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help address the challenges, formative writing assessment systems called automated 2008: Gilbert & Graham, 2010; Graham et al., 2014) and incorporated 32 Likert-like items
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automated scoring and automated feedback on their writing. probing the frequency with which teachers implemented various writing instruction practices. -
AWE = web-based formative writing assessment software that uses computer Writing Quality .
algorithms to analyze the quality of students’ writing and provide students with Prompts scored for holistic quality via PEG Overall Score (range = 6-30). g
automated scoring and automated feedback to help students calibrate and improve their The PEG Score is formed as the sum of six traits, each measured on a 1-5 scale: development of ideas, Z g =
writing performance. organization, style, sentence structure, conventions, and word choice. PEG is highly reliable; gquadratic L
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Total number of unique essays students completed within M1 Write across the school year; 30.

Average number of drafts completed per essay (total number of drafts for the school year divided by the total

Thus, the current study examined whether the use of an AWE system called MI Write _ . : L
number of unique essays for the school year) - the degree to which students, on average, revised their writing

helped students in Grades 4-5 develop their writing proficiency across a school year. We

RQ 3 & 4 - Transfer Effects & AWE Usage Predicting Gains
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an initial essay (administered in the Fall)? What is the shape and rate of growth across those Covariates include students” demographics information (e.g., grade, race, special education status, and ELL e e -
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drafts? Is the rate of improvement equal for all groups of students? status), measures of their reading ability (i.e., HMH Reading Inventory ranging from <100 to 1500+) and oA 2w e ew o A W e
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