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According to our own experiences in college, student writing
has gotten worse in quality over the last 20 years.

During those years, there have also been many significant
inventions that changed the ways to write. Do they affect
student writing negatively? An aim of this research is to how
different writing tools effect on the quality of student writing.
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a%% 2. Hypothesis

[Hypothesis]

The quality of writing, or output changes .
according to what kind of tools they use to write
handwriting, keyboard writing, flicker writing.

Different writing tools have different time, body,
and process, which result in different output.
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Write an about 600-word essay within 60 minutes making use of a
writing tool given.

After 20 years from now, what are the skills that you will need to
make your life successful and fulfilled? Give four of them and the
reasons why you chose them.
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Handwriting with a pen and paper

Keyboard writing with a computer

Flicker writing with a smartphone
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\ 3) evaluation tools

F

Evaluate essays to define what has made them
different in quality

Conventions

Subjective Legibility

Evaluation
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\ {1) Rubric Evaluation......Three evaluators {graduate students who are majoring in Japanese education. Teachers who

—arsworking st itagasski university elsl men*a'y school,

Focuses (four skilis} OCU52s are not &oetween ; the t ~ Based on the topic,

EEEEETECE S vague logical | Beahletofollow Almost ciear Clear logical Clezr logical
sequencing. Bardtc s2guending, but not ing. g ing. Original

follow clear encugh Demonstraies an ideas to facilitate
natural flow of ideas  readers’ understanc
betwaen sentences.
Vividness of ; ~ Needwinfer | Clea L - Demonstrates clear  Demonstrates clear
arguments d argummsbecaﬁseaf wmerprmns ~ argumentsor argumentsor
- consistently  consistentlyand
Adequate examples { Desgits Proviges supportive Provides zd Provideas adeguat
examples inad 5 SUDPOrTive ZrEUMents  SUPPOTTivE arguments
provides sugporiive and makas srguments  and makes arguments
examples. £asy 10 undearstand wery essy to
ungerstand
PAGE-8
#,
\ {2) Subjective Evaluation.....Three svaluators (retired Japanese lang. teachers, Junior high school
rdniversity Junior high school'
A AA
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Freshmen i3 12 15
Sophomore 2 0] 1
Junior s 3 1
Senior 10 9 9
total 27 24 26
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5. Results
5-1. Rubric evaluation
5-2. Subjective evaluation
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5-1. Rubric evaluation

Mean of each rubric item (SD in parenthesis)

| Inter-rater Methods of describing
' Rubric items correlation
Hand- .

r(75) writing Keyboard Flicker
Leghea 212+ 256 (0.75)| 2.42 (0.65) | 2.58 (0.69)
construct
wivichess af 341* 3.07(0.47)| 2.77 (0.69) | 3.17 (0.58)
arguments
AaequRse 317* 1 2.69(0.71) | 2.65 (0.60) | 2.83 (0.60)
_examples ,, L
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5-1. Rubric evaluation ANOVA

Results of 1-way between-participants ANOVA to each rubric item:
Logical construct: F (2, 74) = 0.381, p = .684
Vividness of arguments: F (2, 74) = 3.178, p = .047*
Adequate examples: F (2, 74) = 0.564, p = .571

Subsidiary analyses (post-hoc t-tests) for vividness of arguments:
Hand-writing vs. Keyboard: t(49) = 1.84, p = .071+
Keyboard vs. Flicker: t(48) =-2.23, p = .030*
Flicker vs. Hand-writing: t(51) = 0.68, p = .500

=>» Keyboard describing was worse than the other methods in respect
of argument vividness. We have no idea of why...
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5-2. Subjective evaluation

Mean of each item (SD in parenthesis)

Dummy variables: AA=4,A=3,B=2,C=1,D=0
Inter-rater Methods of describing

correlation
r (75) \Si;gg Keyboard Flicker
%Persuasiveness 2523* 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)
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5-2. Subjective evaluation ANOVA

Results of 1-way between-participants ANOVA to each subjective
evaluation item:

Persuasiveness: F (2, 74) = 0.489, p = .616
Logicality: F (2, 74) =0.734, p = .483

=>» We found no significant differences in any respect of subjective
evaluation.
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(1) Evaluated the quality of essays as output. Did this make the data

analysis complexed?

(2 Conduct another subjective evaluation. Add “creativity” as a
new evolution point of view. Have three new evaluators to grade the

essays.

(3 Conduct language-focused evaluation (Conventions, Legibility).
Recruit new three evaluators
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%%5 Future Issues

@ Explore relationships between writing tools and creativity.
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