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ABSTRACT

This study investigated the impact of using dialogue journals to enhance
students’ writing ability in terms of fluency and accuracy. The participants were 45
first-year students at a university in Phuket, Thailand. Each participant was required to
write a dialogue journal entry once a week for 15 weeks. Participants then exchanged
journals with peers and asked to read and respond to the entries. A pre- and post-writing
test and a questionnaire soliciting attitudes toward their use of dialogue journals served
as instruments for data collection. The findings indicated the significant difference
between the pre- and post-test scores in the participants’ overall writing performance
(p <.01); moreover, the participants reported having positive attitudes toward the use
of dialogue journals. In addition, the participants were required to complete the two
questionnaires of writing apprehension and willingness to communicate before and
after the study. The results showed that the participants’ writing apprehension
significantly reduced while their willingness to communicate in English significantly
increased after the implementation of dialogue journals (p < .01). Pedagogical
implications for effective EFL writing instruction and promoting learner-centered
learning and teaching in the Thai context through the use of dialogue journals are

proposed.

Keywords: dialogue journals, EFL writing ability, fluency and accuracy, writing

apprehension, willingness to communicate
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Rationale of the Study
English is a foreign language in Thai context where the English language

is mainly used in academic setting and in workplaces. In recent years, there has been
increasing recognition of the greater demand for English due to a need to prepare Thai
graduates for the ASEAN Economic Community (AEC). As English is used as a
medium of communication among ASEAN members, a high command of writing,
among the four basic skills of English, is the most essential to pursue success in higher
education or secure career path (Santos, 2000; Weigle, 2005). Writing is still the most
challenging as it requires learners to obtain specific strategies in order to meet the
demands of particular writing contexts and more elaborated writing processes (Hyland,
2003). In addition, the level of writing difficulty prominently increases in EFL contexts
where the language is not commonly used and learners rarely assimilate the necessity

of English writing (Foley, 2013).

The complexity of the writing skills can generate higher anxiety than the
other language skills (Aydin, 2008). Thus, writing is the most challenging skill for Thai
learners to acquire when compared to the other three skills (speaking, listening, reading)
in English (Pawapatcharaudom, 2007). Chaisiri (2010) also pointed out that Thai
university students had to encounter high writing apprehension when writing

compositions due to the anxiety-provoking complications of writing.

According to Daly and Miller (1975), writing apprehension is defined
as “the measure of anxiety about writing that outweighs the projected gain from the
situation” (p.11). Writing apprehension is a learner’s anxiety that can greatly affect his
or her writing products. Students with higher apprehension levels tend to find writing
tasks displeasure and anticipate failure in the outcome (Popovich & Masse, 2003). For
example, they incline to avoid writing tasks, ignore a composition course, and produce
a short or inefficient written piece during time limits (Wilste, 2006). On the contrary,
students perceiving themselves as having a low level of apprehension incline to find

writing satisfactory and better quality of their writing is expected (Popovich & Masse,



2003). Thus, learners with higher writing apprehension tend to show more negative
behaviors in writing. In depth, Chen and Lin’s (2009) study showed the debilitating
effects of anxiety onto writing performance. The study found that writing apprehension
mainly derived from the students’ fear of being negatively evaluated. Furthermore,
Clark (2005) illustrated three causes of writing apprehension: (1) students’ negative
perceptions of their writing competence; (2) lack of clear understanding of the direction

or a material used in the writing tasks (3) pessimistic expectation about writing.

Due to anxiety-provoking complications of writing skills, a recent study
by Pimsarn (2013) found that the majority of Thai undergraduate students belonged to
the high writing apprehension group. The participants with a high level of writing
apprehension suffered the most during the pre-writing or outlining stage. It is rather
time-consuming for them to initiate or organize ideas into writing proper topic
sentences. In addition, anxiety over structural correctness and using accurate
grammatical rules were the major problems of the group with the high level of
apprehension. The follow-up interview further demonstrated that learners with high
apprehension in writing preferred writing assignments in pair work rather than an
individual work. Some researchers, therefore, suggested that Thai EFL learners are in
need of seeking consultation from the teacher or collaborative support from their peers
as adequate scaffolding to lessen their writing apprehension (Pimsarn, 2013; Wilang &

Satitdee, 2015).

Moreover, in Thai context, EFL writing classes are much likely to be
conducted through teacher-centered instruction (Deveney, 2005; Dhanarattigannon,
2008). The teacher-centered approach in writing pedagogy has been seen as the main
obstacle in EFL education. The drawback of the traditional classroom is clearly visible
in Thai EFL students who have become passive and dependent in learning; as a result,
they lack the ability of critical and creative thinking (Thamraksa, 2003). It also has
resulted in students’ limited freedom to express themselves through genuine interaction
and their lack of engagement in the classroom (Dueraman, 2012). Suwanarak and
Phothongsunan (2008) also pointed out Thai EFL students discerned themselves as
unsuccessful English learners although they held positive views regarding benefits from

English learning. They also perceived that their English literacy couldn’t serve



effectively for real-life communication or academic use in higher education after

completing several English courses.

Concerns over writing difficulty and writing apprehension in EFL
contexts have led to a call for an educational shift from teacher-to-student traditional
mode to a student-centered approach in writing classes. This shift can “allow for a depth
in the learning process through the students and teachers active participation in the
learning process—a participation that allows for an unlimited amount of creativity”
(Watanabe, 1999, p. 1). Similarly, Kulprasit and Chiramanee (2012) suggested the use
of pair-work collaboration and peer-to-peer interaction as a new instrument in
establishing this shift to student-centered approach in Thai EFL teaching and learning
context. In spite of a preference for teacher-dominated approaches including
conventional corrective feedback in Thailand, the role of learners and teachers are
supposed to coexist side by side in EFL classes and both should be promoted as equally

valuable to the development of students’ performance (Kulprasit & Chiramanee, 2012).

In the past few decades, the use of dialogue journals, an outgrowth of
journal writing, has been one of the new writing approaches widely used to enhance
English writing classes and promote student-centered pedagogy in EFL contexts.
Dialogue journals serve as an on-going written conversation between an individual
student and a teacher or other writing partner (Peyton, 2000; Peyton & Reed, 1990). It
utilizes the writing process in which students decide the writing topics and the length
of their writing while a teacher gives written responses in order to reflect an insight or
initiate new ideas without performing as an evaluator/rater (Peyton, 1986; Peyton,
2000). The main focus of dialogue journal writing is to provide more opportunities and
freedom so that learners can explore their interests on a wide selection of topics and in
a diversity of writing genres and styles (Peyton, 1986). It is believed that students learn
to adopt grammatical forms and structural patterns by reading the teacher’s responses
and mimicking them. Dialogue journals can be employed either by having students give

and receive immediate responses during class sessions or out of class (Peyton, 2000).

In addition, journal partners can either be a teacher or another learner.

The exchanges can be done between classmates or among learners in other classes



(Peyton, 2000). According to Steffensen (1988), the effectiveness of this pairing
method is to diminish control over students as well as promote their individuality and
ownership in learning. This is consistent with the notion given by Atwell (1987) that
the students felt equally respected and supported in both type of pairings due to the fact
that “The writer’s need for response can come from a variety of sources.” (p. 48).
Studies have confirmed that students can benefit greatly from having a classmate as
their writing partner (Hail & George, 2013; Swain & Tocalli-Beller, 2002). With more
relatively equal status, pairings with peers can encourage students to learn how to
communicate using their limited English without pressure from the evaluation of the

teacher (Bromley, 1995).

The implementation of dialogue journal writing has long proved to be
beneficial in assisting students to overcome writing difficulties. Several studies have
been carried out to shed light on employing dialogue journals improve students’ writing
ability (Liao & Wong, 2010; Rokni & Seifi, 2013) and facilitate learners with writing
difficulties (Roe & Stallman, 1994). Its focus on meaningful communication over
grammar claimed its benefits on fostering their confidence, reducing students’ anxiety
in writing (Anderson, Nelson, Richardson & Young, 2011; Song, 1997), and promoting

student-centered classroom (Crumley, 1998).

In the implementation of dialogue journals, the notion of advocating an
exchange of ideas with a teacher or between learners through written communication
appears to be associated with Vygotsky's views that the use of language and social
interaction plays an important role in learning (Gallimore & Tharp, 1990 cited in
Garmon, 2001). Leo van Lier (2008) emphasizes that the most important aspect of
effective teaching is to understand the learner. Leo van Lier’s notion was based on
Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory that teaching and assessing in the learner’s Zone of
Proximal Development (ZPD) is as vital as the role of social interaction. The Zone of
Proximal Development (ZPD) is defined as "the distance between the actual
developmental level as determined by independent problem solving and the level of
potential development as determined through problem solving under adult guidance or
in collaboration with more capable peers" (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86 cited in Ohta, 1995).

When applied to second language acquisition, the sociocultural theory provides new



opportunities for learners to acquire the target language through social interaction
(Donato, 1994). Swain, Kinnear and Steinman (2011) propose that social interaction in
the learning context can provide scaffolding for learners when one learner finds support
from the teacher or other learners, thereby facilitating their linguistic development.
More opportunities for learners to engage in learner-learner or collaborative interaction
will increase in the L2 classroom when teachers increasingly adopt the use of pair and
group work in the classroom (Long & Porter, 1985; Kramsch, 1987; Rivers, 1987 cited
in Ohta, 1995). Group and pair work offers learners opportunities to engage in
meaningful and authentic interaction with other learners, and to construct L2 meanings

to their own social context (Ohta, 1995).

In addition to the lack of writing practice and the problems of writing
apprehension, Thai EFL learners lack chances to practice oral communication. They
have fewer opportunities to be fully engaged in oral communication within the English
classroom or are less likely to be exposed to the spoken language outside the classroom.
Thai EFL learners have been found to be unwilling to speak and avoid a risk of losing
face in communication (Komin, 1990). Resulting in Thai EFL learners’ inhibitions and
their hindering struggle to master the speaking skill, the first source of foreign language
learning anxiety was communication apprehension and unwillingness to communicate
(Paranuwat, 2011). One of the major causes in communication apprehension is a lack
of confidence to overcome their own fear and speaking anxiety (Khamkhien, 2010,
2011; Paranuwat, 2011; Trent, 2009). Building up learners’ confidence is important in
eliminating their speaking anxiety and overcoming their communication difficulties;
therefore, learners will become a risk taker in language learning and exhibit more

willingness to communicate.

Written communication is one of the main characteristics of dialogue
journals where learners are encouraged to use the language in the similar way they can
actually communicate in a second language (Staton, Shuy & Kreeft, 1982). Besides its
benefits in writing ability improvement, the integration of oral communication and
written dialogue journals has also confirmed an improvement in learners’ overall
speaking proficiency. Lin (2006) has suggested that dialogue journals can be employed

as an alternative to enhance oral communication through social interaction and



demonstrated that the achievement of oral-written dialogue journals resulted from
learners gradually gaining more confidence in speaking English and more willingness

to orally communicate.

Willingness to communicate (WTC) in the foreign language is the
intention to communicate in the target language. It is perceived as the vital objective of
language learning because a higher level of willingness to communicate in a foreign
language (L2WTC) accelerate learners in L2 use (Maclntyre, Clement, Dornyei &
Noels, 1998). Although a focus of WTC lays on several situational variables, L2 self-
confidence was renowned to be a key factor and one of the most crucial predictors of

L2WTC (Peng, 2009).

In addition to the use of dialogue journals to develop learners’ writing,
this present study incorporates the use of oral communication into dialogue journal
writing, not only to enhance the communication focus of the approach itself, but also
to see whether learners would develop their willingness to communicate. Although
there has been recently a growing trend on conducting research studies on willingness
to communicate in EFL classroom contexts (e.g., Effiong, 2015; Liu & Jackson, 2008;
Peng & Woodrow, 2010; Zarrinabadi & Tanbakooei, 2016), no studies have been
conducted to investigate the relationship between dialogue journal writing and learners’

willingness to communicate.

While Thai EFL learners experience writing difficulties and often seek
teacher support, as shown in many research studies (e.g., Bennui, 2008; Chiravate 2011;
Kaewcha, 2013), there have been very few studies (Kulprasit & Chiramanee, 2012;
Puengpipattrakul, 2014) conducted with Thai learners of English. Therefore, this study
aimed to investigate the impact of using dialogue journals on undergraduate students’
writing ability, writing apprehension and willingness to communicate through the

integration of teacher-to-learner and peer-to-peer social interactions.

1.2 Purposes of the Study
The purposes of the study are as follows:



1. To investigate the impact of using dialogue journals on students’

writing ability in terms of fluency and accuracy.

2. To examine students’ attitudes toward the implementation of dialogue

journals.

3. To investigate the impact of using dialogue journals on students’

writing apprehension.

4. To investigate the extent to which the incorporation of oral
communication into dialogue journal writing can increase students’ willingness to

orally communicate.

1.3 Research Questions
1. Do dialogue journals enhance students’ writing ability in terms of

fluency and accuracy?

2. What attitudes have students developed toward the implementation of

dialogue journals?

3. Does the use of dialogue journals have any effect on students’ writing

apprehension?

4. Does the use of oral communication prior to dialogue journal writing

promote students’ willingness to orally communicate?

1.4 Significance of the Study

The findings of this study provide further confirmation of the effects of
dialogue journals on writing improvement. The study gathers additional information of
building the relationship between peers. Integration of teacher-to-learner and peer-to-
peer interaction is employed as scaffolding to strengthen EFL classroom learning. Thus,
the findings of the study are expected to provide pedagogical implications for adopting

the socio-cultural theory in the role of social interaction into the writing class in the



Thai context. Furthermore, the use of oral communication as a “kick-off” stage prior to
dialogue journal writing is found to help the participants to be more willing to orally
communicate; therefore, this approach is likely to be useful for the classroom to get the

learners to speak.

1.5 Definition of Terms

1.5.1 Writing Fluency

Writing fluency refers to “writing a steady flow of language for a short
period of time without any self- or other correction at all” (Brown, 1994, p. 113). Thus,
a greater length of writing and the more words being produced can be an indicator of a

writer’s fluency.
1.5.2 Writing accuracy

Accuracy refers to the frequency of problematic grammatical points the
subjects produced in their pre- and post- free writing tests. Although many measures of
accuracy might have been used, one of the most effective measures is writing accuracy
in terms of the error-free T-unit ratio (EFT/T) as described and recommended by Wolfe-
Quintero, Inagaki, and Kim (1998). A T-unit is defined as a main clause and nonclausal
structures that are embedded in the sentence (Hunt, 1964 cited in Wolfe-Quintero et al,
1998). In the present study, writing accuracy is examined by calculating error-free T-
units. Error-free T-units are T-units without grammatical errors including the

specifically found errors (e.g., word order, omission of pronouns)



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter reviews literature and research on the use of dialogue

journals in both ESL and EFL writing pedagogical contexts.

2.1 Social Interaction
In the implementation of dialogue journals, the notion of exchanging

information with a teacher or between learners through written communication is
consistent with Vygotsky's assertion on the connection between social interaction and
language acquisition (Gallimore & Tharp, 1990 cited in Garmon, 2001). According to
Vygotsky (1986, cited in Aimin, 2013), the development derived from the phenomenon
called the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). Language acquisition can be
perceived as an outcome of the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) when learners
interact through social interaction. More opportunities for learners to engage in learner-
to-learner or collaborative interaction will increase in the L2 classroom when teachers
increasingly adopt the use of pair and group work in the classroom (Long & Porter,
1985; Kramsch, 1987; Rivers, 1987 cited in Ohta, 1995). Group and pair works offer a
channel of communication in order for learners’ more engagement in meaningful and
authentic interaction to construct L2 meanings in their own social context

(Khaliliagdam, 2014).

2.2 Dialogue Journals

2.2.1 Topics for Dialogue Journals
Peyton (1986) emphasized that the prominence of dialogue journal

writing 1is topics and issues of interest to learners. Dialogue journals provide more
opportunities and freedom where learners have a selection of diverse topics and writing
genres and styles are not fixed. However, Peyton (2000) suggested that topics may be
specific to conform to the existing curriculum. To maintain the characteristics and

benefits of dialogue journal writing, topics for dialogues journal writing can be shaped
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by curriculum topics and goals, yet may be left up to learners elaborating freely.
Yoshihara (2008) added that allowing learners to select any topics without limitation
may promote full autonomy; however, they tend to write repeatedly about daily events
and routine activities and rarely explore other issues of their lives. Alternatively, it is
suggested that a list of topics can be developed for learners to select based on their own

interest without interrupting the learner-centered process of dialogue journal writing.

2.2.2 Partners in Dialogue Journals: A Teacher or Peers
Traditionally, the audience of students’ dialogue journals is the teacher.

However, Steffensen (1998) emphasized that, in writing a dialogue journal, students
are given the dominant role in leading the interaction. Students are encouraged to
describe their own culture and be able to show their expertise in writing and in
exchanged information between each student and his/her partner. On the other hand,
partners in dialogue journals are not limited to be merely teachers. It is possible that
learners can greatly benefit from the approach when pairing with each other or with

other classes of learners (Peyton, 2000).

One tool widely used to enhance English writing class instruction is
peer-to-peer interaction through peer review. Peer learning or peer reviewing occupied
students with an genuine interlocutor, internalized their motivation and confidence in,
initiate different insights and perspectives on their own writing (Mittan, 1989 cited in
Jahin, 2012). Recently and, a number of writing educators in Thailand have attempted
to encourage peer and teachers’ feedback in revision of students’ writing (e.g., Chaisiri,
2010; Srichanyacho, 2011; Tangpermpoon, 2008 cited in Dueraman, 2012). It has been
revealed, particularly in the study of Kulprasit and Chiramanee (2012), that Thai EFL
learners show positive attitudes toward peer feedback due to their acceptance of a new
technique and their recognition of its benefits. Despite the traditional belief of students
that only teachers can give valuable comments (Peyton, Jones, Vincent, & Greenblatt,
1994), peer-to-peer interaction or peer reviewing can represent “a shift from the
traditional approach to the student-centered approach in the EFL Asian academic
context and it possibly means a great cooperation from both teachers and students.”

(Kulprasit & Chiramanee, 2012, p.151).
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Although dialogue journal is widely used with ESL students, it has
drawbacks. According to Peyton (2000), the major drawback that teachers need to
encounter is a greatly time-consuming process to read and giving proper responses to
student entries. Controversially, dialogue journals represent communication between
teachers and students who do not have equal status, so writing may be characterized by
a lack of common interest and enthusiasm (Bromley, 1995). It is also evident that
standard writing conventions in dialogue journals do not necessarily improve

linguistically diverse students’ use (de la Luz Reyes, 1991).

Alternatively, in order to enhance the approach, ‘Buddy Journals’ was
first introduced as an outgrowth of dialogue journals. A buddy journal is a written
conversation in which two students write back and forth to each other over time
(Bromley, 1989). Bromley (1995) strongly proposed that a buddy journal somewhat
has more benefits to each student than a traditional dialogue journal. That is, two
students feel less anxious and pressure due to more equal status and reciprocal exchange
of information and communication through the use of their limited English without fear
of being evaluated by the teacher. Additionally, the use of student-to-student journal
writing helps speed up the learning process while also allowing the learners to work at

his/her own pace (Brown, 1996).

While time-consuming is acknowledged as a major obstacle for a
teacher in dialogue journaling, supplementing peer-to-peer interaction to dialogue
journals has the feasibility to be an equally effective alternative and can most likely
minimize a teacher’s burden and maximize its benefits (Peyton, 1993, 2000). This is
consistent with the notion given by Atwell (1987) that the students felt equally
respected and supported in both pairings due to the fact that “The writer’s need for
response can come from a variety of sources.” (p. 48). Dialogue journals can easily be
included in the classroom routine and response can be immediate from both ways; from
a teacher giving feedback and from students exchanging their ideas through peer-to-
peer interaction. The role of peers and teachers has been proved to be equally crucial to
the development of students’ performance through interaction (Dueraman, 2012). This

integrated method can be assumed to enhance dialogue journaling approach itself by
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maximizing its benefits, and most importantly, students would be simultaneously more

engaging in writing through peer-to-peer collaborative interaction.

2.2.3 Responses or Error Correction in Dialogue Journals
Dialogue journals are one tool to facilitate students to improve their

language ability and master it through meaningful interaction. Peyton (1986) stated that
“rather than overt correction of student errors, correct grammatical forms and structures
can be modeled in the course of the interaction” (p.27). In other words, the teacher’s
role is as a participant or an interlocutor rather than an evaluator. Students learn to
correct grammatical forms and structures by reading teachers’ responses and imitating

them.

However, a recent study found that some learners showed the need of
explicit correction from the teacher (Yoshihara, 2008). Peyton (2000) suggested a
number of ways where grammatical correction can be proceeded without interfering the
communication-focused process of conveying meaning. For example, a brief
instruction or conferences on certain grammatical points can be conducted in prior to
dialogue journals based on errors that are commonly found in the journal entries of
learners. As Linnell (2010) pointed out, in dialogue journal writing, “Given that
meaningful communication is not inhibited, student journal entries can be a springboard
for classroom language lessons as well as a vehicle for corrective feedback” (p.27). The
teacher can induce a student to give more information in order to clarify their thoughts
concerning the misleading message without interrupting the communication flow of the
dialogue. Thus, correction may be delivered by the instructor as long as the main focus

of the writing is still on communication.

2.3 Related Studies

2.3.1 Related Studies in EFL Contexts
Many research studies have shown that dialogue journals have been

effective with diverse participants on a wide range of educational settings in ESL/EFL
contexts, and have provided positive evidence of benefits on students’ learning

development in EFL contexts. Specifically, in EFL contexts, a study of Liao and Wong
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(2010) examined the effects of dialogue journal writing in Taiwan. Forty-one
participants were asked to write journal entries and the teacher wrote responses by
asking questions or giving comments on the content. The findings of the study showed
positive evidence of improvement in the participants’ writing fluency and significant
improvement in the aspects of content, organization, and vocabulary. In addition,
Foroutan, Noordin, Hamzah and Gani (2013) conducted a comparative study between
dialogue journal writing and topic-based writing tasks at a university in Malaysia. The
participants in the topic-based group received the teacher’s conventional writing
instruction and explicit corrective feedback while those in the dialogue journal group
had dialogue journal writing and received feedback indirectly. The results revealed that
the participants in the dialogue journal group outperformed in overall writing
performance, particularly in the aspects of content and vocabulary. Most recently,
Dabbagh (2017) conducted a six-month study with 84 intermediate Iranian learners.
The experimental group was asked to write weekly journals and then received feedback
on its content from the instructor while the control group experienced conventional
instruction. The results indicated a significant difference between the experimental and
control group, which confirmed the benefits of dialogue journals on the participants’

improvement in overall writing performance.

2.3.2 Related Studies in Thai EFL Contexts
Although many studies have been conducted to investigate the

implementation of dialogue journals in EFL contexts, very little research has been done
in Thai EFL contexts. One was a study of 27 voluntary Thai first-year undergraduate
students by Puengpipattrakul (2014), utilizing dialogue journals as an alternative
assessment of the course. The participants were assigned to write four dialogue journal
entries on the given topic. Then, they received comments and feedback from the
teacher. The quantitative findings indicated improvement in the participants’ writing
performance in terms of fluency after the treatment. Most of the participants agreed that
the use of dialogue journals encouraged them to communicate in a non-threatening

environment.

Kulprasit and Chiramanee (2012) conducted a study of 42 secondary

students, incorporating peer feedback to enhance journal writing in the EFL writing
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class. All the participants were undergoing the initial training to learn and practice
grammatical rules in the first three weeks. Then, each participant was required to write
a journal entry on the weekly basis for the next 8 weeks. Each was paired with a partner
with higher writing proficiency. The partners exchanged journal entries to give
feedback both on content and grammatical points. Besides the statistically significant
improvement in the students’ overall writing performance, their positive attitudes
toward both journal writing and peer feedback were shown. It could be concluded that
the incorporation of journal writing with peer feedback into EFL writing instruction
facilitated students to foster these new techniques and master writing ability through

collaborative learning atmosphere.

2.4 Willingness to Communicate
Willingness to communicate (WTC) first emerged in several research

studies in the context of first language communication. WTC is regarded as a trait-like
individual construct underlying and showing a learner’s tendencies to communicate,
which are determined by an individual’s personality (McCroskey & Baer, 1985 cited in
Zarrinabadi & Tanbakooei, 2016). WTC is defined as “a readiness to enter into
discourse, at a particular time with a specific person or persons, using L2” (Maclntyre
etal., 1998, p. 547). The higher a learner attains willingness to communicate in a foreign
language (L2ZWTC), the more of L2 use in communication will increase. L2ZWTC was
investigated in Peng’s (2009) research study among 118 Chinese university students.
Peng identified several factors behind L2ZWTC which can be categorized into two
aspects: the individual context and the social context. One of the most influencing
factors in L2WTC is L2 self-confidence. L2 self-confidence comprised of two
components. Perceived competence is served as a learner’s self-evaluation of his or
how own L2 skill while a lack of foreign language results in an increase of L2 self-
confidence. Foreign language anxiety or communication apprehension was investigated
in several studies (e.g., Effiong, 2015; Pattapong, 2010, 2015) and found to a negative
influence to self-perceived competence and overall L2 self-confidence (Maclntyre,

Thivierge & MacDonald, 1997 cited in Zarrinabadi & Tanbakooei, 2016).
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An important distinguishing feature of EFL learning context is that
foreign language is most likely found to be used limitedly in the language classroom
and learners lack of ample opportunity to use the language in real-life situations (Oxford
& Sherin, 1994 cited in Zarrinabadi & Tanbakooei, 2016). In recent years, several
researchers in Asian countries have conducted studies to investigate WTC in EFL
classroom contexts (Effiong, 2015; Kamprasertwong, 2010; Liu & Jackson, 2008;
Pattapong, 2015; Peng & Woodrow, 2010; Suksawas, 2011; Zarrinabadi & Tanbakooei,
2016). For an instance, in a research study of Japanese learners by Effiong (2015), it
was found that the learners failed to develop rapport and gain confidence within the
classroom. Teacher personality was perceived as a major predictor of learners’
language anxiety, which in turn limited interactional opportunities within the
classroom. Peer familiarity, gender, and collaboration were also found to be closely
contributed to WTC. It was also suggested that language anxiety can be reduced when
learners gain their familiarity with peers and a teacher through social interaction which

is authentically promoted early and throughout the course.

The most recent study by Khajavy, Ghonsooly, Hosseini and Choi
(2016) examined the interrelationships among WTC in English, motivation,
communication confidence, classroom climate, attitudes toward the language learning
and their achievement in the Iranian EFL Classroom context. 243 English-major
university-level students in Iran were required to complete a questionnaire. The results
indicated that classroom environments and communication confidence were two direct
indicators of L2WTC. The participants’ self-perceptions of their communicative
competence increased, yet their anxiety decreased when they are surrounded in
supportive classroom environment. As most of the classes in Iran are teacher-centered,
teachers are suggested to provide a more non-threatening environment to facilitate
interaction with the students as well as to introduce suitable yet challenging activities
that require learners to have a meaningful conversation with other students and the

authentic use of language.

In Thai EFL classroom contexts, Pattapong (2015) investigated Thai
cultural impact on learners’ willingness to communicate. The results showed that

cultural factors seemed to play an important role in the process of decision-making for
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Thai learners to use English. The students’ interaction with their teachers was found to
be submissive as challenging the teacher would be considered as inappropriate.
Regarding the role of classmates, the students were found to express themselves and
enjoy the interaction with intimate peers, yet encounter great fear of losing face and
making mistakes with less familiar classmates. As a result, some students became

inhabited and exhibited low willingness to communicate.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This section describes the methodology utilized in this study including
the following subsections: research participants and setting, data collection procedure,

and data analysis.

3.1 Participants of the Study
The present study was conducted in a university in Phuket. The

population consisted of 2,081 first-year undergraduate students in the Faculty of
Management Sciences in the academic year 2015. The participants, selected using
purposive sampling, were 45 non-English majored first-year students. The participants
were enrolled in the English preparation course, which was designated for beginners of

English proficiency.

3.2 Research Instruments
In order to answer the research questions of the study, four instruments

were designed and developed, which included a writing test, journal entries, and the
questionnaires on students’ attitudes toward the implementation of dialogue journals,

writing apprehension and willingness to communicate.

3.2.1 A writing test
A writing test, used as a pre- and post-test, was developed to assess the

participants’ writing ability before and after the implementation of dialogue journals
(See Appendix A). The participants were required to write for one hour on the topic
“My ideal vacation plan”. The test was independently scored by two experienced
teachers (a native and a non-native teacher) utilizing scoring rubric (See Appendix B).
The scoring rubric was an analytical scale divided into fluency and accuracy aspects.
Scores for each aspect was 6; thus the total score was 12. The scoring rubric was based

on the analytical scale devised by John Anderson found in Harris (1968, cited in
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Hughes, 1989). The agreement between the two raters was measured in order to ensure
the inter-rater reliability. The inter-rater reliability between the two raters was strongly

correlated (r =.982, p <.01).

3.2.2 Journal entries
Initially, a list of topics was given to the participants to write a journal

on a weekly basis. The list included several topics previously suggested by the
participants. In order to strengthen interaction among the diversity of partners, the
participants were randomly put in pairs every two weeks. Each participant was expected

to have six different partners throughout the study.

Before beginning a writing activity, each was allowed to choose a topic
of his/her own interest. Each participant started taking turns talking to his/her partner
about his/her chosen topic. After the oral interaction, the participants started writing
their journals. Each was given 30 minutes to perform journal writing on the selected
topic. After that, the participants exchanged their entries with their partners in order to
read and write responses, questions or comments. The exchange process took about 20
minutes. After that, the owner of the entries wrote replies to his/her partner’s questions

or comments.

In each week four participants’ journal entries were selected and
responded by the researcher. This dialogue journal writing activity was run in the
weekly classroom session throughout the semester. All the journal entries of the

participants were collected by the researcher.

3.2.3 Questionnaire on students’ attitudes toward the
implementation of dialogue journals
A five-point Likert scale questionnaire aimed to examine the

participants’ attitudes toward dialogue journals (See Appendix C). The questionnaire
was adapted from those of Liao and Wong (2010), and Roe and Stallman (1994),
consisted of 8§ items of attitudes toward the implementation of dialogue journals and 9
items on its effects. The questionnaire was translated into Thai, reviewed by the experts,
and piloted with a group of 30 students who were not in the main study. Cronbach’s

alpha was performed in order to investigate the internal consistency of the items in the
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questionnaire. The overall Cronbach’s alpha was 0.92, suggesting that the questionnaire

had high internal consistency.

3.2.4 Questionnaire on students’ writing apprehension
The Daly-Miller Test or the Writing Apprehension Test (WAT),

originally developed for first-language learners (Daly & Miller, 1975), was adapted and
used as the pre- and post-questionnaire in the present study (See Appendix C). A 5-
point Likert-scale questionnaire consists of 26 items, 13 positive and 13 negative
statements of the extent to which the participants responded. The questionnaire was
translated into Thai, reviewed by the experts, and piloted with a group of 30 students
who were not in the main study. Cronbach’s alpha was performed in order to ensure the
internal consistency of the items in the questionnaire. The overall Cronbach’s alpha was

0.91, suggesting that the questionnaire had high internal consistency.

3.2.5 Questionnaire on willingness to communicate
The questionnaire consists of 15 items to examine the participants’

willingness to communicate in English on a scale range from 1 (definitely not willing)
to 5 (definitely willing) (See Appendix C). The items assess the extent to which the
participants are willing to communicate in certain classroom situations and activities.
The items in the questionnaire are adapted from those of Khajavy et al. (2014), Peng
and Woodrow (2010), Zarrinabadi and Tanbakooei (2016). The questionnaire was
translated into Thai, reviewed by the experts, and piloted with a group of 30 students
who are not in the main study. The overall Cronbach’s alpha was 0.87, suggesting that

the questionnaire had high internal consistency.

3.3 Data Collection
The study was conducted for 15 weeks in the first semester of the

academic year 2016 and the data was collected throughout the semester. The details

were as follows:

Week 1: A writing test was administered for an hour to initially
investigate the participants’ writing ability. The pre-test writing was independently

scored by two raters based on scoring rubric devised by John Anderson found in Harris
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(1968, cited in Hughes, 1989). The pre-test writing was also examined by the two raters
for the measures of writing fluency and accuracy. Fluency was determined by the
number of words and T-units while accuracy was measured by the number of error-free
T-units. Upon the completion of the pre-test, the questionnaires on Writing
Apprehension Test (WAT) and Willingness to Communicate (WTC) were administered
to examine the participants’ writing apprehension: high, moderate or low level of

apprehension.

Weeks 2-14: The participants engaged in dialogue journal writing
throughout 13 weekly sessions. At the beginning of each session, the participants
choose a topic of his/her own interest. The participants were randomly put into pairs
and each participant had a new partner every two weeks. The main purpose was to
strengthen social interaction within the classroom through the exchanges with different

partners as interlocutors. Then, each pair talked about their selected topics.

After the participants performed journal writing for 30 minutes, they
exchanged their entries with their partners, reading and writing responses in terms of
the content of the journal. They were allowed to ask questions or request clarification
related to the misunderstanding. Any error correction in terms of grammatical rules or
spelling was also acceptable. However, the participants were informed that error
correction was not the main focus of dialogue journal writing. After reading the
responses, the owner of the entry wrote back. The exchange process took about 20
minutes. Finally, all the journal entries were collected by the researcher. This activity
ran in the weekly classroom session throughout the semester, 13 entries being produced

by each participant in 13 weeks.

Each week four journal entries were randomly selected and examined
by the researcher. Written responses and comments were given on the content of the
entry, not the language points in order to maintain the main feature of dialogue journal
writing. The entries were given back to the owners for further replies and exchanges.
The exchanges between the researcher and each participant would continue for a few
weeks to extend the responses. Additionally, the researcher would choose the most

common errors found in these selected entries in order to be presented to the whole
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class in a mini-teaching in the following week. Each week four new journal entries went
through the same procedure described, so all the entries were viewed and responded by

the researcher; 4 entries per week.

Week 15: The writing test with the same topic as the pre-test was
administered for an hour. The purpose was to examine whether there was any
significant difference in the participants’ writing ability after the practice of dialogue
journal writing. The post-test writing was scored by the same set of raters and with the
same scoring rubrics as in the pre-test. Upon the completion of the post-test, the
questionnaire was distributed to the participants to examine their attitudes toward the

use of dialogue journals.

Pre-writing test [Week 1]
2 Questionaires
Dialouge journal writing [ Week 2-14]
- student-student exchange
- teacher-student exchange (4 students per week)

Post-writing test [Week 15]
3 Questionaires

hvd

Data analysis

Figure 3.1 Data Collection Procedure
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3.4 Data Analysis

Research Question 1:

The scores of the participants’ pre- and post-tests were compared by
using a paired samples t-test to find out whether there was any significant difference in
their writing ability in aspects of fluency and accuracy after the implementation of
dialogue journals. In terms of two aspects of writing ability: fluency and accuracy, the
number of words, T-units and error-free T-units in the participants’ pre- and post-tests
were compared by using a paired samples t-test to find out whether there was any
significant difference in their writing ability in aspects of fluency and accuracy after the

implementation of dialogue journals.
Research Question 2:

In order to examine the participants’ attitudes toward the use of dialogue
journals, the participants’ responses in the questionnaire were analyzed and determined
by mean scores. According to Clason and Dormody (1994), the mean scores of their
responses were interpreted as follows: 4.21 — 5.00 = strongly agree (highly positive);
3.41 — 4.20 = agree (positive); 2.61 — 3.40 = moderately agree (neutral); 1.81 —2.60 =
disagree (negative); 1.00 — 1.80 = strongly disagree (highly negative)

Research Question 3

To determine the Writing Apprehension Test (WAT) score of the
questionnaire (Daly & Miller, 1975), all point values of positive statements (PSV) were
added and those of negative statements (NSV) were subtracted. The scores were
calculated using the formula in order to find out the total score: WA =78 + PSV —NSV.
The total score may vary from 26 — 130 with the mean score at 78. The scores can be
interpreted as three levels of writing apprehension: 26 — 59 = a high level, 60 — 96 = a
moderate level, 97 — 130 = a low level. The analysis of the pre- and post-questionnaires
were compared to see whether there was any change in the participants’ writing

apprehension.

Research Question 4:
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In order to examine whether there is any significant change in the
participants’ willingness to communicate after being exposed to dialogue journals, their
responses to each item in the questionnaire were analyzed and determined by mean
scores. According to Clason and Dormody (1994), the mean scores of responses were
interpreted as follows: 4.21 — 5.00 = very high; 3.41 — 4.20 = high; 2.61 — 3.40 =
moderate; 1.81 —2.60 = low; 1.00 — 1.80 = very low.
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Participants’ Writing Performance

4.1.1 Overall Writing Ability
In order to compare the writing performance of the subjects before and

after the use of dialogue journals, the pre- and post-tests were scored using a scoring
scale. The writing performance was a combination of 2 aspects: fluency and accuracy.
Each writing aspect ranged from score 1 to 6 and the total score was 12. The pre- and

post-test scores are presented in Table 4.1 below.

Table 4.1: Comparison of Writing Scores Before and After the Use of Dialogue

Journals
Writing scores Pre-test Post-test Development t-value
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Fluency 1.60 0.78 3.84 0.95 2.24 14.44**
Accuracy 1.88 0.88 2.19 0.95 0.30 2.23%
Total scores (12) 3.48 1.55 6.03 1.73 2.54 9.89**

##p < 01, *p < .05

In Table 4.1, the mean score of the participants’ pre-test was 3.48 out of
12, (S.D. = 1.55) and that of their post-test was 6.03 (S.D. = 1.73), indicating that the
participants did significantly better in the post-test (t =9.89; p <.01). Their performance
after the implementation of dialogue journals increased significantly (Development =
2.54;t=9.89; p <.01). It can be inferred that the implementation of dialogue journals

enhanced the participants’ overall writing ability.

Concerning fluency and accuracy, the analysis of the participants’
writing scores in the pre- and post-tests also showed significantly better performance

in these two aspects. In terms of fluency, the mean score of the participants in the pre-
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test was 1.60 out of 6 (S.D. =0.78) and that in the post-test was 3.84 (S.D. =0.95). The
development of score was 2.24, indicating that their writing fluency significantly
improved (t = 14.44; p < 01). In terms of accuracy, the pre-test score was 1.88 out of 6
(S.D. = 0.88) and the post-test score was 2.19 (S.D. = 0.95). The post-test score was
0.30 significantly higher than the pre-test score (t = 2.23; p < 0.05). In other words, the

participants scored higher in terms of writing accuracy after the treatment.

4.1.2 Writing Fluency
For analysis of the participants’ writing performance in the pre- and

post-tests, fluency was determined by words counts (Brown, 1994) and the number of
T-units (Wolfe-Quintero et al, 1998). A T-unit is defined as a measure of an
independent clause including its all embedded dependent clauses. The results are shown

in Table 4.2 as follows:

Table 4.2 Participants’ Writing Fluency Before and After the Use of Dialogue

Journals
Fluency Pre-test Post-test Develop
t-value
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. ment
Word counts 33.62 18.10 147.73 75.64 114.11 9.94
No. of T-units 4.20 2.32 20.22 12.59 16.02 8.53%*
*Ep < .01

Table 4.2 presents the mean score of word counts in the pre- and post-
tests. The participants were able to produce 33.62 words (S.D. = 18.10) per person in
the pre-test and 147.73 words (S.D. = 75.64) per person in the post-test. In other words,
the participants were able to write 114.11 more words in the post-test; the length of
their writing significantly increased in the post-test (t =9.94, p <.01), showing that the

use of dialogue journals was effective in enhancing their writing fluency.

In terms of T-unit measurements, the average number of T-units was
4.20 units (S.D. = 2.32) in the pre-test and 20.22 units (S.D. = 12.59) in the post-test.

An increase of T-units in the post-test was 20.22, indicating a significant development
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of writing fluency (t = 8.53, p <.01); the participants were able to write an increasing
number of clauses and sentences after the treatment. To sum up, the increasing number
of words and T-unit confirms the previous results that the participants could produce
longer writing in the post-test. This implies that the use of dialogue journals had a
significant effect on the length of the participants’ writing pieces, a highly positive

impact on writing fluency.

4.1.3 Writing Accuracy
Analysis of the participants’ writing accuracy was determined by the

number of error-free T-unit based on Wolfe-Quintero et al (1998), namely, the number
of grammatically correct clauses and sentences written in the pre- and post-tests as

shown below.

Table 4.3 Participants’ Writing Accuracy Before and After the Use of Dialogue

Journals
Accuracy Pre-test Post-test Develop  t-value
ment
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
No. of error-free 1.60 1.25 7.60 7.08 6.35 5.20%**
T-units
**p <.01

In the pre-test, the average number of error-free T-units written by the
participants was 1.60 (S.D. = 1.25) while that of the post-test was 7.60 units (S.D. =
7.08). The number of error-free T-units increased significantly in the post-test, namely
6.35 units (t = 5.20; p < 0.01). The participants were able to produce more
grammatically correct clauses and sentences in the post-test. It seems that the
participants learned to adopt some grammatical rules and structural patterns after the
use of dialogue journals; thus, they were more accurate in writing sentences in the post-

test.
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4.2 Participants’ Attitudes toward the Use of Dialogue Journals
In order to examine the participants’ attitudes toward the use of dialogue

journals, their responses to each item in the Likert-scaled questionnaire (1 = strongly

disagree to 5 = strongly disagree) are reported in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4: Participants’ Attitudes toward the Use of Dialogue Journals

Item Statement Mean S.D. Level of
attitudes
No.
7 I like it when my friend reads and responds to my 4.38 777
journal.
1 I can choose my own writing topic. 4.31 701
17  Ienjoy reading my own English writing. 4.29 .626
Highly
8 I like it when my teacher reads and responds to my 4.27 .654 positive
writing.
15 I feel closer to my teacher by reading his/her 4.27 .654
comments.
2 I can express my ideas freely and share my opinions. 4.24 773
9 I feel more confident in writing. 4.13 588
10 I feel my writing has improved. 4.09 .596
Positive
3 I have freedom to write whatever I want. 4.00 .826
14  Iknow my friend better by reading his/her journals. 308 866
11 I feel I can write more fluently. 3.96 56
16 I feel my ideas are respected. 393 751

6 I don’t have to worry about my writing being

marked. 3.76 1.090 Positive

12 Ienjoy writing in English more. 3.69 763

13 Ilook forward to dialogue journal writing in the next

3.58 723
class.
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Item Statement Mean S.D. Level of
attitudes
No.
4 I don’t have to worry about writing quality. 338 912
Neutral
5 I don’t have to worry about grammatical errors. 397 1.053
Average 3.97 529 Positive

Table 4.4 illustrates the mean scores of the participants’ attitudes toward
dialogue journals after 15 weeks of practicing dialogue journals. The mean scores
ranged from 3.27 to 4.38. The participants’ responses to most of the items were positive.
The total mean score of all items was 3.97, which could be interpreted that the
participants held positive attitudes toward the implementation of dialogue journals and

showed their agreement on its benefits.

The highest mean scores of agreement came from 6 out of 17 items (4.24 —
4.38). Specifically, the participants’ responses were highly positive to the exchange of
dialogue journals with their peers (item 7, x = 4.38, S.D. =.777). In addition to pair-
work and collaboration with their peers, the participants strongly agreed to the
importance of responses given by the teacher (item 8, x = 4.27, S.D. = 654), and that
dialogue journals strengthened their relationship with the teacher (item 15, x = 4.27,
S.D. = .654). Their highly positive attitudes toward the writing activity and a strong
preference for dialogue journals mainly derived from freedom to decide and choose
topics based on their own interests (item 1, X = 4.31, S.D. = .701). The participants
perceived that their own journal entries were more satisfactory to reread (item 17, x =
4.29, S.D. = .626). The participants also showed strongly agreement on benefits of
dialogue journals in providing them with more opportunities to express their ideas and

share their own experiences in writing (item 2, x = 4.24, S.D. =.773).

The participants held positive attitudes toward dialogue journals in 9 out of 17
items with the mean scores from 3.58 to 4.13. The participants felt more confident in
writing (item 9, x =4.13, S.D. = .588); thus perceived that they improved their writing
skill (item 10, x = 4.09, S.D. = .596) and were able to write more fluently (item 11, X =
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3.96, S.D. = .562) after practicing dialogue journals. Dialogue journals did not only
provide them with more freedom in writing but also their ideas were respected and
valued (item 3, X =4.00, S.D. = .826; item 16, x =3.93, S.D. =.751). The participants
also agreed that English writing tasks became more enjoyable (item 12, X = 3.69, S.D.
=.763; item 13, x = 3.58, S.D. =.723), and they developed a better relationship with
their peers (item 14, x = 3.98, S.D. = .866). Finally, they felt less anxious in writing
dialogue journals because their journal entries were not marked (item 6, x = 3.76, S.D.

= 1.090).

The participants’ moderately positive attitudes were reflected in their moderate
agreement to two items of their concerns over writing quality (item 4, x = 3.38, S.D. =
.912) and grammatical accuracy (item 5, X = 3.27, S.D. = 1.053). It can be inferred that
while most of the participants exhibited more confidence and less fear in meaning-
focused dialogue journal practice, they did not abandon the importance of improving

their writing accuracy and producing fewer grammatical errors.

4.3 Writing Apprehension
The Writing Apprehension Test (WAT) was used to examine the

participants’ writing apprehension. The total score ranges from 26 to 130, calculated
from points of all the items which are added to or subtracted from a mean score of 78.
According to Daly and Miller (1975), the scores can be interpreted and categorized into
three levels of writing apprehension: 26 — 59 = a high level, 60 — 96 = a moderate level
and 97 — 130 = a low level. The analyzed results of the pre- and post-questionnaires on

writing apprehension are presented in Table 4.5 and 4.6.
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Table 4.5: Comparison of Participants” WAT Mean Scores Before and After the

Study
Pre-study Post-study Mean t-value
Diff
Writing Mean S.D. Level Mean S.D. Level
apprehension
40.20 1338 High 9755 1570 Low 5735  26.23*%*
**p <.01

Table 4.5 shows the mean scores of the participants’ writing
apprehension before the implementation was 40.20 which is considered as a high level
of writing apprehension while that of the post-study was 97.55 which indicated a low
level. Their level of writing apprehension reduced from high to low; a significant
reduction of writing apprehension was found (t = 26.23, p < .01). To sum up, the
implementation of dialogue journals is significantly beneficial in reducing the

participants’ writing apprehension.

Table 4.6: Participants’ Level of Writing Apprehension Before and After the Study

. Moderate High
Low apprehension . .
. (scores 97-130) apprehension apprehension
ertlng (scores 60-96) (scores 26-59)
apprehension
N=45 % N=45 % N=45 %
Pre-study 0 0 5 11.1 40 88.9
Post-study 32 71.1 9 20.0 4 8.9

Table 4.6 shows levels of writing apprehension of the participants before
and after the study. In the pre-study WAT results, the majority of 45 participants (40,
88.9%) were found to have a high level of writing apprehension while the rest (5,
11.1%) showed a moderate level of writing apprehension. However, none of the
participants were found to possess a low level of writing apprehension. In the post-
study, 32 participants (71.1%) were categorized into the low-apprehension group while

there were only 9 participants (20%) with moderate apprehension and only 4
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participants (8.9%) with high apprehension. It can be inferred that the implementation
of dialogue journals had a positive impact because it helped reduce the participants’

writing apprehension.

4.4 Willingness to Communicate
The participants were required to complete the 15-item questionnaires of

willingness to communicate before and after the treatment. The mean scores of the
responses were analyzed using paired t-test to determine whether a significant

difference was found between the two results, as reported in Table 4.7 and 4.8 below.

Table 4.7: Comparison of Participants’ Willingness to Communicate Mean Scores

Before and After the Study

Pre-study Post-study
Mean
Diff t-value
Mean S.D. Range Level Mean S.D. Range  Level
1.81 - 341 - . sk
2.53 .586 260 Low 3.81 S18 490 High 1.28 10.42

**p <.01

In Table 4.7, the pre-study mean score of the participants’ willingness to
communicate was 2.53 out of 5 (S.D. =.586); the participants exhibited low willingness
to communicate before the use of dialogue journals. For the post-study, their
willingness to communicate mean scores was 3.81 (S.D. = .518), which showed a high
level. To sum up, the mean score of the participants’ willingness to communicate
significantly increased after the study (t = 10.42, p <.01). It can be said that the use of

dialogue journals helped the participants to be more willing to orally communicate.
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Item Pre-study Post-study t-value
No. Statement
Mean S.D. Level Mean S.D. Level
7 lam willing to answer the question when the teacher asks in the 2.42 965 Low 4.38 .684 Very 10.40%*
class. High
9 Tam willing to interview my friend for personal information in 2.71 .869 Moderate 4.22 704 Very 9.39%**
English. High
13 T am willing to practice my English speaking. 3.36 1.048 Moderate 4.24 933 Very 4.58%*
High
2 I am willing to introduce myself in English without notes. 2.38 .806 Low 3.60 939 High 6.25%*
4 T am willing to speak in a role-play with my friends in English in 242 .839 Low 3.44 967 High 5.73%*
front of the class.
5 Tam willing to give a short speech in English in front of the class. 2.38 1.029 Low 3.47 .968 High 5.18**
6 Iam willing to talk to my English teacher in English. 2.29 991 Low 4.18 716 High 10.64**
1 Tam willing to introduce myself in English with notes. 3.04 1.242 Moderate 3.96 952 High 4.06*
3 I am willing to speak in a role-play with my friends in English at 2.67 1.087 Moderate 3.80 1.014 High 4.62%
the desk
8 Iam willing to greet my friends in English. 2.64 957 Moderate 3.60 720 High 5.49%*
10 Iam willing to talk about my routine activities in English. 2.11 935 Moderate 4.09 1.041 High 8.35%*
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Item Pre-study Post-study t-value
No. Statement
Mean S.D. Level Mean S.D. Level
11 Tam willing to talk about my holiday trips in English. 2.11 .832 Moderate 3.76 773 High 9.27**
14 Iam willing to greet my English teachers in English outside the 2.62 984 Moderate 3.64 908 High 4.77**
class.
12 Iam willing to speak in English as a representative of my group 2.24 981 Low 3.40 915 Moderate  5.82%*
work.
15 Iam willing to ask for and give directions in English. 2.56 .893 Low 3.40 .863 Moderate  4.20*
Average 2.53 .586 Low 3.81 518 High 10.42%*

#*p < 01, *p < .05
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Table 4.8 illustrates the WTC mean scores of the participants’ responses
to each item of the questionnaire before and after the implementation of dialogue
journals. The pre-study mean scores ranged from 2.11 to 3.36, which showed that the
low to moderate level of the participants’ willingness to communicate in English before
the implementation of dialogue journals. The post-study results indicated the score
range from 3.40 to 4.38; the participants showed the moderate to high level of

willingness to communicate after practicing dialogue journals.

Specifically, the comparison of the results found one item having the
highest gain from the low to very high level in the participants’ willingness to
communicate, their willingness to cooperate and engage in classroom activities with
the teacher (item 7, t = 10.407, p < 0.01). Besides, two of the items indicated a very
high level of willingness regarding speaking activities and the exchange of information
with their friends after the use of dialogue journals (item 9, t = 9.39, p <0.01; item 13,
t =4.58, p <0.01). Hence, it can be inferred that being exposed to dialogue journals
helped the participants gain their willingness to communicate with both the teacher and
their peers. Four of the items with the significant increase from the low to high level of
willingness to communicate were giving self-introduction (item 2, t = 6.25, p < 0.01),
giving short speech (item 4, t = 5.72, p < 0.01), responding to questions (item 5, t =
5.18, p <0.01), and doing the role-play in English (item 6, t = 10.64, p < 0.01) during

class sessions.

In the post-study, the only two of the items with a moderate level of
willingness communicate were item 12 (t = 5.82, p < 0.05) and item 15 (t =4.20, p <
0.05). These items involved the participants’ willingness in such speaking tasks as
being a speaker/representative for the group-work presentation and the use of English

outside the classroom.
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Summary of the Study
This research study aimed to investigate the impact of using dialogue

journals on students’ writing ability in terms of fluency and accuracy as well as to
examine their attitudes’ toward the implementation of dialogue journals. The main

findings based on the four research questions can be summarized as follows.
Research Question 1:

The results have demonstrated a significant improvement of the

participants’ overall writing fluency and accuracy after the use of dialogue journals.

Analysis of the participants’ writing performance scores revealed
significant improvement in terms of writing fluency; they scored significantly higher in
the post-test. The findings support those of Liao and Chen (2010) as well as Rokni and
Seifi (2013) who confirmed a similar impact of using dialogue journals on EFL
learners’ writing fluency. Rokni and Seifi (2013) pointed out that the students tended
to write more fluently without interruption because they experienced less fear of having

others read their writing and gain more confidence from not being evaluated.

In addition, dialogue journal writing succeeded in providing more
freedom and encouraging the participants to generate more ideas and reflect themselves
in meaningful writing. In other words, fluency is the first priority in writing
development as long as communication can deliver its contents and meaning
effectively. The development of the participants’ writing accuracy also seemed to be
evident. The participants’ writing accuracy score increased significantly in the post-test
and the further evidence was found in the significant increase of error-free T-units
which separately inspected grammatically correct clauses and sentences. Thus, it may
be possible to say that the use of dialogue journals helped increase the subjects’ writing

performance in both fluency and accuracy.
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It is worth noting that, in the present study, although the participants
were told to mainly focus on meaning rather than form while writing in dialogue
journals, they learned to write more grammatically correct clauses and sentences
throughout the implementation of dialogue journals. This might be the result of
continuous practice of writing and formal instruction on common grammatical errors.
It should be pointed out that, in addition to practicing dialogue journals, certain
common grammatical points were selected from the journal entries by the researcher
and presented to the participants in a subsequent week. This might have helped the
participants learn more grammatical patterns and structures; thus they produced fewer
grammatical errors. The significant gain of accuracy score in the post-test demonstrated
that the participants learned to adopt some certain grammatical rules and structural
patterns. This is in line with previous studies (Crumley, 1998, Fellner & Apple, 2006)
which reported that once dialogue journal writing keeps on and learners steadily

progress their writing fluency, their grammatical errors will continue to decrease
Research Question 2:

The results revealed that the participants’ attitudes toward the
implementation of dialogue journals were positive. The participants showed agreement

to the implementation and a strong preference for dialogue journals.

The highly positive attitudes were evident in the items regarding the
exchanges of dialogue journals both with their peers and the teacher, indicating that the
students’ highly positive attitude toward social interaction with their peers and the
teacher. This integration of teacher-to-student with peer-to-peer interaction in dialogue
journals demonstrated that the role of teachers and peers was crucial to students’

development.

The findings of the present study support those of Anderson et al. (2011)
and Dressler and Tweedie (2016) that students put more efforts into their own learning
when a solid relationship with a teacher is formed through their exchange of dialogue
journals. Dressler and Tweedie also discovered that the use of dialogue journals
accelerated and stabilized the relationship between an instructor and students even

during shorter periods of time. Regarding peer-to-peer interaction, the findings of the
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study were consistent with Vacca and Vacca’s (1993) as well as Atwell (1987)’s notions
that learners need opportunities to confer with peers and writing skills require responses
from a variety of sources. Peer-to-peer interaction among a diversity of learners has
been found to be an important tool of instruction in EFL writing classes. While aiming
to maintain students’ individuality, the implementation of dialogue journals can
effectively promote collaborative learning rather than competition within the classroom
(Spada & Lightbown, 2008). These findings of the study are in line with previous
studies (Dressler & Tweedie, 2016; Foroutan et al., 2013; Mirhosseini, 2009), which
reported that most students expressed positive attitudes toward dialogue journal writing

as well as the writing course and preferred dialogue journals over other writing tasks.
Research Question 3:

The results have revealed the positive impact of using dialogue journals
on the participants’ writing apprehension. The majority of the participants (88.9%) were
classified as having a high level of writing apprehension at the beginning of the study
and eventually 71.1% of the participants were found to exhibit a low level of writing
apprehension after the implementation of dialogue journals. It can be inferred that the
use of dialogue journals is beneficial in boost students’ writing confidence and reducing
their writing apprehension. These findings were in line with those of Kose’s (2005)
report of the positive impact on overall language anxiety. Thevasigamoney and Yunus
(2014) also claimed the success of using dialogue journals as a tool to lessen learners’
writing anxiety. This is because dialogue journals advocate independence in learning
and thrive on a learner’s freedom to express his opinions and navigate his or her

learning process without feeling the pressure to conform to a traditional writing class.

Thus, for students with high writing apprehension who have a tendency
to avoid writing due to their fear of negative evaluations (Daly & Miller, 1975),
dialogue journals can create an anxiety-free writing context and encourage their risk-
taking willingness to express their ideas, which will gradually contribute to their writing
confidence. Moreover, a fear of making errors such as spelling and misuse of
grammatical rules, which is another possible cause of writing apprehension (Smith,

Cheville & Hillocks, 2006), has been reduced through the implementation of dialogue
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journals. Its meaning-focused communication provides learners with an environment
where their ideas are more cherished than corrective feedback merely on misspelling

and grammatical misusage (Watters & Diezmann, 2003).

Interestingly, some empirical evidence emerged during the present
study. In the first few weeks of practicing dialogue journals, some of the participants
who seemed less enthusiastic wrote on the same topic as their partners and copy their
content. However, over time, the participants tended to generate their own ideas and
gave different details in their writing after the exchanging process. This might be
because reading the responses from their peers was successful in stimulating the

participants to write more.

In brief, it can be concluded that dialogue journals can empower
students’ individuality, foster their confidence and cherish their personal growth
through collaboration with peers. Peer interaction has been found to be an important
facet of this implementation. The exchanges allowed the participants to build rapport
with peers. Following is the excerpt of one of the participants’ responses in the latter
weeks of the implementation.

Next time you go to shopping at Jungceylon again, please invite

me. I would love to spend more time with you. It must be fun.
(Participant 22, Week 10)

The exchanges also helped the participants to develop their interactional
ability by encouraging them to share opinions, giving suggestions or showing their
agreement and disagreement. A few participants were found to imitate the teacher’s
comment or question; subsequently, they were able to apply or adapt it properly when
responding to their peers in the following weeks. The following excerpts of the entries’

responses in the latter weeks of the implementation illustrate the evidence:
What is the most special thing about it?
What is your inspiration behind this?

It’s a very good idea. I'm happy and excited for you.

There are so many useful details here. Thank you.
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Additionally, the more the participants continued to practice dialogue
journal writing, the more sophisticated their vocabulary was. Those newly found
vocabulary included fascinated, atmosphere, fabulous, struggle, chaotic and courage

as shown in the following excerpts.

I am fascinated by the romantic atmosphere. (Participant 4, Week 11)
The surrounding is very fabulous. (Participant 11, Week 11)

He had to struggled his whole life and come to chaotic situation
but he was courage [sic] (Participant 22, Week 12)

Research Question 4:

The findings of the study indicated a significant increase of the
participants’ willingness to communicate after the implementation of dialogue journals;
the participants exhibited a higher level of willingness to communicate in English after
the study. It can be concluded that being involved in the oral interaction with peers
during dialogue journals practice throughout the study could foster the participants’
communication confidence and cause them to feel more willing to communicate in
English. This phenomenon can be explained by what Maclntyre (2007) has pointed out
that the role of interlocutors which can generating either affiliation or control motives
toward learners, is a greatly influencing factor of LZWTC. This is consistent with the
study of Pattapong (2015) who found that classroom affiliation seemed to promote
more willingness to communicate in English when the participants were more relaxed

to speak with their familiar classmates.

In the present study, dialogue journal writing is a channel for learners to
convey meaning and develop fluency through communication regardless of their
English competence, rather than to achieve grammatical precision. Therefore, the
participants seemed to be less concerned about losing face so that they were able to feel
free to explore their thoughts and express them in English. The process of
communication-focused dialogue journals is successful in providing a more non-
threatening space for learners to adjust themselves with their peers. Moreover, unlike

the conventional classroom environment, this group of participants was more likely to



40

be willing to take risks and give contributions in class through dialogue journals when
their confidence both in writing and communicating with their peers is fortified. The
use of dialogue journals helped facilitate the participants to adjust better among the
diversity of their peers. As a result, the implementation had a positive impact on
students’ beliefs and attitudes toward pair work and they learned to realize the important
role of peer interaction in learning. In essence, when learners cultivate positive attitudes
and perceptions toward language learning, their willingness to communicate in English

Increases.

5.2 Pedagogical Implications
1. Based on the main findings of the study, the use of dialogue journals

had a significant impact on the participants’ overall writing ability and they possessed
positive attitudes toward the implementation. Pedagogical implications for effective
EFL writing instruction can be proposed. Dialogue journals can be incorporated into
EFL university-level classes, even when learners are at very beginning levels of writing
fluency and have little previous experience in writing. Mirhosseini (2009) confirmed
that dialogue journals can be “employed at almost all proficiency levels and in all

educational contexts” (p.43).

Since EFL learners are not surrounded by an English language-rich
environment, this meaning-focus communication can serve as a substitute for authentic
conversation (Mansor, Mustaffah & Saleh, 2011). Specifically, in Thailand where
learners view English as irrelevant (Glass, 2008), dialogue journals are most likely to
help Thai EFL learners gain more familiarly with the language. Moreover, as learners’
writing apprehension can have either a facilitating or debilitating effect on their writing
performance. It is recommended that EFL writing courses can be incorporated with
dialogue journals as preceding tasks in order to create more non-threatening and less

stressful atmosphere in EFL writing classes.

One noteworthy aspect of dialogue journal writing is that its
implementation can completely turn the traditional classroom completely into a learner-

centered activity (Morini, 1995). As opposed to traditional classroom context, dialogue
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journals allow teachers to better understand their learners' Zone of Proximal
Development and to provide more individually tailored input to each learner’s need
(Chisea & Bailey, 2015). Therefore, social interaction through dialogue journals
reflects implications which would encourage students’ development of their
interactional ability and ownership in learning. This can potentially establish a shift
from traditional teacher-centered setting into learner-centered learning where students
will no longer be passive learners and be able to find their own ways of controlling the

learning process.

2. The participants in the present study held positive attitudes toward the
implementation of dialogue journals; indeed, they were enthusiastic about selecting
writing topics based on their own interest and expressing their own ideas freely. As a
result, the participants exhibited more confidence in writing and no concerns over
marking. This reflects a pedagogical implication that instructors can initiate dialogue
journals as the basis for all writing activities inside EFL classes. The implementation
can also assist EFL learners in gaining more familiarity and engagement in writing in
the most non-threatening, anxiety-free and enjoyable manner which is long lost in a
traditional classroom context. In particular, some participants were found to select more
challenging or social-interest topics for their journal writing in the latter weeks (e.g.,
Facebook addiction, advice to tourists in Phuket, traffic problems). At the same time,
some used dialogue journal writing as a channel to reflect their own learning or more

personal issues. (e.g., ways to improve my English).

3. Dialogue journals can be successfully implemented in Thai EFL
writing classes. Renowned as a less-complicated writing task, dialogue journals can be
used to facilitate students’ learning individually, customize the curriculum, and provide
new solutions for existing challenges in writing classes. To get the students to write, it
is suggested that a list of few topics can be provided for students to choose in the first
few weeks of practicing dialogue journals in order to increase their motivation to write.
Specifically, in the first session of introducing dialogue journals, one topic can be
selected by the teacher for the whole class; however, the scope of writing may be
loosely guided so that the students still have opportunities to elaborate the details of the

topic by themselves. The use of general or personal topic is suggested for this
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introduction session and the complete list of topics including those suggested by the
students can be given in the following weeks. As a supplement, the teacher can write a
sample journal, show it to the whole class and elicit each student’s opinions or
suggestions. This procedure aims to ensure that ample scaffolding is given to students
with low proficiency or writing difficulties. This is also to have the students prepare
and develop their interactional skill to communicate with their writing partners in the
following weeks. Moreover, the students can internalize positive attitudes toward
writing and gain a clearer perception of dialogue journals, which is a free writing with

an emphasis on fluency over accuracy.

In essence, adaptation of dialogue journals is possible as long as its focus
is still on its meaningful communication. The students, who are used to conventional
EFL classes, tend to be passive learners and completely rely on the teacher’s
supervision. Through the use of dialogue journals, students will be encouraged to learn
to identify the area of their difficulties and then make use of their own strength to
overcome their weaknesses. Furthermore, dialogue journals have the potential to equip
students with a sense of autonomy in learning. For example, some participants in the
present study found the use of learning tools such as online bilingual dictionaries or
picture dictionaries more meaningful and helpful while striving to make their messages
clearer and more comprehensible. Obviously, dialogue journals can solve a more
important issue that has constantly been a challenge in writing pedagogy. Its
implementation can increase students’ confidence in writing and allow them to take

charge of their own learning, which is the major goal of learners-centered education.

5.3 Recommendations for Further Studies
The present study makes an important contribution to the EFL writing

context. The study was one of the very few studies conducted to enhance writing ability
by employing dialogue journals and the integration of teacher-to-student and student-

to-student interaction. Some recommendations for further studies include:

1. The implementation of dialogue journal writing typically has its focus

on fluency rather than accuracy. Participants were asked to focus on content, not
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grammar and the partners were asked to comment on contents, not forms. Further
research should be carried out to investigate the impact of using dialogue journals on
both writing fluency and accuracy. In future research, dialogue journals partners can
possibly be asked not only to read journal entries and give responses on the contents
but also to give feedback on grammatical points to see whether this can help students

develop their accuracy as effectively as their fluency.

2. In the present study, the implementation of dialogue journals was
conducted within the weekly classroom sessions. In order to strengthen and broaden
social interaction through the use of dialogue journals and maximize its benefits, further
studies should be conducted to determine the impact of dialogue journals that are
written and exchanged outside the classroom. Chiesa and Bailey (2015) emphasized
that dialogue journals can function effectively as “out-of-class resources in making the

communication between the teacher and the learners systematically dialogic” (p. 20)
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Student’S NAME ...ovvnnee et NOooveae.

Directions: Write a paragraph on the given topic below. Please feel free to describe

and add any details or share your own opinions into your writing.

“My ideal vacation plan”
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Analytic Scoring Scale Devised by John Anderson based on an oral ability scale
found in Harris (1968) (as cited in Hughes, 1989)

Accuracy:

__6. Few (if any) noticeable errors of grammar or word order

__5. Some errors of grammar or word order which do not, however, interfere with
comprchension.

4. Errors of grammar or word order fairly frequent; occasional re-reading necessary
for full comprehension.

3. Errors of grammar or word order frequent; efforts of interpretation sometimes
required on reader’s part.

2. Errors of grammar or word order very frequent; reader often has to rely on own
interpretation.

1. Errors of grammar or word order so severe as to make comprehension virtually

impossible.

Fluency:

__6. Choice of structures and vocabulary consistently appropriate; like that of
educated native writer.

5. Occasional lack of consistency in choice of structures and vocabulary which
does not, however, impair overall ease of communication.

4. ‘Patchy’, with some structures or vocabulary items noticeably inappropriate to
general style.

3. Structures or vocabulary items sometimes not only inappropriate but also
misused; little sense of ease of communication.

2. Communication often impaired by completely inappropriate or misused
structures or vocabulary items.

1. A *hotch-potch’ of half-learned misused structures and vocabulary items

rendering communication almost impossible.
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Questionnaire I: Attitudes toward the Implementation of Dialogue Journals

57

Directions: Please circle the number to indicate the degree to which statement applied to you

whether you (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neutral, (4) agree or (5) strongly agree

with the statement.

No. | Items 1
What do you think of dialogue journal activities?

1. I can choose my own writing topic. 1
2. I can express my ideas freely and share my opinions. 1
3. I have freedom to write whatever I want. 1
4. I don’t have to worry about writing quality. 1
5. I don’t have to worry about grammatical errors. 1
6. I don’t have to worry about my writing to be marked. 1
7. I like it when my friend reads and responds my journal. 1
8. I like it when my teacher reads and responds my writing. 1
After the use of dialogue journals, ...

9. I feel more confident in writing. 1
10. I feel my writing has improved. 1
11. I feel I can write more fluently. 1
12. I enjoy writing in English more. 1
13. I look forward to dialogue journal writing in the next 1

class

14. I know my friend better by reading his/her journals. 1
15. I feel closer to my teacher by reading his comments. 1
16. I feel my ideas are respected. 1
17. I enjoy reading my own English writing. 1
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Questionnaire II: Writing Apprehension

Directions: Please circle the number to indicate the degree to which statement applied to you
whether you (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neutral, (4) agree or (5) strongly agree

with the statement.

Items 5 4 3 2 1
1. I avoid writing,. 5 4 3 2 1
2. I have no fear of my writing's being evaluated. 5 4 3 2 1
3. I'look forward to writing down my ideas. 5 4 3 2 1

4. 1 am afraid of writing essays when I know they will be | 5 4 3 2 1
evaluated.

5. Taking a composition course is a very frightening experience. | 5 4 3 2 1

6. Handing in a composition makes me feel good. 5 4 3 2 1

7. My mind seems to go blank when I start to work on my | 5 4 3 2 1
composition.

8. Expressing ideas through writing seems to be a waste of time. | 5 4 3 2 1

9. I would enjoy submitting my writing to magazines for | 5 4 3 2 1
evaluation and publication.

10. I like to write down my ideas. 5 4 3 2 1

11. I feel confident in my ability to express my ideas clearly in | 5 4 3 2 1
writing.

12. I like to have my friends read what [ have written. 5 4 3 2 1
13. I'm nervous about writing. 5 4 3 2 1
14. People seem to enjoy what I write. 5 4 3 2 1
15. I enjoy writing. 5 4 3 2 1
17. Writing is a lot of fun. 5 4 3 2 1

18. I expect to do poorly in composition classes even before I | 5 4 3 2 1
enter them.

19. I like seeing my thoughts on paper. 5 4 3 2 1

21. I have a terrible time organizing my ideas in a composition | 5 4 3 2 1
course.

22. When I hand in a composition, I know I'm going to do poorly. | 5 4 3 2 1
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Items

23. It's easy for me to write good compositions.

24. 1 don't think I write as well as most other people.

25. 1 don't like my compositions to be evaluated.

26. I'm not good at writing.




Questionnaire I1I: Willingness to Communicate in English
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Directions: Please circle the number to indicate the degree to which statement applied to you

whether you (1) strongly unwilling, (2) unwilling, (3) neutral, (4) willing or (5) strongly

willing to proceed in each given situation.

No.

Items

1.

I am willing to introduce myself in English with notes.

I am willing to introduce myself in English without
notes.

I am willing to speak in a role-play with my friends in
English at the desk

I am willing to speak in a role-play with my friends in
English in front of the class.

I am willing to give a short speech in English in front of
the class.

I am willing to talk to my English teacher in English.

I am willing to answer the question when the teacher
asks in the class.

I am willing to greet my friend in English.

I am willing to interview my friend for personal
information in English.

10.

I am willing to talk about my routine activities in
English.

11.

I am willing to talk about my holiday trips in English.

12.

I am willing to speak in English as a representative of
my group work.

13.

I am willing to practice my English speaking.

14.

I am willing to greet my English teacher in English
outside the class.

15.

I am willing to ask for and give directions in English.
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PERSONAL / FAVORITE

My family

My favorite movie

My favorite artist

My favorite subjects / teacher
People | admire

My biggest passion

My favorite hobbies

My old habits

2017 New Year's resolution
My future plan / my future self

My godals in 5 years

Things fo do when I'm stressed out
What made me proud of myself
My university life

Advice to tourists in Phuket
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Using Dialogue Journals to Enhance Students’ Writing Ability
Sunai Rattanaintanin”

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Thanyapa Palanukulwong™
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ABSTRACT

This study investigated the impact of using dialogue journals to enhance
students’ writing ability in terms of fluency and accuracy. The participants were 45
first-year students at a university in Phuket, Thailand. Each participant was required to
write a dialogue journal entry once a week for 15 weeks. Participants then exchanged
journals with peers and were asked to read and respond to the entries. A pre- and post-
writing test and a questionnaire soliciting attitudes toward their use of dialogue journals
served as instruments for data collection. The findings indicated a significant difference
between the pre- and post-test scores in the participants’ overall writing performance
(p <.01) as well as the participants reported having positive attitudes toward the use of
dialogue journals. In addition, the participants were required to complete the two
questionnaires of writing apprehension and willingness to communicate before and
after the study. The results showed that the participants’ writing apprehension reduced
while their willingness to communicate in English increased after the implementation
of dialogue journals. Pedagogical implications for effective EFL writing instruction
using dialogue journals are proposed.

Keywords: dialogue journals, EFL writing ability, fluency and accuracy, attitudes
toward the implementation of dialogue journals

" Master of Arts Program in Teaching English as an International English Language,
Faculty of Liberal Arts Prince of Songkla University, Thailand
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INTRODUCTION

English is a foreign language in the Thai context where the English language is
mainly used in the academic setting and in workplaces (Chuenchaichon, 2015). In
recent years, the increasing importance of English has been emphasized due to a need
to prepare Thai students for the ASEAN Economic Community (AEC), in which
English will be used for communication among ASEAN-members. While all four basic
skills of English are essential to convey effective communication, writing is one of the
skills Thai people need to acquire. Writing ability can be a predictor of learners’ future
academic and career success (Weigle, 2005). Yet, it is challenging as it requires learners
to acquire specific strategies in order to meet the demands of particular writing contexts
(Hyland, 2003). The level of writing difficulty prominently increases in EFL contexts
where the language is not commonly used, learners rarely assimilate the necessity of
English writing (Foley, 2013) and writing classes are conducted using traditional
teacher-centered instruction (Deveney, 2005).

English writing has been found troublesome and has become the most prevailing
English language problem that Thai EFL learners encounter (Chuenchaichon, 2015).
Writing difficulties in Thailand have been reported by several researchers. According
to Pawapatcharaudom (2007), Thai learners view writing as the most challenging skill
when compared to the other three skills (speaking, listening, reading) in English. This
is in line with a study by Chaisiri (2010) which pointed out the anxiety-provoking
complications Thai university students face when writing compositions. It has been
suggested that Thai EFL learners are in need of seeking consultation from the teacher
or academic support from their peers so as to lessen their writing difficulties (Pimsarn,
2013; Wilang & Satitdee, 2015).

In the Thai context, EFL writing classes are likely to be conducted through
teacher-centered instruction (Deveney, 2005; Dhanarattigannon, 2008). The teacher-
centered approach in writing pedagogy has been seen as the main obstacle in EFL
education. The drawback of the traditional classroom is clearly visible in Thai EFL
students who have become passive and dependent in learning; as a result, they lack the
ability of critical and creative thinking (Thamraksa, 2003). It also has resulted in
students’ limited freedom to express themselves through genuine interaction and their
lack of engagement in the classroom (Dueraman, 2012). Suwanarak and
Phothongsunan (2008) also pointed out Thai EFL students discerned themselves as
unsuccessful English learners although they held positive views regarding benefits from
English learning. They also perceived that their English literacy couldn’t serve
effectively for real-life communication or academic use in higher education after
completing several English courses.

Concerns over writing difficulty in EFL contexts have led to a call for an
educational shift from teacher-to-student traditional instruction to a student-centered
approach in writing classes. This shift can “allow for a depth in the learning process
through the students and teachers active participation in the learning process—a
participation that allows for an unlimited amount of creativity” (Watanabe, 1999, p. 1).
Similarly, Kulprasit and Chiramanee (2012) suggested that the use of pair-work
collaboration and peer-to-peer interaction as a new instrument in establishing this shift
to a student-centered approach in Thai EFL teaching and learning context. In spite of a
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preference for teacher-dominated approaches including conventional corrective
feedback in Thailand, the role of learners and teachers are supposed to coexist side by
side in EFL classes and both should be promoted as equally valuable to the development
of students’ performance (Kulprasit & Chiramanee, 2012).

In the past few decades, the use of dialogue journals, an outgrowth of journal
writing, has been one of the new writing approaches widely used to enhance English
writing classes and promote student-centered pedagogy in EFL contexts. Peyton (1993)
defines a written dialogue journal as “a written conversation in which a student and
teacher communicate regularly over a semester, school year, or course. Students write
as much as they choose and the teacher writes back regularly, responding to students'
questions and comments” (p.1). Dialogue journals serve as an on-going written
conversation between an individual student and a teacher or other writing partner
(Peyton, 2000; Peyton & Reed, 1990). It utilizes the writing process in which students
decide the writing topics and the length of their writing while a teacher gives written
responses in order to offer insights or initiate new ideas without performing as an
evaluator/rater (Peyton, 1986; Peyton, 2000). The main focus of dialogue journal
writing is to provide more opportunities and freedom so that learners can explore their
interests on a wide selection of topics and in a diversity of writing genres and styles.
(Peyton, 1983). It is believed that students learn to adopt grammatical forms and
structures by reading the teacher’s responses and mimicking them. Dialogue journals
can be employed either by having students give and receive immediate responses during
class sessions or out of class (Peyton, 2000). In addition, journal partners can either be
a teacher or another learner. The exchanges can also be done between classmates or
among learners in other classes (Peyton, 2000). According to Steffensen (1988), the
effectiveness of the method is due to diminishing control over students as well as
promoteing their individuality and ownership in learning. This is consistent with the
notion given by Atwell (1987) that the students felt equally respected and supported in
both pairings due to the fact that “The writer’s need for response can come from a
variety of sources” (p. 48).

Studies have confirmed that students can benefit greatly from having a
classmate as their writing partner (e.g., Hail & George, 2001) With more relatively
equal status, pairings with peers can encourage students to learn how to communicate
using their limited English without pressure from evaluation of the teacher (Bromley,
1995). Regarding the efficacy of dialogue journals on students’ learning, positive
effects have been confirmed in several empirical studies. Benefits of using dialogue
journals include improved writing ability (e.g., Liao & Wong, 2010; Rokni & Seifi,
2013), reduced language anxiety (Song, 1997), and the promotion of student-centered
classrooms (Crumley, 1998).

The implementation of dialogue journal writing has long proved to be beneficial
in assisting students to overcome writing difficulties. While Thai EFL learners
experience writing difficulties and often seek teacher support, as shown in numerous
research studies (e.g., Bennui, 2008; Chiravate 2011; Kaewcha, 2013), there have been
very few studies conducted with Thai learners of English (e.g., Kulprasit &
Chiramanee, 2012; Puengpipattrakul, 2014). Therefore, this study aimed to investigate
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the impact of dialogue journals on undergraduate students’ writing ability through the
integration of teacher-to-learner and peer-to-peer social interactions.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of the study was too investigate the impact of dialogue journals on
students’ writing ability in terms of fluency and accuracy as well as their attitudes
toward the implementation.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Social Interaction

In the implementation of dialogue journals, the notion of exchanging
information with a teacher or between learners through written communication is
strongly correlated with Vgotsky’s assertion on the connection between social
interaction and language acquisition (Gallimore & Tharp, 1990 cited in Garmon, 2001).
According to Vygotsky (1986, cited in Aimin, 2013), the development derived from the
phenomenon which is called the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). The Zone of
Proximal Development (ZPD) is defined as "the distance between the actual
developmental level as determined by independent problem solving and the level of
potential development as determined through problem solving under adult guidance or
in collaboration with more capable peers" (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86 as cited in Ohta,
1995). Likewise, language acquisition can be perceived as an outcome of the Zone of
Proximal Development (ZPD) when learners interact through social interaction. More
opportunities for learners to engage in learner-to-learner or collaborative interaction
will increase in the L2 classroom when teachers increasingly adopt the use of pair and
group work in the classroom (Long & Porter, 1985 as cited in Ohta, 1995). Group and
pair work offer a channel of communication in order for learners to engage in
meaningful and authentic interaction to construct L2 meanings in their own social
context (Khaliliagdam, 2014).

Related Studies in EFL Contexts

Many research studies have shown that dialogue journals have been effective
with diverse participants on a wide range of educational settings in ESL/EFL contexts,
and have provided positive evidence of benefits on students’ learning development in
EFL contexts. Specifically in EFL contexts, a study of Liao and Wong (2010) examined
the effects of dialogue journal writing in Taiwan. Forty-one participants were asked to
write journal entries and the teacher wrote responses by asking questions or giving
comments on the content. The findings of the study showed positive evidence of
improvement in the participants’ writing fluency and significant improvement in the
aspects of content, organization and vocabulary. In addition, Foroutan et al. (2013)
conducted a comparative study between dialogue journal writing and topic-based
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writing tasks at a university in Malaysia. The topic-based group received conventional
writing instruction and explicit corrective feedback on the participants’ writing while
the dialogue journal group had dialogue journal writing and received feedback
indirectly. The results revealed that the participants in the dialogue journal group
outperformed in overall writing performance, particularly in the aspects of content and
vocabulary. Most recently, Dabbagh (2017) conducted a six-month study with 84
intermediate Iranian learners. The experimental group was required to write weekly
journals, and then the instructor gave feedback on its content from the instructor while
the control group experienced conventional instruction. A significant difference was
found between the experimental and control group, which confirmed the positive
impact of dialogue journals on the participants’ overall writing performance.

Related Studies in Thai EFL Contexts

Although many studies have been conducted to investigate the implementation
of dialogue journals in EFL contexts, very little research has been done in Thai EFL
contexts.

One was a study of 27 voluntary Thai first-year undergraduate students by
Puengpipattrakul (2014), utilizing dialogue journals as an alternative assessment of the
course. The participants were assigned to write four dialogue journal entries on the
course-related topics. Then, they received comments and feedback from the teacher.
The quantitative findings indicated improvement in the participants’ writing
performance in terms of fluency after the treatment. Most of the participants agreed that
the use of dialogue journals encourage them to communicate in a non-threatening
environment.

Kulprasit and Chiramanee (2012) conducted a study of 42 lower secondary
students, incorporating peer feedback to enhance journal writing in the EFL writing
class. All the participants were undergoing the initial training to learn and practice
grammatical rules in the first three weeks. Then, each participants was required to write
a journal entry on the weekly basis on the weekly basis for the next 8 weeks. Each was
paired with a partner with higher writing proficiency. The partners exchanged journal
entries to give corrective feedback on grammatical points. Besides the statistically
significant improvement in the students’ overall writing performance, their positive
attitudes toward both journal writing and peer feedback were shown. It could be
concluded that the incorporation of journal writing with peer feedback into EFL writing
instruction facilitates students to foster these new techniques and master writing ability
through collaborative learning atmosphere.

Although some significant benefits of using dialogue journals have been
shown in both Asian EFL and Thai EFL contexts, the participants in those studies are
mostly young learners receiving responses from their teacher or dialogue journals were
used as merely an alternative assessment or a supplement to the existing course.
Therefore, this study examines the impact of fully incorporating dialogue journals into
a Thai EFL classroom through the integration of both teacher-to-student and student-
to-student interaction.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Do dialogue journals enhance university-level students’ writing ability in terms
of fluency and accuracy?

Methodology
Population / Participants

The present study was conducted in a university in Phuket. The population
consisted of 2,081 first-year undergraduate students in the faculty of Management
Sciences in the academic year 2015. The participants, 45 non-English major first-year
students who were enrolled in the English preparation course, Foreign Language
Development Project 2, were selected using purposive sampling. The study was
conducted using dialogue journals within weekly class sessions of the course, which
was designated to increase English literacy of students who are beginners of English
proficiency, and to boost their confidence in using English. Simultaneously, the
participants were attending regular courses including English for General
Communication 1 which were allocated by the university.

Instruments

In order to answer the research questions of the study, four instruments were
designed and developed, which included dialogue journal entries, a writing test, journal
entries and a questionnaire on students’ attitudes toward the implementation of dialogue
journals.

1) A writing test

A writing test, used as a pre- and post-test, was developed to assess the
participants’ writing ability before and after the implementation of dialogue journals.
The participants were required to write for one hour on the topic “My ideal vacation
plan”. The test was independently scored by two experienced teachers utilizing a
scoring rubric. The scoring rubric was an analytical scale divided into fluency and
accuracy aspects. Scores for each aspect was 6; thus the total score was 12. The scoring
rubric was based on the analytical scale devised by John Anderson found in Harris
(1968, cited in Hughes, 1989). The agreement between the two raters (a native and a
non-native teacher) was measured in order to ensure the inter-rater reliability. The inter-
rater reliability between the two raters was strongly correlated (» = .982, p <.01).

2) Questionnaire on students’ attitudes toward the implementation of dialogue
journals

A five-point Likert scale questionnaire aimed to examine the participants’
attitudes toward dialogue journals. The questionnaire was adapted from those of Liao
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and Wong (2010), and Roe and Stallman (1994), consisted of 8 items of attitudes
toward the implementation of dialogue journals and 9 items on its effects. The
questionnaire was translated into Thai and piloted with a group of 30 students who were
not in the main study. Cronbach’s alpha was performed in order to investigate the
internal consistency of the items in the questionnaire. The overall Cronbach’s alpha was
0.92, suggesting that the questionnaire had high internal consistency.

Data Collection

The study was conducted for 15 weeks in the first semester of the academic year
2016 and the data was collected throughout the semester. The details were as follows.

Week 1: a writing test was administered for an hour to initially investigate the
participants’ writing ability. The pre-test writing was independently scored by two
raters based on scoring rubric devised by John Anderson found in Harris (1968, cited
in Hughes, 1989).

Weeks 2-14: The participants engaged in dialogue journal writing throughout
13 weekly sessions. At the beginning of each session, the participants choose a topic of
their own interest. The participants were randomly put in pairs and each participant had
a new partner every two weeks. The main purpose was to strengthen social interaction
within the classroom through the exchanges with different partners as interlocutors.
Then, each pair talked about their selected topics before starting their journal writing.

After the participants performed journal writing for 30 minutes, they exchanged
their entries with their partners, reading and writing responses in terms of the content
of the journal. They were allowed to ask questions or request clarification related to the
misunderstanding. Any error correction in terms of grammatical rules or spelling was
also acceptable. However, the participants were informed that error correction was not
the main focus of dialogue journal writing. After reading the responses, the owner of
the entry wrote back. The exchange process took about 20 minutes. Finally, all the
journal entries were collected by the researcher. This activity ran in the weekly
classroom session throughout the semester, approximately 13 entries by each
participant in 13 weeks.

Each week four journal entries were randomly selected and examined by the
researcher. Written responses and comments were given on the content of the entry, not
the language points in order to maintain the main feature of dialogue journal writing.
The entries were given back to the owners for further replies and exchanges.
Additionally, the researcher would choose the most common errors found in these
selected entries in order to be presented to the whole class in a mini-teaching in the
following week. Each week four new journal entries went through the same procedure
described, so all the entries were viewed and responded by the researcher; 4 entries per
week.

Week 15: The writing test with the same topic as the pre-test was administered
for an hour. The purpose was to examine whether there was any significant difference
in the participants’ writing ability after the practice of dialogue journal writing. The
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post-test writing was scored by the same set of raters and with the same scoring rubrics
as in the pre-test. Upon the completion of the post-test, the questionnaire was distributed
to the participants to examine their attitudes toward the use of dialogue journals.

Data Analysis

1. The scores of the participants’ pre- and post-tests were compared by using a
paired samples t-test to find out whether there was any significance difference in their
writing ability in aspects of fluency and accuracy after the implementation of dialogue
journals.

2. In order to examine the participants’ attitudes toward the implementation of
dialogue journals, the participants’ responses in the questionnaire were analyzed and
determined by mean scores. The mean scores of their responses were interpreted as
follows: 4.21 — 5.00 = strongly agree; 3.41 — 4.20 = agree; 2.61 — 3.40 = moderately
agree; 1.81 —2.60 = disagree; 1.00 — 1.80 = strongly disagree.

FINDINGS
1. Participants’ Writing Performance

In order to compare the writing performance of the subjects before and
after the use of dialogue journals, the pre- and post-tests were scored using scoring
scale. The writing performance was a combination of 2 aspects: fluency and accuracy.
Each writing aspect ranged from score 1 to 6 and the total score was 12. The pre- and
post-test scores were presented in Table 1 below.

Table 1: Comparison of Writing Scores Before and After the Use of Dialogue Journals

Pre-test Post-test
Writing scores Development t-value
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Fluency 1.60 0.78 3.84 0.95 2.24 14.44%*
Accuracy 1.88 0.88 2.19 0.95 0.30 2.23%
Total scores (12) 3.48 1.55 6.03 1.73 2.54 9.89%*

**p <.01, *p <.05

In table 1, the mean score of the participants’ pre-test was 3.48 out of
12, (S.D. = 1.55) and that of their post-test was 6.03 (S.D. = 1.73), indicating that the
participants did significantly better in the post-test (t=9.89; p <.01). Their performance
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after the implementation of dialogue journals increased significantly (Development =
2.54;t=9.89; p <.01). It can be inferred that the implementation of dialogue journals
enhanced the participants’ overall writing ability.

Concerning fluency and accuracy, the analysis of the participants’
writing scores in the pre- and post-tests also showed significantly better performance
in these two aspects. In terms of fluency, the mean score of the participants in the pre-
test was 1.60 out of 6 (S.D. = 0.78) and that in the post-test was 3.84 (S.D. =0.95). The
development of score was 2.24, indicating that their writing fluency significantly
improved (t = 14.44; p <01). In terms of accuracy, the pre-test score was 1.88 out of 6
(S.D. = 0.88) and the post-test score was 2.19 (S.D. = 0.95). The post-test score was
0.30 significantly higher than the pre-test score (t = 2.23; p < 0.05). In other words, the
participants scored higher in terms of writing accuracy after the treatment.

2. Participants’ Attitudes toward the Use of Dialogue Journals

In order to examine the participants’ attitudes toward the use of dialogue
journals, their responses to each item in the Likert-scaled questionnaire (1 = strongly
disagree to 5 = strongly disagree) are reported in Table 4.

Table 2: The Participants’ Attitudes toward the Use of Dialogue Journals

Statement Mean S.D. Level of
agreement

1. I like it when my friend reads and responds to 4.38 77 Strongly
my journal. agree

2. I can choose my own writing topic. 431 701 Strongly
agree

3. I enjoy reading my own English writing. 4.29 .626 Strongly
agree

4. I like it when my teacher reads and responds to 4.27 .654 Strongly
my writing. agree

5. I feel closer to my teacher by reading his/her 4.27 .654 Strongly
comments. agree

6. I can express my ideas freely and share my 4.24 173 Strongly
opinions. agree

7. 1 feel more confident in writing. 4.13 588 Agree
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Statement Mean S.D. Level of
agreement
8. I feel my writing has been improved. 4.09 .596 Agree
9. I have freedom to write whatever I want. 4.00 .826 Agree

10. I know my friend better by reading his/her

. 3.98 .866 Agree

journals.

11. I feel I can write more fluently. 3.96 562 Agree

12. I feel my ideas are respected. 393 751 Agree

13. I don’t have to worry about my writing being 376 1.090 Acree

marked. ’ ’ g

14. 1 enjoy writing in English more. 3 69 763 Agree

15. I look forward to dialogue journal writing in 358 3 Agree

the next class.

16. 1 don’t have to worry about writing quality. 338 912 Moderately
' ' agree

17.Idon’t have to worry about grammatical errors. 397 1,053 Moderately
' ' agree

Average 3.97 529 Agree

Table 2 illustrates the mean scores of the participants’ attitudes towards
dialogue journals after 15 weeks of practicing dialogue journals. The mean scores
ranged from 3.27 to 4.38. The participants’ responses to most of the items were positive.
The total mean score of all items was 3.97, which could be interpreted that the
participants held positive attitudes toward the implementation of dialogue journals and
showed their agreement on its benefits.

The highest mean scores of agreement came from 6 out of 17 items (4.21 —5.00
= strongly agree). Specifically, the participants’ responses were highly positive to the
exchange of dialogue journals with their peers (item 1, X = 4.38). In addition to pair-
work and collaboration with their peers, the participants strongly agreed to the
importance of responses given by the teacher (item 4, X = 4.27), and that dialogue
journals strengthened their relationship with the teacher (item 5, X = 4.27). Their highly
positive attitudes toward the writing activity and a strong preference for dialogue
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journals mainly derived from freedom to decide and choose topics based on their own
interests (item 2, X = 4.31). The participants perceived that their own journal entries
were more satisfactory to reread (item 3, X = 4.29). The participants also showed
strongly agreement on benefits of dialogue journals in providing them with more
opportunities to express their ideas and share their own experiences in writing (item 6,
X =4.24).

The participants held positive attitudes toward dialogue journals (3.41 — 4.20 =
agree) in 9 out of 17 items. The participants felt more confident in writing (item 7, X =
4.13); thus perceived that they improved their writing skill (item 8, X = 4.09) and were
able to write more fluently (item 11, X = 3.96) after practicing dialogue journals.
Dialogue journals did not only provide them with more freedom in writing but also their
ideas were respected and valued (item 9, X = 4.00; item 12, X = 3.93). The participants
also agreed that English writing tasks became more enjoyable (item 14, X = 3.69; item
15, X = 3.58), and they developed better relationship with their peers (item 10, X =
3.98). Finally, they felt less anxious in writing dialogue journals because their journal
entries were not marked (item 13, X = 3.76).

The participants’ moderately positive attitudes (2.61 — 3.40 = moderately agree)
were reflected in their moderate agreement to two items of their concerns over writing
quality (item 16, X = 3.38) and grammatical accuracy (item 17, X = 3.27). It can be
inferred that while most of the participants exhibited more confidence and less fear in
meaning-focused dialogue journal practice, they did not abandon the importance of
improving their writing accuracy and producing fewer grammatical errors.

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

This research study aimed to investigate the impact of using dialogue journals
on students’ writing ability in terms of fluency and accuracy as well as to examine their
attitudes’ toward the implementation of dialogue journals. The main findings based on
the two research questions can be summarized as follows.

1. The results have demonstrated a significant improvement of the participants’
overall writing ability in terms of fluency and accuracy after the use of dialogue
journals.

Analysis of the participants’ writing performance scores revealed significant
improvement in terms of writing fluency; they scored significantly higher in the post-
test. The findings support those of Liao and Chen (2010) as well as Rokni and Seifi
(2013) who confirmed a similar impact of using dialogue journals on EFL learners’
writing fluency. Rokni and Seifi pointed out that the students tended to write more
fluently without interruption because they experienced less fear of having others read
their writing and gain more confidence from not being evaluated. In addition, dialogue
journal writing succeeded in providing more freedom and encouraging the participants
to generate more ideas and reflect themselves in meaningful writing. In other words,
fluency is the first priority in writing development as long as communication can deliver
its contents and meaning effectively.
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The development of the participants’ writing accuracy also seemed to be
evident. The participants’ writing accuracy score increased significantly in the post-
test. Thus, it may be possible to say that the use of dialogue journals helped increase
the subjects’ writing performance in both fluency and accuracy.

Interestingly, in spite of the fact that the participants were told to mainly focus
on meaning rather than form while writing in dialogue journals, they learned to write
more grammatically correct clauses and sentences throughout the implementation of
dialogue journals. This might be the result of continuous practice of writing and formal
instruction on common grammatical errors. It should be pointed out that, in addition to
practicing dialogue journals, certain common grammatical points were selected from
the journal entries by the researcher and presented to the participants in a subsequent
week. This might have helped the participants learn more grammatical patterns and
structures; thus they produced fewer grammatical errors. The significant gain of
accuracy score in the post-test demonstrated that the participants learned to adopt some
certain grammatical rules and structural patterns. Previous studies reported that once
dialogue journal writing keeps on and learners steadily progress their writing fluency,
their grammatical errors will continue to decrease (Crumley, 1998)

2. The results revealed that the participants’ attitudes toward the implementation
of dialogue journals were positive. The participants showed agreement to the
implementation and a strong preference for dialogue journals.

The highly positive attitudes were evident in the items regarding the exchanges
of dialogue journals both with their peers and the teacher, indicating that the students’
highly positive attitude toward social interaction with their peers and the teacher. This
integration of teacher-to-student with peer-to-peer interaction in dialogue journals
demonstrated that the role of teachers and peers was equally crucial to students’
development.

The findings of the present study support those of Anderson et al. (2011) and
Dressler and Tweedie (2016) that students put more efforts into their own learning when
a solid relationship with a teacher is formed through their exchange of dialogue
journals. Dressler and Tweedie also discovered that the use of dialogue journals
accelerated and stabilized the relationship between an instructor and students even
during shorter periods of time. Regarding peer-to-peer interaction, the findings of the
study was consistent with Vacca and Vacca’s (1993) as well as Atwell (1987)’s notions
that learners need opportunities to confer with peers and writing skills requires
responses from a variety of sources. Peer-to-peer interaction among a diversity of
learners has been found to be an important tool of instruction in EFL writing classes.
While aiming to maintain students’ individuality, the implementation of dialogue
journals can effectively promote collaborative learning rather than competition within
the classroom (Spada & Lightbown, 2008). These findings of the study are in line with
previous studies (Dressler & Tweedie, 2016; Foroutan et al., 2013; Mirhosseini, 2009),
which reported that most students expressed positive attitudes toward dialogue journal
writing as well as the writing course and preferred dialogue journals over other writing
tasks.
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PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

1. Based on the study’s main findings, the use of dialogue journals had
significant impact on the participants’ overall writing ability and they possessed
positive attitudes toward the implementation. Pedagogical implications for effective
EFL writing instruction can be proposed. The findings of the present study have
supported the notion that dialogue journals can be incorporated into EFL university-
level classes, even when learners are at very beginning levels of writing fluency and
have little previous experience in writing. Mirhosseini (2009) confirmed that dialogue
journals can be “employed at almost all proficiency levels and in all educational
contexts” (p.43).

One noteworthy aspect of dialogue journal writing is that its implementation
can completely turn the traditional classroom completely into a learner-centered
activity (Morini, 1994). As opposed to traditional classroom context, dialogue journals
allow teachers to better understand their learners' ZPD and to provide more individually
tailored input to each learner’s need (Chisea & Bailey, 2015). Therefore, social
interaction through dialogue journals reflects implications which would encourage
students’ development of their interactional ability and ownership in learning. This can
potentially establish a shift from traditional teacher-centered setting into learner-
centered learning where students will no longer be passive learners and be able to find
their own ways of controlling the learning process.

2. The participants in the present study held positive attitudes toward the
implementation of dialogue journals; indeed, they were enthusiastic about selecting
writing topics based on their own interest and expressing their own ideas freely. As a
result, the participants exhibited more confidence in writing and no concerns over
marking. This reflects a pedagogical implication that instructors can initiate dialogue
journals as the basis for all writing activities inside EFL classes. The implementation
can also assist EFL learners in gaining more familiarity and engagement in writing in
the most non-threatening, anxiety-free and enjoyable manner which is long lost in
traditional classroom context. In particular, some participants were found to select more
challenging or social-interest topics for their journal writing in the latter weeks (e.g.,
facebook addiction, advice to tourists in Phuket, traffic problems). At the same time,
some used dialogue journal writing as a channel to reflect their own learning or more
personal issues. (e.g., ways to improve my English).

LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDIES

The present study makes an important contribution to the EFL writing context.
The study was one of very few studies conducted to enhance writing ability by
employing dialogue journals and the integration of teacher-to-student and student-to-
student interaction. However, this study is limited in some aspects. In relation to the
limitations of the study, some recommendations for further studies include

1. 45 participants in the present study were selected using purposive sampling
and a control group was not included in the research design, which limits the
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generalizability of the results. Further investigation between an experiment and a
control group is needed in order to determine the true impact of using dialogue journals
and to isolate other feasible factors affecting the outcomes of the intervention.

2. The implementation of dialogue journal writing typically has its focus on
fluency rather than accuracy. Participants were asked to focus on content, not grammar
and the partners were asked to comment on contents, not forms. Further research should
be carried out to investigate the impact of using dialogue journals on both writing
fluency and accuracy. In future research, dialogue journals partners can possibly be
asked not only to read journal entries and give responses on the contents but also to
give feedback on grammatical points to see whether this can help students develop their
accuracy as effectively as their fluency.

3. In the present study, the implementation of dialogue journals was conducted
within the weekly classroom sessions. In order to strengthen and broaden social
interaction through the use of dialogue journals and maximize its benefits, further
studies should be conducted to determine the impact of dialogue journals that are
written and exchanged outside the classroom. Chiesa and Bailley (2015) emphasized
that dialogue journals can function effectively as “out-of-class resources in making the
communication between the teacher and the learners systematically dialogic” (p. 20)
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