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1. According to our,cttvtt experiences:n coi:ege,studettt、 げriting

haS gOttenヽ √ヽOrSe in qLiailty OVer the laSt 20 VeaFs,

2.[〕競ring tttose Vears,there have辱 lso tteen rnany significant

inventions that chattged the ways to write,Do theΥ  8ffect
student、vritittg negativelyP An a:rn of this reseorch is ta how

d:11:erentヽ りritittg t00:S effeCt On the qu摯 litY Of Student WFiting,
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』思闇ぎ設∫醜彗寵色寝:雪ξl鑽凛1。 write
handW「 iぎ ng′ key彗Oard WFiting′ fま iCtter WFiting.

DiffeFentヽⅣ「iting t0015 haVe different tirFle,bOdVi
a∩ d process′ wttich result in different output, 

‐

2.革yp.othesisヽ

VVrite an about 600-、Arord essay within 60 minutes rttaking use of a

writing tool given.

After 20 Vears frorn noⅥみwhat are the skilis that you wil!need to

rnake youriife successft:l and fuifilled?Give four ofthern and the

reasons whV yOu chose thern.
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Handwriting with a pen and paper

Keyboard writing with a computer

Flicker writing with a smartphone
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Evaluate essays to define what has rnade them
different in quality
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4.PatticIPantsヽ

5, Results

5-1. Rubric evaluation

5-2. Subjective eva luation
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Rubric items
lnter― rater

correlation

r(75)

Methods of describing

Hand-
writing Keyboard Flicker

Logical
construct

,212+ 2.56(0,75) 2.42(0.65) 2.58(0.69)

Vividness of
arguments

.341拳 3.07{0.47) 2.77(0.69) 3.17(0.58)

Adequate
examples

.317* 2.69(0.71) 2.65(0.60} 2.83(0,60)

5-1.RUbFiC eValu8ti〔 〕n
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5-1.Rub「 ic evabation ANOVA

Results of l― way between― participants ANOVA to each rubric itern:

Logicai construct:F(2′ 74)=0,381′ p=.684
Vividness of argurnentsI F(2′ 74)=3.178,p=.047準

Adequate exalη plesI F(2′ 74〕 =0.564′ p=.571

SubSidiary analySeS(pOSt― 聾OC t―teStS)お r ViVidneSS Of aFgumentS:

Hand―w「饉ng vs.Keyboardlt(49)=1.84′ p=.071+

Keyboard vs.FHcker:t{48}=-2.23′ p=.030率

Flicker vs.Hand‐ writingi t(51)=0.68′ p=.500

→〉Keyboard describing was worse than the other nlethodsin respect

of argurnent vividness.we have noidea of why...

5-2.5UtteCtiVe eValutttiOn

Mean 10ftBaCh iten■ (15匿〕i:1:⊃ a「12爾itheSiS)

DurTl.『ny variablesI AA=4′ A=3′ B=2,C=1′ D=0

lnter― rater

correlation

「 (75)

Methods of describing

Hand-
writing

Keyboard Flicker

Persuasiveness .253* 1.69(0.50) 1.81(0.44) 1.71(0,49)

Logicality .212+ 1.46(0.55) 1.63(0.47) 1.46(0,60)

-13

5-2,Subiective evaluation ANOVA

Re3彗 lts of l― wav between… PaFtiCipttntS ANOVA to each subiective
eValttatiOn iteFn:

Persttas:venessi F(2′ 74)=0,489,p=.616
Logic8::tγ:F{2,74)=0,734′ p=,483

弓卜 VVe fOund ttO SignifiCant differenCeS in anv reSpeCt Of SubieCtiVe

evaluatio露 .
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① 詢aluated the quality Of eSSayS a5 0utput,Did this matt the data

attalysis cornplexed?

②  ConduCt antthersubjedive evaluation.Add″creativity″ as a

new evolution pOint Of view.Have three new eva!uators to grade the

essaVIS,

③ COnduCtlanguage‐ bcused evaluation(Cottntions′ Legibili哺 .

Recruit new three evaluators
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運)Expl● re relationshⅢ s between writing tools and creativity.
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