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Table 1

Characteristics of Meta-analyses

	Meta-analysis
	Purpose
	Number of Studies
	Coded Variables
	ES Calculation

	Bangert-Drowns (1993)
	Review studies that compared 2 groups of students receiving identical writing instruction, but only one group allowed to use word processor
	32
	(Explicit)

21 characteristics categorized into 4 groups:

1. Instructional Treatment

2. Research methodology

3. Study setting

4. Publication features
	· Statistical significance and direction for each finding

· ES where means and SD available. Exact ES calculation not provided.

	Bangert-Drowns, Hurley & Wilkinson (2004)
	Identify the effects of writing about subject matter content (writing-to-learn) on typical classroom academic performance
	48
	(Explicit)

17 variables grouped into the following categories:

1. Intensity of treatment

2. Features of writing tasks

3. Contextual features

4. Methodological features

5. Publication features
	Cohen’s d; Reported weighted and unweighted ES

	De La Paz (2007)
	Review research on instructional components of strategy instruction and determine which components are most important
	12
	(Inferred)*

· Purpose

· Sample characteristics

· Intervention

· Design

· Results 
	ES reported for primary studies only; Exact ES calculation not provided

	Gersten & Baker (2001)
	Summarize research on expressive writing interventions for students with LD
	13
	(Explicit)

· Random assignment of students

· Number of students in each condition

· Grade levels

· Focus of instruction

· Central instructional components

· Dependent measures
	Cohen’s d; Reported weighted and unweighted ES 

	Graham (2006)
	Examine overall impact of strategy instruction on writing performance at post-test and maintenance, and on generalization measures
	39
	(Explicit)

· Design

· Student characteristics

· Grade

· Genre

· Cognitive process

· Instructor

· Instructional model
	Glass’ (

	Graham & Harris (2003)
	Analyze the impact of SRSD instruction in writing 
	18
	(Inferred)

1. Design

2. Grades

3. Student characteristics

4. Instructor

5. Dependent variables at post-test, maintenance, and generalization
	· Glass’ (  for experimental and quasi-experimental designs

· PND for single-subject designs

	Graham & Perin (2007a)
	Identify effective practices for teaching writing to adolescents from results of experimental and quasi-experimental studies
	126
	(Explicit)

1. Grade

2. Type of student

3. Number of participants

4. Writing genre

5. Publication type

6. Description of control

7. 9 quality indicators
	Cohen’s d; Reported weighted and unweighted ES

	Graham & Perin (2007b)
	Identify what is known about teaching writing to adolescents and what still needs to be known, looking at experimental, quasi-experimental, single-subject, and qualitative studies
	Unclear
	Reader is referred to:

Graham, S. & Perin, D. (2007). Writing next: Effective strategies to improve writing of adolescents in middle and high school. Washington, DC: Alliance for Excellence in Education.
	· Cohen’s d for experimental and quasi-experimental designs

· PND for single-subject designs

· Identified themes based on reported instructional practices for qualitative designs

	Mason & Graham (2008)
	Examine writing interventions that are effective for adolescents with LD
	40
	No coding information provided, except for:

1. Effect size or PND

2. 10 quality indicators
	· Cohen’s d for experimental and quasi-experimental designs

· PND for single-subject designs

	Rogers & Graham (2008)
	Examine single-subject research on effective writing instruction 
	88
	(Explicit)

10 variables (grouped for purposes of this study, only)

1. Design

2. Participant characteristics

3. Geographic location

4. Instructor

5. Intervention

6. 11 quality indicators
	PND


*Coded variables marked as “inferred” were identified by looking at tables of study characteristics within the article.  The authors did not explicitly identify coded variables for the study.


