Table S1
Studies for Correlational Data (Descriptives on Study Features)
	Author
	Publication type
	Grade
	Ability
	Language
	SES1
	Country

	Abate, 1991
	Dissertation
	Undergraduates and graduates
	
	
	
	US

	Alexander et al., 1994
	Journal article
	Undergraduates and graduates
	Full classroom
	
	
	US

	Angthong, 1991
	Dissertation
	Undergraduates
	Average performers
	Second language learners
	
	Thailand

	Ardasheva et al., 2017
	Journal article
	7
	Full classroom
	Second language learners
	Low
	US

	August et al., 2006
	Journal article
	K-4
	Low performers
	Mixed
	
	US

	Awadby, 2012
	Dissertation
	7-8
	
	Mixed
	Low
	US

	Barnes et al., 2015
	Journal article
	7-12
	Average and low performers
	Native speakers
	Mixed
	US

	Behrman & Street, 2005
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	
	US

	Best et al., 2008
	Journal article
	3
	Average performers
	
	Mixed
	US

	Birmingham, 2013
	Dissertation
	9
	Full classroom
	
	
	US

	Bråten & Anmarkrud, 2013
	Journal article
	9
	Full classroom
	Native speakers
	Medium
	Norway

	Bråten et al., 2013
	Journal article
	10
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	Medium
	Norway

	Bråten et al., 2018
	Journal article
	Upper secondary
	High performers
	Mixed
	Medium
	Norway

	Bråten et al., 2022
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	
	Norway

	Britton et al., 1998
	Journal article
	High school graduates
	
	
	
	US

	Cai & Kunnan, 2019
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	Full classroom
	Native speakers
	
	China

	Callahan & Drum, 1984
	Journal article
	5-6
	Full classroom
	
	Medium
	US

	Capin, 2018
	Dissertation
	8
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	Mixed
	US

	Christodoulou & Diakidoy, 2020
	Journal article
	6 and 9
	Full classroom
	Native speakers
	
	Cyprus

	Coiro, 2011
	Journal article
	7
	Full classroom
	
	
	US

	Cromley & Azevedo, 2007
	Journal article
	9
	Full classroom
	Native speakers
	
	US

	Cromley et al., 2010
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	High performers
	Mixed
	Mixed
	US

	Davis & Guthrie, 2015
	Journal article
	3
	Full classroom
	
	
	US

	Davis & Neitzel, 2012
	Journal article
	6-7
	Full classroom
	
	
	US

	Davis et al., 2017
	Journal article
	5-7
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	Mixed
	US

	Delgado et al., 2020
	Journal article
	Undergraduates and graduates
	
	Mixed
	Medium
	Norway

	Elleman et al. 2022
	Journal article
	5
	Average and low performers
	
	Mixed
	US

	Fitzhugh, 2012
	Dissertation
	10
	High performers
	
	Low
	US

	Florit et al., 2020
	Journal article
	4-5
	Full classroom
	Native speakers
	
	Italy

	Follmer & Sperling, 2019
	Journal article
	Adult
	Full classroom
	Native speakers
	Mixed
	US

	García et al., 2015
	Journal article
	6-7
	Average and low performers & High performers
	Native speakers
	Mixed
	Chile

	García et al., 2019
	Journal article
	3-6
	Average and High performers
	Native speakers
	
	Spain

	Golke et al., 2022
	Journal article
	
	
	Mixed
	
	Germany

	Griffin et al., 2009
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	
	
	
	US

	Griffin, 1998
	Dissertation
	5
	High performers
	Native speakers
	Mixed
	US

	Guthrie et al., 2004
	Journal article
	3
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	Mixed
	US

	Guthrie et al., 2009
	Journal article
	5
	Average and low performers
	Mixed
	
	US

	Hambrick & Engle, 2002
	Journal article
	Adult
	
	
	
	US

	Ho et al., 2019
	Journal article
	2-3
	
	Native speakers
	Mixed
	China (Hong Kong)

	Hwang & Cabell, 2021
	Journal article
	Kindergarten
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	Low
	US

	Hwang & Duke, 2020
	Journal article
	3
	
	Mixed
	
	US

	Hwang, 2019
	Journal article
	4
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	
	Australia, Canada [Quebec], Germany, China (HK), Singapore

	Jeon, 2007
	Dissertation
	Undergraduates and graduates
	
	Second language learners
	
	US

	Joh & Plakans, 2017
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	High performers
	Second language learners
	
	Korea

	Julian, 2007
	Dissertation
	Undergraduates and graduates
	
	Mixed
	
	US

	Kammerer et al., 2019
	Journal article
	10-11
	Full classroom
	Native speakers
	
	Germany

	Kanniainen, 2019
	Journal article
	6
	
	
	
	Finland

	Kern, 2014
	Dissertation
	Undergraduates
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	
	US

	Kim et al., 2018
	Journal article
	10-undergraduates
	High performers
	Second language learners
	
	Mexico

	Kitao, 1988
	Dissertation
	
	
	Second language learners
	
	US

	Klauda & Guthrie, 2008
	Journal article
	5
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	Mixed
	US

	Kobayashi, 2009
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	
	Native speakers
	
	Japan

	Kulesz et al., 2016
	Journal article
	7-12
	
	
	Mixed
	US

	Latini et al., 2021
	Journal article
	Undergraduates and graduates
	
	Mixed
	
	Norway

	Lawless et al., 2003
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	
	
	
	US

	LeLoup, 1993
	Dissertation
	9-12
	
	Second language learners
	Medium
	US

	Leu et al., 2015
	Journal article
	7
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	Mixed
	US

	Liebfreund & Conradi, 2016
	Journal article
	3-5
	Full classroom
	
	Mixed
	US

	Marron, 2019
	Journal article
	5
	Full classroom
	Native speakers
	Mixed
	US

	McCarthy et al., 2018
	Journal article
	9-12
	
	Mixed
	Mixed
	US

	McNeil, 2011
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	Special education
	Second language learners
	
	US

	Meenan, 2015
	Dissertation
	7 and above
	
	
	
	US

	Mikeska, 2010
	Dissertation
	3
	Full classroom
	Second language learners
	
	US

	Miller, 2009
	Journal article
	Adult
	
	
	
	US

	Morrow et al., 2003
	Dissertation
	Adult
	
	
	
	US

	Murphy, 2017
	Journal article
	4-5
	Full classroom
	
	Mixed
	US

	Nell et al., 2018
	Journal article
	Adult
	average & high achieving
	
	Mixed
	Netherlands

	O'reilly & Mcnamara, 2007a
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	
	
	
	US

	O'Reilly & McNamara, 2007b
	Journal article
	9-12
	Full classroom
	
	Mixed
	US

	O'Reilly et al., 2019
	Journal article
	9-12
	
	
	
	US

	Oefinger & Peverly, 2020
	Journal article
	9-12
	Average and low performers
	Mixed
	Mixed
	US

	Ozuru et al., 2007
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	
	
	
	US

	Parkinson & Dinsmore, 2018
	Journal article
	High school
	Average performers
	
	
	US

	Peverly & Sumowski, 2012
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	
	US

	Ranellucci et al., 2013
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	
	
	
	Canada

	Reynolds & Perin, 2009
	Journal article
	7
	Average performers
	Mixed
	Mixed
	Canada

	Roohani et al., 2017
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	
	Second language learners
	
	Iran

	Rydland & Gr⊘ver, 2019
	Journal article
	5
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	
	Norway

	Rydland et al., 2012
	Journal article
	5
	Low performers
	Second language learners
	Low
	Norway

	Sabatini et al., 2016
	Journal article
	K-3
	
	
	
	US

	Samuelstuen & Bråten, 2005
	Journal article
	10
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	Medium
	Norway

	Sánchez er al., 2017
	Journal article
	6-7
	Full classroom
	Native speakers
	Mixed
	Chile

	Schmidt et al., 2017
	Journal article
	10
	Full classroom
	
	
	Germany

	Shapiro, 2004
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	Full classroom
	
	
	US

	Singer & Alexander, 2017
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	
	
	
	US

	Singer Trakhman et al., 2022
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	
	
	
	US

	Smith, 2013.pdf
	Dissertation
	7-8
	Average and low performers
	Mixed
	Low
	US

	Sparks et al., 2014
	Journal article
	10
	Full classroom
	Native speakers
	Medium
	US

	Spencer et al., 2019
	Journal article
	Teenager
	Full classroom
	Native speakers
	
	US

	Strømsø & Bråten, 2009
	Journal article
	Upper secondary school
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	
	Norway

	Sumowski, 2007
	Dissertation
	Undergraduates
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	
	US

	T. N. Wang et al. 2021
	Journal article
	7
	Full classroom
	Native speakers
	
	China

	Taboada & Guthrie, 2006
	Journal article
	3-4
	Full classroom
	
	Mixed
	US

	Taboada et al., 2009
	Journal article
	4
	
	
	Mixed
	US

	Talwar et al., 2018
	Journal article
	16-71 years old
	Low performers
	Native speakers
	
	US

	Talwar et al., 2021
	Journal article
	Adults
	Low performers
	Native speakers
	Low
	US & Canada

	Tarchi & Villalón, 2021
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	
	Native speakers
	Medium
	Italy

	Van Orman et al., 2021
	Journal article
	7
	
	Mixed
	Low
	US

	Vaughn et al., 2013
	Journal article
	8
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	Mixed
	US

	Voss & Silfies, 1996
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	Full classroom
	
	
	US

	Was & Woltz, 2007
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	
	
	
	US

	Wu et al., 2013
	Journal article
	Undergraduates
	Full classroom
	Second language learners
	
	China

	Y. Ahmed et al., 2016
	Journal article
	7-12
	Full classroom
	
	Mixed
	US

	Y. Ahmed et al., 2022
	Journal article
	3-5
	Low performers
	Mixed
	Low
	US

	Yeari & Lev, 2020
	Journal article
	Undergraduates and graduates
	Average and low performers
	Native speakers
	
	Iran

	Yildirim et al., 2020
	Journal article
	4
	Full classroom
	Native speakers
	Medium
	Turkey

	Yum, 1998
	Dissertation
	Undergraduates
	Full classroom
	Native speakers
	
	Korea

	Z. Wang et al., 2021
	Journal article
	9-12
	Full classroom
	
	
	US


Note. 1 SES for more than two-thirds of the participants.
Table S2
Studies for Correlational Data (Descriptives on Assessment Features)
	
	Content knowledge assessment
	
	Comprehension assessment

	Author
	Format
	Reliability
	Normed
	Assessment focus
	Format
	Reliability
	Normed
	Proximity

	Abate, 1991
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	Yes
	No

	Alexander et al., 1994
	Written response/cloze & Multiple choice
	>.83
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Cloze
	0.82-0.84
	No
	Yes

	Angthong, 1991
	Multiple choice
	0.82
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.9-0.91
	No
	Yes

	Ardasheva et al., 2017
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	0.88
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.81
	No
	Yes

	August et al., 2006
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	0.5-0.54
	No
	Reading & Listening comprehension
	Sentence Verification
	0.45-0.54
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Awadby, 2012
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	Yes
	Yes

	Barnes et al., 2015
	Multiple choice
	0.64-0.75
	Yes
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.89-0.93
	Yes
	Yes & No

	Behrman & Street, 2005
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Yes & No

	Best et al., 2008
	Oral response
	0.84
	Yes
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice & Recall
	0.9
	No
	No

	Birmingham, 2013
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	Yes
	No

	Bråten & Anmarkrud, 2013
	Multiple choice
	0.55
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.77
	No
	Yes

	Bråten et al., 2013
	Multiple choice
	0.64
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Open-ended response
	0.82
	No
	Yes

	Bråten et al., 2018
	Multiple choice
	0.72-0.77
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Cloze
	0.83
	No
	No

	Bråten et al., 2022
	Written response/cloze
	0.92
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Recall
	0.95
	No
	Yes

	Britton et al., 1998
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Cai & Kunnan, 2019
	Multiple choice
	0.72
	Yes
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.73
	Yes
	Yes

	Callahan & Drum, 1984
	Written response/cloze
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Recall & Cloze
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Capin, 2018
	Multiple choice
	0.89
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.85-0.93
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Christodoulou & Diakidoy, 2020
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	0.7-0.73
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Sentence Verification
	0.71-0.73
	No
	Yes

	Coiro, 2011
	Written response/cloze
	0.85
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice & Open-ended response
	0.85-0.918
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Cromley & Azevedo, 2007
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.93
	Yes
	Yes

	Cromley et al., 2010
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Davis & Guthrie, 2015
	Multiple choice
	0.7
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Not reported
	0.91
	No
	Yes

	Davis & Neitzel, 2012
	Written response/cloze
	0.96
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.98
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Davis et al., 2017
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Sentence Verification
	0.73
	No
	Yes

	Delgado et al., 2020
	Multiple choice
	0.59
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Sentence Verification
	0.63-0.66
	No
	Yes

	Elleman et al. 2022
	Oral response
	0.84
	Yes
	Reading comprehension
	Cloze
	0.91
	Yes
	No

	Fitzhugh, 2012
	Written response/cloze
	0.83-0.87
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Open-ended response
	0.88
	Yes
	Yes

	Florit et al., 2020
	Multiple choice
	0.6-0.61
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice & Open-ended response
	0.62
	No
	No

	Follmer & Sperling, 2019
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.84
	No
	Yes

	García et al., 2015
	Written response/cloze
	0.7
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Open-ended response
	0.78
	Not reported
	Yes

	García et al., 2019
	Sorting words
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Summary, Open-ended response & gap-filling task
	Not reported
	Not reported
	Yes

	Golke et al., 2022
	Multiple choice & Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	.051-0.86
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Sentence Verification
	0.7
	No
	No

	Griffin et al., 2009
	Written response/cloze & Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	0.96
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Open-ended response
	0.82
	No
	No

	Griffin, 1998
	Written response/cloze
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Recall
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Guthrie et al., 2004
	Written response/cloze
	0.86
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Open-ended response
	0.81-0.88
	No
	Yes & No

	Guthrie et al., 2009
	Multiple choice
	0.83
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice & Sentence Verification
	0.55
	Yes & No
	No

	Hambrick & Engle, 2002
	Mixed, Multiple choice & Written response/cloze
	0.35-0.97
	No
	Listening comprehension
	Multiple choice & Cloze
	0.8-0.86
	No
	Yes & No

	Ho et al., 2019
	Written response/cloze
	0.8
	No
	Reading & Listening comprehension
	Multiple choice & Open-ended response
	0.55-0.84
	No
	Yes & No

	Hwang & Cabell, 2021
	Oral response
	0.88
	No
	Listening comprehension
	Open-ended response
	0.87
	No
	No

	Hwang & Duke, 2020
	Oral response
	0.75
	Yes
	Reading comprehension
	Open-ended response
	0.84
	No
	No

	Hwang, 2019
	Mixed
	0.78
	Yes
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.88
	Yes
	No

	Jeon, 2007
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	Not reported
	No
	Listening comprehension
	Multiple choice, Sentence Verification & Recall
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Joh & Plakans, 2017
	Written response/cloze
	0.93
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.87
	No
	Yes

	Julian, 2007
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Kammerer et al., 2019
	Mixed
	0.64
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Cloze
	Not reported
	No
	No

	Kanniainen, 2019
	Multiple choice
	0.89
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.86
	Yes
	No

	Kern, 2014
	Multiple choice
	0.6
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.92
	Yes
	No

	Kim et al., 2018
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	Yes
	No

	Kitao, 1988
	Written response/cloze
	0.87
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Recall & Multiple choice
	0.67-0.92
	No
	Yes

	Klauda & Guthrie, 2008
	Multiple choice
	0.63
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice & Sentence Verification
	0.52
	Yes & No
	No

	Kobayashi, 2009
	Written response/cloze
	0.875
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Recall & Open-ended response
	0.875-0.885
	No
	Yes

	Kulesz et al., 2016
	Multiple choice
	0.77
	Yes
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.94
	Yes
	Yes

	Latini et al., 2021
	Written response/cloze
	0.92
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Cloze & Summary
	0.8-0.93
	No
	Yes & No

	Lawless et al., 2003
	Multiple choice
	>0.9
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Recall
	0.92
	No
	Yes

	LeLoup, 1993
	Oral response
	0.9
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Recall
	0.92
	No
	Yes

	Leu et al., 2015
	Written response/cloze
	0.9
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.95
	Yes
	No

	Liebfreund & Conradi, 2016
	Oral response
	0.85
	Yes
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	No

	Marron, 2019
	Written response/cloze
	Not reported
	No
	Reading & Listening comprehension
	Open-ended response & Recall
	0.9
	No
	Yes & No

	McCarthy et al., 2018
	Multiple choice
	0.66-0.92
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.76
	No
	Yes

	McNeil, 2011
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Open-ended response
	1
	No
	Yes

	Meenan, 2015
	Oral response
	0.81
	No
	Listening comprehension
	Recall
	0.94
	No
	Yes

	Mikeska, 2010
	Oral response
	0.747
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Open-ended response
	0.743
	No
	Yes

	Miller, 2009
	Multiple choice
	0.76
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Recall
	0.93
	No
	Yes

	Morrow et al., 2003
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	0.79
	No
	Listening comprehension
	Recall
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Murphy, 2017
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	0.89
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Nell et al., 2018
	Multiple choice
	0.75-0.76
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Cloze & Open-ended response
	0.79-0.82
	No
	Yes & No

	O'reilly & Mcnamara, 2007a
	Multiple choice, Written response/cloze & Mixed
	0.61-0.98
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice & Open-ended response
	0.82-0.89
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	O'Reilly & McNamara, 2007b
	Multiple choice
	0.74
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice & Open-ended response
	0.83-0.87
	No
	Yes

	O'Reilly et al., 2019
	Mixed
	0.91
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.88
	No
	Yes

	Oefinger & Peverly, 2020
	Multiple choice
	1
	No
	Listening comprehension
	Open-ended response
	0.99
	Yes
	No

	Ozuru et al., 2007
	Mixed
	0.69-0.73
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Open-ended response & Multiple choice
	0.85-0.9
	No
	Yes

	Parkinson & Dinsmore, 2018
	Multiple choice
	0.7
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice & Open-ended response
	0.66
	No
	Yes

	Peverly & Sumowski, 2012
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Summary & Multiple choice
	0.98
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Ranellucci et al., 2013
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Recall
	0.86
	No
	Yes

	Reynolds & Perin, 2009
	Mixed
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice & Summary
	0.88-0.97
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Roohani et al., 2017
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Rydland & Gr⊘ver, 2019
	Mixed
	0.84
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.84
	No
	Yes

	Rydland et al., 2012
	Mixed
	0.84
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Cloze & Multiple choice
	0.86-0.87
	No
	Yes & No

	Sabatini et al., 2016
	Not reported
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Not reported
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Samuelstuen & Bråten, 2005
	Multiple choice
	0.58
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.8
	No
	Yes

	Sánchez er al., 2017
	Written response/cloze
	0.7
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Open-ended response & Summary
	0.87-0.9
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Schmidt et al., 2017
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching & Multiple choice
	0.69
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Recall
	0.71-0.93
	No
	Yes

	Shapiro, 2004
	Multiple choice & Written response/cloze
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Singer & Alexander, 2017
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Recall
	0.985
	No
	Yes

	Singer Trakhman et al., 2022
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching & Mixed
	0.94
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Open-ended response & Summary
	0.95
	No
	Yes

	Smith, 2013.pdf
	Multiple choice
	0.571
	Yes
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.71-0.91
	Yes & No
	Yes

	Sparks et al., 2014
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.91
	Yes
	No

	Spencer et al., 2019
	Oral response
	0.88
	No
	Listening comprehension
	Open-ended response
	0.61-0.64
	No
	No

	Strømsø & Bråten, 2009
	Multiple choice
	0.66
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Sentence Verification
	0.59-0.71
	No
	Yes

	Sumowski, 2007
	Multiple choice
	0.63
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.88
	Yes
	No

	T. N. Wang et al. 2021
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice & Open-ended response
	0.69-0.82
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Taboada & Guthrie, 2006
	Written response/cloze
	0.8
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Open-ended response & Multiple choice
	0.7
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Taboada et al., 2009
	Written response/cloze
	0.77
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Open-ended response & Multiple choice
	0.75-0.8
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Talwar et al., 2018
	Oral response
	0.663-0.73
	Yes
	Reading & Listening comprehension
	Cloze, Recall & Open-ended response
	0.794-0.882
	Yes
	No

	Talwar et al., 2021
	Oral response
	0.96
	Yes
	Reading & Listening comprehension
	Cloze, Multiple choice & Open-ended response
	0.81-0.96
	Yes
	No

	Tarchi & Villalón, 2021
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	0.72
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Recall
	0.79
	No
	Yes

	Van Orman et al., 2021
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	0.75
	Yes
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.83
	No
	Yes

	Vaughn et al., 2013
	Multiple choice
	0.89
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.85-0.93
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Voss & Silfies, 1996
	Written response/cloze
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Open-ended response
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Was & Woltz, 2007
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	0.54-0.62
	No
	Listening comprehension
	Sentence Verification
	0.74-0.89
	No
	Yes & No

	Wu et al., 2013
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Y. Ahmed et al., 2016
	Multiple choice
	0.77
	Yes
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.9
	Yes
	Yes

	Y. Ahmed et al., 2022
	Written response/cloze
	0.69
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.73-0.97
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Yeari & Lev, 2020
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice & Recall
	0.93
	No
	Yes

	Yildirim et al., 2020
	Multiple choice
	0.81
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Sentence Verification
	0.67-0.71
	No
	Yes

	Yum, 1998
	Ranking, rating, true/false, or matching
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Recall & Sentence Verification
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Z. Wang et al., 2021
	Mixed & Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.87-0.95
	Yes & No
	Yes & No



Table S3
Studies for Experimental Data (Descriptives on Study Features)
	

Author
	Publication type
	Study design
	Grade
	Ability
	Language
	SES1
	Country
	N of 1
	Teacher effects
	Differential attrition
	Total attrition >20%

	A. A. A. Ahmed et al., 2022
	Journal article
	True experiment
	
	High performers
	Second language learners
	
	Iran
	Yes
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Akagawa, 1995
	Journal article
	True experiment
	Undergraduates
	Low performers
	Second language learners
	
	Japan
	No
	Not reported
	Not reported
	No

	Alvermann et al., 1985
	Journal article
	True experiment
	6
	Average performers
	
	Medium
	US
	Yes
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Barth & Elleman, 2017
	Dissertation
	True experiment
	6-8
	Low performers
	Native speakers
	Mixed
	US
	Yes
	Not controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Billingsley, 1987
	Journal article
	True experiment
	9-12
	Special education
	Native speakers
	
	US
	Yes
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Bråten et al., 2017
	Journal article
	True experiment
	6
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	
	Norway
	No
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Carr, 1982
	Journal article
	True experiment
	6
	Full classroom & Special education
	
	
	US
	Yes
	Not reported & Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Cervetti et al., 2012
	Journal article
	True experiment
	4
	
	
	Mixed
	US
	No
	Controlled
	Significant & Not reported
	No

	Chen & Graves, 1995
	Dissertation
	True experiment
	Undergraduates
	Full classroom
	Second language learners
	
	China
	Yes
	Controlled
	Not reported
	Not reported

	Chou, 2011
	Dissertation
	True experiment
	Undergraduates
	Full classroom
	Second language learners
	
	China
	Yes
	Not reported
	Not reported
	No

	Connor et al., 2017
	Journal article
	True experiment
	K-4
	Full classroom
	
	Mixed
	US
	No
	Not controlled
	Not significant
	No

	Davaei & Talebinezhad, 2021
	Journal article
	True experiment
	
	Average performers
	Second language learners
	
	Iran
	Yes
	Not reported
	Not reported
	No

	Dixon, 2007
	Journal article
	True experiment
	4
	
	
	
	US
	No
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Elbro & Buch-Iversen, 2013
	Journal article
	True experiment
	6
	
	Mixed
	Medium
	US
	No
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Fuchs et al., 2018
	Journal article
	True experiment
	3 and 5
	Low performers
	Second language learners
	Low
	US
	No
	Not controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Ghorbandordinejad & Bayat, 2014
	Dissertation
	True experiment
	Pre-university students
	Average and low performers
	Second language learners
	
	Iran
	Yes
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Graham, 1985
	Journal article
	True experiment
	6
	Full classroom
	
	
	US
	Yes
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Greene, 1995
	Journal article
	True experiment
	Undergraduates
	
	
	
	US
	Yes
	Not reported
	Not reported
	No

	Hashemi et al., 2016
	Journal article
	True experiment
	12
	
	Second language learners
	
	Iran
	Yes
	Not reported
	Not reported
	No

	Hashemifardnia et al., 2018
	Dissertation
	True experiment
	Third grade junior high school
	Average performers
	Second language learners
	
	Iran
	Yes
	Not controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Hattan & Alexander, 2021
	Journal article
	True experiment
	5-6
	Low performers
	
	Low
	US
	No
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Hinde et al., 2007
	Journal article
	True experiment
	3-8
	
	
	
	US
	No
	Not controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Hurtado, 1995
	Dissertation
	True experiment
	4
	Full classroom
	Native speakers
	
	US
	Yes
	Not reported
	Not reported
	Yes

	Kaefer, 2020
	Dissertation
	Randomized cluster design
	Kindergarten
	
	Native speakers
	Mixed
	Canada
	No
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Khataee et al., 2018
	Dissertation
	Randomized cluster design
	Undergraduates
	High performers
	Second language learners
	
	Iran
	Yes
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Khataee, 2019
	Journal article
	Randomized cluster design
	Undergraduates
	High performers
	Second language learners
	
	Iran
	Yes
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Kim et al., 2022
	Journal article
	Randomized cluster design
	1-2
	Full classroom
	Native speakers
	Mixed
	US
	No
	Controlled
	Not reported & Not significant
	Yes & No

	Kim et al., 2023
	Journal article
	Randomized cluster design
	3
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	Mixed
	US
	No
	Controlled
	Not significant
	Yes

	Kostons & van der Werf, 2015
	Dissertation
	Randomized cluster design
	5
	Full classroom
	Second language learners
	
	Netherlands
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Not reported
	No

	Lutz et al., 2006
	Journal article
	Randomized cluster design
	4
	Full classroom
	
	Mixed
	US
	Yes
	Not controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Millet, 2000
	Journal article
	Randomized cluster design
	2
	Full classroom
	
	
	US
	Yes
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Morfidi et al., 2018
	Dissertation
	Randomized cluster design
	5
	Low performers
	
	Low
	Greece
	Yes
	Not reported
	Not reported
	No

	Pascua & Goikoetxea, 2014
	Journal article
	Randomized cluster design
	Undergraduates
	Full classroom
	Native speakers
	
	Spain
	Yes
	Controlled
	Not reported
	Yes

	Pressley et al., 1990
	Manuscript
	Randomized cluster design
	Undergraduates
	Full classroom
	Native speakers
	
	US
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Not reported
	No

	Ramsay & Sperling, 2015
	Manuscript
	Randomized cluster design
	5, 6, & 8
	
	
	
	US
	No
	Not reported
	Not reported
	No

	Reisman, 2012
	Dissertation
	Randomized cluster design
	11
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	Mixed
	US
	No
	Not controlled
	Not reported
	Yes

	Relyea et al., 2022
	Dissertation
	Randomized cluster design
	1-2
	
	Second language learners
	Mixed
	US
	No
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Rogevich & Perin, 2008
	Journal article
	Randomized cluster design
	7-10
	Special education
	
	Low
	US
	Yes
	Not reported
	Not reported
	No

	Rouhi et al., 2014
	Journal article
	Randomized cluster design
	High school
	
	Second language learners
	
	Iran
	Yes
	Not reported
	Not reported
	No

	Schmitt, 1987
	Journal article
	Randomized cluster design
	3
	Full classroom
	
	
	US
	Yes
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	See et al., 2017
	Journal article
	Randomized cluster design
	2-3
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	High
	UK
	No
	Controlled
	Significant
	No

	Simmons, 2010
	Journal article
	Randomized cluster design
	4
	Full classroom
	
	
	US
	No
	Controlled
	Not significant
	Yes

	Swanson et al., 2021
	Journal article
	Randomized cluster design
	4
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	Low
	US
	No
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Thornton, 1989
	Journal article
	Randomized cluster design
	Undergraduates
	
	
	
	US
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Not reported
	No

	Vadasy & Sanders, 2009
	Journal article
	Randomized cluster design
	2-3
	Average and low performers
	Mixed
	Low
	US
	No
	Not controlled
	Not significant
	No

	Vaughn et al., 2017
	Journal article
	Randomized cluster design
	8
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	
	US
	No
	Controlled
	Not significant
	Yes

	Vaughn et al., 2019
	Journal article
	Randomized cluster design
	8
	Average performers
	Mixed
	Low
	US
	No
	Controlled
	Not significant
	No

	Wanzek et al., 2016
	Journal article
	Quasi-experiment
	8
	Special education
	Mixed
	Mixed
	US
	No
	Controlled
	Not significant
	Yes

	Wanzek et al., 2019
	Journal article
	Quasi-experiment
	8
	Full classroom
	Mixed
	Mixed
	US
	No
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Widodo et al., 2022
	Journal article
	Quasi-experiment
	Adult
	
	Second language learners
	
	Iran
	Yes
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Williams & Vaughn, 2020
	Journal article
	Quasi-experiment
	9
	Special education
	Second language learners
	Low
	US
	No
	Controlled
	Not significant
	No

	Williams et al., 2009
	Journal article
	Quasi-experiment
	2
	Full classroom
	
	
	US
	No
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Williams et al., 2014
	Journal article
	Quasi-experiment
	2
	Low performers
	
	Low
	US
	No
	Controlled
	Not reported
	No

	Wynn-Dancy, 2001
	Journal article
	Quasi-experiment
	Middle school
	Average and low performers
	
	
	US
	Yes
	Not reported
	Not reported
	No

	Yusuf & Mohammed, 2013
	Journal article
	Quasi-experiment
	Primary
	
	Second language learners
	
	Nigeria
	Yes
	Not controlled
	Not reported
	No


 Note. 1 SES for more than two-thirds of the participants.
Table S4
Studies for Experimental Data (Descriptives on Treatment and Assessment Features)
	Author
	Treatment type
	Treatment length (mins)
	Implementer
	Training
	Fidelity
	Control type
	Assessment focus
	Response format
	Assessment reliability
	Normed
	Proximity

	A. A. A. Ahmed et al., 2022
	Knowledge building
	660
	Researcher
	Not applicable
	Not reported
	Alternative
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice plus Cloze
	0.87
	No
	Yes

	Akagawa, 1995
	Knowledge activation
	80
	Teacher
	Not reported
	Not reported
	Vocabulary instruction & BAU
	Reading comprehension
	Written recall & Written response
	0.76-0.83
	No
	Yes

	Alvermann et al., 1985
	Knowledge activation
	6
	Researcher
	Not applicable
	Not reported
	Alternative
	Reading comprehension
	Written recall & Multiple choice
	0.89
	No
	Yes

	Barth & Elleman, 2017
	Knowledge activation
	450
	Researcher
	Provided
	Teacher report
	Reading instruction
	Reading comprehension
	Oral response, Written response, Written recall & Multiple choice
	>.83
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Billingsley, 1987
	Knowledge activation
	Not reported
	Researcher & Teacher
	Provided
	Not reported
	Alternative
	Reading comprehension
	SVT
	0.31-0.86
	No
	Yes

	Bråten et al., 2017
	Knowledge building & activation
	7
	Researcher & Teacher
	Provided
	Not reported
	BAU2
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.63
	No
	Yes

	Carr, 1982
	Knowledge activation
	240-840
	Teacher
	Provided
	Not reported
	Vocabulary instruction
	Reading comprehension
	Written response & Multiple choice
	0.86-0.97
	No
	No

	Cervetti et al., 2012
	Knowledge building
	2100
	Teacher
	Provided
	Not reported
	BAU
	Reading comprehension & Content knowledge
	Multiple choice
	0.77-0.84
	No
	Yes

	Chen & Graves, 1995
	Knowledge building
	20
	Researcher
	Not applicable
	Not reported
	BAU2
	Reading comprehension
	Written response & Multiple choice
	0.98
	No
	Yes

	Chou, 2011
	Knowledge building
	Not reported
	Not reported
	Not reported
	Not reported
	BAU & Vocabulary instruction
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Connor et al., 2017
	Knowledge building
	1927.5
	Teacher
	Provided
	Observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension & Content knowledge
	Cloze & Multiple choice plus Written response
	0.98-1
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Davaei & Talebinezhad, 2021
	Knowledge activation
	90
	Not reported
	Not reported
	Not reported
	Alternative & No information
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.7
	No
	Yes

	Dixon, 2007
	Knowledge building
	1080
	Teacher
	Provided
	Observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	>.90
	Yes
	No

	Elbro & Buch-Iversen, 2013
	Knowledge activation
	240
	Teacher
	Provided
	Teacher report and observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension
	Written response
	0.84
	No
	No

	Fuchs et al., 2018
	Knowledge activation
	1540
	Researcher
	Provided
	Observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension & Content knowledge
	Multiple choice
	0.69-0.91
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Ghorbandordinejad & Bayat, 2014
	Knowledge building
	Not reported
	Researcher
	Not applicable
	Not reported
	BAU2
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.869
	No
	Yes

	Graham, 1985
	Knowledge activation
	20
	Researcher
	Not applicable
	Not reported
	Alternative
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.69
	No
	Yes

	Greene, 1995
	Knowledge building
	Not reported
	Researcher
	Not reported
	Not reported
	Reading instruction & BAU2
	Reading comprehension
	SVT
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Hashemi et al., 2016
	Knowledge activation
	Not reported
	Not reported
	Not reported
	Not reported
	No information
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Hashemifardnia et al., 2018
	Knowledge building
	250
	Researcher
	Not applicable
	Not reported
	Alternative
	Reading comprehension
	Short answer plus T/F
	0.811
	No
	No

	Hattan & Alexander, 2021
	Knowledge activation
	120
	Researcher
	Not applicable
	Observation
	Reading instruction
	Reading comprehension & Content knowledge
	Written response
	0.9
	No
	Yes

	Hinde et al., 2007
	Knowledge building
	Not reported
	Teacher
	Provided
	Teacher report
	BAU
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.72
	No
	No

	Hurtado, 1995
	Knowledge activation
	200
	Teacher
	Provided
	Not reported
	BAU
	Reading comprehension
	Written recall & Multiple choice
	0.86-0.92
	Yes & No
	No

	Kaefer, 2020
	Knowledge activation
	Not reported
	Researcher
	Not applicable
	Not reported
	Alternative
	Listening comprehension
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Khataee et al., 2018
	Knowledge activation
	Not reported
	Researcher
	Not applicable
	Not reported
	No information
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.7
	No
	Yes

	Khataee, 2019
	Knowledge activation
	Not reported
	Researcher
	Not applicable
	Not reported
	No information
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Kim et al., 2022
	Knowledge building
	800
	Teacher
	Provided
	Teacher report and observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension & Content knowledge
	Multiple choice
	0.78-0.96
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Kim et al., 2023
	Knowledge building
	Not reported
	Teachers & Machine
	Provided
	Teacher report and observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension & Content knowledge
	Multiple choice
	0.86-0.9
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Kostons & van der Werf, 2015
	Knowledge activation
	5
	Other
	Not applicable
	Not reported
	BAU2 & Reading instruction
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice
	0.68
	No
	Yes

	Lutz et al., 2006
	Knowledge building
	Not reported
	Teacher
	Provided
	Observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension
	Rating
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Millet, 2000
	Knowledge activation
	200
	Teacher
	Provided
	Observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension
	Multiple choice & Oral retell
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Morfidi et al., 2018
	Knowledge activation
	42.5
	Researcher & Teacher
	Not reported
	Observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension
	Cloze
	0.86
	No
	Yes

	Pascua & Goikoetxea, 2014
	Knowledge building
	100
	Researcher
	Not applicable
	Observation
	Alternative & BAU2
	Reading comprehension
	Written response
	0.8
	No
	No

	Pressley et al., 1990
	Knowledge activation
	Not reported
	Other
	Not applicable
	Not reported
	BAU2
	Reading comprehension
	Written response
	0.99
	No
	Yes

	Ramsay & Sperling, 2015
	Knowledge building
	Not reported
	Not reported
	Not reported
	Not reported
	Alternative
	Reading comprehension
	Recall
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Reisman, 2012
	Knowledge building
	Not reported
	Teacher
	Provided
	Teacher report and observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension & Content knowledge
	Multiple choice
	0.81
	Yes
	Yes & No

	Relyea et al., 2022
	Knowledge building
	1700
	Teacher
	Provided
	Teacher report and observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension, Listening comprehension & Content knowledge
	Multiple choice
	0.91-0.96
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Rogevich & Perin, 2008
	Knowledge activation
	Not reported
	Teacher
	Not reported
	Not reported
	BAU
	Reading comprehension
	Written summary
	0.95
	No
	Yes

	Rouhi et al., 2014
	Knowledge activation
	15
	Researcher & Other
	Not reported & Not applicable
	Not reported
	Alternative & BAU2
	Listening comprehension
	Multiple choice
	Not reported
	No
	Yes

	Schmitt, 1987
	Knowledge activation
	300
	Not reported
	Not reported
	Observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension
	Cloze
	Not reported
	No
	No

	See et al., 2017
	Knowledge building
	3105
	Teacher
	Provided
	Observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension
	Not reported
	Not reported
	Yes
	No

	Simmons, 2010
	Knowledge building
	Not reported
	Teacher
	Provided
	Observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension & Content knowledge
	Multiple choice & Matching
	0.4-0.93
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Swanson et al., 2021
	Knowledge building
	1620
	Teacher
	Provided
	Teacher report
	BAU
	Reading comprehension & Content knowledge
	Multiple choice & Matching
	0.77-0.93
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Thornton, 1989
	Knowledge activation
	15
	Other
	Not applicable
	Not reported
	Vocabulary instruction
	Reading comprehension
	Written response & Written recall
	0.77-0.9
	No
	Yes

	Vadasy & Sanders, 2009
	Knowledge activation
	1800
	Teacher & Other
	Provided
	Observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension
	Cloze & Multiple choice
	0.89-0.9
	Yes
	No

	Vaughn et al., 2017
	Knowledge activation
	2970
	Teacher
	Provided
	Observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension & Content knowledge
	Multiple choice
	0.92-0.93
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Vaughn et al., 2019
	Knowledge activation
	Not reported
	Teacher
	Provided
	Observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension & Content knowledge
	Multiple choice
	0.92-0.93
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Wanzek et al., 2016
	Knowledge activation
	Not reported
	Teacher
	Provided
	Observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension & Content knowledge
	Multiple choice
	0.92-0.93
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Wanzek et al., 2019
	Knowledge activation
	Not reported
	Teacher
	Provided
	Observation
	BAU
	Reading comprehension & Content knowledge
	Multiple choice
	0.89-0.93
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Widodo et al., 2022
	Knowledge building
	350
	Researcher
	Not reported
	Not reported
	Alternative
	Listening comprehension
	Cloze plus T/F plus Multiple choice
	0.83
	No
	Yes

	Williams & Vaughn, 2020
	Knowledge activation
	Not reported
	Teacher
	Provided
	Observation
	Alternative
	Reading comprehension & Content knowledge
	Multiple choice & Matching
	0.93
	Yes & No
	Yes & No

	Williams et al., 2009
	Knowledge building
	990
	Teacher
	Provided
	Observation
	No information
	Reading comprehension & Content knowledge
	Written summary, Oral summary, Multiple choice & Oral response
	1
	No
	Yes & No

	Williams et al., 2014
	Knowledge building
	990
	Teacher
	Provided
	Observation
	No information
	Reading comprehension & Content knowledge
	Oral plus Written response
	1
	No
	Yes & No

	Wynn-Dancy, 2001
	Knowledge activation
	Not reported
	Researcher
	Not reported
	Not reported
	BAU2
	Listening comprehension
	Oral retell
	0.92
	No
	Yes

	Yusuf & Mohammed, 2013
	Knowledge activation
	Not reported
	Teacher
	Not reported
	Not reported
	BAU
	Reading comprehension
	Not reported
	Not reported
	No
	Yes
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Figure S1
Forest Plots for Aggregated Correlations Between Content Knowledge and Reading Comprehension (left) and Between Content Knowledge and Listening Comprehension (right)
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Figure S2
Forest Plots for Content Knowledge Treatment on Reading Comprehension (left), Listening Comprehension (top right), and Content Knowledge Achievement (bottom right)
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Figure S3
Funnel Plots  
	 a)
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Notes. Contour-enhanced funnel plots are centered on the pooled effect to evaluate asymmetry. Correlations (Fisher’s z) between content knowledge and reading comprehension (2a); Correlations (Fisher’s z) between content knowledge and listening comprehension (2b); Hedges’ g of content knowledge instruction on reading comprehension (2c); Hedges’ g of content knowledge instruction on listening comprehension (2d); and Hedges’ g of content knowledge instruction on content knowledge achievement (2e). 
Figure S4
Trim-and-Fill Funnel Plot for Detecting Publication Bias in (a) Correlation (Pearson’s r) Between Content Knowledge and Reading Comprehension; and (b) Hedges’ g of Content Knowledge Instruction on Reading Comprehension 

(a) Estimated number of missing studies on the right side: 15 (SE = 6.45) for the correlation between content knowledge and reading comprehension 
[image: A graph of a number of black dots

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]

(b) Estimated number of missing studies on the left side: 0 (SE = 3.21) for the effect sizes of content knowledge instruction on reading comprehension 
[image: A graph showing the number of outcomes

Description automatically generated with medium confidence]
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