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Table 1. Demographic characteristics (N=45)
Characteristic Variables N(%) Mean+SD
Gender Male 21(47) -
Female 24(53) -
Age 7-6 through 7-11 6(13) -
8-0 through 8-11 39(87) -
General Visual Perception Quotients - 106.60+9.01
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Table 3. Group Statistics

25.38+5.14°] 1t Table 3). Aol
oA frolla 2jol} et

#

2. A0 e 2

3

FYtE

A doj7h=ol A Afte] 7

MAMT| HEE

Legibility of handwriting Speed
. Male Female Male Female
Evaluation t - t
M=SD M=SD M=SD M=+SD
Before . _
(Word cardl) 3.44+1.31 4.11+0.70 218 32.63+8.09 31.14+5.73 0.71
Alter 3.33+1.19 450£0.93 -356™ 2892+9.10 29.67+6.41 -0.32
(Word cardl) ’ ' ’ ’ ’ ' ' ’ ’ ’
Before _
(Word card?) 2.64+0.92 2.96£0.96 1.15 29.99+8.65 2782552 0.99
Alter 2.77+1.23 3.69£1.36 -2.39° 26.97+8.05 25.38%5.14 0.77
(Word card2) ’ ' ’ ' ’ ' ’ ’ ' '
"p<.05, “p<01, "p<.001
Table 4. Change of legibility of handwriting by groups(Word card 1)
. Control Control
Evaluation Experimental Group Group 1 Group 2 F P
M=SD M=SD M=SD
Before
(Word cardl) 4.13+1.06 3.28+0.93 397+1.10 292 0.07
Alter 4.35+1.30 4114124 341+0.98 096 0.39
(Word cardl) o T T ' ’
Paired-t 0.84 271 -2.37 - -
J2) 0.42 0.02° 0.03" - -
"p<.06
Table 5. Change of legibility of handwriting by groups(Word card 2)
. Control Control
Evaluation Fxperimental Group Group 1 Group 2 F p
M=SD M=SD M=SD
Before
(Word card?) 2.53+0.93 2.93+0.93 2.96+0.91 2.53 0.09
After 371:15 363+1.13 5110470 463 0.02"
(Word card2) R T 245t1.04 ’ '
Paired-t 420 419 -1.93 - -
p 0.001™ 0.001 0.08 - -
"p<.05, “p<01, " p<.001

% : Population at a statistically significant difference relative to Experimental Group
b Population at a statistically significant difference relative to Control Group
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Abstract

The Effects of Aloud Reading on handwriting Legibility
in Low-level Elementary School Children

Kang, Hui-Ju, Kim, Hui-Jin, Yeom, Ji-Won, Yi, Yu-Ra, Choi, Eun-Jin, Jeon, Byoung-Jin

Dept. of Occupational Therapy, College of Health Science, Kangwon National University

Objective : The aim of the present study was to investigate the effect of aloud reading on handwriting
legibility in low-level elementary school children.

Methods : The subject of the present study consisted of 45 elementary school 2nd graders who were
normally developed checked by the Developmental Test of Visual Perception. Experimental period was
conducted total six times that Pre-evaluation once, four times intervention, and Post-evaluation once from
November 2 to November 25, 2015. When Pre-evaluation and Post-evaluation was measured the
handwriting legibility and speed using Handwriting Skill Test. When intervention divided and implemented
to experimental group who handwriting with aloud reading, control groupl who only handwriting, and
control group?2 who nothing. Pre-evaluation and Post-evaluation identified change the handwriting legibility
using Handwriting Skill Test.

Result : After intervention, handwriting legibility improve female than male. At word cardl, control groupl
improve significantly handwriting legibility within group and control group2 come out significant difference
but handwriting legibility decrease. At word card?, experimental group and control groupl improve
significantly handwriting legibility within group. Experimental group and control groupl, control groupl
and control group2 come out significant difference between group.

Conclusion : The present study demonstrates that handwriting training improve handwriting legibility to
elementary school 2nd graders

Key words : Aloud reading, Handwriting, Legibility
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