Brain, Digital, PISSN : 2384-2474
& Learning eISSN : 2586-7490

RESEARCH ARTICLE

A Study on The Perception of Digital Writing
Performance of Middle School Students

Jong-Im Park' - Sook-Ki Choi**
'Korea Institute for Curriculum and Evaluation
*Korea National University of Education

CIXIE SM7|of| chist Seldo] M7| 2 Q14|

| -

*Corresponding Author: agrement@knue.ac.kr

ABSTRACT

This study investigated the perception of writing performance of 183 middle school students
who performed cooperative writing tasks in a digital writing environment.

As a result, first, Students' perception of digital collaborative task performance consisted of
'recognition of digital collaborative writing performance process' and 'attitude perception
towards digital writing tools'. Second, the students showed a high level of recognition in
terms of role performance while participating in the digital collaborative writing task, but
male students felt more difficult than female students. Third, a high level of recognition was

'.) also shown in relation to data search and selection of digital writing, but this was also found
Cheek for to be more difficult for male students than female students. Fourth, the discourse synthesis
updates performance, which translates information into one's own words, also showed a high level
of recognition, but it showed a rather low level when simultaneously inputting the contents

@ OPEN ACCESS represented by one's own. Fifth, although the overall recognition level was high in relation
Brain, Digital, & Learning to cooperative peer evaluation and correction, female students were found to perceive
2022, Vol. 12, No. 2, 211-230. more difficulties than male students. Sixth, students positively perceived the convenience of
https://doi.org/10.31216/BDL.20220014 typing and editing in digital writing compared to handwriting, but showed a rather low level
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Introduction
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Method

Subject
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Table 1. Information on Digital Collaborative Writing Tasks
Period Core competency Assessment Tool Engineering Tools
1 1 ‘I’ in me - Self-reflection (individual)

1-1 Assessment assignment preview

1-2 Find out my strengths and weaknesses
1-3 Find out my job values

1-4 Find out about my job interests

1-5 Short writing about me

2 2. Search for a job (group)
2-1 Determining the role - Keyboard character input
Lo - Mouse click
2-2 Investigating a job - Drag and drop
2-3 Choosing a job - Web-based information search
3 3. Create a job report plan and content (group) ’ ”]lg“dlttmeii inages and videos
3-1 Write an outline and determine the author for each sub-content - g
3-2 Collecting information
3-3 Reorganizing information
4 4. Writing and editing job reports (groups)
4-1 Writing a draft
4-2 Monitoring the draft
4-3 Editing the draft
Table 132} Zro] 4345} ) A& &2 & 2247 IA| = 1X}A] Afot A Z6l7] A1 S Bl A] S-AFSH R 29 &

92 120 470] 8 RS Sl 2502 FAIsIo, ol2) Al chet AE SIES B gtel B
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Investigation Instruments
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Table 2. Draft Questionnaire on Digital Collaborative Writing Performance Awareness
Category Item
1. Performing the Writer's 1. I was able to determine the roles needed for writing (integrator, recorder, revisionist, etc.) while discussing it
Role in a Collaborative with group members.
Writing Situation 2.1 was able to decide who to write for each sub-content by discussing it with the group members.
3. I'was able to figure out what to write in the sub-contents I was assigned to.
4. Twas able to enter effective search terms to find information related to my sub-content.

2. Explorating and 5. After searching the internet, I was able to figure out which one to check first among the various lists presented.
screening 6. From the information I found on the Internet, I was able to decide which to collect and which to discard.

7.1 was able to organize the information I found on the Internet and put it on the group bulletin board.
3. Consolidating and 8. Instead of pasting the information I found on the Internet exactly as needed, I was able to write the content I
transformatin was assigned to, modifying it in my own words.

9. Using the keyboard, I was able to quickly enter the content that came to mind.
10. I'was able to edit the content if necessary while writing on the keyboard.
4. Collaborative Peer 11. I was able to read the writings of the group members and rate them as ‘high, middle or low’ according to the

Assessment and Revision ~ evaluation criteria. y S
12. T was able to read the writings of the group members and write opinions such as what content should be

corrected or what content should be praised for writing well.
13. T was able to read the evaluations of the group members and decide which parts should be revised.
14. While discussing with the group members, [ was able to present revision opinions on the writings of my group

and revise them myself.
5. Efficacy of Digital 15. 1 find it more convenient to write on a computer than by hand.
Writing Tools 16. 1 feel more confident when I write on the computer than when I write by hand.

17. It was more convenient for me to edit my writing on a computer than writing by hand.
18. I was able to concentrate more when writing on the computer than when writing by hand.
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Question Factor 1 Factor 2

Seree Pt 13 0.842 0.202

o= 0.791 0.122
0.79 0.053

14 0.783 0.288

o 4 0.768 0.231

1 0.765 0.132

12 0.763 0.188

. 0.758 0.194
2 5 0.754 0.294
3 0753 0291
5‘ " 10 0.714 0.406
7 0.699 0340

11 0.676 0255

| 16 0.157 0.873

’ 15 0.133 0.84
17 0.226 0.839

i S 18 0233 0811

’ 9 038 0597
R EE T LR Eigenvalue 7.784 3.989

Cempenest Humbat Explanatory variable(%o) 43.242 22.160

Cumulative variance(%) 43242 65402

Fig. 1. Scree Plot and Varimax Factor Analysis Results

Table 3. Aspects of question composition by factor

Category

Item

Factor 1

(Awareness of digital
collaborative writing

performance process)

1. T was able to determine the roles needed for writing (integrator, recorder, revisionist, etc.) while discussing it

with group members.

2. I'was able to decide who to write for each sub-content by discussing it with the group members.
3. I'was able to figure out what to write in the sub-contents I was assigned to.

4.1 was able to enter effective search terms to find information related to my sub-content.

5. After searching the internet, I was able to figure out which one to check first among the various lists presented.

6. From the information I found on the Internet, I was able to decide which to collect and which to discard.
7.1 was able to organize the information I found on the Internet and put it on the group bulletin board.

8. Instead of pasting the information I found on the Internet exactly as needed, I was able to write the content I

was assigned to, modifying it in my own words.
10. I was able to edit the content if necessary while writing on the keyboard.

11. I was able to read the writings of the group members and rate them as ‘high, middle or low’ according to the

evaluation criteria.

12. I'was able to read the writings of the group members and write opinions such as what content should be
corrected or what content should be praised for writing well.

13. I'was able to read the evaluations of the group members and decide which parts should be revised.

14. While discussing with the group members, I was able to present revision opinions on the writings of my
group and revise them myself.

9. Using the keyboard, I was able to quickly enter the content that came to mind.

Factor 2
(Awareness of attitude
towards digital writing tools)

15. I find it more convenient to write on a computer than by hand.

16. 1 feel more confident when I write on the computer than when I write by hand.

17. It was more convenient for me to edit my writing on a computer than writing by hand.

18. I was able to concentrate more when writing on the computer than when writing by hand.
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Results

Aspect of ‘Factor 1: Perception of Digital Collaborative Writing Performance Process’
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Table 4. Factor 1: Perceptions of digital collaborative writing performance’ descriptive statistics

Item M SD
1. Performing the Writer's Role 1. I was able to determine the roles needed for writing (integrator, recorder, 431 74
in a Collaborative Writing revisionist, etc.) while discussing it with group members.
Situation 2.1 was able to decide who to write for each sub-content by discussing it with 428 76
the group members.
3. I'was able to figure out what to write in the sub-contents I was assigned to. 4.18 .80
Category Sum  4.26 68
2. Explorating and screening 4. T'was able to enter effective search terms to find information related to my 4.11 82
sub-content.
5. After searching the internet, I was able to figure out which one to check first 4.03 .80
among the various lists presented.
6. From the information I found on the Internet, I was able to decide which to 4.07 .80
collect and which to discard.
7. 1'was able to organize the information I found on the Internet and put it on the 4.02 87
group bulletin board.
Category Sum 4.06 .70
3. Consolidating and 8. Instead of pasting the information I found on the Internet exactly as needed, 4.10 90
transformatin was able to write the content I was assigned to, modifying it in my own words.
10. I was able to edit the content if necessary while writing on the keyboard. 425 79
Category Sum  4.17 78
4. Collaborative Peer 11. I was able to read the writings of the group members and rate them as ‘high, 4.09 82
Assessment and Revision middle or low’ according to the evaluation criteria.
12. I' was able to read the writings of the group members and write opinions 3.99 85
such as what content should be corrected or what content should be praised for
writing well.
13. I'was able to read the evaluations of the group members and decide which 4.07 85
parts should be revised.
14. While discussing with the group members, [ was able to present revision 4.16 .80
opinions on the writings of my group and revise them myself.
Category Sum 4.05 .79
Factor 1sum  4.13 .65
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Table 5. ‘Factor 1: Perceptions of Digjtal Collaborative Writing Performance’ Gender Differences

Item Gender N M SD t(p)
1. Performing the Writer's Role in a 1 Male 91 415 80 2.831(.005)"
Collaborative Writing Situation Female [*%) 4.46 64
2 Male 91 414 81 2.44(016)°
Female 92 441 .68
3 Male 91 4,04 86 2315 (022)
Female 92 432 73
Sum  Male 91 411 73 2.854(.005)"
Female 2 439 60
2. Explorating and screening 4 Male 91 4.01 .88 -1.710 (.089)
Female 92 422 75
5 Male 91 392 82 -1.847 (.066)
Female 2 414 78
6 Male 91 398 83 -1.485(.139)
Female 92 4.15 75
7 Male 91 3.88 87 22.230 027y
Female 2 4.16 86
Sum  Male 91 395 72 2.157 (.032)°
Female 92 417 67
3. Consolidating and transformatin 8 Male 91 3.85 95 -3.933(.000)""
Female 92 435 76
10 Male 91 418 82 -1.284(201)
Female 2 433 758
Sum Male 91 401 81 2.878(004)"
Female 92 434 71
4. Collaborative Peer Assessment and Revision 11 Male 91 395 79 2469 (014)
Female 92 424 82
12 Male 91 3.84 87 2485 (014)
Female 92 4.14 79
13 Male 91 391 90 2,466 (015)°
Female 2 422 77
14 Male 91 402 87 22392 (018)°
Female 92 430 72
Sum Male 91 3.93 74 2.846 (005)"
Female 92 423 68
Factor 1 sum Male 91 3.99 67 2927 (.004)"
Female 92 426
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Table 6. Difficulty in ‘setting the author’s role’

Category

Response content

Difficulty in setting the author’s role

- It was difficult to determine the desired role.

- When deciding on ‘Leading, integrating, recording, and editing’, the things you want to do may
overlap.

- It was difficult because the roles we wanted to play collided with each other.

Difficulty performing roles

- It was difficult because the group members did not cooperate well.

- I'took on the role of 'Recorder’, but it was difficult because the typing was slower than the group
members.

- I'took on the role of ‘Integration’, but it was difficult because there were many typos in the writings
of my colleagues.

- There was a sense of pressure that I had to lead my friends as a leader.

- It was difficult for my colleagues to decide on ‘sub-contents’ because they were playful and talkative.
- It was difficult because the friend in charge of the record was eagle hitting.

- It was difficult to communicate with the group members because they did not speak.

Difficulty in writing assignments

- When [ was in charge of the “first’ part of the article, it was difficult to write.

- It was difficult to know what to write because I couldn't find the content I needed to write in the sub-
contents I was assigned to.
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Table 7. Difficulty in ‘setting the author’s role’

Category

Response content

Select a search term

- It was difficult to search the Internet because it was difficult to immediately figure out what the
subject should be for my part.

- It used to be a bit difficult to organize and enter necessary search terms in the Internet search box.

- It was difficult because I did not know which search term to enter.

- It was difficult to find what I needed to find on the Internet.

Screening information

- It was difficult to go to various websites and find information one by one.

- When examining the sub-content of ‘Occupational Prospects’, it was difficult to find materials with
different content because most of them had similar content.

- It was difficult to distinguish whether a statement was true or not in an Internet search.

Difficulty in writing assignments

- When [ was in charge of the “first’ part of the article, it was difficult to write.
- It was difficult to know what to write because I couldn't find the content I needed to write in the sub-
contents I was assigned to.
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Table 8. Difficulty in ‘Collaborative Peer Assessment and Revision’
Category Response content

Figure out what to rewrite - It was difficult because there were so many wrong letters.
- It was difficult because the content I found and written by each person did not connect smoothly.
- It was difficult to determine the order in which each article was written.
- It was difficult because there were children who copied the text.
- It was difficult because I had to do several things at the same time.
- I can't tell what's written well and what's not written well.
Collaborative revising - It was difficult and difficult because my colleagues talked about it while editing.
- It was difficult because the group members did not perform properly, and the roles were not divided.

- There was a slight disagreement when editing.
- It was difficult because there were times when I insisted that I was right even when I was wrong.
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Aspects of ‘Factor 2: Attitude Perception towards Digital Writing Tools’
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ofu] 2417 Q1A (16), 524 ThE] 27 1Al (18)0l et E-5o] = o] Qlct.

Table 9. Factor 2: Attitudes toward digital writing tools’ descriptive statistics

Item M SD
9. Using the keyboard, I was able to quickly enter the content that came to mind. 3.79 1.10
15. I find it more convenient to write on a computer than by hand. 431 0.89
16.1 feel more confident when I write on the computer than when I write by hand. 3.84 1.03
17. It was more convenient for me to edit my writing on a computer than writing by hand. 438 0.81
18. I was able to concentrate more when writing on the computer than when writing by hand. 397 0.98

Factor 2 sum 4.06 0.79
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Table 10. ‘Factor 2: Attitude Perception towards Digital Writing Tools’ Gender Difference Analysis

Item Gender N M SD t(p)

9 Male 91 3.69 1.12 -1.220(.224)
Female 92 3.89 1.08

15 Male 91 4.29 93 387 (699)
Female 92 434 .86

16 Male 91 3.88 1.03 491 (.624)
Female 92 3.80 1.03

17 Male 91 431 826 -1.155 (:250)
Female 92 445 790

18 Male 91 3.90 99 -988 (.324)
Female 92 4.04 96

Factor 2 Total Male 91 4.01 79 =777 (438)
Female 92 4.10 79
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