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];.ntroduction

w_‘__%!\s a ;tool of commun:.catlon, handwriting is a means for recording ‘and
conveying thoughts' the emphasis is upon what a pupil wr:v.tes. In handwr:.tlng
or penmansh:.p “instruction, however, the emphasis is necessarily wpon how a
person writes: the main concern is the legibility and e:t‘i‘:.c:.ent production
of written symbols. In itself it doesn't influence the qua.‘l:.ty o.r vaiidity
of vwhat is written} muddy thoughts and insipid ideas are no better for
being w;itten legibly. It is important, however, that we develop skill iny ,
héndwriting to the point where the very process of writing itself does nc.)t“‘
detractq'from the thinking that needs to accompahy inteliigenf"comunicat)ion. '
The how &and what of handwriting are in phase when pupils! writing is.

Eufficiently rapid and legible to mee}:"'their needs in ﬂ?h&mctionﬂ N

areas. Similarly, it is important that facility in handwriting be developed
to the point where the 'thought-getting" process of the reader is not
interrupted by the. pro‘bléx‘u of decipher:ina the symbols which have been

transcribed.

]

The purpose of this research paper is to investigate the state of the

art of handwriting an;l for penmanship in the literature and current practise -
to date in public education; and to draw from the available c_lata, recommend-.
ai;ions i‘er pro§ra1mne development and further action withix the Diptrict
relative to handwriting in the con{:ext of the language arts programme, as
weil:as the total instructional sy.stem. It is understoo&, at the outset,

that the study cannot be thorougnly exhaustive, but that major rcsearch is to,
be examined in detail wherever possible. Opportunities for add:.u:.onal re~
search in special areas may follow as deemed n‘ecessary by the users of the

'study a;t a future date. T
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" ©. T Historical ferspectives on the/ﬁrt . ]
éurveys of the research /ﬁ literature related to randwriting have
‘been reported by many scho ér:nand writers. The most comprehenslve document
has been compiled by William S. Gray (EZ, Te 188-245) in his treatment of
. - éﬁe world literacy question fof UeNeE.S«C.O. This work looks at the total
¢ plcture, reports mador historical research and documents the art arcund the
world up to 1956,/ Other survejs of both historic and current research and
literature are/4iported by Anderson (4, p. 9-179 Qz, Do 18-28) Herrick
ng, p. 248-258), Horn (82, Pe 168-177),,Otto and Anderson (119,p. 570-579)
Petty ¢ __z/:p 1-8), and Shane and MJJ.I'y (144, Do 45-60). The thoroughness
of thesg/woﬁks bears notation and commendation to the reader. In addltlon
) the w é; of Askov, Otto and Askov (gsgLJ,p. 101-111) has been referred to
~ numérous times in preparation of this paper for the 1960-70 décade. For a
- /9omprehensive bibliégraphy of additional contemiorary pﬁblications, one. >
immediately refers to Ching Y. Suen (_§§,p ’/55—1q8). +the case of
specifically Canadlan sources, Sen(~§_ﬁp. 6-52) has prov1ded an invaluable
-/ collatlon of ;nformatlon from language arts and handwriting manuals of the
/ . . .

¢ ¢
// various provinces.

: To reconsider the historical perspective of the art at this time .

. wculd probably prove less than an expedlent use of time. The documentation
cited above could facilitate greater depth of investigation by any 1nterested
individual. Suffice it to say, that few writers are enthusiastic about the
current state of the art, and even fewer appear to be doing significant
" research to sebvert its demise. : . <
A re—examination of goals in the teaching of handwriting ébpeers to be ’

! ‘a good place to begin. An analysis of the various writings seems to indicate

that the‘primary goal in teaching penmanship is to produce efficiently a free




_ flow of :'.dez;.sor easily read :!:houghts"onto paper with a minimum of ‘atttention

to mgchan:igs of the art. Writers need to be encouraged to w:;‘ite‘ ideas rather
than letters or words. In addition, the learner needs to know that he will
have accomplished this goal if his writing comes up to a certain}standa'rd of

legibility within a certain period of time. .

v

In 1927 Ayer(j_lp_; p. 45-53) listed eleven objectives.for handwriting which

elaborate the shove primary goal., He recognized legibility and Bpeed ag high
pnor:.t:.es, but also stressed the needs for students to ‘want to write well,
to do S0 automat:.cally and tc recognize good writ:.ng when they saw it.
Burns et al (_']'_7, P. 335) represent a widely accepted view of our times,

"the goal of handwriting instruction today is to teach children to write
legibly and with meening". Tamb (g5, ». 210) and Donoghue. (28, p. 246)
reiterate this statement of purpose. Buma E. Plattor (129, 1009) rem.nds '
the reader that "Present day goals, mhandwr:.t:mg instruction are th.rec‘l:ed
'tov{ard the development of power to communicate effectively through wr:.tten

language"; More specif’:ally, Kinney (92, p. 5) outlines the 1ollowing

o
P

—— specific objectives: "The teacher's tack is to assist pupils to develop .

”»

satiéi‘actory handwritiné by: (a) provid:‘.ng a continuous programme of - :quate
.:Lnstruct:.on, and (b) stimulating an interest in handwriting so that pup:x.ls
" will put forth their best effort in all wr:.tten work". Numerous other sources
could be cited which provide outlirtes of goals énd objectives. The above
Belection seems to summarize current statements in the literature:

. Another gspect of the retros?ect:'.ve v:I7 W i\s the reported attitudes of

teachers and pupils to the topic. Attentign has been called to the dei‘icienc§;§

in handwriting 'By both friends and foes of education. Many educators and

journalists are denouncing the ‘inabili y to write and to communicate ideas

as a universal weakness in our social/ and educationdl fabric. Many teachers

1
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‘score sheets, and to condoning the sloppiness which seéems to have permeated

to mental health for allowing such. attitndes to proliferate: . \

have resigned tliemselves to accepting.unreadable scrawls, to_plus or minus

' -

. much of modern society. Enstrom (33, p. 83) reminds educators of the hazards

A

"...a person who can't write well -- whose mechanics of hand- .
writing are poor -- often avoids writving if at all possible.

This applies to both adults and pupils in school. They feel ¢

insecure, inferior, and somewhat ashamed of their misevrable .
-attempts. Such a feeling certainly does not encourage the .
learner in free expression. The answer, of course, is effective
teaching all along the way to prevent the defic1ency in the first
place, or to dissipate it wherever found."

The whole picture spells poor public relatlons between school administrators

on the one hand and business and the home on the other.

Parents can exert a very strong influence on their children's attitude.

toward handwriting. Parents should be informed concerning the system of

writing being taught and why it has been selectéd. Through a series of.parent-

-

teacher conferences, the teacher can help parentsrunderstand the kinds of
asslstance they can’ give their children without belng in confllct with
procedures used 1n the school. The opportunity for interested parents to
a?tend handwriting workshops along wlth teachers gould build stronger '
an? more positive attitudes to the wholertopig. In the programme syllafus
for the New York City Board of Education (112, p. 35), the following qﬁote .-

recognizes the significance of-attitudes towards hahdwriting:
" Ik handwriting, as in every other area of school work, it is
. important for children to know that. home and school are working -
togethier. This urity gives children a sense of security as they -
. strive to develop their handwriting skill."

It would appear that modlflcatlons in the general attitude towards pen-

|

manship of the paying publlc, teachers, and students may be a major goal if

the future emphasis on programmes of handwrltrng 1nstructlon are going to be

successfully implemented.
o




~ impor‘ant among the three school leveld as for the teachers within any one'

‘level. - : ki

is noted by 9lost other /wr:.ters, who recommend spec:.f:.c approaches to

| / o 8 ‘

-
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II The Nature of Handwriting Imstructiom

High initial teaching goals in handwriting are eshential to secure
the end product that will sustain the pupil-in lat r schoo'.'.ing and in life.

Retention and support of all elementary school 1ea1m.ngs 1mply a close co~

ord.mat:.on among elementary, Junior high and ﬁen:.or hn.gh schools. Common, -

x/ .

/
o'baect:.ves and clear understanding of these/ objectives are necessary i‘or

all teachers lest one group work counter/to the others. This is aust as

/
/

. R
7 . / .t

RN

2. Should the programs be formal or mfo.c/'mal" -
3. Is the integration of Handwriting alo/ng with spell::.ng, read:mg

*  and language arts programmes providing sufficient emphasis?

4. Could incidental insfruction cover the topic?

5. Is Utilitarian hand iting all that is needed?

The research is inconclugive on\%l'l. of these topics. However, the . -

/

»

b

following generalizatidn cay be drawn.
Mackay (99, 50-52) notes that. aust as babbling and exper:.ment:mg mt}h
. v
sound are necessc to the development—-oi‘ speech, scr:.bbl:mg d exper:unent..

ing with parts of letter shapes are necessary to the development of the /

&
N

/
visual and psygho-motor /controls neoessary for handwr:.tn.ng. This prem:n.se //

/
handwr:.t:.n / during Grade 1. The Addy and Wylie (‘l,p. 253~ 25#) survey /elds

further shpport to h:.s v:./ew. In addj.t:.on, most authors recommend the /"
manusc pt form, althou§h some documentat:.on i‘or the curs:we apz}roachat
this : e can also be_fo/und. . : “ / ; i

e rei‘ere/xées to’ formal versus informal instruction are/ likewise Y

h / : - P nmey . " [ :
indonclusives It can be noted, however, that the trad:.t:./vnal approaches .

fe / / . L - . ~ ‘.
f / /,/ . // '
/ - 7
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ec¢ific purposes with specific individuals or groups. Smith (142, p, %)

eXplains the process thus by, . ' \ 7
"Although children are not expected to strive to use the exact
form found in any handwriting system (manual or scale) ar}d do not N

have daily periods throughout the grades devoted to writing
lessons, they do spend some class time in practicing better™
formation of letters. . ‘
In contrast with the usual method of teaching handwriting a
few, years ago, only occasionally are these lessons in which the
. . entire class works on the same skill at the same timge... .
between the extremés of individual instruction and instruction
for the entire class will be instruction to smaller groups - .
- formed because a number of students a1l need help on the same °
-aspect. . ] P !

A
1

- Suen (154, p. 46) notes formal instruction is no ed in several provincial

e
/

curricula, but generally refers to a consistency” of checking, ‘diagnosis
'i . M -~
and remedigtion. from early years througﬁ'sexy’«ér school. The Alberta curri-

culum (2, p. 22) notes that™"it is the tep€her's duty to train them to re- . -

cognize and make t¥e cdrrect forms propériy". °

Gray (57, 219) summarizes the fofmal approach by saying
"In order to attain the level/of mastery desired, .
Spegific features of handwrifing must be regularly repeated.
This can be done, in part, /during special practise periods. -
But maximum results will fiot be achieved until the new skills
are used daily in purpogeful writing activities.!

Gzl'aw&(z?_, p. 218) also compents on the informal approach

_thusby: ' S
© "Informal writing/activities which are highly motivated should
be supplemented €arly on by special practise periods of short
duration. The purpose of these is to inculcate the basic skills
“~ required in dwriting. In this comnexion, two things need to )
be kept cleafly in mind: pupils who advancé-slowly in the per-
| ception and mastery of the details of word& and letters should
" not be forced to progress more rapidly than their stage of ., .
. ‘ development justifies, and due consideration should be given
\ “to indjvidual differences in attempting to acquire the prescribed

sty;l.e /of handwriting." - .

L




-ship, however, Wedell and Horne (165, p.

. - -7- -
Anderson (6) in 1962 compared handwriting samples from 900 children in
England, Scotland, and the U.S. respectlvely, to determine whether: handwrltlng
quallty would excel where a "tradltlonal" 1nstructlonal approach is .

employed, as in Scotland. Draw1ng subaects from 7= 1=, and 14 year-old

] iase groupo, he found- that the Engllsh and Scottlsh children tended to lose

&
*

some _initial advantage in quality as age 1ncreased. In fact the handwriting

- > ~

in the Scottlsh sample tended to deterlorate after age 11, whlle the mean

ratlng;\ior UQS. samples tended to increase wmth age. It appears, therefore,

el

that the "tradltlonal" instructlon, oneratlonally defined as that used, 1n

- Scotland today and in the U.Sk\earller in “the present century, does not

E

necessarily produce better handwriting than modern inst-uctional programmes. -
With respect to the integration of handwriting instruction along with
other Language Arts compohents, Hanigan (109, p. 8) , Vukelich (164, p. 306),

Mackay (99, p. 54) and Spald g (149, p.U45) all emphasize.the need‘for'inte-‘

. gration in the instruction of listening, speaking, reading and writing skills.

. -~ 1
All the above, further emphagize the need for careful instruction in letter
formatiofn, with allowances for individuality of personality to show through .

without sacrificing legibility. There appears to be no statistical research

-

to ahow;that using the soiely integrated approach makes for better penman-

174-182) found positive relation-
ships exnsted between™a young child's Bender ~ Gestalt Test score and his
subsequent performance 1n penc11 copying, spelllng and handwrltlng tasks.

Enstrai's. (éé, P 85) admonition that when one becomes teachers of: ¢hildren
rather tahan of content, one. tends to' give help with individual and personal

[y
-

problems, may have application in this contex#.

Ll -~

Barbe and'Lucas (12, p- 208) however conclude that:

"Combining handwriting instruction- into spelling or reading
programs might be expected to produce usatle handwriting skills.
.In practice, hovever, the spelling - handwriting and reading - -
spelling - Hendwriting combinations have resulted in little or no
attention to handwriting, with the ultimate results that instruction

suffers in each of the combined areas_"

, " ’19
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- practice appropriaté& to the ability and stage 'oi‘. development for each

In addition to the integrated approach noted above, Enstrom_(ﬁ, p.308)

reninds the reader of the necessity for conséious incidental instruction '

C

_at every opportun:.ty - whether through chalkboard or overhead pro;ect:.on -

e:oampleﬁ, through notat:.ons on marking papers, or- th.rough personal and mulvj.-:

dual contact. W:.th appropriate instructional support and encouragement,

. approach is likely tq_ be mésj: successful witl; secoxfdary school students.

Barbe and Iucas-(12, p. 208) caution, however, that handwriting taught.
. A . . 7 o
incidentally by teachers untrained in any method of teaching it other that

they know. ho‘v to write themselves too often has’ produced in: othemse .
capable children a casual att:.tude toward the need for 1eg:.b11:.ty. "Incldental
teaching oi‘ handwr:.t:.ng (often "acc:.dental" in pract:.ce) has not been - .

successful in teaching leg:.ble letter formation. . .nc:.dental instruction.is

[ 4 .

] more appropr:.ately used to aid in pract:!.ce and re:.ni‘orcement."

Utilitarian wr:.t:mg as noted by Strickland (1 152, p. 64-73), affords the

-

opportunity for refinement in legibility, -form, expression and grammar. It
is usually an outgrowth of classroom needs .and activities and as such
prov'ides excellent anddnea‘n:‘i‘.ngi"ul’instructional opportunities. Utilitarian-

‘writing, however, mustr be founded upon formal inswtructior‘l, and independent_

A ¥

LN .

individual student. . e, Yo

In summary, the 'traditional,approaoh to penmenship seems to have been

replaced by less formal approaches which require times for formal instruction
< . )
to both individual and groups of various sizes. The need for systematic

and purposeful practice after appropriate introduction has been emphasized |,

in relation to the integration of the function of hdndwriting in meaningful

&

-

language arts programmes. -
v

¢
xn
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III Methods and Approaches to Instruct::.on e, o

A.- Theor:Les of Learn:mg . ’

. . Tn more recent years, approaches to the-field of handwrn.t:.ng
. ; o /
have caken cognzance of recent developments in learning theorf For’ many

» < 0 < o - ~ "

years, the major concerns were w:.’ch the age of the learner, {and his mot:Lv- )

—

"ation. Both these~factors s'till have considerable impact f?’r any programme.

/.
Ka.nney (9:., p. 5), Ball (1 125 p. 126) and Freeman (52, Pe /12) all emphasize
7 ‘——.

. the ei‘i‘ect of ch:s.ld's growth and development on writing /achievement. ¥urner
(55, p. 886-894) (565 p. 1021-1030) (5‘*,11- 61-69), mé series of artlcles,

T~ .
contends that s:mce handwnt:mg is-a type of perceptual-— motor learn:.ng,

5~

mnthods of n.nstruct:Lon should reflect awareness cf perceptual development

in ?he learne? (whether child or adult) Fu.rner argues that perceptual ,

development is a learned process whlch must necessar:z.ly involve movement as

well as visual and auditory stimdlation. / . e

-
¢ ¢

Q

-

. Birch and Lei‘i‘ord (14, p.. 164) have Zhown that :Lntersensory

-

:mtegrat::.on, part:.cularh/the ability to :Lntegrate v:.sual and kinesthetic

n.ni‘ormat:Lon, is hl y and s:Lgn:Li‘J "antly correlated with the ability of

By 6- and 7- year olds to copy a v:sual 1mage. Thus, teach:.ng the chlld ‘to

n.ntegrat/emfi‘erent senso"y Dodes ¢ould lead to :anreased handwrltlng sklll. -

- i \ e SN

’/ Apparently the ma:jor:Lty of the research ih th:Ls area has been
\ : 3! ' '

done w:.th primary children. No research vas uncovered wh::.chx‘\related current,

thepr:Les of learnn.ng to handwriting 1nstruction in l\ager years.

- -
N

Iy E . ~

-

B. Readiness and Preparation for Writing ;
N The development and the assessment of read:Lness :Eor handwr:ut:.ng

has received little attent:Lon :m :mstruct:Lonal programmes arid in the pro—

fess:Lona.. literature according to Wright-and Allen (169, P. l~l~30) Barbe

and ILucas (_‘]_2_, p. 209) contend that the readiness phese for ,handmt:mg is

12 o0 .
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as important as a sound readiness program in reading.’ Gray (57, p.211)

-

-

interprets Maria Montessorits views on readiness:
: " A child acquires mental readiness through experiences

- that reveal the value of handwriting and promote interest in
learning to write. He acquires motor readiness through activities’
that enable him to learn to hold the writing tosl and to éngage in
the 81mplest writing movements."

L] . .

Gray- prov1des additional detalls of methods used around the world.to help
chlldren brldge the readlness gag, but notes that little systematic thought
or research on how this task can be accompllshed is recorded.

Hirsch and Niedermeyer (80, p. 81-86) studied the effects of tracing as

a means of encouraging ;eadiness. They concluded that the ability to dis-

' .criminate letteru does no* seem to transfer to the formatlon of letters.
Foerster (46, e 431-3) makes an ardent appeal to teachers of early
e svhool years to dlscourage tracing as an unde81rable practice,except for

children who need tactile and kinesthetic relnforcement. Hirsch (80, p 86)
documents 81m11ar research in this statement. ’ )
Y ' s
"...it may be unwise for teachers to spend valuable time having ) »
their students discriminate between correct and incorrect letter
forms, since letter discrimination ability does not seem to trans-
fer to letter formation performance."

Donoghue (28, p.251~55),recommends the ten basic factors in assessing read-

these factors can be assessed by teachers, not controlled. The degree to .

which the teacher understands the factors, and can assess their development

l . iness for instruction. Wright and Mlen (169,.p.%431) remind the reader that ’
t will influence the type of programme and the speed’with vhich it may be -
|

~introduced to the individual students.

. Evbersole (29, p. 145), Anderson (§; p. 178—179) and Lebrun (96, p.206)

make numnerous recommenaatlons regardlng technlques for assessment for read-

“ T - '~7~'l‘ “..
: ) iness vhich merit further investigation.
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Groff (60, p. 208 ) attempts to dispell another myth relative to readiness
and maturation: A “
"es. the above evidences of the quality of children's handwriting
in 1915 and 50 years later, and of the legibility of children )
‘versus adults, gives little support to the notion that because .
children's fine motor skills "increase rapidly in speed and accuracy
up to the age of 13 and then more slowly until® the age of 17"
(Burrows, __, ps 252) that improvements in the legibility of these -
growing children will keep pace. Vhile it sounds reasonable to

T . say that "as the nervous system matures and motor control improves,
the quality of writing should show comparable improvement,"(Boyd,
__p. 46-47) unfortunately this is not the case beyond grade 3."

. It would seem that Groff is reminding all teachers that they cannot follow //

the maxims "Gzve hirw timé,and he'll grow out of it". It behooves educations

to devise instruc;i6hal rrogrammes appropriate to the readiness and maturity

_ of the writer “learner at ali levels of developirent.

With respect to the sequence of skill development, Herrick's (69,vp.)
extensive 1960 su;;ey of the instr;ctional pracfices ad@égated by 19
comrercial systems revealled many common practicés. No general concensus re-
garding sequence wasdobserved, although in general, letéers classified by
similar shapes were introduced together (eg. straight line, slant line, circle).
The greatest variation came in upper cas; cursive and number forms. Noble

(116, p. 513-517) generally confirmed the same observations. Numerous pro-

grammes are available; the decision to follow one particular sequencé or
: -~

. pattern should involve -all instructional levels.
'C. Styles of Penmanship

In the literature there is the usual divergence among educatu.. s

as to vho is 'right" with respect to style. From the point of view of method-~
-

ology, some resolution is importan?lif an over-all instructional programme

is being considered. The three main issues are clearly identified:
1. Vertical vs Slanting
- ;/////7 2. Manuscript vs Cursive -
- 3. Personal choice

v,

la
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| “\ :h'if(' )
Freeman {__, p- 25) contends that the issue éoncerning vertical

’ writing has been pretty well settled in favor of writing with a moderate;

-
. .

., have done research on.the subject and of supervisors aﬁd textbook writers.
As to manuscript writing, opinions and practice are not nearly .

so clear cut. Theorists are divided into three camps. The following out-

1ine cites the ereas and‘some researchers who have written in their area

.

|
slant as the most widgly adopted_style both in the opinions of those who
l of concern. No effort is made here to detail the various arguments.

Further study can examine each in detail if needed. The camps include: -
1. those who would use cursive exclusively
' ishley (9, p- 162-173)
2. those vho would use manuscript writing exclusively
Mnderson (4, p. 9-17) Mberta (24 p. 25) Toronto (160,
p. b5) Plattor ( 439,  p. 1009) Harris (66y vp) ~ - . =
Hildreth (78, p-3-13) Templin (152, p. 386-389)

AU 3. those vho would use manuscript writing [in the first two or A
three grades and then change over to’cursive. e
- Barbe and Incas (12, p. 209) Etqbicoke (132; p.66)
‘ New Brunswick (111, p-_101) Alberta (2, p. 25 ’
Minkoff (105, p 203-204) York (170, p- 19)
" Toronto (160, p.U45) Nova ,Scoti:a’—(:_, p- 9)
Quebec (13%, p.32) Gray (57, p. 259-272)
Niemann ijgﬁ p. 963) ] )

4

-

For the foreseeable future, camp 3 seems to be in the majority...

‘ the transition to cursive writing'is likely to continue.‘The tradition of
’ - .cursive ‘writing is strong.'o’cté "and Rarick (122,"p. 211-216) studied the
" effect of four different transitién times ~- ranging from ;arly second
“+to late’third grade —-- upon subsquent performance in handwriéiqg, spelling
and reading, and concluded that when the transition is made is‘less im~
portan% ihan vhat is offered in the igstructigna; programme.
Horton (83, p. 446-150) draws/to the attention of the readers

. varioué studies related to illegibilities and the specific analysis of same

since 1927. In this par@icuiar study the analysis deals with sixth grade

1o

>
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students. The results could be exfremely useful in developing prevenfative
and for remedial instructional strategies to deal with these malformations

thoroughly and efficiently. T

.

For the advocates of personal choice style Smith (ak6, p.,398)

- L] -
sums up. the message, thusby:

- '"Few adults write according to the method by which
they were taught. Though they spent endless hours in school

%, practicing specific forms of letters, they abandon these
letters as soon as they are outside the range of vision of their
teacher. If the form being practiced does not come easily for.
the vriter, he adopts a more efficient but (hopefully) still
legible style. His personality affects his handwriting and it
becomes different from that of anyone else."

In each case, the personal choice advocates are generally referring to the

need to ailow and encourage individuality and personal preference ﬁo show

=

>fhfough once the proper letter formations and legibility standards have been

internalized. .

D. Extent of Time for Instructian and Practice

- N

-

, With respect £0 the time available for handwriting instruction
two studies are most prominent. Herrick and Okada (76, p. 17-32) surveyed
apbroximately 600 school systems in 1962. Their results, show th;t 98% of the
teachers indicated that they did in fact teach penmanship. Mb;t schools
renorted a sepe;ate'handwriting class - period of approximately 15 - 20
minutgs five kS) times-per week in grades 1-4 and three (3) timeé per week A
%n gradeg 518. Most échoqls also reported that they incorporate handwriting -
iﬁst;uction in a meaningful contgxt in conjuc£ion with subjgct‘maﬁier areas.
Only one~£ifth 61/5) of the schépls feporteq{thét they indi@idualézed in-
struction. K | . : ‘I
Fred King (90, p. 483-486) also in 1960 surveyed 6§ systems in
I midwestern states and discovered that 14 défferent handwriti7é systqmé were
/

in use. ; ’

I ' :
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A. JE.I. survey with the following results from 400 Kindergarten throufh

e e <t
Ty —— e

-4 - .
In 1973, Addy and Wylie (1, p. 253-254) reported on their

Grade Three teachers in ten U.S. states and British Columbia. Their o~
servations were as follows: D
1. The average daily time alloted for formal 1nstruct10n varies from

11 to 20 minutes per day.
2. Schools in the western U.S. and Canada indicate that they spend

slightly fewer days and less time on handwriting instruction-than

do those in eastern and middle U.S.
3. The first grades spend the most time on handwrltlns instruction

4, The entire class is taught at one time in the mgjority of
schools (87% rural; 72% '

In his survey of

-

e Canadian scene, 3uen (1545 p. 48) reports

A

{,‘f

"1 though- handwrltlng should be practlsed frequently,
the individual training session shanld be brief and 1nterest1ng._
The Nova Scotia manual recommends a daily practice period of

10 - .20 minutes. The Alberta manual recommends 60 - 75 minutes

per week of training divided into several-daily periods. The

Torontd manual suggests two - 410 minute periods daily. The York -
vsame schedule for Grade I but shorter

manual "also recommends the
periods for upper grades:plus extra time for remedial work when

» necessary." B

upalding'(149, p. 16) notes that small errors prevent children

, as follows:

from learning to write easily, 1eg1b1y and neatly. They requlre careful

and continued teachlng of 211 the techniques. Bell (13, P. 128) re—enforces
this concept by recormending that every teacher see that each pup;l is i

given planned systematic guidance as well as "on-the-spot-in-daily-work!

.-

assistance in understanding and practicing the basic factors that go into

the writing act. /
.o + The emphasis would appear to be as much on the diagnostic,
systematic and individualized instruction as it would be on the amount of
+1me allocated. Each of these elements needs to be carefully balanced to

malntaln a high level of student interest and motivation.

Sy
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E. Teaching Tecﬁniques and Procedures ) .

Each of the.provincial manuals,/fhe majority of language arts
~ - * -~ .
text-books, and all commercial manﬁals-and/ééyle books treat this topic in .
/
great detail. The specifics vary accord%yg to the system being advocated.

. Only a.liﬁited amount of research is avéilable to be reporéed on this aspect.
Only oné study; Wiles (1é7, 412-414) has been ;eported ueal-

ing with the effects ox aifferent ki;ds of paper oh the quallty of wrltlng

"of children was fbund, apd it was done in 1943. He found that the size* of the

handwriting tool and the widths of the ruled paper had no 51gn1flcant effect

-

oﬁ\gfltzng performance. ”
. Herritk (72, p. h9~50) in 1961 reported an 1nvest1gatlon whlch
showed that chlldren prefer adult penclls over beginner penczls.
Later Veal and Davidson (163, vp.) found that writing is de-

finitely effected in both quaiity and performance by the write?'s tools
. . . ) - . . “‘ : !
_in the 1963 research. This statement was further supported by .Tawney

’

(156, p. 59-61) when she found that primary graders performed better

=Y

with ball-point pens than pencils.‘l- .

In 1971, Krzesni (94, p. 821-824) reports on his expieriment. to

see if the introduetion of the.felt pen had any advantageous effecé on

4
the performance of third graders when compared to normal pencils and ball-

. *

point pens. Based on his findings the following two suggestions can be noted:
7. Chlldren in the third grade or lowe. should be

allowed to use either ball-p01nt or felt—901nt
pens for writing assignments, especially compositions.

« 2+ They should be allowed to continue tc use -their pencils
for noncreative subjects such _as spelling and arithmetic,
where erasing may prove helpful, and where there seems to
be no significant difference in-performance as a result of
the writing instrument. :

In addition, Krzesni confirmed the flndlngs Wlles and Tawney reported
g . [}

earller. - 't

e
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* Helpin.(gk, p. 267-279) also.challenges the traditionel theory
that special paper is needed for beéinnink handwriting. A comparison was
made of the handwriting of kindergarten children who used four Pifferent
kinds of paper in their lessons. Results indicated that the nidth of the

//writing spaces éone inch or $ inch) had no differential effect on the quality
of beginning writing. This study gives no justification for requiring begin-

ners toiuse paper which is different from the kind they will use as adults

for handwriting. . -, ) .

. i
-

. , While the research data with respect to materials and tools

is scant, some data has been provided to encourage a re-examination of

current practlce. . v
7 * ‘.: e
AN

Only limited research is available regarding the effect of
. | various body yert posztlons on writing performance. Finger mové;;Lt Q

arm movement have both had their heyday and 1nf1uence on the art. Smith
(246, p.397) and Freeman (52, p. 15-18) present “reasoned pleas for move-’
ment which is natural, comfortable and practlcal. N

Lurcat (47, Pe 209-231) found that the posture was the most
1mportant Tactor affectlng the slant of the line,

Callewaert (21, p. 39-52) theorlzed on the advantages of a -
.modified grip, holding the pen between mlddle and index f;ngerq;nsteadkofl
thumb and inﬁex.fingeri Statistical data is not available on this approach,

"

- especially with respect to muscular tension. -

H
. H

Posture is generalli well trdated in most commercially produced '

manuals. Here carefill observation and remediation by the teacher can.avert

»

the development of bad posture hablts. N * - -

-

. F. Components of Leg1b111ty . !

¥ ) |

Leglblllty is the overall objective in handwriting instruction.

wfis
) 3 AN
el .

i
5
<

Q " - ' ‘ . ..
B




~*  suggests that the overall 1mpresslon generated by the harmony, connectlveness,

1
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operational terms: writing vhich is easily read-

’

- precise-definition.

" The features of legibility can’be roughly categorized as: - T

- v

lant
2./Spac1ng
37/olze, heights and proportlon
. Alignment and balance
. 5. Quality of line or pressure..
6. Straightness ] : “
7. Margins . i
8. Speed £ X ' '

- - . . ’
- .

R Here, too, there is remarkably 11ttle research reported on : ,-?g{f'
any of these aspects. Burns (17, p. 355-6) and Rondlnella (~:LJ p. 531-32)

both contend that letter formatlon is the chief factor affectlng legibility.

Bell (_2, P. 127), however, glves the most comprehen51ve summary of what should

be examlned when Judglng leglbillty accordlng to each of the flrst seven cat-
egorzes. She emphasizes that all factors need to be consldered in 1nd1V1dua1

diagnosis and evaluatlon of samplesj Smith (148, p.8) a noted graphologlst

grace and flow of the symbols are also important standards.
" With respect to speed, Freeman (52, p.k) reminds thé researcher

that speed can only be accompllshed with practlce, and can only be maintained
w1th Conétant use. It-is 1mperat1ve that proper technique has been mastered
before speed is increased. Same writers- h;ame the .present state of poor pen-
mén§hip on the pressures placed on young students to nroduce quantities of
vritten work rather than quality of thought snd symbol e, g. Allen Q&*P'

- b2k-:29) ang Dlvoky (27, ps 72—76) '

‘ It would appear that one of most 1mnortant elements -connected -

_with 1eglbillty is the ab1]1ty of an 1nd1v1dual to be abl to compare h;s o

oqm calllgraphy with master samples or stanaards, and in/so doing dlagnose .

.‘z

\ ’ . -
.

v
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" aspects vhich merit further attention and remediation. When a penman

reaches this stage of devolopment and maturity, one can feel confident

that the instructional process has "been"succe_assful.
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IV [ Bandedness: Sinistral, Dexctral o3/ Fubidextrous [

'Over the decades, con;roverseyz as raged over handedness, vwhether it _g
natural trait'or a learned habit, and yheﬁher one should be changed, in
fTact forced to change, froﬁ left to right hand writing positioqs. Many ‘

peopie can remember the severg reprimands and punishment they have received

while being forced to adopt, the right-hand position. Work of psychologists

% . * . ’ .
and physiologists in this area of dominance have had significant influence

on changing educationalvghought.(Freeman 52, Pp.21). The most reasonéd (and

most frequently recommendéd) position to take is that the teachers from a

child's carly years should Eitempt to discover his preference, his nrtive

_—

preference. It is highly,unlikely that the child w111 be equally skilled

with both hands, however, 1f thls were the case, a right hand prelerence ve

‘should be encouraged. (O*to 121, p. "253), Similarly, eye prefereqces can

be checked and gbserved by the teacher to identify natural tendencles..

P

(Trembly 162, p. 197). Parents need to bé involved in the’ dlscusszons,

observations and decisions related to preferences and any changes involved. |

i
:

Similarly parents need to be encouraged and assisted in helping their childf .

;
/
/

I

ren practice only one pattern in the knowledge .that handedness is natural

~ ) ' ‘ i

i . . .
* and individual. . ] . K

The New York marual (112, p£ 29) notes "The co-operation of the homejgs
d s 4 B ,/.
enlisted as.early as possibIe and with understanding and in a relaxed atmos—
I
phere , the child can learn to wrlte without developing aw&vard mannerlqms."

One of the definitive works on left handed wrlters and their 1ns»ructlon

e

has been done by Enstrom(+1 573-577) His report done in 1962 aeals w1th

the relative efficiency of various approaches to wrlelgg w1th.the left—hand.

v 1

Comparisoﬂg of 1th - and right-hended subjects handﬁriting pefformance

\ * T .o

Nave been made in a number of studics. Reed and Smith (136, p. 275-288) é§-
\ . .
amined the speed and quality-of work done by 10-,12-, and 1h- year-olds

\ _ . . . . »

.
e b,
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using subjects of both hands. No significant difference due to handedness

were found on speed of writing, either on a'repetitive passage or on a copied

18

judges. Groff (64, p. 368) and-again in (63, p.95) confirms these findings.

These observations are useful documentation for parents who are concérned -
that their child is not w?iting normally when ‘his preferenhé'is other than

theirs. Tt is also usefill data to share with sinistrals to encourage them

" to work on technigue which builds their own confidence and appreciation for

prose piece. Likewise, no significant quality preference was noted by the
|
|
|
i

the quality of the finished produut. .
Lewis (gz,’i786-87) in 1964 analyzed the ability of first graders to
e copy the manuscript alphabet and found that the 1éTt~hénded children made
- R ' £ Te K

. . N - PO .:\“'.
. more errors than gight;handed children before formal. instruction. After

¥

instruction, however, no signifibant affferences were found in the total
nuwber of errors, although left-handed subjects made slightly more reversal

-

and inversion errors. ’ R . ) o

¥

AY

e &’:“"

'Perhap§ teéchers need to heed fairly recent admonitions to make spe&ial
erovision for left-handed writers. Croutch (26, p. 283-284) presents sugges-

: tion about the correct position for the %ody and paper for both left- and right-
handed writers. The New York manual (112, p. 29) notes the-following points
. ~ C .

emphatically?

wp. 1eft-handed child will learn to write easily, rapidly,
comfortably, and legibly under suitable conditions. The teacher
helps: to remove some emotional pressure from the child by not mak-
"—- — —ing him feel that he is the cause of undue trouble ic her...

If there is-more than one left-handed child in the class,
it is advisable to have then seated“ﬁéar“each”othegi:iz_ ’ :

Kinney(92, p.29) provides the following specific.direction for -

’s t
h(3
N 4

v . " work vith lefties: i
"Correct placement of paper is the méin adjustment
A c . the left-handed writer has to meke. For menuscript writing, g
. N  the bottom of the paper siould be parallel to the bettom edge

>
. ; * 1 - *

W

-
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b \
of the desk,.just as for the right-handed writer. For cursive
» writing the pupil must be taught to tilt his paper at the opposite

-angle from that of the right-hander. That is, the bottom right

hand- corner of the paper should be pointed at the body so that

the wr:Lt:mg arm will be perpend:«.cular to the bottom edge of the
& paper. It is hard to write in the ups:.de-down style if the paper

is placed in this positione..

: Encourage left-handed writers to develop a wr::.tn.ng slant
which feels natural and good. Some will find it eas::.er to use
vertical stroke." ] .

For further particulars on special attention, one iz rei‘er;. ed to the

personal experiences described by Ramos (122,;9. 83—84) and by TFoerster

»

( 45, p. 214) both oi‘ whom prov:.de SPeCIflc and practical suggesbn.ons for

-~

:Lnstructlon and remed:.at:.on. ‘ )
Otto (121, Pe 3 53) reminds educators that leftnhanders (and right-handers
too) left to their own.devices i‘requently develop awkward app: '\aches,

including "hooked" positions because they are attempting to :qn:.tate their .

colleaguess With a minimum of instruction, they, toc, cah learn to write:
comfortably and well. He notes that

"Insofar as possible, handwriting instrution to both
lefte and right-handers in a single group shoilld be avoided and
left-handed children should be seated together in order to
prevent their emulat:mg the movements and positions of. right-
handed pupilsees - -

esAgain, insofar as it is possible, the teacher should
_attempt to shew the left-handed child what to do rather than
merely tell him... right-handed teacher needs to expand some
energy, -oth phymia?.\and psycholqgn.cal, if he hopes to,.;mders’cand
h

and to help the le anded pupil. "

Foersterf s Pe 214) a1\§ reco ends' thatr " eam teach:.ng" handwr:Lt:.n s
Q\x RN

w:Lth a left-ha.nded colleague may he resolve Home demonstratlon problems,
and provide greater empathy betweern teacher and learner. It might also be

praci_:j.éal to train a left-handed feacher-aide or older child to demoxistrai:e

. B ‘ '
as a good model i‘or pos:.t::.on oi‘/ body, hand and paper. . . .,
In addition, many vmters urge the use of the chalkboard for practice,

/
where supervision-can be more c];oselyf done, where greater freedom of movement

»

~
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is allowed, and'where good left to right orientation can be watched carefully.

Several writers note that sinistrals need desks which are comfortable,

.

with left arm.rests, and slightly lower than for right-handers of the same

height, so they can see vhat they are wﬁi:ixi‘é. Lighting should be adequate

and over the rlght shoulder so that the hand will not cast a shadow-over the

[y

wrlt:mg suri‘ace. 2.y

-

Rega.rdle_s‘g: oi‘ the handedness of the student, there is no substitute for
,ssréful teachii%g. and attention to details during the esrly years so that -

- AN N -
c¢hildren will avoid forming habits which are not deuctive to legibility
and. i‘luency. )

In: Spl e of these best teach:.ng efforts the standa.rd position for gooa
~ \

wr::.t:.ng feels wrong for many lefties. They will wrlte the:.r own way :Lnsplte

N

of 1nstruct10n, particularly-in the eérly teen years. .

AN

Drmmnond (109, p. 15) adds -the i‘ollow:mg conclud:mg note:

. N\

"Good ci. tlzens write legibly - and it is hetter to have a
co-operative, enthusiastic lefty who' wr:x.tes legibly upside~dowd
than to havesa disgruntled, antagomstlc, lethargic lefty, with

‘.

+ @ properly placed wrist, vho does not choose to write at all."’ .
. .
S
1 * ~
\
!
. I T
- [ - "— - 3



. ~ -23 -

LA

w

V Special Learning Disabilities

- Considerable research and documentation'in the past decade has heen

carried out relative to the handwr:.t:.ng needs, abilities and t'echn:.oues appro-

A

T

therapy have been comg?, 11ed by Arena (8) and prov:Lde except:.onal thebret:.cal .
e
and pract:.cal treatment of this top:.c. It should be requ:.red‘ readlng for any

-

teacher work:mg with children in th:Ls category. <

i

< The i‘ollow:mg addlt:.oral rei‘erences are :Lnd:t_cators of the scope of some -

- - b R e

current reporting in the i‘:.eld. The teacher who works in this area. shmﬂ_d .

' - AN \
e . be encovraged to pursme these and other proi‘ess:.onal articles. - x A ,
. N o . s
McElravy, Anna, "Hendwriting and the Slow learner," Elementary . . \

. English, 1964 vo. 1}1, p.  865-868.

Enstrom, Erick A., "Out of classroom; handm‘:.t:.ng for the rete.rded," .
= Ib(ceptlona.'!. children, 1966 vol. 32 Ps 385-388 .
Parres, Richard M., "The Body midline as a psychoeducat:.onal variable =
affecting the handwriting habits of mentally retaxrded child- .
o rin," Dissertation Abstracts, 1969 vol. 29, na. -10 p. 3468- .
- » - 3 69. ) :’:-‘ » .- ~

- - - e

Chapman, L.J- and K. Vedell, "Perceptual motor ab:.l:.t:.es and ‘reversal. °© .
e R errors in children's handwriting "Journal of Learning D1sab111t1es,
- June ’972 VOl. V, no.' 6, p. 521"‘330.

McNees, Margaret C. et al, " Mod:.fy:mg cluttered handwriting," Academ:.c
Therapy 1972, Vol. VII, no. 3, p. 293-295. ‘ .

" ) . }hﬂllns, June, et al., ', A handwriting moédel for children w:.th lea.rn:.ng
-~ disabilities.M Joumal of Learning Disabilities, May 1972, . ’
. Vol.” V, p. 58-63 ‘
i Hanson, Irene V- "Teach:.ng remed1a1 handwr" ting," 'Language Arts,
: N " L Po lr2u-ll-31+.

Fauke, Joyce et al, "Improvement of handwriting and letter recogn:.t:.on
- . . skills: a behavior modification procedure," Journal of Learning
- Disabilities, 1973 Vo. VI, no. 3, P.. 296~300.

- o - i ) - ; . -
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|

) . Carter, John L. and Donald Synolds, '"Effdcts of relaxation training

.- upon handwriting quality," J ournal of L‘earnm&D:.sa'b:.l:.t:.es,

April, 1974 vol. VII, no.k4, p. 236-238. ? - ]
|
|
\

. -
%

No ?attempt has been made to be all inclusive; rather, to provide initial -

(suggestions with diverse points of view. It is hoped that what is offered- j‘
B here will be tried, explored, varied, expanded, and creatively used’to help s
Sl all c’hildrén, iﬁcludiﬂg those with special needs. ) ‘AJ
- b “ -
- \' ~ 4’ ::Si * " - - -
/, - R -
¥ “ )
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« VI Evaluation: The Process and Its Implications.

The success of the handwr:.t:.ng instructional programmes is constantly

-

being evaluated by the consumer publ:.c 'and by parents in general. The

-~

yardst:.cks of measqrenment are frequently traglitj.on .and memory. This section

will attempt to ére'at the following components of the evaluation. process:

- —

- A. Diagnosis -

. B. Scales and Neasurements , ) .
C. Remediation
D. Grading, and Influence on Marks
E. Standards .

-
’

Efforts wiil be made to lccate relevant literature and validated resesrch on
each aspect, in the hopes that recommendations for local programmes can

/ T
evolve.

A. Diagnosis p ' .
That great d:.fi‘erences exist in every aspect of writing is showm by evéry
study that has been examined. This can be seen most readily in the i‘eatures
of writing that can be most easily measured, namély, speed, quality, and .
legibility. The classroom teacher's problem is to kmow whalt do do, and what
to avoid, especi'all'y' in causes which ‘are natural rather than learned.

~
L . J

‘, Freeman, (_5_2_, 25) suggests the diagnosis of some faults depend upon
the child ‘awa‘reness'of same, and in other cases :Ln the teacherts ability
to cause a ehild to-be aware'o‘i‘ t}lem.' iIe specifically mentions faults :Ln
the way one \-mm::.tes that, 'have to do with posture, positiéon and movement. The
subtler matters of rhythm, speed of movement, and ease and lightness of
_movement are best showr(l by example. Corrective tra:i:n:i:ng is usually not
effective unless the pupil recognizes’ his. def‘iciencies and is eager to be
helped. (regardless of age). ‘ -

Manm, (103, p.- 13?) provides the most concise cetegorizatibn of dii‘i‘:i\.eul—

ties in hanéwriting vhich teachers may,. use as a guide in é}lalyzing writing

<¥

xs
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‘samples and diagnosis of writer problems. He outlines the following student-.

based difficulties : 3 — LT , .

-

1. Lack of readiness for beginning writing may be a factor in that the .
child may exhibit fine motor dysfunction of the hands and fingers or poor o
eye-hand co-ordination.. ' )
. 2. The learner may have a visual acuity problem and need glasses. -
~ 3. The child cannot grasp the pencil correctly or has an avitward writing
position. He may have crippled hands or an undetected spastic condition.
L. The student may not have' established a dominant hand (even after _

second grade). He mdy be switching from left to right. _ T
5. The learner may have difficulty retaining visual symbols rather than
poor visual-motor co-ordination. - )
6. The studert may. have an emotional problem which can.easily show up
in deteriorating handwriting. He could be pbysically ill. (See also Smith 148,
‘ P. 45 and Tenaglia 158, ps 775) : . "
7. The child may havé no interest in writing and be unwilling to practice.
He may exhibit indifference to establish minimum standards. .

-~

In a siwilar vein, Mann continues by outlining the following programme-
based difficulties:
1. The child may have been started in a formal writing program before he '
. was ready. Possibly.he is still undecided as to which hand to use. A
2. There could be insufficient interest on the part of the student due
" to undifferentiated group drill. The- wrong positioning of the paper may
be-a factor. v v o
" 3. Not enough care taken with initial teaching may have been a factor,
and the child was allowed to practice errors. Too much practice done without 3
supervision can cause difficulties.. . . )
L, A poorly planned transitional program from manuscript to cursive writing |
may be the cause of the problem in the older child. )

while the above lists deal in broad categories,other writers have Tlooked
- "at more specific kinds of problems which need diagnosis from both the student -

and the prograrme points of view.-

1 ° .

Horton (§§, p.Hi6) cites the following historical work on diagnostic topics,

3
especially related to illegibilities.
"In 1927, S.L.Pressey-published the results of a pioneer

investigation in the field of specific analysis of illegibilities. *
' In 1932, T. Ernest Newland analyzed the iilegibilities in the

development of handwriting from the lower grades to adulthood.

Lewis and Lewis reported the results of a 1960 study in vhich they

analyzed the errors in the formation of manuscript letters by

children in first grade." ‘ .o - @

. Application of the Newland findings vould in@glve the diagnosis and re-~
s > AN

mediation of problems peculiar to each child, the assumption being that by

" 2
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correcting specific illegibilities the general quality and speed of the

randwritlng would be improved. )
Boyle (16 De 642) compared the handwriting achievement of 312 cnildren

/ in grades 46 who were enrolled in control and experimental classes. In the
experimental treatment instruction,was planned on the basis of Giagnostic

treatment. Thongh there were no significant differences between the two
. T

groups obtained on gross measures, bnt the experimental subjects eliminated

significantly more errors in the,Sizgl»slant and formation of letters. The

writing if they are taught by an individualized diagnostic approach.
©

Tagatz et al (155, p. 234-239) used two studies to” compare the éffects
of three instructional strategies with third and fourth graders. fhe ¥wo /

-

approaches that stressed individualization and diagnostic methods produced

e

- statistically greater gains in legibility-than a formal approach.
In conclusion, one might observe that only when the learmer knows and /
) \ ]

understands.vhat he is trying to achieve in handwriting can he participate
. ' . s

—

profitably'ln evaluation. And only through evaluation and systematic diagno—

sis can he understand how to work toward self-improvement. Evaluation is the

v

~
. |

link between the student's understanding of the techniques and the achiev1ng

of the handvriting goals in the learning process.

\
-

{
B. Scales and Measurments R S ot ;
The first handwvriting scale, The Thorndike Scale for Handwritinéﬁ(Teachers;

College Press), vas developed by E.L. Thorndike. The scale includes handwritins
at 15 different- quality levels, ranging from very poor, barly legible to beau~
/

tifully formed vriting of a quality that might serve as a model in a penmanship
. |

manual. The criterio used in developing these samples included some consideras
:
/.

tién of beauty or pleasing quality as well as absolute clarity and uniformity

of 1line and form.

/
]
!
!

!

s
<
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In 1912, a scale developed by L.P. Ayers appeared deslgned i‘or use in -

* . grades 2 through 8 and presented 8 quality levels. His criterion was read- -
¢ ’ * T . g .
ability rather than Thorndike's 'general merit". - ) Ty

In 1915 (revised in 1959) Freeman developed a scale to meet the following

specifications:- « - .
(1) a series of scales, one at each grade level from 1 througn 8 ‘,\
. (2) national scope . .
. (3) ratings on general merit, with the primary empha51s upon -
legibility and form;and -

(4) scale speclmens selected to show balance in all elements
of form - spacing,.alignment, letter formation, and uniformity ) .
d ,:.n size and slant. : . ’ -

» The sca'le consi sts of flve qual::.ty levels at each grade level; grades 182 °

done in manuscrlpt style and 3 through 8 in cursive -style.

~ AN

-’ P.V. Vest in 1926 developed still another scale (revised in 1957 by

the Palmer Company) which included also a speed criterion with 7 quality levels

-~ >

yer grade. o v

‘y Anperently the scales describéd above are the ones most w:.de.Ly used for
purposes of prov:.d_ng samples and rat:.ng the quallty of productlon.

o Such scales have several la.m:.tatlons. Primarily, they show stages of
"perfection' to which orc can aim. For .the grerage, classroom there would {xzo-.
’bably be numerous level_s;be_tween each—pair of specin;ens }vhere students® work

S 2 ~could be categorised. The -measurement of day-tlo-.day improvement within such ,a..

scales is the desired aim. It is ‘most realistic to show him where he is now

[ ’ . »

and how he is progressing from there on a continuum to better work. Any one

. of the above scales can serve, once a minimim standard has been set,_for a

; \ ‘ district, for a school and for a classroom as a screening device for locating

/ . _pupils vho heed remedial assistance and encouragement.
Rondlnella ( 32 P. 109) found that teachers who were not tra:med or ex~

per_lenced in the use of the a‘oove scales wvere subjective in their ratings of

__handwriting samples. - v )

ST . N
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‘When asked to state their criteria used in making their judgments, the
- * teachers named 14 categories, of which ohly 5 were considered in the widely

used Freeman scales{qpne might conclude from this that teachers need traininé
in using scales as diagnostic, measurement and prescription devices. Tt ‘may

.' \ - . . ( . . -

be assumed that once the training and pravtice has internalized the concepts,

[y

(N
.

~

-ratings could continue yith less dependence on the scales.’

The features of handwriting vhich are most important and which can be

measured with reasonable accuracy are speed and quality. Both classroom

. teacher and principalfshould be aware of the values and iimitations of such -
measurement also as a dlagnostmc to bulld and revise more effective and effi-

. cient school programmes of Yoth a formal and 1n£crmal nature.

' «
.-

C. Remedlatlon X . ot o~

The fundamental principles of good writing are the same ‘for alI'gradeﬂ.

- °

In the upper ‘elementary grades the tendency appears- to be the use of hand-

. wrltlng perlods for remedlal purposes - - that is diagnosis and correctlon )

-

of faults that have been revealed in pupll's dally work. This practlce is
based on the assumption that teachers are knowleégeable about the standards -~
used in the system; that they have internalized the key points of quality

. ' outlined in rating scales’ and standards; and that sufficient time is provided

-

for an individualized approach. A further assumpt{on is that the students have

. been taught the proper technlques of leglblllty. ‘ ~

. . \
~ It is nature that no two pupils will write exactly alike. Unlformnty ‘should

not be expected. Fowever, teachers who accept vriting of mediocre quallty oL

-~
N

the pretense that it is an 1nd1v1dua1's style do neither parties a favor.

Vith the exceptlon of articles vritten for special educatlon learnlng

disabilities prograrmes already discussed in sectlon V, “one “of the most cem- ‘
A\

prehensive works on remediation may be found in Qtto (121, p. 355+).

* o . R ’

- . - ] - B . 5




. (2_1, P ‘l'.?') wi.th.respect to the effect of poo?c school practices on the hand~

W

- - 30 -

- - ~

For persons interested in a detailed presentation, this section is a priority.

13

He outlines in particular the work of Newland (1932) - - a landmark study

-;\

by Hunnicutt and Iverson (1958) anil by Lewis and Lew:us (1965) are glso sum-~

|

\

.o

on correcting specific difficulties. Alditional studles done by Quant (191&6), |
|

|

mar:.zed by Otto and prov:Lde excellent working matenal.

In the case of remed:.at:.on, some ouest:.ons are posed by Fi'éd K:Lng -

A Y

»

wrlit‘ing it produces. For example: . '

-
.-" ¢ - ‘ I

\ - ¢ 3
. 1. Is too much written work required and too little tiume .
allowed@ for its completion? or phrased another way; Are the . "
written dematids appropriate to the technical skill abilities
of the wr:.ters of whom they are demanded? .

King comments that "theor:.cally" the qual:.ty of "work shou.'l.d not decrease

R

\
because the amoupt of work has increased. If we continue to ma:.nta:.n high

i

standards ang- insist on qual:.ty work, the assignments of :.ncreas:.ng amounts

of w:r:.tten 'work should not be a contributing factor provided appropr:.ate

transcr:.pt:.on time is available to meet :.nd:.vn.dual needss A strong programme

" of closely superv:.sed instrction :melemented cons:.stently across the elemen~ ( 1

tary school years would provlde a skill level appropriate to cope in most

cases. Silverberg (145, p.- 71&) on the same topic says:

- WIf a child writes poorly or is anxious abcut v}r:.t:.ng, cut
- down the amount of writing requ:.reti. See if teaching him to type ,
works better. Let him show what he knows by telling it or dietating ‘
it into a talking typewriter... most adults write very lz.ttle. Give ..
the kids a break- too." : -y

- -
‘ A

2. Does the school contribute %o poor handwr:.t:.ng habits by
adcept:.ng poorly written work? .

King's observat:.on is that the wea}cness is one that is related to

the total penmansh:.p programne.

¢
. ¢

In many instances teachers assume that the total mstruct:.ona.x. progranme has

A

been completed by about grade i‘og,r and that eont:.nued formal practice is, o

1

-
12
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~ for all concerned. '

-

» ~ _\31 -

umnecéssary. A total team effort across all grades and in all subjects is -

imperative: ‘.

-~

Functional learning in handwriting has a place in the busy crowded
school day.' It needs to be supplemented with regular handwriting lesson pe;

T

riods for those children whb\nzed them until good proéfess is shown in this

sldill development Westbrooks 166, p. 100-106) presents a humorous and

& -
practlcal way of approachlng remed1 >tion act1v1t1es for 1ntermed1ate grades.

Creative teachers need to be encouraged to develop handwritten 1nstruct10n

periods, both regular and remedigl,-lnto artistic and satlsfylng experlences )

“

-

D. Grading, and Tnfluence on Marks

-

Paper: characterl-tlcs such abk handwrltlng quality and composltlon

errors have been 1dentif1ed in research as factors slgnlficantly affectlng ~¢

K

the grades of an essay exam or magor wr1+ten project by Chase (24, p. 315—
318); Klein and Hart (93 925 P Y97-206) and Scannell and Marshall (j_lﬂ_, p. 125~ .

130) . Howeyer Fhe literature has not been'conclusive as to the relative
effects of these factors on érades assigned. o : .

e

In 1971, Marshall (104, p. 213-215) tuok 16 forms of an essay exam,

. W-
identical in content but differing in writing neatness and- number of compo-

L]

sition errors and had them graded by 480~Sec9ndar§”(7;12) classroom teachers. .

He concluded that teachers are influenced by composition quaiity on es%ay

exams ‘even when they attempt to grade solely on contént. In additien, signi- -

-

ficant differences were found-between the mean grades assigned to the 'neat"
, 4 ‘ \

‘handwritten paper and to the "fair' handwritten paper,.and also betwcen the

paper containing no composition errors,and those papers showing spelling and

grammar errors. i

Based on<this data, one might observe fhag students need encouragement

-
1 -

-
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to produce their most legible matetial for course evaluation purposes ( or
else learn to type), and secondly, that teachers should be encouraged to he

alert in their grading procedures_,to accommodate. the :.nﬂuence of the pen~

3

manslup factor. Some wrlters suggest on mark for content, and anther mark’
O i » .
for composn.tion, :.nclud:.ng spell:.ng, grammar and penmansh:.p.

E. Standards

*
- .

ﬂi1e standards observed across the country seem to be as numerous as the
reporters. As was pointed out in Section'B - Sbales?nﬁeasuremerit, the
standard mist be ‘set at the local level. Systems can :Lnaugura’ce total pro-
grammes' schools can "bw—-:m" to the package, but  teachers set the final
standard by what they w:l.l'l. accept as sat:.si‘actory. (Kinney 92, p. 31).

T
—_

'Ult:.mately, one could sa:f “the learner is in control for he- sets the \standard

-to which he w:.shes to progress, and the teacher mot:.vates him to reach a

goalo . - ' ) “ ". \\ ’

-3

Id Across Canada, Suen (1 _2_, P L9-50) reports considerable data proﬁ.ded'
through various provincial and d:t.str:.ct qu:.des and ofi‘:.c:.al manuals. Tne

information ranges from general:.zed evaluation statemnets to spec:.f:.c "speed" _

- quotations from Toronto and Alberta. (Zne assumes that each manual quoted
'provides more explici’t information rol_ative’to the methods for arriving- at
evaluations using these standards. |
Freeman (2__, p. ,-5) seems: to have wr:.tten most succz.nctly on the topic
of standards - - speed and quality. He draws on the research to proﬁ.de scales
for both topics, but reminds the reader that standards are necessary for'

efficient peri‘orn'nance. Standards are designéd to serve as targets rather

I3
A

than barriers.
Tt is the reponsibility oi‘ each school (and system) to de:t‘:.ne its

standards; vhen it outlines its ob,ject:.ves and goais for the programmes.

A}
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' In this way all piticipants (including the parents) know what the minimum
- — ,

.~ expectations will be. ' !

»
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VII Teacher Prsperation and Trainin

[

; |
Very 1little has been wrltten concerning 1nst1tut16na1 tralnlng pro- :

|

grammes for teachers in handwrltlng. In 1961, Fred King (90, P- 483-486) |

\

|

fowid that in 680 school systems surveyed, only 9% ;equlred some Xind of . /
training in handwriting for elementary teachers. Ema Plsytor QEQL p.1314)

studied various types of preservice training programmes for teachers. Her

0 - . . i

T . results showed a significant positive correlation towards the subjects vho ~

received specially designed programmed instruction over the control group.
Qn the bqs@s of;this study it appears that some kind of preservice instruc- -
tion should be pursued to improve the understandings and standards among

new teachers.

-

e A

Enstrom (34, p. 309) comments that' teacher training could wisely in-

clude some basic instructioﬂs in chalkboard wriiing for high school teachers.
/7

In the York manual (“ZL, P. 28-29) there is a Spelelc section on blackboard

. -y,
wrltlng for teadhers» It urges them to write very carefuliy using con81stent -

-

letter forms at a reasonable speed. This 1s critical since students tend to .-
. imitate the teacher's model. (Quebec 134, p.31). R r
Some school di'stricts have taken on the reponsibility of developing

" localized training programmes. Leadership in this field may come from local

teacher initiative and/or from administrative support and direction. The.
degrée to vhich standards of handwriting are a priority in the system wiil

ensure that such programmes be promoted and endorsed. It would appear that

P e e ——— i P — e e e AT s mm 4

~ teachers at all levels could benefit from refresher discussions on such topics

as purpose, methodology, standards and motivation. The production of appro-

¥
4

“priate visual aids might be a.valuable vehicle for re~kindling an awareness

- -

of the subtler aspects of the art.

Thers,.is no answer for combatting any cducational weakness other that

1’

e
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the installation of strong programmes implemented by trained and experienced

"!:eachers. Instructional wealmess can be replaced 'by'i‘nstructional strength.

ks

4
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. determining factor in whether a stvdent is ab%e to achieve in the modern

. - the way. he presents himself to the world. The increased self-confidence en-

" value.

VIIT Sumnary
\ The ability to conmunicateiwith written symbols on paper is oi‘t:’en a
R % . ’ . . .
academically oriented education Btructure. Many peopls witﬁ othervise normal -
ability are often unable to put their thoughts on pa;:er, ‘not because of
thinking diserders, but rather because of wr:?;ting handicaps.
. Handwr%‘tfing is personai and is very much a part of the student and of

gendered by handwriting of vhich He can be proud is'a by-product of no mean

i'nterest, purpose, and need - - these az:e the motivations that lead
to readiness to write, O;I‘ to chanée a style oi‘ writing., With-an appropriate
understanding of purpose, time w:Lll be found by both teacher and student to
i‘ollow :Lnstruct:Lons, to pract:use, to d:.agnose :.]J.eg:.blln.tles, and to re-

learn as necessary. It is imperative, that teachers at all levels be aware

&

of the system being adopted and promoted in the district; that they have had.train-
ing :z.n the techn:.ques of handtmt:.ng in that system, mclud:.ng special help

i‘or teach:mg writers with hundedness dominance ce other than the:Lr own. Special -

instruction,’ assistance and resources need to be made available to both

-
-

teachers and students with special learning disabilities. )

Evaluation of the process and product needs to be done both formalli .

and informally on, a continuing bas:is by both teacher and student. Standards
are to be established as targets at which to aim for perfection, rather than

tarriers to hold back the less ate. - :

- The overall objective for ariy hendmitinmrograme must be to provide

. ~each learner with a peréonal and individualized tool with which *he can ex~

press himself efficiently and effectively. Yoo

B - . . - .
3t ‘
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plemen'tation on both a long range and short term basis according to prioriti‘es

= . - -7 - -
X Recormendations Ty : T ' i
N - . |
s It is recommended that the i‘ollo.._‘.g actions be con..,:.dered i‘or im- »° i

2

for the handwriting improvement in‘thé system. = - )
. - l. That a system-\n de survey be undv-ta:.en to reveal 'Ehe nreseut state of )
- the art, and to include the following a soects. o =

1.1 Current professional training, courses, etc. held by teachers at all
. - levels in handwriting methddology. . :
: 1.2 Scales, models-and standards of measurement now used Tor grad:.ng
. ' , 4nd evaluation \
‘1.3 lmount of time spent da::.ly or week'ly on. . .
o . 1.3.1 formal instruction )
1.3.2 individual and/or small group :mstruct:.on

*1.3.3 diagnosis and rémediation . A o,
- 1.4 Degree to which instruction is correlated with : . -~
_ © "~ 1.4.1 Language Arts ‘ :
T 1.4.2 Other content subjects ’ -
~ . 1.5 What materials and tools are currently used o
eg. pencil, bal‘.l.-po::.nt or felt-point pens, size and kinds of
i paper, etc. . R .
» . . - Al . <
s~~~ " 2, Based on.the above data, there should bte an examination of currently )

; available commercial programmes to 1dev1t1iy components which would meet
the Gefined needs of the system

2.1 Does it accomodate currvent theories of learning vith r‘espx,ct

’ to readiness, to visual, motor and perceptual needs? .

2.2 Does it provide a variety of cJDDI'OaChGSg} including v:Lsual, .
aud:.tory, tactile and kinesthetic and still maintain consi stency,

i 4

. of standard for letter formation in -each approach. )
- 2.3 Does it offer training methods c."ld ..echn:.ques for,both mariuscript
and cursive styles? . .
- 2.4 Does it prom de specialigzecd consult ant or resource personypel
— .to assist in the 3;,z1~oduc..ory tra_.n ing prograrmnes, and subseouent
works_nons" - e

2.5 Are there performance standdrds for speed anTngllty\ provz.ded w:.th
the programme wn_.ch are authenticated for the Canadian scene, and
related to- the four major standerd scales? .

e o ( Thorxndike, Ayers,-West, Freeman). - =

3. Tnitiate a-series of re-%raining options for the teachers in the system,

e - 1

3.1 Co-opcratively with local universities as- : A

’ 3.1.1 credit progromme :Ln arts and/or bkducati on_
g . 3.1.2 non-~credit ‘open to u}*e general public and of sufficient.
o duration to demons trate results. .o

. i - . . <
. >,
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3.1 3 ‘an exper1mental research.programme related to the
.- - effects of training, etc. :

¥

3 2 Through programmes offered by the commercial. firms to . >
3.2.1 Introduce the concepts in'a new or revised programme .
3.2.2 Provide follow-up workshops for both parents and teachers ‘
~=_through the ERC services. .
S 3 Through local resource personnel developlng systematlc and contlnuous
workshops at either school or E.R.C.: levels for
- 3.31 Al teachérs on the Supply List and substitute call list, -
’ ' : so that they can have specific training in an art which

v can be used at every opportunity they have.
3.3.2 A1l teacher-aides so they will be knowledgeable and
. . gkilled to help children with practice and model
’ development.
N - 3.3.3 Groups of teachers at various locations according to their
; expressed needs. *

3.3.4 A1l consultant persomnel so that they can havée a thorough
understanding of the principles, and ¢an facilitate
their integration 1nto all areas of instruction.
A
k, That the system make a, commitment to one style of handwriting for formal

instructional purposesr and that standards be provided to guide teachers in
the .instruction.

5. That schools at all grade levels be urged to accept this system and to
follow it durlng a,specific period of time so that evaluation and measurements
can be made. ® - ‘
6. That classroom teacners be urged to make‘a conscibus time commitment to
formal instruction on a small group basis, and to individualized dlagnostlc
1nstruct10n for 2ll students each veek. .
7. That specific instruction be provided for persons who write on chalkboards
and overhead projectors with respect to letter formatlon and legibility.

-

.8. That approprlate visual materlals be prov1ded or developed to show good

S~ e ;,,/'"" Y - . . .
9. That eagn,,eaeher’iﬁ'tﬂefsystem become a conscious teacher of penmanship -
in all content areas at all grade levels. ’

10. That a@bropriate evaluation and research projects be undertaken on ‘an

on-going basis on aspects outlined in this total paper on an individual
basis; through the Universities, through the Manitoba Educational Research .

“ “Council, and with the Manitoba School Trustees Association.

15. That efforts be made to keep the parents and general public informed
of work in this field, and to solicit their assistance in"its implementation, *
,eva%uation and improvement. -
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