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ABSTRACT

This research, based on Halliday' s functional concepts,
examined student language use in a communicative event,
dialogue journals, in a Japanese as a foreign language
setting. Holistic evaluation and precise analysis of
Japanese particles were used to study the relationship
between students’ attempts to express content, their
attempts to use linguistic forms, and the success of those
attempts.

The main finding is that increasing attempts, both
qualitatively and quantitatively, on content and form,
enhanced meaning-making ability in Japanese;: however, overly
high risk-taking on content at first inhibited success,
leading to writer s block. More accomplished students were
able to adjust their content to their linguistic ability at
first, but to increase their risk-taking on both factors
over time. Precise analysis further revealed students’
hypotheses making in using Japanese particles.

The f£indings suggest that both teachers’ linguistic and
strategic guidance in their responces and their attention to

content are crucial.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Within this last century, the methodology of teaching a
foreign language has been actively debated. Methods such as
Grammar-Translation, Direct Method, and the Audioclingual
Approach have been explored with varying degree of success.
As a result, in the 1970s and 1980s various so-called
communicative approaches emerged. Stern (1983) states that
in spite of an emphasis on different aspects of language
instruction and the nature of language itself, the common
feature to all these strands is the concept of
communication.

Intexestingly, these methods based on different
viewpoints of language and language learning continue to
reappear in cyclical fashion. However, in retrospect, the
search for the truth in language instruction has gradually
deepened along with the development in understanding of the
human mind, language, and society. Although communicative
approaches might be taken over by other trends in the
future, one discovery firom research on the communicative
trend will not go in vain. This discovery is that, in order
to learn a language., it becomes neceesary to integrate rules
and structures with communicative events that entail
exchanges of meanings. The complete mastery of grammar by no

means guarantees a control over the use of language.
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It is the intent of this ressarch to examine one recent
communicative activity, called dialogue journal writing,
which has been used in first language (L1l) and second
language (L2) instruction. The research will explocre and
describe what is happening in terms of risk-taking and its
result as students learning Japanese as a foreign language
(JFL) write in journals for communicative purposes.

The call for communication in the field of teaching a
foreign language entails two important notions: (1) language
is learned through use within a real situation for an actual
purpose, and, in this sense, (2) the process of second
language learning has many similarities with that of first
language learning.

The first notion above is also a principle of
Helliday s (1985) functional approach on which this study is
based. Halliday (1985) attempts to account for the nature of
language and language development in a framework of function
and meaning. Language use without meaning is not language.
Halliday interprets this semantic aspect as the central
functional component of language. Halliday s insightful
claim is that human beings use language "both to think with
and to act with at the same time" (1985, p. viii). His
exploration of the nature of language use seems to go deeper

than other communicative approaches which mainly or

exclusively emphasize communication or do not clarify the
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distinction between acting and thinking which undexlie all
language use.

The concept of language development in use leads to an
important issue in L2 classrooms: How can we create an
authentic language environment which entails purposes for
using an L27? Institutional settings are essentially
different from the outside world and do not automatically
prompt the functional use of language. Therefore, teachers
must organize &activities to foster the use of language fox
communicative and functional purposes.

There is also another issue: How can we integrate
various aspects of language such as speaking, listening,
writing, and reading in the classroom? These aspects in
natural settings are not independent fzrom each othexr, but
complementary in our daily lives. For example, discussing a
particular subject involves listening to others, reading
available information, taking notes, and expressing one s
opinion. Moreover, thinking about and dealing with the
grammatical conventions penetrate all these elements. This
integration should take piace in the process of learning in
the classzoom so that learners can experience every aspeét
of language in relation to the whole operation of language.
In the quest for the answers to these issues, both L1 and L2
teachers have been p&ying attention to an activity called

dialogue journal writing. In L2 settings, students
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write something in an L2 format and a teacher responds to
the message without grading or correcting grammatical
mistakes. It is assumed that allowing students to write
about topics of their interest gives them a real sense of
the use of language and that writing and reading are
integrated within this activity (Staton, Shuy, Kreeft, &
Reed, 1982).

This dialogue journal writing was implemented in all
sections of the elementary Japanese course in the Oriental
Studies Department at the University of Arizona in the
spring semester of 1986. When I observed the course a
semester before that to prepare to teach the course the next
semester, I saw the classroom hours spent mostly with
grammar ~xplanations and pattern practices. The students
were hardly involved in using Japanese as a means to carry
out their purposes. I soon realized the need to intagrate
into this JFL course language instruction activities that
would encourage communication.

My colleague, Watanabe, and I, both ESL master s degree
students, discussed how we could start integrating these
activities. Successful reports from various institutional
settings (Spack & Sadow, 1983; Staton, et al, 1982:
Steinberg, 1985) stimulated our thinking very much. We
believed that writing in Japanese in a language course

should play a more important role than translation from
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English to Japanese and grammatical transformations of
isolated sentences. We felt it was imperative to give
students the opportunity to use Japanese in a functional
mannex, to exchange the meaning that they want oxr that they
create and to experiment with forms in expressing
themselves, without the anxiety of being graded.

Moreover, 1 received useful advice from my adviser in
ESL that such an assignment could be a good activity if it
continues consistently throughout the semester. That
suggestion gave me an idea that my colleague and I could
give the dialogue journal writing activity outside the class
as a coursé agssignment, which the students would turn in
once a week. From this continuity we expected the students
to build their ability to use Japanese.

Research Questions

There are three assumptions in this research study.
First, language learning is the continuation of trial and
achievement. Second, meaning is realized through form in a
significant relationship with the context. People will not
be able to express their meanings unless they use some type
of orxrganized and mutually agreed upon form. Third, dialogue
journals provide an opportunity for using language
purposefully and experimentally.

Based on these assumptione, the study will explore the

relation between the students’ attempt at making use of the



16

opportunity to mean and the achievement of their attempts.
Since linguistic form is the device to realize their attempt
to mean, the accuracy and appropriateness of grammar will be
examined. More specifically, the following questions are
posed:

1) Attempt to mean: To what degree are students

making use of opportunities to express
themselves and to communicate?

2) Attempt to experiment with form: To what degree

are they experimenting with different Japanese
language conventions to realize their meanings?

3) Achievement of attempts: To what degree are

they achieving success with linguistic
conventions to xealize their meanings?

4) Is there any relation between the risk-taking

on content and form (questions 1 and 2) and the
result of their risk-taking (guestion 3)7?

There is also another aspect that may emerge from the
examination of the students’ dialogue journal writing, the
notion that form follows function in language learning.
Thisis suggested by Halliday (1975) and K. Goodman (1986).
K. Goodman states, “"language use begins with a function and
then involves experimenting with the language forms
necessary to fulfill that function" (1986, p. 19). Although

Halliday and K. Goodman refer to learning of the first
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language, this hypothesis is also supported by researchers
in learning of the second language (Shuy, 1982).
Limitation of the Research

Since the purpose of this study is to explore the
relation between JFL students’ attempts to mean and the
degree of their accomplishment in their attempts, this study
is not designed as experimental research to claim dialogue
journal writing is a cause of overall ianguage development.
Rather, it may be possible to offer suggestions about what

influences developing control of JFL.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Consistent language instruction is based on profound
reflection on the nature of language and its development.
Each activity in language classrooms, even in eclectic
instruction, should have theoretical justification to be
chosen and txied.

This chapter aims at presenting a basgis for using and
evaluating dialogue journal writing as one of the activities
in a foreign language class. First, theories of learning and
language will be reviewed. Since Halliday s systemic
functional viewpoint underlies this research study, the
functional concepts of his theory will specifically be
examined. Second, the chapter will discuss concepts related
to language learning such as behaviorism, schema, and
risk-taking. Finally, discussion of the characteristics of
dialogue journal writing and how this activity agrees with
consistent learning and language theories and Halliday's
functional approach will follow.

Theoriss of Lsarning and Languags

In the schema of language pedagogy, two essential
issues that every teacher should keep pondering are (1) how
human beings learn, and (2) what the nature of language is.

Learning language is a& subcategory of learning in general.
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The individual teachexr s reflection of these two concepts
will significantly influence language instruction.
Learning Theory

Regarding learning theory in general, the century-old
debate is, as described by Stern (1983), that of "Nature or
Nuture" (p. 293). The former account, nativism, attxibutes
human intellectual growth to biological disposition.
Vygotsky (1978) explains this view thus: "it has routinely
been assumed that the child’ s mind contains all stages of
future intellectual development: they exist in complete
form, awaiting the proper moment to emerge" (p. 24). In
Janguage learning, this biological disposition is what
Chomsky (1968) claims as an innate “Language Acgquisition
Device" (LAD). This position emphasizes the universal nature
of human beings.

The lattexr account, the environmental view, in contrast
suggests that learning takes place as a result of social or
environmental influences. Social constructionism belongs to
this trend. This position assumes that what "we normally
call reality, knowledge, thought, facts, selves, and so on
are constructs generated by communities of like-minded
peers" (Bruffee, 1986, p. 774). There is no universal
foundation in human beings’ perception in this view.
Vygotsky (1978), while admitting the biological, adaptive

capacity of human beings to the environmment, emphasizes that
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the social and cultural experience of the child
qualitatively changes and molds the process of his/her
conceptual and mental development. Halliday (197S5), also
taking the environmental position, asserts that human beings
learn how to mean in the ‘society from infancy. Both Vygotsky
and Halliday claim that children develop and construct
conceptual frameworks in the process of interaction between
selves and other humans in their environment.
Language Theory

Theories of language present the parallel controversy
of learning theory: universality versus diversity in the
nature of language. This argument can be seen between what
Halliday (1985) calls syntagmatic and paradigmatic theories.

The prevalling assumption in the English as a Second
Language (ESL) field is that the basic opponents regarding
language theory are "structuralism" and “Transformgtional
Generative Grammar" (TG grammar) (Diller, 1971). However,
Halliday (1985) suggests that a more fundamental difference
existes between syntagmatic theories such as TG grammar and
paradigmatic theories such as systemic grammar. The former
theorieg hold syntax as the foundation of language. Chomsky
(1968) zpecifies that the grammar that determines the
sound-meaning relation generates gentences. Although TG
grammar incoxporates semantics as an important component, it

interprets that meaning as assigned to form. In other words,
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Halliday (1985) explains, the syntagmatic theories pose a
question from a syntactic angle: "What do these forms mean?"
(p. xxvii). In contrast, paradigmatic theoxries take
gsemantics as the foundation and view language as & network
of meaning relationships and syntax as the realization
device ofvthe relationships. Thus, Halliday s systemic
functional grammar poses a question from a semantic angle:
“How are these meanings expressed?" (p. xxvii).

It is the same single fact--that humans use
language--that these two positions look at from different
points of view. This difference in their interpretation
sounds subtle but it is substantial because it bears greater
disagreement in their further exploration of language.
Taking syntax as the foundation, Chomsky (1968) makes claims
for a universal grammar, the abstract pailring system between
sound and meaning common to all languages. The system is
considered to be universal because, taking the same
foundation as nativism, he believes the system is innate to
humans .

flaving the semantics at the center of language,
paradigmatic theories tend to focus on the differences among
languages. Halliday (1975) states that ". . . the learning
of language is essentially the learning of a semantic
system" (p. 9). This semantic system is diverse according to

each language community because, as Halliday claims, people
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construct for themselves a social semiotic in each culture
as participants or observers (p. 66).
Universal and Nonuniversal Aspects of Human Learning and
Language

It will be too extreme to explain human development and
language by making a rigid distinction between universality
and diversity, rejecting the notion that the two views make
no contribution to each other. Halliday (1977) is reasonable
when he states, "Fashions change: there are times at which
one ia looking more for universals, there are times at which
one is for cultural or other systematic variations. We have
to try to keep our focus on both" (p. 16). What is important
is to make clear what we think universal and what not.

Vygotsky (1978) argues that "language, the very means
by which reflection and elaboration of experience takes
place, is a highly personal and at the zame time a
profoundly social human process" (p. 126). Similarly, K.
Goodman (1986) asserts that "Language is both personal and
social. It s driven from inside by the need to communicate
and shaped from the outside toward the norms of the society"
(p. 26). Universal features of language and universal
characteristics of human beings are what Goodman and
Vygotsky call "personal" or "driven from inside." That
biological drive created the system to mean in order to

relate to the environment in the course of human history,
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and this process reoccurs in every perszon s life. Because of
this drive, children can universally learn a language which
happens to be spoken in their environment. Furthermore,
language is universal in its multifunctional characteristic.
Halliday (1985) asserts that human beings use language “"both
to think with and to act with at the same time” (p. viii).

Language; however, is also & social act. Learning
another language means learning another meaning
relationship.
Halliday s Functional Approach

Based on a paradigmatic standpoint, Halliday attempts
to explore language in terms of what people mean. His search
ig for what people are trying to do in using language. The
notion of functional approaches came from such an attempt as
Halliday s. As Halliday and Hasan (1985) put it, "a number
of scholars have attempted to do this, hoping to f£ind some
fairly genexal framework or schema for classifying the
purposes foxr which people use language” (p. 15). Several
such classifications of function from the past are
Malinowski s: pragmatic and magical: Buhler ' s: expressive,
conative, and representational; Britton's: transactional,
expressive, and poetic; Morris ' : information talking,
exploratory talking, grooming talking, and mood talking. In

discugsing these views, Halliday suggests that, in spite of

the diversity of terminoclogy, there is a rxrough
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correspondence among these classifications: (1) informative
function, talking about things;: (2) interactive function,
expressing the self and influencing others;:; and (3)
aesthetic function, imagining (cited in Halliday & Hasan,
1985, pp. 15-19).

There is an important difference between these
interpretations of function and Halliday s. For those
categories above, functions are the same as language uses.
According to Keith Johnson (1981), the notional-functional
approach promoted by the Council of Europe also defines
funcfion as use. Examples are expressing disapproval,
greeting, inviting, and so on. Function in these categories
is characterized in a utilitarian way.

Halliday., however, goes deeper in his exploratioﬁ of
language function. He interprets "functional variation not
just as variation in the use of language, but rather as
something that is built in, as the very foundation, to the
organization of language itself, and particularly to the
organization of the semantic system" (Halliday & Hasan,
i%$85, p. 1i7). For him, function is the meaning, and it
derives from the people who mean. Thus, language can exist
as soon as people mean something.

His notion of functiocns 1s more specifically presented
in what he calls "metafunctions," three components of

meaning: ideational, interpersonal, and textual. The
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ideational function involves the language user s thinking:;
"language serves for the expression of “content, that is,
of the speaker s experience of the real woxld, including the
innexr world of his own consciousness" (Halliday, 1970, p.
143). In his other analogy, "it is the speaker reflecting on
his environment"” (Halliday, 1975, p. 72). The interpersonal
function, on the other hand, represents communication with
the environment; "it is the speaker acting on his
environment" (1975, p. 72). The third component, the textual
function, integrates the other two types of meaning into the
texture of the discourse.

Halliday and Hasan (1985) caution readers that the
relationgship between expression and function is not a
one-to-one correspondence in a way that "this part has this
function, and that part has that function” (p. 23). The
three components of ideational, intexrpersonal, and textual
meaning are interwoven simultaneously in one expression.
This multifunctional feature is the thrust of Halliday' s
functional approach to language.

Furthexr, this multifunctional feature becomes possible
because of vocabulary and grammar. For Halliday (1975),
language is developmental with the axis of functions from
proto-child language to adult language. The greatest
difference between child and adult language is that the

former consists of only expression (sound) and content
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(meaning) although the relationship between them is
systematic. Thus one expression serves only for one
functional use in this state. However, in adults language
becomes multifunctional. Halliday asserts that it is the
structure of language emerging in the transition to adult
language that "allows for meanings which dexrive f£from
different functions to be encoded together, as integrated
structures, so that every expression becomes, in principle,
functionally complex” (p. <48).

In language instruction, two levels of interpretation
will be necessary: function as language use and function as
the fundamental property of meaning. Function automatically
implies practical language use and purposes. That practical
language use, however, simultaneously represents thinking
and acting. Therefore, Halliday s abstract interpretation
should be the foundation for the more concrete
interpretation of function.

Since language use entails the context of its use, the
analysis of context becomes critical. Halliday (1975)
presents three components of context: f£ield (what is
happening, the nature of the social action that is taking
place);: tenor (who is taking part, the nature of the
participants, their statuses, and zoles): and mode (what

part, written or spoken, or what kind of rhetorical mode the
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language is playing). Change of any of these components will
influence the choice and the use of language.
Meaning Bound to Context

The significance of language use in contexts raises an
important guestion about the syntagmatic approach to
meaning. It seems that what Chomsky searches for are purely
linguistic meanings. This can be seen in his attempt to
distinguish between competence and performance. Chomsky
(1968) defines competence as “"the internalized system of
rules that determine both the phonetic shape of the sentence
and its intrinsic semantic content” and performance as "the
actual observed use of language” (p. 115). After clarifying
that competence iz one of the many factors that determine
performance, he asserts that “it will be necessary to
isolate such essentially underlying systems as the system of
linguistic competence, each with its intrinsic structure,
for separate attention” (p. 117). This competence/
pexformance distinction leads to the notion that the
"intrinsic semantic content"” of the sentence refers to the
meaning wh;ch exists purely in the sentence independent from
how language was actually used in relation to a given
context.

An important issue is whether solely linguistic meaning
embodied in the syntax can truly represent the meaning which

People create through language. Since meaning occurs in an
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environment, not in solitude (Halliday, 1975), purely
linguistic meaning is insufficient to give a real picture of
the meaning. The context of situation, the context of
culture or society, and the language user s intention are
all essential for the meaning to take place.

Also, another related question about the competence/
performance distinction is posed. Stern (1983) statez, "The
Chomskian emphasis on competence has been questioned: to
what extent . . . can an underlying language  knowledge  be
separated from language use?" (p. 29). Language requires a
system to function as a common tool of expressing and
exchanging meanings in a society. This system did not
develop by itself, but as Halliday (1985) insightfully
claims, "it is the uses of language, that over tens of
thousands of generations, have shaped this system” (p.
xiii). Therefore, examination of only the native speakers’
knowledge of their language system does not reveal the
nature of language. Language use and the system of language
should not be separated as a dichotomy, but rather the
system becomes significant only in use as a meaning
realization device.

Some Important Issues Related to Language Pedagogy
Bahaviorism
One of the psychological theories which is exclusively

based on environmental influence is behaviorism. This school
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of thought has greatly influenced language teaching as well
as other areas in education since the 1940s. Even today it
still permeates in classrooms although it has received
strong criticism in the theoretical £ield over the last two
decades. This theory views language as behavior or skill
learned by repeated responses to external stimuli.
Consegquently, the learning environment is organized to
condition the learner, arranging supposedly sequenced
lessons from easy to difficult isolated items one after
anothexr.

There seem to be at least two problems in the
behavioristic viewpoint. First, as Dixon (1967) points out,
is "the vast terrain it chooses to ignore"” (p. 2). That is
the whole area of meaning. Chomsky (1968) attacked
behaviocrism on this ignorance of meaning and its definition
of language as habits made by external stimulus-response,
when it was s8till domminant in linguistics and the language
education £ield in the late 1950s8. Language is a tool to
relate to the external environment and to reflect on *
internal selfi (Vygotsky, 1978). In Widdowson s (1980) terms,
these are the communicative and the conceptual; in
Halliday s (1985), interpersonal and ideational functions of
language. In the process of these language acts, what is

exchanged and dealt with is nothing but the meaning.
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A second problem of behaviorism 1is its external
conditioning of learning, breaking up the whole operation of
language into isolated bits and pieces and feeding them to
students in an orderly way with the assumption that item B
cannot be learned before item A. K. Goodman’'s (1986)
assertion seems appropriate: "Language is actually learned
from whole to part . . . . The value of the part can only be
learned within the whole utterance in a real speech event"”
(p. 19).

Schema

An important concept in the consideration of the part
in relation to the whole is that of “schema,” which is of
great interest in educational and psychological areas.
Schema is the whole presant structure of knowledge of each
person “which [is] more than aggregation of primitive
elements” (Anderxson, 1977, p. 418). What is significant is
not only the relationship of an individual element to the
whole but also interaction among the elements. In the
process of such interactions, bonding is created when =a
piece of knowledge is functional and fits into the map of
the learner’ s pre-existing knowledge (Anderson, 1977; Spirec,
1977). The more bonding ameong the phenomena, the more

learning a person will have.
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Wholeness and Integration

The impact of schema theory in language instruction is
that language classes should provide many language events
and environments which require discourse, not the practice
of giammatically correct yet isolated sentences. Rivers’
(1983) assertion is right that "For what we have learned to
be usable in many contexts it must be experienced in
meaningful discourse (through both hearing and speaking) in
all kinds of novel combinations" (pp. 73-74). Widdowson
(1978) also sees "the learnexr s task as essentially one
which involves acquiring . . . an ability to interpret
discourse, whether the emphasis is on productive or
receptive behaviour” (p. 144). To understand and to be able
to use one rule in one sentence is not enough because, as
Widdowson states, "Normal linguistic behaviour does not
consist in the production of separate sentences but in the
use of sentences for the creation of discourse” (p. 22).
Integrity of dealing with grammar and meaning must exist in
all events. In such holistic language events, students can
experience elements which complement one another in the
context.

This holistic feature was missing in both the Grammar
Translation Method and the Audiolingual Method. Students who

have studied the grammar of a foreign language for several

years in the stimulus-response manner often cannot use that
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language for their own purposes or needs. That is because
they have not experienced how and why each piece of
grammatical knowledge works in the context of its use. The
students need to understand linguistic forms and rules not
for form' s sake, but for the sake of meanings they choose to
express. Grammar instruction, howevexr, should not be
unfairly degraded. What is important is how each type of
instruction defines the role of learning grammar and deals
with 1it.
Status of Learning Grammar

Halliday (1977) states, ". . . we are deceiving
ourselves if we think that avenue of approach to the second
language in the induced situation can ever be the same as
the avenue of approach to the first language” (p. 17). We
have to admit this difference when considering physical
conditions of FL learning such as the limited amount of
contact time with the FL and lack of participation in the
social and cultural context in the FL environment. Learners
are not surrounded by functional language. In learning FL in
the limited amount of authentic and integrated language
environment, the learners also need to sort out the
information consciously.

Krashen (1985) claims that learning grammar serves only
the role of an editor to correct mistakes. His belief that

two distinct processes of subconscious acquisition and
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conscious learning of grammar do not contribute to each
other, however, seems to miss a human ability to create
schema. As Stevick (1982) claims, both processes are
“gspecial cases of a single.phenomenon. which is the storage
and retrieval of memories"” (p. 23). This storage and
retrieval of memories is the human activity of creating,
activating, and modifying shema. Therefore, if the student
can associate an abstract rule with the function and actual
use, learning grammar, whether conscious or subconscious,
has the potential to develop the control of a FL.
Student-Centered Learning

Learning., that is, creating schema, is essentially
learner-centered. No matter how dictatorially or eagerly the
teacher teaches, K. Goodman and Y. Goodman (1981) state,
“Ultimately it is the learner s decision to extract what is
most meaningful to be learned from that environment” (p. 3).
It is not the teacher but the students who experience and
realize relationships among various phenomena. Moreovexr, the
relationship that the students discover may be very
individual, different from what the teacher expects them to
learn, and learning in a real sense will not take place
until they discover some kind of relationship.

The learner-centered feature in language teaching is
consistent with the principles of systemic theory which

underlies Halliday s (1985) functional approach. Systemic
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theory interprets language as "meaning as chcice"” orx
“networks of interlocking options"” (p. xiv). Humans are
viewed here as beings who are always involved in making
choices about not only what to mean but alsc how to realize
that with grammar, pronunciation, intonation, and
vocabulary. He continues, "Whatever is chosen in one system
becomes the way in to a set of choices in another, and we go
on as far as we need to, or as far as we can in the time
available, or as far as we know how" (p. xiv).

Risk-Taking

These choices are, however, made in given contexts
which are not always controllable by language users.
“Choices" always entail constraints at the same time. In
other words, there is no such thing as a completely
constraint-free situation.

An impact of making choices in some kind of constraint
situation is risk-taking. K. Goodman and Y. Goodman (1981)
as sert that "Risk-taking is a necessary part of all
language learning” (p. 3). In managing the various
constraints, risk-taking and experiment, how much the
students dare to go beyond their limits, have critical
roles. It is the students’ choice whether they stay in the
safe range, always expressing the same type of content with
the same vocabulary and forms, or they experiment with new

forms and usages to express more varied topics. Moreover, as
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K. Goodman and Y. Goodman (1981) emphasize, teachers should
guide learnexs to be "self-reliant xrisk-takers" (p. 9). This
risk~taking is a power which drives the learner to move on
to a higher command of language.

The Role of the Teachex

In such an essentially learner-centered situation, what
is the role of the teacher? Y. Goodman (1985) maintains that
a teachexr is a guide, facilitator, and observer. She
emphasizes the significance of the teacher’ s professional
observation of what is happening in the students. Are they
making sense out of their activity? Are they seeing the
connection between what they did before and what they are
doing now?

Here is the significance of schema theory to effective
teaching. Good teachers, based on their solid knowledge of
their teaching field and insightful observation of the
students, are capable of evaluating what connection in theix
schema is being made or is missing; in general, good
teachers know where their students are. From there, they can
provide further activities effectively to activate the
interaction between their pre-existing knowledge and new
knowledge. Here, as Y. Goodman (1985) states, "Observation,
evaluation, and curriculum planning go hand-in-hand" (p.

186).
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K. Goodman (1986) states, ". . . foreign language
programs in American schools have been so unsuccessful. The
language is isolated from real speech and litexracy events,
and most American children have no use for the second
languége as they learn it” (p. 17). This is not a phenomenon
peculiar to the United States but also typical cf many FL
programs in the world. Unfortunately, this is inevitable to
a certain degree in FL education because the necessity fox
use does not automatically exist. Nevertheless, K. Goodman
continues, "To be successful, school second language
programs must incorporate authentic functional language
opportunities" (p. 17).

Teachers need to explore learning activities with such
opportunities. Dialogue journal writing is one which can be
integrated in a language class. In the following section,
the characteristics of dialogue journals will be reviewed.

Dialogue Journals

Dialogue jourmals are simple notebooks in which
students write whatever they want to express, and their
teachexr writes back to them, reacting to the content.

This is writing interaction. Since this interaction often
begins to resemble oral conversation, the name dialogue
journals was given to this activity.

Dialogue jourmals have been tried out and studied in

various educational settings and with different populations
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such as native speakers of English (Staton, et al, 1982),
ESL (Gutstein, 1983; Spack & Sadow, 1983), and mentally
retarded or handicapped students (Steinberg, 1985). Very
positive results have been reported in these studies.

Staton et al. (1982) point out that dialogue journals
are self-generative, interactive, cumulative, and
functional. All these features interrelate with one another.
In this section, each of these characteristics will be
examined in regard to language, language learning theories,
and Halliday s functional viewpoints.

Self-Generative and Risk-Taking

Dialogue journals'are self-genexative because there are
basically no rules about topics, grammar, or amount of
writing that the students must follow. The students decide
what to write about and which linguistic forms to use.

This self-generative feature induces risk-taking. Being
allowed to write anything, using any forms, students now
must deal with various constraints by themselves. In writing
in a foreign language, the first problem will be, as easily
imagined, the students’ limited linguistic knowledge.
Consequently, the content they can write about becomes
limited too. This gap between the learners’  linguistic level
and their cognitive level as human beings is anothexr
constraint, especially for adult beginning learmners. Their

intelligence is high, but they feel they are like babies
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because they feel they can hardly express anything. However,
there are usually many things that they can express with
their linguistic knowledge if they become creative. Here,
the learners need to be risk-takers not only to make
mistakes but also to look childish, writing simple contents.
Regarding content, Taylor (1984) supports "focussing on
personal writing at the early stages of writing instruction,
when the skills are first being acquired" (p.9), although
the goal of writing in a FL should be objective and academic
writing (Spack & Sadow, 1983; Tayloxr, 1981).

Furthermore, to encourage the learners to take risks or
experiment with forms, the teacher does not grade dialogue
journals accerding to grammatical mistakes. To correct all
the grammatical errxors in their writing intimidates students
and leads them to be concerned about writing only correct
sentences rather than communicating. The students should be
allowed to try out words and rules without the pressure of
grades (Spack & Sadow, 1983).

Interaction

The primary purpose of dialogue journalis is to
communicate ideas and information between the teacher and
students in writing. This is a literacy event in which
students use language at a discourse level. They now need to

apply and adjust vocabulary and rules that they learned on
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their own according to the necessity of (1) realizing their
meaning and (2) interpreting their interlocuter s meaning.

Through written interaction, the students also develop
a sense of authorship and audience. In her discussion of the
writing of L1 children, Calkins (1986) tells us to provide
readers for writers. She insists, "We need to write, but we
also need to be heard” (p. 10). It seems that people
intrinsically desire someone to hear their voices. This will
apply to FL adult learners too if they write purposefully.
Limited knowledge of FL will likely inhibkit the students
from showing their writing to someone else. Nevertheless, a
purposeful, functional literacy event such as dialogus
journals will foster the sense to write as a author towards
an audience.

This written interaction is aimed continuously
throughout a course period. The students accumulate
meaningful language use, not in a sense of building up bits
of knowledge step by step, but by building up the language
experience as a whole. This cumulative interxraction also
establishes xrapport between the teacher and students. This
rapport likely activates more interaction between the
participants in return.

Function
The functional feature underlies all these features of

dialogue journals. The reason that dialogue journals are not
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graded grammatically or according to the amount of writing
is also functional. There is an essential difference between
imposing rules such as requiring students to use certain
grammatical items that they learned that week on the one
hand and allowing them to decide to use certain forms
accoxrding to their needs on the other, even though in both
cases the same linguistic forms may be used. What makes
language functional is the language user s choice to use any
form of language to create or obtain the meaning in a given
context.

Pedagogically, external rewards and punishment restrict
students’ learning. X. Goodman and Y. Goodman (1981) state,
"Extrinsic rewards can sugarcocat dysfunctional learning. At
best the learner comes to rely on someone else s judgement
that what has been learned is good" (p. 4). A good example
of this happened when my colleague and I first started
dialogue journals in our classes. We made a rule that
students had to write at least three entxies, three
sentences for each entry, a week. This minimum restriction
turned out to be the maximum amount of their writing. They
did not write more than nine sentences a week to meet their
minimum need. The following year students wrote far more
without that rule than the previous year s students.

Dialogue journals also become functional in the context

of interaction. If the teacher asks gquestions about
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students’ previous entxies, it provides them with a context
in which they are being asked for information and a certain
action. It is the student s choice again whether to respond.
But at the moment the students read the teacher s reactions
their previous journal entries, the reading act becomes
functional. By the same token, when they decide to answex
the question, the writing act also becomes functional.

This is one caution to be considered in using
functional notions in language education. That is, to make
items of language functions into an inflexible syllabus forx
the purpose of curriculum development. Function is neither
something we can give or impose on others, noxr does it exist
by itself somewhere. Teachers can provide the opportunities
for using language. However, these opportunities will
provide the functional potential. Not until students choose
to use language for getting, creating. and exchanging
meaning will the language become functional.

Observational Tool

Dialogue journals also provide the teacher ample
information about the students’ writing development. The
teacher can observe how successfully or unsuccessfully the
students are using language when it is purposeful and
functional. Some phenomena in their writing may be common to
many students, and some may be peculiar to individuals.

Here, individualized instruction is possible. The more
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insightful the teacher’ s observation is, the more potential
the dialogue journals will have for effective language
instruction.

Gutstein’s and Shuy’ s Studies

The various functions used in dialogue journals have
been analyzed in the first language setting by Shuy (1982)
and in the second language setting by Gutstein (1983).
Shuy ' s study, on which Gutstein based her method of
analysis, categorizes the most frequent functions used in
the students’ journals and analyzes how the students develop
control of such functions. Among the functions used are
reporting opinions, personal facts, general facts, and
guestions; complaining: evaluating:; offering; and soc forth.
The basic assumption here is that function is the language
use with which people get things done. Both Shuy and
Gutstein counted the number of such functional uses and
theix frequencies in the students’ journal entries and
looked at whether and how those functional uses by students
changed over the course of time.

There are some limitations to their analyses. The first
problem is the scope of their analyses. Since they examined
the writers  attempts but not whether their writing
accomplished their purposes, they tell only half the story.

To analyze the success of the attempts in

communication, we need to examine the form, for meaning is
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realized through form. But to count certain grammatical
forms mechanically will not elicit the real picture of what
is happening in the students’  language use. Fries (1986)
suggests:

Counts of any purely formal phenomena . . . are

all to be unsatisfying until we provide

information as to the functions of these items

within the text or texts being described.

the functions of a text are semantically defined.

Clearly, to relate forms to sementically defined

functions one must interpret these forms

semantically. (p. 19)

The above two studies would have been enriched with a
semantically defined linguistic analysis in order to
undexrstand the importance of language functions.

The second limitation is their system of categorizing
functions, which Gutstein (1983) herself criticizes:
"Defining the functions such that they divided language into
mutually exclusive categories poses some problems when
actual functions/per/unit determinations must be made" (p.
30). Based on their definition of function as language use
to get things done, the 15 functions categorized by Shuy are
all interpersonal in Halliday s classification system.
Functions of thinking which would be classified as

ideational in Halliday s system received no attention.
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However, the important finding of Gutstein s study is
that Japanese students studying English actually increase
the variety of functions used over time. This indicates that
the students attempted to mean more and probably to take
more risks. It is possible to assume that the increase of
functions reveals students’ language development.

Language is learned in the context of use. The control
over linguistic forms develop in order to meet our needs, to
realize our meanings. The assumption here claimed by
Halliday (1975) and K. Goodman (1986) is that "form follows
function." One might ask, "Yes: so what? That s common
sense.”" But this notion has received little attention lately
because this supposedly obvious principle is NOT represented
in the instructional practices of most L2 or FL classrooms.
The teaher needs to provide a rich language environment to

create a variety of language events.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter will first provide a description of the
course, the setting for the dialogue journals, and the
students who are the subjects for this study. Second, it
will present the procedure and criteria for the two types of
analyses used in this study, (1) holistic evaluation and (2)
in-depth analysis of Japanese particles.

Description of the Course

Elementary Japanese, & course offered in the Oriental
Studies Department at the University of Arizona, is the
setting for this research. The class in which data for this
study were collected was one of three sections of this
course taught in the fall semester of 1986.
Structure of the Course

The course was a first-year Japanese language course.
It was a five-hour-a-week, two-zemester course, starting
every fall semester. The 80 students taking this course wexe
mostly Americans with a few foreign students. Two-thirds of
the population were freshmen, and the rest ranged from
sophomores to graduate students. Very few students were
majoring in Japanese. The instructors were one professor and
three teaching assistants (TAs), all native speakers of

Japanese.
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The objective of this course was to develop students’
comprehension and production in the areas of listening,
speaking, reading, and writing in Japanese. In ordexr to
achieve that goal, during the year when this research was
done the curriculum for the Japanese course was
experimental. The instructors were attempting to add
comnmunicative approaches to the existing grammar

orientation. The textbook used was Basic Strxructures in

Japanese (Aoki, Hirose, Keller, & Sakuma, 1984) which is
grammatically organized. Each chapter contains a situational
dialogue, grammatical explanation, and pattern practices.
The class proceeded through the textbook at the rate of one
chapter a week with a few review weeks in between. The
professor taught one day a week in all three sections,
emphasizing the instruction of grammar, and TAs taught the
other four days in each section, integrating grammatical
rules of each chapter into communicative activities.
Regarding the writing system, the students were taught
Hiragana and Katakana, the Japanese phonetic letters, in the
first five weeks of this course. The Chinese characters were
introduced from the sixth week, with about ten characters in
each chapter.
A Typical Class Hour

The following is & narrative of a typical class hour.
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The teacher begins a class by asking some warm-up
gquestions such as "What did you do last weekend?" oxr "Did

you see the movie Seven Samurai yesterday? How was 1it?" She

often picks up topics from xrecent events so that the
students can get started speaking and listening with
realistic content.

After the warm-up session, activities begin to practice
new grammatical forms of that chapter, for example the
progressive form -te imasu. The teacher shows the class
several photograph cards in which Japanese people are doing
something and describes the people in them: "This is a
father. The father is watching TV. There is a dog next to
the father. The dog is sleeping. Look at the next picture. A
mother is cooking, and she is singing. . . ." Then, she
asks the class whether they have noticed anything common in
Jépanese that they have just heard. She explains the
progressive form, its meaning, and the situation in which
the form is used. To practice the form, the teachexr next
asks some students to act out her reguests such as "Please

read page 21, "Please laugh," or "Please speak to Paula in
English.” Then, she has the class describe what their
classmates are doing.

In the last half hour of the class the students, in

pairs, play a game in which they apply the progressive form

to solve problems. Each pair has two pictures that are
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slightly different from each other. Each student describes
his/her picture to a partner without showing it. Then, the
pair £ind out what the differences are. This game gives the
opportunity for using not only the progressive form but also
other formse that the students have already learned befoxe
such as adjectives and copula verbs, depending on what they
intend to say. During the game the teachexr walks around the
class, answering individual questions, giving suggestions or
clues; and observing the students ' use of Japanese. At the
end of the activity, the teacher points out what she noticed
in her observation.
Procedure for the Dialogue Journals

The dialogue journal assignment began at the sixth week
after the students had learned all the phonetic letters. At
the beginning of the semester the instructors asked the
students to buy two blue books which are usually used for
essay examinations. We assigned this specific type of
notebook because they are thin and easy to carxy. The
students wrote something in Japanese in one of the notebooks
during the week. They were allowed to write anything that
they chose. They submitted their notebooks to their TAs
every Wednesday. The TAs read them, wrote back to the
students, and the following Wednesday, exchanged them with

the other journal the students had written in during the
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previous week. In this way each student had a journal to
write in while the TA was reading the other journal.

In the TAs ' reaction, they wrote their impression of or
guestions on the content that the students had written. They
asked many clarxifying questions on unclear statements.
Grammatical exrors were not corrected explicitly, but rather
the TAs showed correct forms in their responses and
clarifying questions.

There was no restriction on this assignment except that
the students had to turn the jourmnals in at least ten times
during the semester. The journal entries were neither graded
according to the grammatical accuracy nor to the guantity or
guality of the students’ written text. The distribution of
this assignment was 20 percent of the whole course grade,
and as long as the students submitted ;heir journals ten
times, they obtained the whole 20 percent portion.

Subjects of the Research

The source of the data in this study were the selected
entries submitted by each of four students during the fall
semester of 1986. These students were chosen according to
their course grade and the instructor s impression about
their writing in the journals so that they represented the
range in the class as much as possible. Two students, Sarah
and Gary, were chosen from the ones who received grades of A

in the course. They also showed improvement of their writing
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ability in the dialogue journals. Mary, who got a B at the
end of the semestex, represented the average students of the
course. David was considered as having some difficulty in
the class although he also received a B for the course.

Sarah

Sarah was an American freshman, majoring in Fine Arts
(Photography). She started studying Japanese the semester of
the researxrch for the first time. Before then, she had neverx
been in contact with Japanese language or culture
personally.

Gary

Gary was & sophomore majoring in systems engineering.
Having a Japanese father and a Chinese mother, he was a
third-generation Japanese American. He had never visited
Japan and started studying Japanese that semester for the
first time. Nevertheless, he had had much contact with
Japanese culture through his father and relatives such as
his grandmother who spoke primarily Japanese. He took this
course to become able to communicate with his relatives in
Japan in the future.

David

David, a freshman, was a mechanical engineering majox.
His father was Japanese, his mother British. David was a
second-generation Japanese American. He reported that he was

very proud of his Japanese heritage and that he wanted to
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know more about his ancestors’ culture to explore his
identity.
Mary

Mary was an American freshman with an undeclared major.
Like Sarah, Mary had never been exposed to Japanese culture
and language before that semester. She reported that she
took this elementary Japanese course because she wanted to
study an exotic language and culture.

Data Analysies of Holistic Evaluation

Much research in written composition has been done
using holistic evaluation, and there is a general consensus
that, as Charles Cooper (1977) states, "holistic evaluation
of writing remains the most valid and direct means of
rank-ordering students by writing ability" (p. 3). Based on
this notion, this type of evaluation was employed to grasp
an overall movement of the students’ language operation in
the dialogue journals over the semester.
Procedure for Data Collection

Raters in the evaluation were three native speakers of
Japanese. Among them, two were currently teaching Japanese
as TAs (I was one of them), and the third rater had analyzed
Japanese discourse as part of hexr anthropology majoxr.

The data were collected from the four students, ten
entries from each, chronologically. In order to evaluate

each entry holistically as fairly and objectively as
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possible, any information which would indicate dates or the
identities of the writers was hidden. Therefore, the judges
could not recognize any writer or the chronological time of
writing. (However, it was not always possible to totally
magsk who the writex was, as the handwriting occasionally
revealed the writers’ identities.) Then, all forty entxries
were photocopied, shuffled, and numbered.

As for the interaction category that examined the
degree of interaction between the teacher and students, the
procedure was a little different. In each student’'s ten
entries, every two succeeding entries and the teacher’'s
corresponding response between them were combined as a set.

The actual task of the raters was to read each entry
two or three times and score it impressionistically on a
six-point scale, the higher score indicating the better
holistic score. Before starting to score, the three raters
read several sample entries together and decided on the
anchors for scoring. (The criteria will be shown later.)
After scoring all the forty entries, the raters discussed
any discrepancies in scoring and reached total agreement.

The holistic evaluation used in this research is called
the analytic scale. I listed the features that I wanted to
examine in the students’  journal writings. The ﬁormat is

given in Table 1. The features consist of attempt oncontent,

attempt on form, achicvements on these attempts,
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and degree of interaction.

Inzert Table 1 about here

The rest of this section will present the rationale for
choosing the above features for the analysis and the
criteria for scoring.

Rationale and Criteria for Scoring Attempts

The rationale here corresponds to the research
guestions stated in the introduction. In oxder to discover
what type of meanings the students were trying to deal with,
I first skimmed through the content of all the students’
journals in class. Then, two major types became clear: one
was fact- or event-oriented, and the other was mental
expression. That is, the students were mostly describing
events or expressing their reaction to the world.
Furthermore, they were doing other things such as greeting,
thanking, and regquesting. Based on this observation, the
content was divided into three categories: (1) factual
information, {2) mental zeaction to the worlid. and (3)
social transaction. Each of these categories included both
giving and requesting these meanings.

The important point was to what extent the students
were attempting to express meanings in these categories.

Thus, the student s attempt, or risk-taking, was examined
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from two aspects: quantity and gquality. The gquantitative
aspect referred to the amount of information. The
gqualitative aspect involved the development of the subject
matter, revelation of the writer s idea or feeling, and
complexity and abstractness of information. The assumption
was that the more complex or abstract a concept was, the
more difficult it was to deal with and the more risk-taking
required.

The criteria for qguantity are shown in Table 2; the
lowest and highest scored entries were first chosen, and
then middle anchors were decided mathematically. The judges
did not count the numbers of sentences or woxrds but
impressionistically evaluated the amount in each category.
Although only factual information is shown here, the other

two categories also followed these criteria.

Insert Table 2 about here

The criteria for quality have to be considered
differently in the three categories. Examples for each

criterion are shown in Tables 3, 4, and 5.

Insexrt Table 3 about here
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Mary (Y-2 in Table 3) did not go into depth on each
aubject, but only listed them. Gary (0-4) took more risks
than Mary in that he attempted to explain what the movie was
about besides stating that he watched it. In S-7, the event
that Sarah attempted to describe was more complex than
simple facts such as watching a movie, returning home, ox
studying. It was layered with several facts: her sister s
trip to New York, the birthday party for the Statue of
Libexrty, the sister seeing her relatives at the party, and

the writer watching the party on television at home.

Insert Table 4 about here

This mental category (see Table 4) included both
cognitive thinking and affective feeling. The highexr the
score in the above criteria, the more expansion oxr support
was sBeen in expressing ideas or feelings. Writing about
confusion and frustration for not understanding the
teacher’ s response in W-8 was considered to regquire more
courage to express than writing about fatigue for many exams
in E-8. By the same token, the topic, culture, in B-3 is a
more abstract and more significant concept than an

examination, and thus requires more risk-taking.
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Insert Table 5 about here

The quality in Social Transaction (see Table 5) was
characterized by the writer s attempt to do something
besides describing events or reactions. Thus, the nature of
the transaction would influence the degree of risk-taking.
Apclogizing and promising in C-3 were evaluated as taking
more risks and involvement than stating "hello” in 0-9. The
offer in K-6 is a voluntary action and is considered to be
more active.

Achievement was based on two factors: the range of
certain grammatical featureszs which the students tried to use
and the aegree of success in the students’ selection of
these forms. The first factor involved the students’
willingness to take risks with new grammatical forms since
the selective and sequential process of trying out forms is
significant in language development. The second factor
incorporated the results of the attempts on meaning and form
and was evaluated according to the appropriateness and
correctness of the form used.

In both the attempt on forms and appropriateness of
forms, two grammatical features in Japanese were selected
for in-depth examination: (1) wverbs/adjectives and/or

auxiliary as a main verb of a sentence and (2) Japanese
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particles. I chose these two features because they are vital
to the construction of Japanese sentences. As Kuno (1973)
states, "Except for the very rigid constraint that vexrbs
must appear in the sentence final position, Japanese has a
relatively free word order” (p. 3). This is especially true
in the written language. Main verbs have a critical role in
determining the meaning of sentences. Put at the end of a
sentence, they are usually combined with auxiliary vexrbs to
add mode and tense to the meaning. This relatively free word
oxder becomes possible because particles, which are
postpositional, indicate "case relations and other
functional relations that would be represented by
prepositions, subordinating conjunctions, and coordinating
conjunctions” (Kuno, 1973, pp. 4-5).

The criteria for rating attempts to use these two
grammatical items are shown in Table 6. The anchors were
decided quantitatively according to the degree of variety of

the two grammatical features that the students used.

Insert Table 6 about here

Some examples of the variation of verbs/adjectives

~

and/or auxiliaries are verb-masu/masen (habitual polite

present/its negative form), verb-mashita/masen deshita

(polite past/its negative), verb-te imasu/te imasen (present
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progressive/its negative), imasu (existential verb),

adjectival/noun-desu (polite present linking verb),

verb-tsumori desu (intentional expression), and adjective-ku

arimasen (polite present negative). None of these forms were
considered to be more important than others in this analysis
because it had a principle "that form should not be imposed
on the students but rather should be chosen by them
according to their needs. This principle applied to the
evaluation of particle use, too.
Criteria for Scoxring Achievement

The criteria for achievement of the attempt to use the
above grammatical features were mathematical. The writing
was scored according to the percentage of accuracy of the
forms used in the context. Since particles do not conjugate,
accuracy of particles referrxred to appropriate choice of
them. However, in the case of verbs/adjectives and/or
auxiliaries, accuracy consisted of two aspects: appropriate
choice of an item and accuracy of the conjugated form. In
the following examples, a. shows that the student s choice
of polite past tense was appropriate, but the conjugated
form was incorrxect; it should be arimashita.

a. Watachi wa keiken ga amashita.

1st person t.m. experience s.m. existed

[I had an experience. ]

Example b. shows the opposite case.
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b. Watashi " wa kinoov ni Nihon-go
1st person t.m. yesterday t.m. Japanese lang.
no hon ° yomi-masu.
p.m. book o.m. read (present tense)

[I read a Japanese book yesterday. ]
The conjugation of the present tense was correct in example
b., but the writer should have chosen the past tense to
realize hexr meaning. The implication from these examples is
that accuracy of the form should be examined in relationship
to the usexr s meaning.
Crxiteria for Scoring Interaction

Besides attempts and achievgments. I looked at the
degree of communication taking place between the students
and the teacher to see how well dialogue journals wexre
serving as a communicative event. Since the teachexr tried to
stimulate communication between herself and the students by
responding to the content that the students wrote, there was
much possibility foxr an exchange of meaning to occux.

The interaction was examined from two aspects: (1)
amount of information exchanged and {(2) form infiuenced by
the teacher’ s response to the student’'s writing. Table 7

shows the criteria used for these two categories.

Insert Table 7 about here
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In-depth Analysis of Japanese Particles

In-depth analysis was done to explore whether and how
the four students developed over time the sense of using
particles, which are different from English particles. This
must be examined in relation to the meaning the students
attempted.

Six Particles Examined in This Study: Rationales and
Characteristics

There are more than fifty particles in the Japanese
language. In this study, six particles, wa, ga (subject
marker), no, o. ga (object marker), and pi were chosen based
on the following rationales, which also include linguistic
explanations of these Japanese particles.

1. Except for wa, these particles roughly correspond to
English grammatical functions such az subject, object, and
possesive as follows:

ga: subject marker;

no: possesive marker:;

©, ga, ni: object markers.

These particles indicating grammatical case essentially
differ from othexr particles which show circumstance such as
time and place. Kuno (1973) states that the subject case
marker ga, the object case markexrs o and ga, and the

indirect object case marker ni belong to the class which is
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inserted by transformations. For example, Kuno shows the
following example (p. 329):
a. John ga Mary o koroshita.
[John killed Maxy.]
b. Mary ga John ni korosareta.
[John was killed by Mary.]
The particles ga, o, and ni .change according to the
grammatical cases of the words preceding them. These
particles inserted through grammatical transformation are
related to the interpersonal function, the speaker acting on
his environment, in Halliday s category system. That is, the
speakexr changes them depending on how he chooses to express
the relationship between the participants such as subject
and object in his environment.

On the othexr hand, other particles such as ni and kara
in the following sentences are derived from the deep
structure (Kuno, p. 329):

2. John ga Tokyo ni itta.

to went
[John went to Tokvo. ]

b. John ga Tokyo kara kita.

from came
[John came from Tokyo.]

The particles ni and kara in these sentences do not change

regardless of how the speaker establishes the relationship
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between the participants. These parti;:les derived from the
deep structure correspond to Halliday s experiential
function, the speaker reflecting on his environment.

Interpersonal particles were chosen for this analysis
not because they are more important than the experiential
particles, but because the analysis attempted to see how the
students would develop the use of function words while
managing to realize subject-object relationships in theirxr
environment.

2. The particle wa was added to the analysis because
there is a well-known confusion between wa and ga among JFL
students. This confusion occurs because these two particles
are interchangeable in certa;n cases, both following a
referent of the subject of a sentence, but the distinction
between the instances of each use is hardly expressed in a
cleaxcut way.

Moreover, the particle wa is usually introduced as “the
topic marker" in JFL textbooks. This concept, however, seoems
to confuse many JFL students if their mother tongue does not
have it as a grammatical item. They often memorize wa as the
topic marker without understanding what it really means. As
a result, wa remainsg confusing and students do not know how
and when to use it. To understand the function of this
particle, the students need to reflect on the nature of

topic ox theme. Kuno (1973) describes its nature well:
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It seems that only objects and concepts that
have been mentioned and recorded in the registry
of the present discourse can become themes of
sentences. Nouns of unique reference in this
univarse of discourse, such as the sun, the moon,
my wife, my children, seem to be in the permanent
registrxry. Once their entry in the registry is
established, they do not have to be reentered for
each discourse. Objects of some specific reference
are added to the registry of the current discourse
the first time they are mentioned: "a man I saw

yesterday," "Americans whom I know, etc. Only
after this entry in the registry is accomplished
can they become themes of sentences. (p. 39)
Regarding the confusion between the subject marker ga
and the topic marker wa, it seems necessary that students
understand the essential difference between them. Kuno
(1973, p. 38) contxasts the charactexistics of these two
particles guite clearly. (I provided the four example
gentences below):
a. wa for the theme of a sentence: "Speaking of.
. . , talking about . . ."
Example: Yoko wa sensei desu.

Yoko t.m. teacher is

[Speaking of Yoko, she is a teacher.]







