 

dialogue journals as a language learning activity?

One of the most important concerns in this study was whether or not various 

second language linguistic proficiencies improved as a result of participation in the 

dialogue journal project, a claim made by all of the major contributors to the dialogue 

journal writing literature (Green & Green, 1993; Peyton, 1990; Peyton & Reed, 1990; 

Peyton & Staton, 1993; Worthington, 1997). As has already been presented, the statistics 

from the free-writing quiz indicated that on the three variables measured, the writing 

proficiencies of the journal participants were clearly superior to those of the journal non­

participants. Moreover, the statistics from the free-speaking quiz indicated that the groups 

were significantly different on one variable of speaking proficiency.

Perhaps the opinions of the journal participants themselves are more telling. After 

Term 1, 88% of the participants felt that the journals contributed a lot (43%) or a little 

(45%) to their writing proficiencies. Only two participants (out of 60) felt that there was 

no contribution, and five did not know. The Term 4 survey responses showed a slight 

strengthening in the attitude toward the writing value; 91% of the participants felt that the
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journals contributed a lot (38%) or a little (53%). Only one participant was unsure of a 

potential contribution, and four participants responded that there was no contribution.

The attitudes of the participants toward the potential contribution of the journals 

to increases in their reading proficiencies were very similar to that of writing. After Term 

1, 88% of the participants felt that the journals contributed a lot (35%) or a little (53%) to 

their reading proficiencies. Term 4 saw similar results, 86% of the participants felt that 

the journals contributed a lot (28%) or a little (58%).

These writing and reading findings are reasonable. It is not a stretch of the 

imagination to assume that regular reading and writing practice contributes to increases in 

reading and writing proficiencies, regardless of the vehicle for that practice.

Conversely, it is intuitively reasonable to predict that the participants would feel 

more negatively toward the contributions of the journals to their listening and speaking 

proficiencies. The responses support this prediction. In the Term 1 survey, only four 

participants responded that the journals contributed a lot to an increase in their listening 

proficiency and six participants to their speaking proficiency. After Term 4, the responses 

dropped to one participant and three participants, respectively. Equally reasonable were 

the none (no contribution) and I  don’t know responses. The I  don’t know response stayed 

about the same from Term 1 to Term 4 for both listening (22% and 25%) and speaking 

(17% and 18%). The none option saw a moderate increase for both listening (30% to 

42%) and speaking (22% to 32%). Evidently, as the secret journal activity progressed, 

some of the participants became more convinced that the activity did not contribute to 

increases in their listening and speaking proficiencies.
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The a little response is intriguing. After Term 1, 42% of the participants felt that 

the journal activity contributed to an increase in their listening and 52% to their speaking 

proficiencies. After Term 4, these responses eroded only slightly to 32% and 45%, 

respectively. Given that writing in the journals is a productive skill, as is speaking, 

perhaps the speaking responses are somewhat reasonable. The connection between 

reading the journal entries and being able to connect that reading to an audible 

representation is more abstract, and begs the age-old question of whether or not we 

mentally audibilize while reading. Regardless of the processes involved, a moderate 

number of participants felt that the secret journal activity contributed a little to both their 

listening and speaking proficiencies.

To summarize, the participants felt quite strongly that the secret journals activity 

contributed somewhat to their writing and reading proficiencies. They also felt that 

contributions to their listening and speaking skills were primarily a little, slightly less for 

none, with some uncertainty (I don’t know). Out of a total 480 responses, 60 participants 

with four responses each (writing, reading, listening, and speaking) on two widely 

separated surveys (Term 1 and Term 4), fully 228 of those responses (48%) were to the a 

little option. Overwhelmingly, the participants felt that the activity contributed at least 

something to their proficiencies in all four macroskills. It is important to recall here that 

this activity involved no teacher participation or intervention. The proficiency increases 

perceived by the participants were due primarily to the participants themselves.

An equally important focus of this study was if, and if so the degree to which, the

participants scaffolded each other, in the spirit of Vygotsky and Donato. At the end of the

Term 3, the participants were asked: “Can you remember any instances from which you
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learned something about English from one of your journal partners?” Fully 75% (45) of 

the participants believed that their partners had contributed, at least a few times, to their 

knowledge of English. Fifteen of the participants chose the Never option. Following on 

the participants’ perceptions, perhaps the most critical question in evaluating the 

effectiveness of the peer-to-peer dialogue journal as a pedagogical tool deserving of 

wider use in foreign language education is whether the journals themselves show 

evidence that participants can and do contribute to improvement in their partners’ 

linguistic proficiencies.

Research Question 8

This section discusses Research Question 8: Do journal entries of participants in 

peer-to-peer dialogue journals show evidence of echoing, and might certain instances of 

echoing constitute scaffolding in the spirit of Vygotsky and Donato?

The journals themselves do show massive evidence of echoing. However, whether 

that echoing constitutes peer-to-peer scaffolding in the spirit of Donato (1994) is subject 

to interpretation. As we have seen Donato strongly suggests that peers can scaffold each 

other: “It has been shown that learners are capable of providing guided support to their 

peers during collaborative L2 interactions in ways analogous to expert scaffolding 

documented in the developmental psychological literature” (p. 51). From Table 14, it is 

obvious that the majority of the participants believed that they had been scaffolded by 

their partners at least a few times.

However, there are various forms that scaffolding may take. The most obvious is 

explicit correction, that is, where a participant brings an error directly to the attention of
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his or her partner. During the transcription process, I tagged all the explicit correction 

utterances, and found that there were very few cases. Perhaps the linguistic skills of the 

participants were such that they simply did not catch many of the errors made by their 

partners. Also likely is that participants failed to point out the errors of their partners 

because they did not wish to upset the social balance of the relationship by doing so, nor 

did they wish to leave themselves open to the potential embarrassment of being corrected.

In Term 1, there were only two cases of explicit error correction. One is a 

participant (ID34F) bringing the misspelling of her nickname to the attention of her 

partner (ID04M). The other case proved to be the most extensive of the project. A 

slightly higher proficiency partner (ID20F), who was the only participant in the secret 

journal project who had lived in a foreign country, corrected her partner (ID50F) on 

several occasions. On the first occasion, ID50F wrote, “I play cook. Do you play cook?” 

In the next entry, ID20F responded gently with the following sequence of utterances in 

which she corrected her partner and then modeled the correct form: “So! You like to 

cook? You don’t write, play cook. I like cooking, too! What do you cook?” ID50F 

realized her mistake and in her next entry corrected it with “I like cooking very much.”

In the very same sequence of entries, ID50F made another rather less-than- 

delicious mistake, “I like sushi and lice.” ID20F responded with “Lice, rice ok?” In her 

next entry, ID50F did not acknowledge the misspelling of rice, but went on to make three 

additional errors: she misspelled her partner’s nickname, failed to complete a sentence (“I 

read”), and misspelled colors. ID20F brought these errors to the attention of her partner 

in the following sequence of utterances: “My nick name is July! not Jury, colos—̂ colors.
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o.k.? (What do you mean ‘I read’?).” ID50F responds with “Sorry, Jury—July. I read 

many books.”

These sequences of correction and response to correction were very unusual. It is 

heartening to see the tact with which ID20F pointed out the errors and the readiness with 

which ID50F accepted and rewrote those corrections. However, perhaps ID20F tired of 

her partner’s errors, or was disappointed that this first term of the project seemed to 

indicate that the journals would not be as much of a boon to the improvement of her 

English as she had expected, given her status as a returnee from the United States. In 

response to the Term 1, Likert scale question, “Did you enjoy writing to your last 

partner?" ID20F responded with the lowest option, no (1/4). In contrast, ID50F’s 

response was yes (3/4). Both participants, incidentally, were in the top 20 of 60 

participants in total word output over the five terms of the project.

In Term 2, there were no instances of overt correction of one’s partner.

In Term 3, ID20F corrected a different partner, ID55F, who wrote, “I’ll write 

about our blass band next page.” ID55F had used the correct spelling, however, in an 

earlier utterance. ID20F responded, again gently, with “ps, maybe blass band would be 

brass band.” ID55F seemingly gratefully acknowledged the error with: “Oh. I made a 

mistake, brass band. Thanks to you, I noticed that mistake.” ID20F’s response to this 

partner was decidedly warmer: In response to the Likert scale question, “Did you enjoy 

writing to your last partner?” both partners responded with yes (3/4). Over the course of 

the secret journal project, ID55F was the second overall total word producer.

Also in Term 3, in five successive utterances, ID58F chided her partner, ID23F, 

for failing to write the date on her entry and for “I did watch Beauty and the Beast''.
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“Minnie, please write the date. I did watch. It is wrong. I did not. I watched.” Unlike 

ID20F’s partners, however, ID23F did not acknowledge the help whatsoever, nor did she 

attempt similar constructions that might demonstrate knowledge of the correct 

grammatical form. Later, in disregard of the rules of the secret journal, ID23F solicited 

the name of her partner’s school to which ID58F testily replied, “What name school.

Read rules. No school name. See you.” At the end of the term, in response to the Likert 

scale question, “Did you enjoy writing to your last partner?” ID58F responded with no 

(1/4), and ID23F was barely warmer with so so (2/4). Both partners were toward the 

higher end of total word producers: ID58F was 15th out of 60, and ID23F was 21st.

As in Term 2, Term 4 saw no instances of overt correction of a partner. Term 5 

had one minor nickname correction, and one case where “echoing,” which will be 

discussed, was avoided. ID08M, one of the lowest overall word producers of the project 

(52nd out of 60), greeted his new partner with, “Nice to meet too you.” This being the 

fifth term of the project, a supervising teacher might be highly disappointed in this 

utterance, except for its accurate rendering of the prosody of the phrase. However, 

ID33M, also a relatively low producer (47th), avoided the echoing trap with “”Nice to 

meet you, too!”

What I have chosen to call “echoing” is where partners in peer-to-peer dialogue

journals merely replicate utterances or portions of utterances that their partners had

written in the immediately previous journal entry. Positive echoing is where a correct

utterance or lexical item in one participant’s entry appears in exactly the same form in the

subsequent entry by the partner. However, it is nearly impossible to determine whether a

given item is echoed, or merely written correctly. Obvious examples of positive echoing
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are those in which whole or partial utterances, usually questions, were merely copied in 

order to provide physical proximity of the question from one’s partner to the participant’s 

response. The following excerpt from Term 1 contained an example.

Date: 17-JAN-2003
ID29: I like baseball.
ID29: I play baseball after school.
ID29: Do you like baseball?
ID29: See you.
Date: 24-JAN-2003
ID59: Hello!
ID59: Nice to meet you, secret friend.
ID59: My name is, nickname, Tareneko.
ID59: Do you like baseball?
ID59: No, I don't.

Cases of negative echoing were all too obvious, and perhaps constitute the 

Achilles heel of uncorrected peer-to-peer dialogue journals. Negative echoing is when an 

incorrect utterance or lexical item appearing in one participant’s entry also appears in 

exactly the same incorrect form in the subsequent entry by one’s partner. Negative 

echoing can take many forms. Echoed misspellings are common, as seen in the following 

Term 1 excerpt.

Date: 17-JAN-2003
IDO1: I'm menber of baseball club.
IDO1: I play baseball after school.
ID01: What's do you do after school.
Date: 24-JAN-2003
ID31: I'm a menber of English club.

Echoed misspellings can take even more bizarre turns, as for example, when a

spelling is changed from the correct one to an incorrect one in order to echo the spelling

of the partner. In Term 1, in response to her partner’s misspelling (intresting), ID03F

obviously changed her correct spelling of interesting by erasing the correct e to make
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intresting. There are also cases of what I call aggravated echoed misspelling. In Term 1,

ID15F echoed her partner’s misspelling of volleyball, volleybell, but aggravated the

misspelling with valleybell.

Negative echoing was also quite common in what might be interpreted as

misspelling as in the case of basket ball rather than basketball. Negative echoing also

appeared occasionally in inflections, for example, in Term 2 when ID1 IF and ID48M

expended fully ten rather comical utterances, each of which includes homeworks.

Date: 13-JUN-2003 
ID48: Dear Mina.
ID48: Hello Mina.
ID48: How do you do?
ID48: I'm tired.
ID48: Because, I must do many homeworks.
ID48: Do you save homeworks?
ID48: You should finish homework early.
ID48: See you.
Date: 20-JUN-2003 
ID11: Dear Ken.
ID11: Hello Ken.
ID 11: How do you do.
ID 11: I like homeworks!
ID 11: Do you like homeworks!
ID11: See you.
Date: 27-JUN-2003 
ID48: Dear Mina.
ID48: Hello Mina.
ID48: How do you do?
ID48: I'm fine.
ID48: I don't like homeworks.
ID48: Why do you like homeworks?
ID48: Goodby!
Date: 04-JUL-2003 
ID11: Dear Ken.
ID11: Hello Ken.
ID 11: How do you do?
ID 11: I like homeworks.
ID11: See you!
Date: 11-JUL-2003

149

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



ID48: Dear Mina.
ID48: Hello Mina, how are you?
ID48: Do you have any plans for summer vacation?
ID48: I won't have free time.
ID48: Because, I will have many homeworks.
ID48: My school and juku’s homeworks are very difficult.
ID48: I don't like homeworks.
ID48: Will you have free time?
ID48: Good summer vacation!
ID48: See you.

Fairly common were instances in which grammatical errors were echoed. In the 

following Term 2 excerpt, a project administrator might have hoped that the horribly non­

standard initial utterance would have been caught by ID29, and ID59 scaffolded up to the 

correct form. Alas, it was not to be.

Date: 7-FEB-2003
ID59: What's do you club?
Date: 14-FEB-2003
ID29: What's do you club?
ID29: I'm a member of baseball club.

Were instances of negative echoing frequent? The simple answer is not really, but 

they might have been frequent enough to be worrisome to an educator evaluating the 

peer-to-peer dialogue journal format for inclusion in a curriculum. While I was tempted 

to try to quantify the incidences of echoing, I was put off by my inability to accurately 

recognize all of the instances of positive echoing. That would only have skewed the 

results in favor of negative echoing and misrepresented the positive pedagogical value of 

such an activity.

Another even thornier issue is whether or not echoing can or does constitute 

scaffolding, in the sense that scaffolding is usually used, especially in the Vygotskian 

(1962) sense of the expert-novice paradigm, or in the Donato (1994) sense, with the peer-
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peer paradigm. I think it is safe to say that the participants in this study did learn from 

their partners, and did scaffold their partners in some instances. As we have seen, the 

participants believed they did, and there were enough obvious instances of echoing, both 

positive and negative, to suggest that they were sensitive to the utterances of their 

partners, with all that that means.

Also interesting, on a more general level, is the extent to which partners echoed 

each other in terms of total word output. The Pearson’s r correlation values ranged from 

moderate to strong: r = .827 (Term 1), r = .498 (Term 2), r = .706 (Term 3), r = .760 

(Term 4), and r = .489 (Term 5), all at /? < .01. In other words, the participants tended to 

write a similar number of words to their partners as was written to them by their partners. 

It seems logical that if matched participants tend to mirror the total word output of their 

partners, consciously or unconsciously, then it is highly likely that, at least in some cases, 

they will echo specific utterances and lexical items.

Regardless of the conclusion drawn by an educator with regard to the pedagogical 

value of the peer-to-peer dialogue journal, it seems likely that it can be the forum, the 

ZPD if you will, through which scaffolding may take place. The challenge may be to find 

a form of the peer-to-peer dialogue journal vehicle that will result in more scaffolding of 

language skills. Potential alternative forms of the peer-to-peer dialogue journal activity 

will be discussed later.

The Journals: Potential Pitfalls

To this point we have examined the potential for contributions by peer-to-peer

dialogue journals to increases in foreign language proficiencies. Educators convinced that
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peer-to-peer dialogue journals do have the potential to contribute to increases in linguistic 

proficiencies, and are contemplating initiating similar projects in their institutions, may 

have questions about potential drawbacks to the activity that might prevent or seriously 

impede the success of the project.

This section discusses Research Question 9: Do peer-to-peer dialogue journal 

participants exhibit any detrimental behavior, such as lateness in turning in their 

journals, not following the journal rules, inappropriate language, or contentious 

exchanges that might cause a teacher considering this activity to reject it?

Prior to initiating the 60-participant secret dialogue journal project, I had several 

concerns regarding administration of a project so large, based upon experience garnered 

from the pilot projects.

Lateness

The first concern was an administrative nightmare resulting from the potential for 

widespread lateness by the participants in turning in their journals. Given a modicum of 

patience on the part of the activity administrator and the recognition that even well 

organized and disciplined students will occasionally be forgetful, that concern largely 

turned out to be unfounded. Indeed, for a project in which 60 junior high school seventh 

graders participated through five terms into the ninth grade, the occurrences of lateness 

were surprisingly minimal. Certainly, the Japanese teachers who administered the project 

on a daily basis played critical roles in ensuring that the participants turned in their 

journals on time. Furthermore, the individual notebook numbering-identification system
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was well planned and streamlined so as to ensure that collection and distribution of the 

journals were minimally confusing.

Finally, perhaps the most important contributing factor was, as Green and Green 

(1993) suggested, that the participants were loath to disappoint their partners by being 

late. Upon reflection, I am very impressed by the responsible behavior demonstrated by 

the adolescent participants. Whatever inconveniences I had originally anticipated, in 

picking up and delivering the journals, were minimal, considerably fewer than I had 

initially expected.

As a word of advice, I would urge administrators to be flexible. The journal 

exchange process seemed to work best by setting a consistent due day (e.g., Tuesday), 

and then actually picking up the journals late the next day, that is, Wednesday. In the 

fewer than 10 cases over a year-and-a-half where a participant missed the due day and the 

back-up day, the delinquent journal was usually sent through the inter-school mail.

The Journal Rules

The degree to which the participants adhered to the journal rules, particularly 

those regarding use of the LI and secrecy, was impressive. The pilot projects included a 

couple of lapses into use of the LI, albeit to a very limited extent. In the journal project 

treated herein, out of approximately 14,000 total entries over a year-and-a-half, I was 

forced to erase or blacken out utterances in Japanese fewer than five times. However, I 

missed some very minor uses of Japanese during the project, and allowed some to stay in 

cases where it made sense, for example, picture labels and nouns with no understandable 

counterpart in English.
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Utterances that gave specific personal information, such as the location of a 

participant’s residence, were almost non-existent. During the second term, one of the 

participants (ID03F) identified the ward in which she resided, an utterance that I failed to 

notice. After doing so, she asked her partner (ID50F) where she lived. Her partner, in 

compliance with the journal rules replied with: “It’s secret.”

In fact, the participants adhered to the rules of secrecy so well during the project 

that when I questioned some of them after the project, they said they had no idea at all 

which schools their interlocutors attended, the physical proximity of the schools 

notwithstanding.

Inappropriate Language 

During one of the pilot projects, one male was a bit flirtatious with his female 

partner, who nevertheless seemed not unwelcoming of his attentions. The fact that the 

partners did not meet each other in this particular secret journal project was an advantage; 

in this case both the partners were the more fortunate for it. Because of these exchanges, I 

had a bit of trepidation about the potential for inappropriate language or exchanges.

During the secret journal project treated herein, there were only two examples of 

language that was inappropriate. One male (ID29M) included, in the top margin of his 

entry for that week, three two-word utterances written in pencil, almost as an 

afterthought, that were offensive, and in fact, threatening: “Kill you, You’re die, You’re 

bitch.” However, the beginning of his formal entry on that same page was completely 

friendly: “Hello! Nice to meet you Daisy,” as was the rest of the entry.
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The fact that these inappropriate utterances, followed by friendly utterances, were 

the first of the term to a new, yet obviously female partner, might be cause for tempering 

one’s concern. However, the female partner brought the utterances to the attention of her 

Japanese English teacher. Her teacher mentioned the incident to me and I passed it along 

to the boy’s Japanese English teacher. In consultation with that teacher, we decided that it 

would be better if I mentioned the complaint to the boy. I did so in a very non- 

confrontational manner, the boy was obviously embarrassed and at my suggestion, erased 

the offensive entries immediately. Subsequent entries from both participants continued in 

a totally civil and friendly manner. I did not want to belabor his embarrassment by asking 

the reason for the offensive entries, so I did not. I suspect, however, that the entries found 

roots in the boy’s favorite band, Pomo-Graffiti, or some other pop group with a similar 

high regard for sociopathic lyrics.

At the end of the term, in response to the 4-point Likert-scale survey question, 

“Did you like your last partner?” the girl responded yes (3/4). By contrast, in response to 

the same question, the boy rated this partner at no (1/4). In fact, this boy rated all four of 

his partners on which he was surveyed at no (1/4) over the course of the project. Perhaps 

this boy had personal issues that fuelled this behavior. This incident highlights the 

potential value of the secret dialogue journal as a window to personal issues, concerns, 

and anxieties of the adolescent, and its potential for signaling teacher intervention where 

required, if the confidentiality of the secret journal does not appear to have been violated.

The only other inappropriate utterance was a physically isolated (on the page)

leave-taking: “fuck you,” by one of the boys. On the page facing the offensive entry, the

boy’s partner was completely civil and friendly, and showed no sign whatsoever of
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recognition of its offensiveness or any response to it. Coincidentally, the offending boy’s 

partner was the offender discussed just previously.

Only two examples of inappropriate language are hardly cause for concern, 

especially in light of the overall tone of friendship and civility that permeate the journals 

in general.

Contentious Exchanges 

Finally, I also anticipated that the physical and psychological distance afforded by 

a secret dialogue journal might allow the interlocutors a forum to vent some adolescent- 

anxiety steam. In fact, I believe the secret journal activity to be ideally suited to just such 

a purpose, and that it might prove to have formal therapeutic potential.

Again, over the course of 1,440 entries, there were only two incidents. The most 

overt was occasion for a smile from me, and the teachers to whom I mentioned it. “I 

don’t like you” was the final Term 3 utterance of a girl, whose total word output over the 

five terms was a bit below average, to her male partner, whose total word output was well 

below average: fourth from the bottom. The aforementioned smile would have been 

impolitic had her pronouncement been read by her partner. Hers, however, was the very 

last entry and I held back this journal back rather than giving her partner the opportunity 

to read it. It is a tribute to the valiant effort that this girl made throughout the term to try 

to find and maintain a common ground on which to communicate with this boy.

There was one other contentious exchange that would not likely have occurred 

between physical acquaintances, either face-to-face or in writing. Throughout his 

participation in the project, one boy (ID54M) identified himself quite closely with Brazil,
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and was quite obviously soccer crazy. In fact, in one Term 2 entry, he remarked that he 

had lived in Brazil (I came from Brazil!), an assertion that his Japanese English teacher 

disputes categorically. Out of the 60 participants in this project, this child was the most 

willing to take chances with his English by trying difficult syntactic constructions, which 

often ended up rather convoluted, but generally understandable. For example, after his 

assertion of having lived in Brazil, he wrote: “As for me, the pro soccer player absolutely 

becomes, and wants to repay the kindness to people indebted in Brazil!” One must 

admire this boy’s chutzpah and the warmth inherent in this attempt.

However, he and his fifth partner (ID07M) were uncharacteristically combative, 

as evidenced in an interesting exchange during Term 5. The exchange is transcribed 

verbatim below in its entirety.

01-JUN-2004
ID54: Hi!
ID54: I tell you to your question.
ID54: My soccer is dribble and pass!
ID54: I'm pivot it.
ID54: It's very interesting.
ID54: I play soccer as well as Beckham!
ID54: It's joke.
ID54: By the way, what do you do after school?
ID54: I play soccer after school, every day.
ID54: And every morning.
ID54: It's very hard!
ID54: But I like soccer so I can play soccer ever day.
ID54: Soccer is my dream!
ID54: See you again!
08-JUN-2004
ID07: Hi!
ID07: You are so crazy that I can't understand you.
ID07: Why do you like soccer so much?
ID07: I think you are fool.
ID07: Your letter is very big and dirty.

[refers to the quality of his partner’s hand-printing]
ID07: I think you write letter more beautiful from now on.
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ID07: I'm sorry to speak ill of you.
ID07: Well, I talk with my friends after school.
ID07: These contents are occurence, teacher's things, friend's things, 

boyfriend's things and so on.
ID07: They are a lot of fun.
ID07: I have an advice.
ID07: You should not only to play soccer but also to talk with you friend. 
ID07: Do you have any friends?
ID07: Which hight school do you want to go?
ID07: I want to go Waseda Jitsugyo.
ID07: See you!
15-JUN-2004
ID54: This time, because I want occasionally to write a lot, it writes by 

a small character.
[in this entry, D54 cleaned up the quality of his hand-printing 
considerably, and scaled it down so that he could write more on a page] 

ID54: For you!
ID54: It was amazed at you.

[I was amazed at you.]
ID54: Do you put only sentences that hold the person in foolish?
ID54: Moreover, it has made some mistakes in sentences on the way.
ID54: I think that you should do your English language skill somehow 

before you hold me in foolish.
[criticizes his partner’s English]

ID54: So holding out of study English.
ID54: Otherwise, you'll never pass the Waseda Jitsugyo.
ID54: Maybe you'll not pass Sundai either.

[D54 suggests that D07 may not pass the entrance exams to these high 
schools if his English does not improve]

ID54: Did you understand my English?
ID54: Maybe, you can't understand my English.
ID54: Because you seem not study so much.

[criticizes partner’s study habits]
ID54: Ahhhh.
ID54: I'm sorry to speak ill of you.
ID54: By the way, why do you like talk with your friends?
ID54: I can't understand it.
ID54: I have a lot of friends.
ID54: But I don't talk with my friends much.
ID54: Because I don't need talk with my friends.
ID54: So I don't have to talk with my friends.
ID54: What do you talk with your friends?
ID54: I don't want to go high school.
ID54: Because I accession of the soccer team.

[perhaps, aspire to play professional soccer]
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ID54: But I can go anywhere high school.
ID54: Because I'm a genius.
ID54: I have a question.
ID54: Please tell me.
ID54: Why are you so passionate?
ID54: I think wonder it.
ID54: See you again!
22-JUN-2004
ID07: You are clever!
ID07: Do you like Kick?
ID07: Kick is my favorite lap singer group. 

[lap is probably rap, or perhaps, pop]
ID07: I prefer Clever a Little.
ID07: I don't like MCU.
ID07: He isn't cool.
ID07: Clever graduted Keio Gijuku.
ID07: Do you know?
ID07: Bye.
29-JUN-2004
ID54: I don't know Kick.
ID54: Why do you like it?
ID54: I'm not interested in singer group.
ID54: Why are you interested in singer group.
ID54: But I like Eminem very much.
ID54: Do you like Eminem?
ID54: He is a very good singer.
ID54: See you again!
06-JUL-2004
ID07: I like Eminem, too.
ID07: I watched Eight Mile.
ID07: Did you watch it?
ID07: I like Lose Yourself and Without Me.
ID07: What song do you like?
ID07: I like Bon Jovi the best.
ID07: I went them concert.
ID07: Do you have a girlfriend?
ID07: Bye.

The rancor is obvious. In fact, with former partners, ID54M expressed little need

for talking with friends, even though he claimed that he had friends. Soccer apparently

occupied nearly all of his time and interest. The rancor seems in danger of continuing

unabated until the partners find common ground in a music group. After discovering that
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common ground, the tone of the entries improves. Again, the secret dialogue journal 

format seems to lend a valuable service, both psychologically and linguistically, in 

allowing interlocutors to vent impassioned opinions, and then to repair their relationships 

by introducing different subjects.

The foregoing were the only apparent examples of exchanges that were out of the 

ordinary and were cause for some initial concern, had the incidents been more numerous. 

However, the vast bulk of the exchanges were friendly, gracious, civil, and often, 

heartwarming. I was gratified that the journals were not just a medium through which to 

vent frustrations and anxieties. I was just as gratified, however, that the journals did 

provide a medium for those frustrations and anxieties where no other alternative might 

have been available.

In conclusion, the four potential concerns I had with regard to administering a 

project on this scale (lateness, disregarding the journal rules, inappropriate language, and 

contentious exchanges) occurred, but on a scale so small as to be dismissible. The fact 

that the Japanese English teachers, who administered the project on a day-to-day basis, 

were respected by the students unquestionably made the administrative process a painless 

one. Furthermore, as already stated, the participants seemed unwilling to disappoint or 

alienate their partners by being late, or by displaying anti-social behavior. The value of 

the peer-to-peer dialogue journal as a vehicle for socialization is one that ought to be 

examined and evaluated more rigorously. I sometimes wonder if children who are 

isolated and alienated from their physically immediate peer groups might not benefit 

from a less proximal chance to socialize in an low-anxiety and non-judgmental 

atmosphere.
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ALTERNATIVES

Regardless of the results of the statistical and holistic results herein, my strong 

feeling is that the present project was an unqualified success. In fact, I believe that if 

rigorous in situ data collection methods, more accurate linguistic measurements, and 

more reliable holistic evaluations had been possible, the participants in this project would 

have shown improvement by all measures, if for no other reason than they spent 

extracurricular time on their journals.

However, in reflecting on the secret journal project addressed in this study, I 

cannot help but think about ways in which this type of activity might be improved so as 

to maximize its overall pedagogical value in the foreign language environment, while not 

adding to demands on the time and energy of overworked educators. In considering 

various alternatives, I believe that two qualities of the present project ought to be 

sacrosanct: the secrecy of the identities of the participants, and the confidentiality of their 

writing.

A question that often arises is whether e-mail is a viable alternative, either in the 

form of a one-on-one key-friend program or a cyberspace chatroom. Certainly, from the 

administrative standpoint it is easier. That consideration aside, I dislike the idea of using 

an e-mail alternative with younger learners for several reasons. First, and most obvious, is 

the fact that not all students, particularly younger students, have access to computers, a 

network, or both. One is prone to assume that in a high-tech society, everyone has access, 

but in a recent informal survey at my elementary school, only about 50% of the students 

had access to a working computer; even fewer had access to the Internet. Second, if some

161

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



monitoring of the participants by the activity administrator is desired, e-mail may be 

problematic for the administrator whose computer skills are minimal. Furthermore, 

security is a widely recognized issue. The chatroom environment may fail to protect 

young learners from potential breaches of security or from other forms of predatory 

behavior. Third, for the teacher using dialogue journals with the hope of fostering 

linguistic improvement, grammar- and spell-checkers, and cut-and-paste functions make 

automatized accuracy and repetition all-too-available crutches that may be undesirable.

The notebook-type dialogue journal medium has more of a sense of permanency. 

It allows easy review of prior entries. Anticipating and receiving a physical object, rather 

than an electronic transmission, is akin to receiving a present, with all the attendant 

excitement. Furthermore, the notebook-type dialogue journal allows children and 

adolescents to do what they do naturally, as experienced educators know: they embellish 

their writings with drawings, some quite elaborate, that bear part of the burden of 

communication (see Appendix B). Finally, the act and pace of handwriting almost 

certainly contributes to greater automaticity in letter and word recognition than typing 

does.

Given the foregoing argument in favor of the physical medium of the notebook- 

type dialogue journal, alternatives to the present project have different sets of challenges 

that make them more or less attractive to potential activity administrators. Undoubtedly, 

the lack of responsibility for correction, the potential for linguistic improvement, and the 

development of social skills could hardly be anything but attractive to the most jaded 

educator. Why then, are peer-to-peer dialogue journals not in wider use?

162

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



There are probably three major reasons: (1) teachers do not see that there is 

educational value to this kind of activity, (2 ) finding another teacher or other teachers 

who are equally committed to administering an activity like this, and the right number of 

suitable partners may be problematic, and (3) distance and delivery.

With regard to the first reason above, I hope that this study has implanted at least 

a hint as to the potential for educational value, and that follow-on research will be 

undertaken to more clearly delineate the strengths and weaknesses of that potential.

The second reason, finding equally enthusiastic and committed teachers and the 

right number of suitable partners, is a challenge. Enthusiastic and committed teachers are 

usually already busy. Furthermore, they may be leery of the value of such an activity and, 

consequently, may not be willing to give it the attention that is required to keep it going.

It has been reported that less-than-successful dialogue journal projects, those that do not 

make it into print, have suffered from less of a commitment by the teacher at one end 

than by the teacher at the other, which causes resentment, frustration, and disappointment 

among the teachers and the participants. With committed teacher-administrators at both 

ends, finding enough partners may not be that difficult. Small discrepancies can be 

addressed by assigning the more motivated writers more than one partner. Larger 

discrepancies may be addressed creatively in any number of ways by project 

administrators.

It is the third reason that is perhaps the major challenge, distance and delivery. 

Here distance refers to both physical distance, and to cultural and adolescent subcultural 

distance. The secret journals in this project were exchanged between three geographically 

close public schools in the same ward among students of the same age, of the same basic
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English proficiency, and with very similar socio-economic and cultural backgrounds. My 

feeling is that perhaps the cultural and school backgrounds in the present project were 

simply too alike to stimulate as much piquing of interest and stretching of the 

participants’ linguistic capabilities as might be possible under different circumstances, 

the regular rotation of partners notwithstanding. While the proximity made delivery 

simple, perhaps the cultural and linguistic distance among the participants was too close.

In many ways, the short informal pilot projects that preceded the present project 

were superior. The schools were close enough that delivery was not an issue. However, 

both the school culture and the linguistic ability of the two groups were quite different. 

The school cultures of the coeducational public school and the girls’ private school were 

disparate enough that a sizeable portion of the written exchanges was spent in mutually 

exploring the differences in the respective school environments. The linguistic distance 

between the two schools was also considerable. The participants at the girls’ school had 

many more English classes per week than the public school, which rather than 

intimidating the public school participants, led the public school participants to use more 

complex syntactic constructions and a wider range of lexical items than they might have 

otherwise, had they been paired with students from a very similar school environment 

and at the same linguistic proficiency level. In part, the result of this school-culture and 

linguistic distance was that the written exchanges between the participants were clearly 

more complex and spirited than those found in the present project.

However, another factor was almost certainly at play here as well. The 

participants in the pilot projects were ninth graders, so they were a bit older and more 

mature than the participants in the present project. Older interlocutors have more
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cognitive and experiential resources upon which to establish and maintain communicative 

relationships. These resources may allow the older interlocutors to transcend the 

limitations of a particular culture or subculture.

As I have speculated, the participants in the present project were a bit too close, 

both culturally and linguistically. However, much more distance, as between participants 

in different countries, while having some clear advantages also has drawbacks. The 

obvious one is delivery. But, there is another very real problem. I observed the penpal 

letter exchanges between students from the girls’ private school mentioned herein and the 

adolescents from Canadian families with whom the Japanese students were to stay in a 

homestay program. While the penpal letters were eagerly anticipated and received, 

interest often fell off quickly after the letters were read. While the linguistic distance did 

not prevent basic communication, the exchanges suffered because the cultural and 

adolescent subcultural backgrounds were too distant. The Canadian children knew little 

to nothing about popular Japanese interests and adolescent icons, and vice versa. The 

common cultural background upon which the journal participants established their 

relationships in the present project was much better developed and more predictable, 

while it was nearly non-existent with the Japanese-Canadian penpals.

In summary, physical distances or large psychological distances in culture or 

adolescent subculture may conspire to lessen the pedagogical value of a peer-to-peer 

dialogue journal project, especially among young learners.

One option for altering the project like the one in this study is for the participant 

schools to be in the same country, but more geographically separated: a little more might 

be sufficient, widely separated schools might be even better. While the cultural
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backgrounds and the adolescent subcultures of the students would be similar, the school 

backgrounds of public schools in, for example, Tokyo and Niigata, might be different 

enough that they would foster greater interest and a broader range of language usage. 

Again, however, delivery could be a problem, although mail and delivery service prices 

are reasonable and could be budgeted for. Another potential detractor could be the 

psychological power relationships between city children and country children, but that is 

beyond the immediate challenge.

This brings us back to schools that are geographically close, and how the project 

might be altered to improve it, recognizing that it will never be perfect. One suggestion is 

relatively simple, and is probably the solution that is the most viable. The present project 

was between 30 participants at one school, and 15 participants at each of two other 

schools. That meant that the participants at the 15-participant schools ended up writing to 

five different partners at exactly the same school, even though ostensibly the participants 

did not know that. The uniformity of school experience might have diluted interest. The 

suggestion is that equal numbers at a minimum of four schools be paired. Rotation would 

give each participant a chance to communicate with participants from three other schools. 

Furthermore, if the four schools could be more geographically distant, perhaps in 

different wards, they might be more culturally distant enough, in terms of both school- 

and adolescent-subculture, that interest would be preserved at a higher overall level.

Another idea that could liven up the exchanges is to have a round-robin journal 

with more than two partners contributing to the journal. Properly administered, it might 

be a workable alternative to the two-partner option, which can suffer from decreasing
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interest and linguistic risk-taking, especially when one of the partners is linguistically 

weak, unmotivated, or both.

Other factors might be manipulated to various degrees to suit the participants and 

the goals of the activity. Administrators could extend the length of time that partners are 

paired or pair partners that are of slightly different ages, for example junior high school 

students with elementary students as in a project I am now co-administering. Teachers 

could require the participants to make an effort to correct their partners’ errors, either 

overtly or by modeling the correct forms. Page or word limits are an option, as is some 

degree of specificity as to subject matter. Teachers could allow the participants in-class 

time to work on their journal entries, with assistance provided on request. Teachers might 

scan the journals periodically to see if there are any frequently occurring common errors; 

they then could choose to teach to those errors without making the violation of 

confidentiality apparent.

If I were to do another project on a scale similar to the one in this study, I would 

try to find four schools among which to rotate partners. I would require all the students in 

a particular class to participate. I would lengthen the number of entries per participant to, 

perhaps, eight. In the middle-school environment, I would extend the project well into the 

ninth grade. I would give the participants some class time during which to write their 

entries and solicit help from the teacher. Also, I would use higher quality, bound 

notebooks so as to increase the perception of value by the participants.

As is apparent, the form that the activity ultimately takes is very much a factor of 

the imagination of the administrators. Likewise, its success is very much a factor of the 

degree of commitment by those administrators. Properly administered, the students
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themselves will provide the inertia. Whatever the form adopted in a given project, the 

paramount advantage is that the journal provides opportunities for detailed and repeated 

self-introductions, a critical basic skill in learning a second language. This goal ought to 

remain uppermost in the mind of any potential project administrator.
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CONCLUSIONS

There were five basic sections in the Discussion chapter: (a) a trend analysis of 

selected linguistic measures and errors over the five terms of the project, (b) a 

comparison of the performance by journal participants and journal non-participants on 

selected linguistic measures of a free-writing quiz, (c) a comparison of the performance 

by journal participants and journal non-participants on two linguistic measures of a free­

speaking quiz, (d) the participants’ responses to the end-of-term surveys, and (e) the 

potential pitfalls of administering a project similar to this one.

The conclusions in the Trend Analysis section were that the trends in the linguistic 

measures and errors over the five terms were inconclusive and probably more a result of 

fluctuations in the enthusiasm of the participants for the project, for their partners, and 

constraints on their time. Bona fide linguistic development probably occurred, but its 

nature and extent are still unknown. However, the results were such that further study is 

warranted.

The free-writing quiz saw the journal participants outperforming the journal non­

participants significantly on all three linguistic measures. However, this result suffered 

from initial unavoidable project limitations that precluded random selection of the journal 

participants.

The free-speaking quiz indicated statistical significance between journal 

participants and journal non-participants on the measure of total words (fluency).

The survey results showed that a comfortable majority of the participants enjoyed 

taking part in the secret journal project, and felt that the journals themselves and their
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partners combined to contribute to improvements, of various degrees, in their second 

language skills.

The initial worries that I had about the behavior of the participants turned out to 

be unfounded. They proved to be a well-behaved and well-adjusted group of young 

people.

I have several holistic impressions of this secret journal project that bear 

summarizing. Self-introductions and the rudimentary exchange of personal tastes are 

among the skills that are most often taught to the beginning second language learner. The 

secret journal activity allowed learners the opportunity to develop those skills, and with 

the changes in partners, allowed them repeated opportunities to do so. Furthermore, it 

allowed the learners to do so in a low-anxiety and confidential atmosphere that has, 

inherent in its design, an aura of mystery. Any activity that provides opportunities for 

repeating the self-introduction process in any kind of realistic or quasi-realistic 

environment is useful.

Statistical vagaries aside, journal participants did outperform the non-participants 

significantly on both the writing and speaking tests. The secret journal writing activity 

contributed to significant differences in not one but two different macroskills, and thus 

must be regarded as an important pedagogical tool.

It should be remembered that most of the learners in this study had had little 

experience with English prior to middle school. During the secret journal project, they 

received little or no help from their teachers with their journal entries, and despite that 

fact, there were virtually no communication breakdowns between the 150 sets of eventual 

partners who collectively generated 14,000 utterances over a year-and-a-half. On the
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contrary, the exchanges were overwhelmingly comprehensible, informative, friendly, 

positive, occasionally spirited, and often heartwarming. To the potential skeptic who 

might doubt the ability of low-proficiency, adolescent foreign language learners to carry 

on protracted communications without teacher intervention, there are 150 journals that 

refute that view. The 60 middle-school learners themselves provided the inertia to carry 

the activity forward with a minimal expenditure of time and effort by the administering 

teachers. In the absence of evidence to the contrary, the cost-benefit ratio of such a 

motivating and interest-generating activity must be very low compared to other 

pedagogical activities at this level, a fact that curriculum designers can hardly overlook.

Finally, beyond providing a vehicle for language learning, the secret journal 

activity has the potential for meeting other needs of the adolescent, specifically, 

socialization and the development of social skills, again in a low-anxiety, confidential, 

and non-judgmental atmosphere. I myself was an awkward adolescent in junior high, 

with poorly developed social skills, low self-confidence, and a bad haircut! One might 

argue that some things never change. However, I believe that at that time I might well 

have welcomed a chance to participate in an activity like the secret friend dialogue 

journal, which is a medium that encourages the development of both language and social 

skills.

It is my hope that some time in the near future a truly random sample of students 

can participate in a similar study, complete with pre- and post-testing, in order to 

determine what we may already suspect: that the secret journal activity is not only 

motivating, self-propelling, relevant to the participants, and easy to administer by the 

teachers, but that participation results in increased linguistic proficiencies, not only in
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writing, but perhaps in other macroskills as well. If eventual research demonstrates 

conclusively that this is so, the secret journal would prove to be a powerful second 

language pedagogical tool.
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APPENDIX A 

PILOT PROJECT DIARY WRITING SAMPLE

This is a scanned sample of 10 days of diary entries written by one of the students as part 

of the curriculum at one of the schools that participated in the pilot projects.
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Pilot Project Diary Writing Sample
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APPENDIX B

ILLUSTRATIONS

These are black and white scans of one entry each by two partners in Term 1. They are 

outstanding examples of illustrations found in many of the journal entries. The actual 

colored entries are even more impressive.
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Term 1, ID44F
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APPENDIX C

PROJECT DESIGN

This is an illustration of the project schedule.
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Secret Journal Project Design

Free-Speaking Quiz 
Free-Writing Quiz
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APPENDIX D

JOURNAL ENCLOSURE

This is an example of the enclosures glued into each journal every term. It includes the 

schedule, the rules, and instructions for returning a lost journal.
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Secret Friend Journal Rules

MGf$g
• No names (nicknames OK)!
• No school names!
• No Japanese (no katakana, no hiragana)\
• Do not lose this journal!

• Write the date.
• Answer your friend’s questions.
• Be on time; remember, your friend is waiting for your message!

Write about whatever you want, including:
• about your family: sisters & brothers, mother and father, grandparents, aunts and uncles, cousins, 

friends (no names)
• hobbies, interests, favorite sports-books-magazines-manga-TV programs-movies-actors & actresses- 

places in Japan or in the world-what you want to do (job)-etc.
• what you did last weekend, what you are going to do next weekend, what you did over the holidays, 

what you are going to do over the holidays, etc.

The Schedule (Please don’t be late!)

r . © / -  h * ^ a - o ( t f c ( 4 T t a C f c » i f o - B r T £ v \  
7  1 7 6 - 0  0 0 3

2 - 1 1

Telephone: (03)5999-5997; e-mail: connolly@inter.net

Schools D & E SchoolF 
May 9 
May 23 
J u n e  6 
J u n e  20 
July 4 
July 18

May 2 
May 16 
May 30 
J u n e  13 
J u n e  27 
July 11

Have Fun!!!!!!!!M o s t  I m p o r t a n t
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APPENDIX E

SCANNED JOURNAL ENTRIES, TRANSCRIPTIONS, AND ANALYSES

This is a complete set of the Term 3 entries in journal HJ26 for one pair of partners: 

ID21F and ID52M. This set was chosen semi-randomly; they were chosen to be 

representative of the length of entries of most of the participants. Also included is the 

combined transcription, and separate CLAN analyses for each of the partners.
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Entry 1, Term 3, ID52M & ID21F
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Entry 2, Term 3, ID52M & ID21F
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Entry 3, Term 3, ID52M & ID21F
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Entry 4, Term 3, ID52M & ID21F

No.
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D ear n-e4

H e  i l ^  I ( . .-'i/rri. y t m  . ------

U s a .* l ly  m < S  m #h f i f t h s ---------

I U  »^Xf *-----------------------------------------------

Vâ  k*k 4 Arc '/a* ikj. f*. vis..{ X--------- ----- ----------

y o « i ^  t _ .  . . '

No.

“!__ :__ :___________________Sunday f Nove^loer -i
P e a r  sc fu x? ( b o y

Hello .  H ow  dice p ?  I V - f i n e .

I ' m  jo ln j  to  I t e b t c b u r f l .

co lor  do you llbe "*?

I  ( i b e  b t a c b  f l i n f l f  o i r z n ^ e  a n d  p T i o U  .

W hy d o  y o u  JO  to  IU ra l* T  ?

^ e e y^ tt f ie K f
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Entry 5, Term 3, ID52M & ID21F

Now

___________________________________________ / V j u f t - n ' h f r / / '

Pm* s-tcrei -fhjehd
— |------1 ""........   I---- I ■   »-----   l » I 1 * - ■ I 1 , , ,    r . ,■■■■ ...T—

Mt l l o /  Vn\ } foO .

I  l i t e  o n x ^ e  i t o o  

I  flnsu/eh ywo- .

L j'Kvy uhc(n • S'* IV  fo l iw k ^ i  .

see y<m /

No.

Date

Pewr Sckffel Ictoy

How <Mre you *? I/«  f ' .  

Po you (Tte pfoyTng voffeytod*

I l7l»e plw ying  vo lley  bo.ll .

00 you. liie  tyffdchlny uolleybixK9.

1 l7l=e u/utctiThg [/olleyMI.

See you next tim e *-*.
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Entry 6, Term 3, ID52M & ID21F

P e«h XiW t  -pNehJ /"1 1 >" ■ "1 9 ’ " i i i * i » »’----{ i.... i i 1 i i i .... i i \ i

ijello  ! Vrn -fine, foo •_____________  _ : :

Ys>, I l i h  i/ofky hull-........................ ...... .......

i  n't i I cloh'j Hhe fc k lh t  to Key lu iL  i t  oautq I^ n W i^ it  

\)* YatA hkvp «\ puteb ? . I a c «*n ptifiet and O ''?

S'UF-p     :_ .• ;___  J  .

S*e€ yan A g4un / /

Date

Degyy QkooJ ,1?oy T , , n ---------

H e d o H  H*iv r ^ »  fr»oe.

Yes, I W e  ̂ computer.

But I can't ^ t L

VA/fiAt l=fc7{f of food c/o (rte ^

I  (TUe 9U9kl And f r u i t s .

See yoM. ne^f tTwe *-•
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Transcriptions

@F ont: Monaco: 14:0
@Begin
@Languages: en
@Participants: D52 Child, D21 Child 
@Age of D52: 14;
@Age of D21: 14;
@Sex of D52: male 
@Sex of D21: female 
@Date: 16-SEP-2003
*D52: dear sicret [: secret] friend.
%err: $SPL 
*D52: hello.
*D52: I'm a school boy of junior high school. 
%com: gender identification 
*D52: I play soccer.
*D52: what sports do you play?
*D52: I'm genius.
*D52: are you a genius?
*D52: I like English and math.
*D52: what subject do you like?
*D52: see you.
@Date: 24-SEP-2003
*D21: dear School+Boy.
*D21: hello.
*D21: my nickname is Pooh.
*D21: I'm girl.
%com: gender identification 
*D21: how are you?
*D21: I play badminton.
*D21: are you nice player?
*D21: I'm so+so.
*D21: I'm don't genius.
*D21: I like music and homemaking.
*D21: see you next time.
@Date: 30-SEP-2003
*D52: dear sicret [: secret] friend.
%err: $SPL 
*D52: hello.
*D52: I answer your question.
*D52: I'm not fine.
*D52: I'm not nice player.
*D52: do you like soccer?
*D52: I like soccer very much.
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*D52: I don't play badminton.
*D52: see you again.
@Date: 07-OCT-2003
*D21: dear School+Boy.
*D21: hello.
*D21: how are you?
*D21: I don't like soccer.
%com: rejection of potential common interest 
*D21: but I like to watch baseball.
*D21: do you like beseball [: baseball]?
%err: $SPL
*D21: I like singer Aya+Veto and Kinki+Kids. 
*D21: do you like singer?
*D21: see you next time.
@Date: 14-OCT-2003
*D52: dear sicret [: secret] friend.
%err: $SPL 
*D52: hello.
*D52: I'm fine.
*D52: how about you?
*D52: yes, I like baseball.
*D52: I like Kinki+Kids, too.
*D52: bat [: but] I don't like Koichi.
%err: $SPL
*D52: aar [: are] you happy?
%err: $SPL 
*D52: I'm not happy.
*D52: see you again.
@Date: 21 -OCT-2003
*D21: dear School+Boy.
*D21: hello.
*D21: how are you?
*D21: I'm fine.
*D21: I don't like Koichi.
*D21: I like Tsuyoshi.
*D21: do you like any books?
*D21: I like book.
*D21: see you next time.
@Date: 28-OCT-2003
*D52: dear sicret [: secret] friend.
%err: $SPL 
*D52: hello.
*D52: I'm fine, too.
*D52: I like books.
*D52: I usually read many books.
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*D52: I'm going to Ibaraki.
*D52: what are you going to vist [: visit].
%err: $SPL 
*D52: see you.
@Date: 04-NOV-2003
*D21: dear School+Boy.
*D21: hello.
*D21: how are you?
*D21: I'm fine.
*D21: I'm going to Ikebukuro.
*D21: what color do you like?
*D21: I like black and orange and pink.
*D21: why do you go to Ibaraki?
*D21: see you next time.
@Date: 11 -NOV-2003
*D52: dear sicret [: secret] friend.
%err: $SPL 
*D52: hello.
*D52: I'm fine, too.
*D52: I like orange, too.
*D52: I answer your question.
*D52: I meet my uncle, so I'm going to Ibaraki.
*D52: see you again.
@Date: 18-NOV-2003
*D21: dear School+Boy.
*D21: hello.
*D21: how are you?
*D21: I'm fine.
*D21: do you like playing volleyball?
*D21: I like playing volleyball.
*D21: do you like watching volleyball?
*D21: I like watching volleyball.
*D21: see you next time.
@Date: 25-NOV-2003
*D52: dear sicret [: secret] friend.
%err: $SPL 
*D52: hello.
*D52: I'm fine, too.
*D52: yes, I like playing volleyball.
*D52: but, I don't like watching volleyball because I'm boring it. 
%com: rejection of potential common interest 
*D52: do you have a computer?
*D52: I have a computer and it's surf the Internet.
*D52: see you again.
@Date: 02-DEC-2003
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*D21: dear Shool+Boy [: School+Boy].
%err: $SPL 
*D21: hello.
*D21: how are you?
*D21: I'm fine.
*D21: yes, I have a computer.
*D21: but I can't mail.
*D21: what kaid [: kind] of food do you like? 
%err: $SPL
*D21: I like sushi and fruits.
*D21: see you next time.
@End
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Analyses

> freq +t*D52 +k @
freq +t*D52 +k @
Sat Nov 26 17:52:41 2005
freq (15-Dec-2004) is conducting analyses on:

ONLY speaker main tiers matching: *D52;

From file <Macintosh HD:Users:connolly:Temple-Related:Secret 
Joumal:Transcriptions:3rd 
T erm-Transcriptions:HJ26-ID52&21 .cha>

1 English 
161
12 I'm
2 Ibaraki 
1 Internet
1 Kinki+Kids 
1 Koichi 
4 a
1 about 
4 again
2  and
2  answer
3 are
1 badminton 
1 baseball
1 because
2  books 
1 boring
1 boy
2  but
2  computer 
6  dear
4 do
3 don't
5 fine
6  friend
2  genius
3 going 
2  happy 
2  have 
6  hello
1 high 
1 how
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1 it 
1 it's
I  junior

I I  like
1 many 
1 math 
1 meet 
1 much 
1 my 
1 nice 
3 not 
1 of
1 orange 
3 play 
1 player
1 playing
2  question
1 read
2  school 
6  secret 
6  see
1 so
3 soccer 
1 sports
1 subject 
1 surf 
1 the 
3 to 
5 too 
1 uncle 
1 usually 
1 very
1 visit
2  volleyball
1 watching
3 what
2  yes 
14 you 
2  your

72 Total number of different word types used 
193 Total number of words (tokens)

0.373 Type/Token ratio
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> freq +t*D21 +k @
freq +t*D21 +k @
Sat Nov 26 17:55:01 2005
freq (15-Dec-2004) is conducting analyses on:

ONLY speaker main tiers matching: *D21;

From file <Macintosh HD:Users:connolly:Temple-Related:Secret 
Joumal:Transcriptions:3rd 
Term-Transcriptions:HJ26-ID52&21 ,cha>

1 Ay a+Veto 
141 
8  I'm 
1 Ibaraki 
1 Ikebukuro 
1 Kinki+Kids 
1 Koichi 
1 Pooh
6  School+Boy 
1 Tsuyoshi
1 a
5 and 
1 any
7 are
1 badminton
2  baseball 
1 black
1 book
1 books
2  but
1 can't 
1 color 
1 computer
6  dear
8  do
3 don't
4 fine 
1 food 
1 fruits
1 genius 
1 girl
1 go 
1 going 
1 have 
6  hello
1 homemaking
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6  how 
1 is 
1 kind 

18 like 
1 mail 
1 music 
1 my 
6  next 
1 nice 
1 nickname 
1 of
1 orange 
1 pink 
1 play
1 player
2  playing 
6  see
2  singer 
1 so+so 
1 soccer 
1 sushi 
6  time
3 to
4 volleyball
1 watch
2  watching 
2  what
1 why 
1 yes 

2 1  you

6 6  Total number of different word types used 
191 Total number of words (tokens)

0.346 Type/Token ratio

202

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



>m lu @ 
mlu @
Mon Sep 19 07:34:28 2005
mlu (15-Dec-2004) is conducting analyses on:

ALL speaker tiers

From file <Macintosh HD:Users:connolly:Temple-Related:Secret 
Joumal:Transcriptions:3rd 
Term-Transcriptions:HJ26-ID52&21 .cha>
MLU for Speaker: *D21:

MLU (xxx and yyy are EXCLUDED from the utterance and morpheme counts): 
Number of: utterances = 56, morphemes =191 
Ratio of morphemes over utterances = 3.411 
Standard deviation =1.521

MLU for Speaker: *D52:
MLU (xxx and yyy are EXCLUDED from the utterance and morpheme counts): 

Number of: utterances = 52, morphemes =193 
Ratio of morphemes over utterances = 3.712 
Standard deviation = 1.955
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APPENDIX F

TRANSCRIPTION RUBRICS

Included are the transcription conventions for the journals themselves, the free-writing 

quiz, and the free-speaking quiz.
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JOURNAL TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS

• Multi-word proper nouns are counted as one word by joining the words with + 

e.g., Harry+Potter

• Thank you, so so, good bye are counted as one word by joining the words with + 

(e.g., thank+you), they are not tagged as a space errors ($SPC); misspellings (e.g., 

good by) are joined and tagged as spelling errors

• According to CHAT convention, only proper nouns, months, days of the week, 

and I  (and derivitives, e.g., I ’m, I ’ll) are capitalized; the first letter of the first 

word of an utterance is not capitalized

• Japanese words commonly used in the west (e.g., sushi, ramen) are transcribed as 

such; misspellings of those words (e.g. susi), according to western standards are 

tagged as spelling errors

• Japanese words generally unknown in the west are replaced with the CHAT 

convention xx; that is, they are counted as separate words, but as one word type

• Numerals (e.g., 14 ,14th) and symbols substituted for words (e.g., & for and) are 

entered into CHAT as xx

• Unrecognizable words are entered into CHAT as xx

• Where a space is omitted (e.g., comicbooks), the words are separated with the 

CHAT convention + (e.g., comic+books), counted as one word and tagged as a 

space error ($SPC); the same system applies to adding a space (e.g., basket ball), 

the words are joined with the CHAT convention + (e.g., basket+ball) counted as 

one word and tagged as a space error ($SPC)

• Dates are not entered

• Short labels accompanying drawings are not entered, if not in English
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FREE-WRITING QUIZ TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS

Transcription Conventions

• Punctuation and capitalization ignored (except as required by CHAT)

• Numerals (e.g., 2) omitted

• Numerals used in times (e.g., 7:30) omitted

• Symbols (e.g., &) omitted, as are letters used in substitutions (a and b as used in

“My friend is a and b.”)

• Two-word proper nouns (names, titles, well-known personalities, place names, 

etc.) are counted as one word

• Romanized Japanese words are included, regardless of spelling

Error-Free Conventions

Acceptable:

• Starting a sentence with And

• Misspellings of foreign names (personal names, titles, well-known personalities, 

place names, etc.)

• Misspellings of Japanese words in general use in the west (e.g., susi instead of 

sushi)

• Omitted the in the case of school clubs (e.g., “I’m in brass band club”)

• Omitted the with musical instruments (e.g., ”1 play horn”)

• Omitted my with family (e.g., “I like family”)

• Incorrect conjunction (e.g., “I like English, but I don’t like math and P. E.”)

• Omitted second article (e.g., “I have a sister and brother”)

• Omitted any (e.g., “I don’t have pets”)

• Substitution of another for the other (e.g., “I have two brothers, one is sixteen and 

another is twelve”)

• Use of very with fun  (e.g., “It was very fun”)
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• Use of present continuous to mean future (e.g., “I’m going to Ikebukuro” instead 

of “I’m going to go to Ikebukuro”)

Unacceptable:

• Incomplete sentences

• Spelling errors (except for foreign names and Japanese words)

• Omitted plurals (e.g., “I like dog”)

• Starting a sentence with because

• Omitted a in the case of use with member (e.g., “I ’m member of brass band club”)

• Omitted to in infinitives (e.g., “I don’t like study”)

• Omitted initial article (e.g., “I have sister and brother”)

• “Hello” used as a complete sentence

• Superfluous space (e.g., “volley ball”)

• Omitted space (e.g., “comicbooks”)

• Countable romanized Japanese words, not pluralized (e.g., onsen)

• Strings of related nouns or adjectives not separated with final and (e.g.,

“ ...pudding, melon, strawberry.”)

• Missing nominalization (e.g., “Study is very difficult”)

• Omitted referent (e.g., “I like reading the book” with no referent to a particular 

book)
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FREE-SPEAKING QUIZ TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS

• Multi-word names (personal, titles, well-known personalities, place names, etc.) 

are counted as one word

• Japanese words unknown to the transcriber, or not commonly used in English 

(e.g., natto), are entered in to CHAT as xx; they are counted as separate words, 

but as one word type

• Japanese words commonly used in English (e.g., sushi), are entered in to CHAT 

as spelled in English

• Incomplete words are not recorded

• Repeated complete words are transcribed and counted as separate words (e.g., 

I ...I ...I ...)
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APPENDIX G

JOURNAL TRANSCRIPTION ACCURACY VERIFICATION

Included are scans of 10 actual journal entries, chosen randomly, and their transcriptions 

which were checked by an independent reader.
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Scanned Entry 3, Journal AB14

• I pky ik e  S©,x . ^
* ] like »no>/\es ,100- 9̂ 1 l S3»*>e+'riM«s 9 °foihe h»ov'i«S

'Aiblch do you Irke ComiC b o o h s?
* Vvho.1 pen ore. you w Stng'ihlht droiw'ihg ?

\  liW ^BLACIccAIj v . ^
Li’S Very very'ihlertSViwj^

r BU\ck C4T j  C W a rte h  ^
N eth w u e  *S r  £v«. j  .
I t ’ s  V W y ^ C t f t  J

f w & j j L M h l y  -

o

1 11 ^  - f a r  y o u r  C o n s e n t  r j *

R a n  K b « #
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CHAT Transcription, Journal AB14

@Date: 31-JAN-2003
*D14: dear Snoopy.
*D14: answears [: answers].
%err: $SPL 
%com: heading 
*D14: I play the sax.
*D14: I like movies, too.
*D14: but I sometimes go to the movies. 
*D14: questions.
%com: heading
*D14: which do you like comic books?
%com: tagged syntactic transformation error 
*D14: what pen are you using in the drawing? 
*D14: I like Black+Cat, by Weekly+Jump. 
*D14: it's very very interesting.
*D14: Black+Cat character.
*D14: her name is Eve.
*D14: it's very cute!
*D14: see you at next times.
*D14: I'll wait for your comment.
*D14: from Kino.
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Scanned Entry 3, Journal AC27

tm*

Deinr Secve-  ̂ —
f tU a y

H ello1.! ih K e  Bo b ^app too!?
I <Wt lifcd soccer , B«f ^JNflflloTO v/et-y »n«cK.

1 like 

Nke to m ee t y<M Uo.
ftftfr? A J iH

(XCJ&in V.
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CHAT Transcription, Journal AC27

@Date: 31-JAN-2003
*D22: dear secret friend.
*D22: hello!
*D22: I like Bob+Sapp too!
*D22: I don't like soccer, but I like Inamoto very much. 
%com: rejection of potential common interest 
*D22: nice to meet you too.
*D22: from a girl.
%com: gender identification 
*D22: see you again!
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Scanned Entry 3, Journal EF27

**• Htty'

.: - P « * t : . t ' t n * . - ______ ,

: . . . .  .

i  . . i f *  . J * _____________
J L i k d t  H&e.

f* Jt J g g j ^  nm il
1  jbw*t W .  _____ ;___

_ fe _ « « L  j b r  _________
  <

J  W c i* 4m  y*w g Vf t j r  _____
f t  <**» fetjT f b 4*** pf^Ue?

_ jifc  ^  _-***:

Ja^i**r - • *

• i 
JL

U l i

. u a i  f<« Aj L

. i >—i -

— Ill _ *• 4

r* —

E
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CHAT Transcription, Journal EF27

@Date: 16-MAY-2003
*D48: dear Mina.
*D48: hello, Mina, how are you?
*D48: I'm fine.
*D48: I like foods.
*D48: I like xx, too.
%com: Japanese word, yakiniku, grilled meat 
*D48: don't you like in foods?
*D48: I don't like xx mushroom.
%com: Japanese word, shiitake, kind of mushroom 
*D48: what is last page xx name?
%com: unknown word, sonstar's, maybe monster's referring to drawing 
*D48: I don't know.
*D48: do you play video game?
*D48: I play video game.
*D48: I like video game very much.
*D48: do you like to draw of picture?
*D48: I don't like to draw.
*D48: becose [: because], I don't draw well.
%err: $SPL 
*D48: goodbye!
*D48: do you know me?
%com: cartoon balloon to drawing

215

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Scanned Entry 3, Journal GJ05

MM
■et T H W H d m y

H e Ho !f 'Te-t'O. !( H® vf 9Jrt yoa. ? V *  mb. /

X Uk* Sedfcme , t®® . My v;*te <*

e I vo  *  to y  <« -f  Ye» 7  c#*e /

My $*Y®hi+fc S&lj/ec-t i* £l>jli4t *  . W  ?

Stfe W®. Ultf f VfJir p: -'I-!' I 'f . '

*
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CHAT Transcription, Journal GJ05

@Date: 30-SEP-2003
*D37: hello, Tara.
*D37: how are you?
*D37: I'm fine.
*D37: I like Sesame+Street, too.
*D37: my favorite character is Elmo xx Zoy. 
%com: symbol substitution ("&" symbol for "and") 
*D37: very cute.
*D37: my favorite subject is English xx Japanese. 
%com: symbol substitution ("&" symbol for "and") 
*D37: and you?
*D37: see you next.
*D37: your picture is very nice.
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Scanned Entry 3, Journal GJ14

DM

, » 1 i i ■ j ■ ii   ■ ■    ■>■■»■■■
      ̂  i I • *

.nvonqu-. _________ __ ___________________

T-JWX? p 'ty  .-‘fCMfcfe.-.. -

J2* ypw-- like i f  unis..-Z_____

----------- X w-EJflt- ..3 a — TD-3 ..^otuMb^.

  X  -W _  a _ . yaX _-£.*E_________

 3ee - y*M.
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CHAT Transcription, Journal GJ14

@Date: 30-SEP-2003
*D39: hello, Money.
*D39: I am in soft tennis club. 
*D39: I was play tennis yesterday. 
*D39: do you like tennis?
*D39: I went to T+D+S yesterday. 
*D39: I had a good time.
*D39: see you.
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Scanned Entry 3, Journal HJ21

♦ ♦     _
- ’- f - f e l ^ p U  y - if o  tjk'fW r ^ y t T u ' f i o r ^  i & y u r W ?

'Vos i  (k(_ £> yam . ?[oy z y o v fS 1 ?>  '............ .............— »-

I  HH=e bfwe-. Wtot Jo' yoa. f / k  xpfot *

t 1 ,/ 1
po  ydiI I?*6* ?■ r •

M y  ■fcM»r* +e 9uUjec^ . is £ji$I-sli— akd-  Wt**J c-» ---------

0 ° p&L Ct»qrl l̂* a»d w u s ic  *?

I /ike to  r& d  ifcoii . &> you l . t e  bock 7

y<sv~ f

fy^flC &*t:
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CHAT Transcription, Journal HJ21

@Date: 30-SEP-2003
*D50: dear Tom.
*D50: hello.
*D50: I play the guitar.
*D50: do you play the guitar?
*D50: do you play sports?
%com: echoed question 
*D50: yes, I do.
*D50: I like light blue.
*D50: what do you like color?
%com: tagged syntactic transformation error 
*D50: do you like tennis.
*D50: my favorite subject is English and music. 
*D50: do you like English and music?
*D50: I like to read book.
*D50: do you like book?
*D50: see you.
*D50: fromEmi.
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Scanned Entry 3, Journal KM11

Hello ?
CA1 My <xvoK»r« color is ftnk

CAft I  Irfm tidon 100 / ^

'0*1 I  play 1*hni« a/toK ScJioo I .

! > Wha>t Jo you do o A isr  oJiao I *?

fi/9 X hav« two brolhot't .

brothi . 0

-taih  -
k . Bocouus* .

I  W»At to Mow Iferk 0  )f*»n <gg

J r \ \  <*••* w !
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CHAT Transcription, Journal KM 11

@Date: 27-JAN-2004
*D05: hello!
*D05: my favorite color is pink.
*D05: I like xx too!
%com: Japanese word (generally unknown to NS), udon 
*D05: I play tennis after school.
*D05: what do you do after school?
*D05: I have two brothers.
*D05: do you have any brothers?
*D05: talk.
*D05: because, I want [: went] to New+York xx years ago.
%err: $SPL
%com: number, 1 0

*D05: good+bay [: goodbye]!
%err: $SPL
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Scanned Entry 3, Journal LM29

I H - _______________________________________________________ :

N ice / to m t e l

X  lijjp  v e * y  l f lu 0 t .( v v W  d« )*# like- 5frtfc)

' f o , X do . X l\ke c*m\cicwk6 Xdo >w like, IwolO
M y  { W i f e .  ^ u to )e c +  i*  E k j I M . 1^*5 v t f f  in ta€ > /fy

YeS , 1  d o .  1  l i k e , d o j  .C D *  ^  R k t  c m m t j ' )

I C  > m  l i k e  d f i j  ?

^ eb  I  do . 1  like, impvie, , ( ! ^  yw  ofteKvtafch TV') •

M o 1  d m ' t . C D o  j*»* l i k e  p le u - fu v e )  ^  j

1  l i k e  % b \  v e r y  w w t o h .  i

Do >•# like Sm̂ \ 1 j
*  j

^ e e  yo\A
rK n h  Ibm  *
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CHAT Transcription, Journal LM29

@Date: 27-JAN-2004
*D04: nice to meet you.
*D04: I like tennis very mutch [: much],
%err: $SPL
*D04: what do you like sports.
%com: tagged syntactic transformation error: many echoed questions and 

errors 
*D04: yes, I do.
*D04: I like comic books.
*D04: do you like book.
*D04: my favorite subject is English.
*D04: it's very interesting.
*D04: yes, I do.
*D04: I like dog.
*D04: do you like animal.
*D04: do you like dog?
*D04: yes, I do.
*D04: I like movie.
*D04: do you often watch tv.
*D04: no I don't.
*D04: do you like picuture [: picture].
%err: $SPL
*D04: I like sushi very mutch [: much].
%err: $SPL 
%com: echoed error 
*D04: do you like sushi?
*D04: see you.
*D04: from Tom.
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Scanned Entry 3, Journal LM34

  Pea\3r, A n r r _________________________________

you for y o u r  l e t t e r .  I ' hiuc, f . E j  io o .

I f \y  soccer with w clossm&te. U s very irttrestinj.

1 tav*. olsUr brother wry/, o l d e r  s i s t e r .

I yoi^hjer bro th er.

By -rfie v*^// ^  /î <e movies? J l»he

mmcJi . 1 saw ih* LAST SAHL/RAl • ^

frvtM’&SfrrtjH 'Whctf k i n /  o f  m o v ie s  / a  j r o v f  //'h e*?

1 like sc ien ce  frciion  m ovies.

^hxf / a  yo \4 A‘/te  com c~£ ? I kke, IruyASyw omeL

M R U  TO  . Pc y o u  k n o v '  In u y tL S y A  or- IVARUTO?

They Otrt very imteresfiny.
Ikm* Suddenly be come sleepy. I  ** for»& r/

to he&tiiij from you. G o o / nijhj !l

"from kirm cL
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CHAT Transcription, Journal LM34

@Date: 27-JAN-2004
*D25: dear, Anri.
*D25: hello!
*D25: thank+you for your letter.
*D25: I like pe, too.
*D25: I play soccer with a classmate.
*D25: it's very interesting.
*D25: I have older brother and older sister.
*D25: I want younger brother.
*D25: by the way, do you like movies?
*D25: I like movies very much.
*D25: I saw the Last+Samurai.
*D25: it's very interesting!
*D25: what kind of movies do you like?
*D25: I like science fiction movies.
*D25: what do you like comics?
%com: tagged syntactic transformation error 
*D25: I like Inuyasha and Naruto.
*D25: they are very interesting.
*D25: I am suddenly became sleepy.
*D25: I am looking forward to hearing from you. 
*D25: goodnight!
*D25: fromKirua.
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Scanned Entry 3, Journal PQ24

D & A - K  L f g a ,  Q

He I/o •

"  M £ r < T l C . " - >  ☆ • • • A

M a G i - C . "  o t ? W W

■ T iv o H 't  1  v  >s H A f c ^ G T O B l  

D o y o u  U *  " H A - S ^ T o e r  ?

S k  IS v * t-/ kl‘iC€,» ^  V/W 

I -  l i k e  S k T o t - I . ( * Ao

S e e  y tn *  ^

P R O * ! . . .  R A & i C .
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CHAT Transcription, Journal PQ24

@Date: 01-JUN-2004
*D51: dear Lisa+Green.
*D51: hello.
*D51: Magic xx a.
%com: unknown meaning, drawn star 
*D51: Magic, ok?
*D51: my favorit [: favorite] tv is Hanetobi. 
%err: $SPL
*D51: do you know Hanetobi?
*D51: Shiori is very nice.
*D51: I like Shiori.
*D51: see you.
*D51: from Magic.
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APPENDIX H

PERMISSION DOCUMENTS

Included are the Japanese translations of the cover letter and the letter of permission 

submitted to the parents of the participants. Also included is the original English from 

which the translations came.
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Nerima, Tokyo 176-0003  
Telefax: (03 ) 5999-5997  
E-mail: connolly@inter.net

Steve Connolly
Hazawa, 2-12-11

2 0 0 3*ElRi )*t> 2 0  0

t  t i c  h  •  ^  ( 8 9 6 ©  B S E )  J

^  MclMJP L T  V'£:*?# S L fc r . L ± t f ^ - r o *3^-«<o£8»7 jB\ rg m

9fc©fc5j ^ia©tf>-C*< bfco

9 0 A ^ M i ^ f f o f c  1 OftWlV'i  y ?  • y ^ T ' ^ ' y ?  • v ’-t — A/l^ •

h ( C # A D L A ^ ® A ^ # A D L ^ ^ o f c ^ ( r i t ^  £ S & © j E f l f c £ ,  « £ >

V 't\

ic fi, {&S##©;fr©jMS«:#-Scfc 5 £ » ? < 5 * t6 ;h /0 '£ 't 0

» # © # 7 n i i ,  i <OW58ICS<3< 

j 3i ' ' T ,t . 5> ^ :‘ & > ^ V ' '  J ;  5 V I I .  4 - 0 (75^ 0 1? * .#  \ ' y — y u y Y '

V * r — r ; v  ( 8 9 6 ©  B S E )  J T J L f c © - ? ,  # * D # © # 7C « ,  ^ n ^ i r t ^ ^ i b & ^ c f c  5 t c
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f coTV'SLfco Z.<D'7u 'J x ?

U  tA 't> ftoXtS '0  a^tk>o

$t%mmmiz1r€ tiitA s-?L ti< D ^ *n&o£.&<DMb4,B f c a s - S : L S H t ^ U  ti1tz<D7

bfc&ML-/tjc%flft(D£.fe<DZkt>%ay£itfvo 

}§M<D*>?m<D&Ktf < 8Fftll:S:©W5#K:«:#a»£>fcV'i 5 tc*

r 't& * W c £ V

fc r  L t ,  0 0 ORSIfe-BrTV'fc^rtfcV'tllV'

t t .

L ± t f £ - f 0

fttfBfE*r#< r t f c i i L T  r®«<z>^°- FA-J  i f g - r r  i ^ L V ' t U k f J I L i S l t l '

fC d  t  t t o

& g # £ L £ L T t t ,  i « K T * l  3 ^{c* * ?» IK S :i:o T S V '!J  £  L fc# ,

MulS • ? » / / £ £ £ # ,

•5 4 l f c 0 £ '# > £ « » *  L ± (f  $■*%

Steve Connolly
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Dear Parent,

As you may know, from January, 2003 through July, 2004, your child participated in a 
“Secret Journal” project with students from Kaisan Daisan JHS, Nukui JHS, and 
Toyotama JHS. I felt that the students’ English would improve as a result o f writing in 
a “real” situation. In fact, on a 10-minute quick writing quiz given to all 290 8 th- 
graders in the three schools, the journal project participants significantly outperformed 
(statistically) the non-participants in measures o f accuracy, fluency and complexity.

I am currently working on my doctorate degree at Temple University Japan. American 
universities require that the parents o f any under-aged participants in a research project 
must give their permission for their data to be used in a study that may be published, for 
example, in my dissertation.

The real identities o f the participants will never be revealed in any publication resulting 
from this research. In fact, the real identities o f the participants were unknown to each 
other since these were secret journals. Also, the three teachers who helped me in this 
project do not know the students from the other schools, nor do they have the 
journals. Furthermore, since I was just a part-time teacher at Kaishin Daisan, I really 
cannot connect most o f the faces o f the students with their names, nor do I know most 
o f the students who participated in the project.

You can be totally secure that the identities o f your children will never be known to any 
o f the readers o f research based on this project. I have attached a permission letter. If 
signed and returned, the student will receive 1 0 0 0  yen as a token of my appreciation for 
participating.

And I thank you, and your children for their participation. Based on what I know about 
the data collected, your children benefited a lot from their participation, and most of 
them expressed repeated enjoyment o f talking through writing to their secret partners.

My 13 years o f teaching junior high school in Nerima Ward was one of my fondest 
experiences in my life.
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Ts-r 4 — ^

=‘'f-]}—8:co f ' y ~ ? u - y b  ■ ® ^ c o 0 ta) j %<d

T ^ f L ^ - f o  r  (D 'J ^—'J-/l'CDcp7:\ =-y ? %. — J±-$;^lb%L(D^-fe(D%

T O  1 6  ¥  £  0

ioypmco joife ffj

0n
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To Mr. Steve Connolly

I give my permission for any data generated by my child as part of Mr. Connolly’s 
“Secret Journal” project to be used in his research, and I understand that some of this 
research may be published.

I understand that my child’s real identity, including nicknames used in the journals, will 
be strictly protected.

Date

My child’s name________________________________ .

School nam e___________________________________ .

My signature___________________________________ .
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APPENDIX I

FREE-WRITING QUIZ

Twenty transcriptions were checked against scans of the actual quizzes by an independent 

reader. Included are six, chosen randomly, of the twenty sets of scans and transcriptions: 

three by journal participants and three by journal non-participants.
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Free-Writing Quiz, Journal Non-Participant, KD119

1 . ctitt i o -r x r r .
2 .
3 . ” G o"
4 . " S t o p "  © A H 0>T |*A TT«U .

m mm. am. **. m*<o*>zm. *#-'x m.. .

M v  r i c i ^ s  i c  Name •
'■ l i k e  s p a n . . .  f e n h i c  .

1  p / f f /
f " "7

^  m e  p h y
i i 
b e / ; c .  i r a ^ .  ... . . . . . .

@Date: 27-DEC-2003
*119: my name is Name.
*119:1 like spors [: sport] tennis.
* 119:1 am play tennis park.
*119:1 was play bersbool [: baseball] park. 
@End

Accuracy Count: 1 correct utterance.
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Free-Writing Quiz, Journal Participant, KD140

1. Ctll* 1 O #B©EJtSC<D* -r X T T .
2 .
3 . ” G o" flJrtMBTtH&TTSl'.
4 . " S t o p ” <Z)*H<DTlM.TTao. o
5 . '  ***. B 5 « ^ 6 # « I H 6 T T S t ' .  / )
6 . « fC O l\T # O T t> J ll 'T r.

m -.mn. £ * .  * « .  a h .  h h u d * * * , * # - y ,  a .  . .

M,y
. V 

Pume tS

1 v\/ant to  b e  n u i - s e .

I  I Ue ' fv' ien^,  ■fftniily a n d  lm(Any .

1

. /  '  
d o n i  li ke School . B ecause , 1  ^ o . h - t . ( i‘k£ 5+ut^y .

I like KAMc0.y0 .m4  kt f lmkuh, ,  Hf lya”Sty«. l p P e ( „

a n d (v iSi-tarM ^ sm u i ,, .. M vasoS i , , ,

@Date: 27-DEC-2003
*140 my name is Name.
*140 I want to be nurse.
*140 I like friend, family and many.
*140 I don't like school.
*140 because, I don't like study.
*140 I like Nakayama+Kinnikun and Hayasiya+Ippei and 

Kisitani+Gorou and Musasi.
@End

Accuracy Count: 3 correct utterances. 
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Free-Writing Quiz, Journal Non-Participant, KD333

2 .
3 . " G o w-0 tW T lW O T T '* tV '*
4 . S t o p ” < D 6 B 0 T lM .T T £ l'.
5 . *1% 6 B IB ^a‘6 « « W 6 T T S t '7  * 'T
6 . -e-oaii, J

, -m:wmrttv*:‘9'9y*Br&rwto^wz m.. .
____________________________________________

v\tfy va£ ; g Name_________ ._______________

1  b v e  :v\

2  p i  f l y  b ^ c t r ? ; y w 7 n t ^ h  f l f e . r  - g g f c f l n l

1  b  he ha A o vw7 » to n > 6 VNt- 1- .cl QvXl.-L'k^.-dnrge
K aot?..

1  y y f l b t  .. -tO \XA -  wv / g l L ^QaA&to* w-f

1 . 1; k e ~ s c  b ao1 - • • L. - Be cause— SVgfe-fl al—̂ -
-8 mt, X dowX - b k e  Sf-ud y-.— S W J-y — ? s -  -yg t°y -

A  T X A r ^ - u .  t   ........ X  -yOOvV6 -t  £ t-vA-gi-y- -  S o  M v*  - r c k - .  -

@Date: 27-DEC-2003
*333: hey.
*333: my name is Name.
*333: I live in Sakuraday.
*333: I play badominton [: badminton] after school.
*333: I like badominton [: badminton].
*333: but I don't like three minuts [: minute] run.
*333: I want to be well badominton [: badminton] playre [: player]. 
*333: I like school.
*333: because school is fun.
*333: but I don't like study.
*333: study is very difficaut [: difficult].
*333: I must study so mutch [: much].
@End

Accuracy Count: 3 correct utterances.
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Free-Writing Quiz, Journal Participant, KD340

1. &mt i -o4HM>est*®*wx-rr. -------------------------
2 .
3. " G tf-(D*«Tt#ieTTStv. .............
4. “ S t o p ” <MM«>TftX.TT£l'.
s. *r. •e*»ais»«W46ieir*r»: i  "e. *<omu. nizwT9i\Tt>mi'vr. . _ ____________

Mu N*0ft«*. «. . .

M y           ...

IV) tw e lv e .* Veptŷ  q|</ ._______________  _____

I  I''aye . s k l p t -  {\mcJ bmothck  -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
 ̂ fr1 fygtB-kcK-.igf ktAir.a-s. baMtî cu\ct. . . .„ —.. --- ----

I ,  p Iav    — -—---- - - - - - - --
M y  h o b - V  . i s .  . y e a c t . p ,  W o k s  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
I. like... CQfiiC-inalf}  -   ------------------
I  like peacla ..........   —--- ------------------

i V
1 W v e  two- p e t s .............................. -  ... ..... —

My- -Wfrtcv-is j-hivrhe'e i') : • *-------------------------------- --

My 4>t-ofke r  ~jv Severn .  .....
1  l i k e  ^ K o p p i V o r .   . . . . . . . . . .
1 cW -t ~P:~fc .     ~..~...
1 like home make ....  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ...

@Date: 27-DEC-2003
*340: my name is Name.
*340: I'm twelve years old.
*340: I have sister and brother.
*340: I'm member of buras [: brass] band culd [: club]. 
*340: I play the tuda [: tuba].
*340: my hoby [: hobby] is read a books.
*340: I like comic books.
*340: I like peach.
*340: I have two pets.
*340: my sister is ninteen.
*340: my brother is seven.
*340: I like shopping.
*340: I don't like pe.
*340: I like home+make [: homemaking].
@End

Accuracy Count: 7 correct utterances.
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Free-Writing Quiz, Journal Non-Participant, NB01

2 .
3 . " G o ” ©fcBTKM&TTSt'.
4 .  " S t o p ” 4 > 6 B a T it& T T 3 l '.
5. S B B ^ frS B fcltaT T S U .
6 . ■*©»*. «lC-D l'T*l'T 'bA tA T-r.

m : mm. £ * . * ? :/a B . b*< b * © * * *  * .

y n w  K Name
t  >

! l ) frow\ ^ Xi j -a n ,
T' to jo to  JM utui jv4 î ea k»sel>oo
I V  14- year-; o j j ,

X  y k y  ~ W  i s  e v e r y  A a y  le c a n s - f e  X. l i k e  j7 ) ^ /

-t.ennls ' ,

? l l  f o n m playei

fcctutfe. s tu  Xf f i ca l -1  W i  like, s V

@Date: 08-DEC-2003
*B01: my name is Name.
*B01: I'm from Japan.
*B01: I'm go to Nukui junea [: junior] hischool [: high school]. 
*B01: I'm years old.
*B01: I play tennis every day because I like play tennis. 
*B01: I'll tennis player.
*B01: I like playing game.
*B01: I don't like study.
*B01: because study is difficalt [: difficult].
@End

Accuracy Count: 3 correct utterances. 
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Free-Writing Quiz, Journal Participant, NB18

1. c n tt i  o#n©B*aM>*«fxrr.
2 . ..........
3. ” Go”
4 .  " S t o p ” I
5 . *r. ( o
6 . -teMtts «c^uT *i'x t> a iv r-r. ....

m : mm. xm. *«. mu mm>««*. x* -y . « . . .
v

My hame
— I.--------------------------------------- ^  " "  1 1  ■ — ■— ' ............................. • 1 1 "  "

My fiobby <5> Igjefcftll... .................................. .......

pl̂ yjtxj '<*> very ^n fy  ffnt X- dottf h k

wa.'tch « 3- 1'We. p/py'*1̂ - ■■•■ - - •

I- h k . v*<fc> ^ame5>lt <5 v;ty'' / / b o . _____

J  Jof^f W*- gcoj e)€$. fctau« X play uftfea \zeiy /otv} time.

K  -family ~i6 ^puf ?fr>pkr 1  /  wy my mo-ffgr W

itftrfW » My Itttrfkec M ytMt̂ ef 'Hteft' E- « My 

pl̂ ys baseball «__________________________  ~__

@Date: 08-DEC-2003
*B 18: my name is Name.
*B 18: my hobby is playing baseball.
*B18: playing baseball is very funny for me.
*B18: but I don't like watch baseball.
*B 18: I like playing baseball.
*B 18: I like playing video games.
*B18: it is very funny, too.
*B 18: I don't have good eyes.
*B18: because I play video games very long time.
*B18: my family is four people.
*B18: I, my father, my mother and my brother.
*B18: my brother is younger than I.
*B18: my brother plays baseball.
@End

Accuracy Count: 10 correct utterances. 
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APPENDIX J

FREE-SPEAKING QUIZ

Ten randomly chosen transcriptions were checked against the audio recordings of the 

quizzes by an independent reader. Included are all 10 transcriptions: three by journal 

participants and seven by journal non-participants.
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Free-Speaking Quiz, 10 Randomly-Chosen CHAT Transcriptions

Class 2-1, Student 6 (journal participant)
@Font: Monaco: 14:0
@Begin
@Languages: en 
@Participants: 106 Child 
@Date: 11-MAR-2004
*106 my name is name.
*106 I'm forty years old.
*106 I like to play tennis and soccer.
*106 I'm member of the tennis club.
*106 I like, I like to, I play soccer with my friend.
*106 it's very interesting.
*106 and I like sing.
*106 I like songs, sing to sing.
*106 I like Glay.
*106 they are very cool.
*106 I like sushi.
*106 and I like, I like to play swim, I, I like to swim.
*106 it's very interesting.
@End

Class 2-1, Student 11 (journal non-participant)
@Font: Monaco: 14:0
@Begin
@Languages: en 
@Participants: 111 Child 
@Date: 09-MAR-2004
*1 1 1 : my name is name.
* 1 1 1 : I like eating.
*1 1 1 : I like food is currv rice, currv xx. omelets on rice, xx and xx.
*1 1 1 : I play the baritone.
*1 1 1 : I every day practice.
*1 1 1 : practice is difficult, but fun.
@End

Class 2-1, Student 18 (journal non-participant)
@Font: Monaco: 14:0
@Begin
@Languages: en 
@Participants: 118 Child 
@Date: 11-MAR-2004
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*118 my name is name.
*118 I'm forty years old.
*118 I am student.
*118 I don't like study, but I like English very much.
*118 I study hard.
*118 my family is father, mother and sister.
*118 father is teacher for junior high school.
*118 mother is teacher, too.
*118 sister is high school student.
*118 I like sports.
*118 I like tennis very much.
*118 I play tennis.
*118 I'm member of the tennis club.
*118 I want to be tennis player.
*118 I like food is ramen, sushi, and curry and rice.
*118 I like, I like miso ramen.
*118 but, I don't like xx ramen.
@End

Class 2-1, Student 40 (journal participant)
@Font: Monaco: 14:0
@Begin
@Languages: en 
@Participants: 140 Child 
@Date: 09-MAR-2004
*140: my name is name.
*140: I like badminton.
*140: I like Miyazaki+Toru because he is very interesting.
*140: I like Japanese.
*140: I don't like math.
@End

Class 2-2, Student 3 (journal non-participant)
@Font: Monaco: 14:0
@Begin
@Languages: en 
@Participants: 203 Child 
@Date: 09-MAR-2004
*203: my name is name.
*203: I play table tennis.
*203: I like swimming.
*203: I like skating very, very much.
*203: I play table tennis.
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*203: I'm fourteen years.
*203: I like science.
@End

Class 2-2, Student 4 (journal non-participant)
Font: Monaco: 14:0 
@Begin
@Languages: en 
@Participants: 204 Child
@Date: 11-MAR-2004
*204 my name is name.
*204 I like ramen.
*204 I like yaki soba.
*204 I like basketball.
*204 I play basketball.
*204 I play basketball after school.
*204 I want to be basket player and boxing player.
@End

Class 2-2, Student 6 (journal non-participant)
@F ont: Monaco: 14:0
@Begin
@Languages: en 
@Participants: 206 Child 
@Date: 09-MAR-2004
*206: my name is name.
*206: I like, I like beef.
*206: I play baseball every Monday, Wednesday and Friday. 
*206: I have one brother.
@End

Class 2-2, Student 18 (journal non-participant)
@Font: Monaco: 14:0
@Begin
@Languages: en 
@Participants: 218 Child 
@Date: 04-MAR-2004
*218: my name is name.
*218: I'm fourteen.
*218: I like, I like baseball.
*218: I like to play baseball very much.
*218: my family is good family.
*218: my favorite, my favorite subject is pe.
*218: it's very interesting.
*218: I, my, I don't like, I don't like Japanese.

246

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



*218: it's hard.
*218: my favorite movie is Lord+Of+The+Rings. 
*218: it's very exciting movie.
*218: I like study because it's interesting.
*218: I like soccer and I like.
@End

Class 2-2, Student 31 (journal participant)
@Font: Monaco: 14:0
@Begin
@Languages: en 
@Participants: 231 Child 
@Date: 11-MAR-2004
*231: my name is name.
*231: I'm fourteen years, fourteen years old.
*231: I like school because my talking with my friends. 
*231: I like basketball.
*231: and I like season is winter the best of all season. 
*231: I, I went to go ski.
*231: I usually go to ski.
@End

Class 2-3, Student 19 (journal non-participant)
@Font: Monaco: 14:0
@Begin
@Languages: en 
@Participants: 319 Child 
@Date: 09-MAR-2004
*319: my name is name.
*319: I from Korea.
*319: I'm live in Japan.
*319: I like soccer.
*319: my favorite movie.
*319: I love is Japan.
@End
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APPENDIX K

SURVEYS

Included are copies of the actual surveys, in Japanese, and the English from which they 

were translated. These informal surveys were administered at the end of Terms 1-4.
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Top Secret Questions ( lst-Term Translation)
(please check V only one per question)

1. My name i s ________________________ (this questionnaire is top secret!).

2. I am a boy girl.

3. Do you like the secret journal project?
I love it yes so-so no I hate it

4. Do you think the journals helped your writing?
a lot a little no I don't know

5. Do you think the journals helped your reading?
a lot a little no I don't know

6. Do you think the journals helped your listening?
a lot a little no I don't know

7. Do you think the journals helped your speaking?
a lot a little no I don't know

8 . Did you like writing to your last partner?
a lot yes so-so no

9. How much effort did you expend on writing in the journal?
a lot a little not so much

10. Do you want to meet your secret journal partners face-to-face?
yes no

11. I want to write to a boy girl.

12. Please write (in Japanese) any comments you have.
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Top Secret Questions (2nd-Term Translation)

1. My name i s ____________________
(This questionnaire is top secret!).

2. Did you like writing to your last partner?
a lot yes so-so no

3. Why did you volunteer for the secret journal project? 
(Check V the 1 most important.)

I want to improve my English.

I want to make new friends.

I like mysteries.

A teacher asked me to.

Other, please write:
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Top Secret Questions (3rd-Term Translation)

1. My name i s ___________________________.
(This questionnaire is top secret!).

2. Did you like writing to your last partner?
a lot yes so-so no

3. How many minutes do you usually spend writing in your journal?

0-10 10-20 20-30 30-60 60+

4. Have you ever lived in a foreign country?

yes no

If yes:

Where did you liv e? __________________________________________

How long did you live there?__________________________________

5. Can you remember any incidences in which you learned something
about English from one o f your journal partners?

many times a few times never

6. Do you like the secret journal project?
I love it yes so-so no I hate it
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Top Secret Questions (4th-Term Translation)

1. My name is
(This questionnaire is top secret!).

2. Did you like writing to your last partner?
a lot yes so-so no

3. Do you think the journals helped your writing?
a lot a little no I don't know

4. Do you think the journals helped your reading?
a lot a little no I don't know

5. Do you think the journals helped your listening?
a lot a little no I don't know

6. Do you think the journals helped your speaking?
a lot a little no I don't know
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APPENDIX L 

PARTNERS ID25M AND ID55F

Included are scans of the first entry in Term 1 by each of the partners, ID25M and ID55F. 

They were outliers in terms of total words and total word types produced in Term 1. They 

seemed to have an excellent relationship throughout the term.
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Term 1, Entry 1, ID25M

Dear 5 e c r e t  Friend.,
M y flAmd i5 K .  l 7nf\ very  glad fo v^Htd to

y o u  a s  a  p e n  f r i e n d .  L e t  we introduce m yself. 

I  l iKe  t e n n i s .  J  ann a  rncmber- o f  t h e ,  Tennis 

C l u b -  I tennis <xffer sc h o o l  o n  M p n d a . y 5 ,

Tuesdays and Thursdays. -Some times on  

Saturdays and S u n d e r s .

T|\ere <*re s e ^ n  in my family. My parents,

One sister and on e  kroth^r-. My jkW -

“fa fh er  and cjr&nd mother line wtth wsytoo. 

How many are there /"n y o a r  - f a m i l y ?

Do you hare trotheKS o r  s is ters?

Please fe|| m e  something about yourseff. 

I\y> looking forward fo hearing from y o n .  

y o u r  S ecret Friends

K
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Term 1, Entry 1, ID55F

U a n u a r y  2 0  2 003

P e a r  K
Ni c e  f o  m e e t  y ou .  M  y n c , m e  js  g

Can y ou  speak E n ^ 'sh  wel l?  X «  so  SO . I  am

cjood o+ r e a d i h j  Fnjlish 7 t u f  not Q+ w r i + i h c j .  

B u t  1  c o n t i n u e  t o  w r i t i n g  t h i s  h o + e  a n d  I  will 

b e .  g o o d  a t  w r i t i n g  E n j l / s h  v e r y  well .

B/ tkfc > J + are a J,0̂   ̂ yttA

b e c o m e  " P r i n c e  o - P  + e h h i s  f  

I  * n  a  m e m b e r  o f  t h e  b r a s s  h a n d  a n d  tny

pflrt is p e r  cmssioh  . I  pl®1̂  the  t i m­

pani no»v, tu t  I  o-Pteh play the drums 

+oo .

L e t  w t  i n t r o d u c e  m y  - f a m i l y .  T h e r e  a r e  

- f i v e  i n  m y  f a m i l y .  M y  p a r e n t s  a n d  t w o  

s i s t e r s  ( O n e  is  t e n  , a h o t b e r  one is 

■^iO. G o n ext jooge K —*

T  w an ted  e l d e r  b ro th er .  Wh i c h  i s  your

brother younger c r  eldt?r?

^y t h e  w ay , do you like s o c c e r  ? i  

lihe s o c c e r  ve ry  much . I  plovy s o c c e r  ih

P E  ho w . \'rr) jooliinj fo r w a r d  to  P E .

p | e a s t  t e l l  *r>e your s c ho o l  l i f e  .

Bye -for now . , r • j
1 y o u r  s e c r e t  -f-rienct,

s
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