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Objectives: The aim of this study was to investigate the effects of handwriting on the writing assess-
ment, according to whether the handwriting is excellent or bad.

Methods: A total of 24 elementary and middle school teachers participated in this study and assessed
6 original writings and 6 transcriptions of the same original writings using the HWP 2007 program. Six
writings were collected from elementary students of 4th to 6th grades, 3 of 6 students presented with
excellent handwriting and 3 of 6 with bad handwriting. The assessments were done according to the
standards of propositional knowledge assessment (You & Jeong, 2008).

Results: In the excellent handwritings, the rules of orthography and the contents of introduction of the
original writings were scored higher than those in the transcriptions. The difference between tran-
scription and original writing showed minus scores in original writing assessments and plus scores in
transcription assessments. In the propositional knowledge score and its subscales scores - content
knowledge, text knowledge, language knowledge and text context knowledge -, were differencesin
transcription assessments significantly higher than those in original writing assessments. Several as-
sessment indices - clarity of the ending, contents of introduction, appropriate contents, rules of or-
thography, structured composition and various vocabularies showed significantly higher differences
in transcription assessments than those in original writing assessments.

Conclusions: The excellent handwriting could be assessed high and the bad handwriting could be as-
sessed low. These results suggest that we should consider the effects of handwriting factors on the re-
sults of writing assessment and that the transcription could be used for an accurate writing
assessment.

Key Words: Disorder of Written Expression, Writing assessment, Propositional knowledge, Bad hand-
writing, Excellent handwriting.
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Table 1. General Characteristics of the Participants

Number (%), M£SD

Sex Male 8 (33.3%)
Female 16 (66.6%)
Total 24 (100%)
Age Male 4450+8.77
Female 37.88+8.79
Total 40.08+9.16
License Elementary General 14 (58.33 %)
Middle General 5(20.83%)
Elementary Special Education 3 (12.50%)
Middle Special Educaion 2 (8.33%)
Region Jeonbuk 17 (70.8%)
Gwangju 2(8.3%)
Jeonnam 5(20.8%)
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Fig. 2. Comparisons between the Delta Value of Original Writing and
that of Transcription - Total and Subtotal Scores. Values are calculated
by substracting the score of transcription from the score of original
writing. In the delta values of excellent handwritings show scores be-
low zero, and in the delta values of bad handwritings show scores
above zero.
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Appendix 1. Sample of Excellent Writing and Bad Writing
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