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Documentation of the Search Strategy for Systematic Review on 
Individual differences and Sourcing


	Data base
	Number of records identified

	ERIC (Ovid):
	1720

	PsycINFO (Ovid):
	730

	ISI Web of Science:
	1441

	Number of records before removal of duplicates:
	3891

	Number of records after removal of duplicates:
	2891




The searches were performed on 03.02.2019, 30.09.2019, and 13.10.20, by Toril M. Hestnes, research librarian at the Library of Medicine and Science, University of Oslo.




PsycINFO (Ovid) <1806 to October Week 1 2020>
Date: 13.10.20
Number of records (Jan. 1st 1991- Oct. 1st 2019): 730
Number of records (Oct. 2nd 2019 – Oct. 1st 2020) 72

1     exp LITERACY/ or exp INFORMATION LITERACY/ or exp HEALTH LITERACY/ (18576)
2     ((disciplinary or professional or health or law or scientific or technological or information or media or digital or 21st century or advertising or commercial or content area or new) adj (literacy or literacies)).ti,ab,id. (7472)
3     1 or 2 (21498)
4     exp READING/ or exp READING COMPREHENSION/ or exp READING SKILLS/ (43160)
5     ((reading or reader*) adj2 (skill* or comprehension or knowledge* or capabil* or proficien* or abilit* or interest* or competen*)).ti,ab,id. (28939)
6     (critical* adj2 reading).ti,ab,id. (762)
7     or/4-6 (57901)
8     exp Advertising/ or exp Internet/ or exp Information/ or exp Mass Media/ or exp Websites/ or exp BLOG/ or exp News Media/ (124081)
9     ((information or text*) adj3 (source or sources or document or documents or article or articles or internet or online or web)).ti,ab,id. (24358)
10     (document or documents or text or texts or article or articles or internet or online or web).ti,ab,id. (689094)
11     or/1-8 (194312)
12     10 and 11 (70674)
13     or/4-9 (196530)
14     12 or 13 (200828)
15     ((attention or attend or attends or attended or attending or note or noticing or identify or memor*) adj2 (source or sources or author*)).ti,ab,id. (8686)
16     ("source use" or "using source*" or "use of source*").ti,ab,id. (665)
17     "source awareness".ti,ab,id. (12)
18     "source node*".ti,ab,id. (14)
19     source* representation*.ti,ab,id. (20)
20     ((writing or communicating) adj from source*).ti,ab,id. (13)
21     intertext*.ti,ab,id. (688)
22     information utilization.ti,ab,id. (116)
23     ((cite or citing or citation* or refer*) adj2 (source or sources or author*)).ti,ab,id. (4705)
24     (using adj (citations or references)).ti,ab,id. (43)
25     ("citation use" or "reference use").ti,ab,id. (26)
26     ("use of citation*" or "use of reference*").ti,ab,id. (391)
27     source content.ti,ab,id. (51)
28     (source adj2 link*).ti,ab,id. (46)
29     sourcing.ti,ab,id. (864)
30     or/15-29 (16126)
31     exp COMPREHENSION/ or exp Critical Thinking/ or exp Student Attitudes/ or exp Short Term Memory/ (103501)
32     (epistemic adj (thinking or perspective* or knowledge* or belief* or cognition or metacognition or criteria or strateg* or practice*)).ti,ab,id. (508)
33     (prior adj (knowledge or belief)).ti,ab,id. (5463)
34     working memor*.ti,ab,id. (34943)
35     or/31-34 (123475)
36     exp EVALUATION CRITERIA/ or exp EVALUATION/ or exp CREDIBILITY/ (113853)
37     (persuasion or persuasive).ti,ab,id. (11883)
38     36 or 37 (125290)
39     ((source or sources or author* or document or documents or text or texts or content or information or internet or online or web or blog or blogs or media or advertising or news) adj2 (evaluat* or reliab* or dependabilit* or dependable or credib* or discern* or understand* or examin* or trust* or validat* or reasoning)).ti,ab,id. (48554)
40     ((multipl* or diverg* or divers* or several) adj3 (source or sources)).ti,ab,id. (7208)
41     ((multipl* or complex*) adj3 (text or texts or document or documents)).ti,ab,id. (1352)
42     ((multipl* or different* or diverg* or divers*) adj3 (account* or viewpoint* or points of view)).ti,ab,id. (6518)
43     or/40-42 (14938)
44     3 or 7 or 14 (211718)
45     30 or 35 or 38 or 39 (302950)
46     43 and 44 and 45 (811)
47     limit 46 to ((danish or english or german or norwegian or swedish) and yr="1991 -Current") (730)

ERIC (Ovid) <1965 to Oct 2020>

Date: 13.10.20

Number of records (Jan. 1st 1991- Oct. 1st 2019): 1720
Number of records (Oct. 2nd 2019 – Oct. 1st 2020): 96

1     exp Information Literacy/ (3399)
2     exp Critical Literacy/ (625)
3     ((disciplinary or professional or health or law or scientific or technological or information or media or digital or 21st century or advertising or commercial or content area or new) adj (literacy or literacies)).tw. (16423)
4     or/1-3 (16888)
5     exp Reading/ or exp Reading Habits/ or exp Reading Research/ or exp Reading Attitudes/ or exp Reading Comprehension/ or exp Reading Skills/ or Reading Interests/ or exp Reading Fluency/ or exp Reading Processes/ (66074)
6     exp reader text relationship/ or exp Reader Response/ (5438)
7     ((reading or reader*) adj3 (skill* or comprehension or knowledge* or capabil* or proficien* or abilit* or competen* or attitud* or understand*)).tw. (50878)
8     (critical* adj2 reading).tw. (3146)
9     exp "User Needs (Information)"/ or exp "Users (Information)"/ (6968)
10     or/5-9 (87169)
11     exp Information Sources/ (50987)
12     exp Web Sites/ (7971)
13     exp Internet/ (21377)
14     exp News Media/ (9568)
15     ((information or text*) adj3 (source or sources)).tw. (17819)
16     (document or documents or text or texts or internet or online or web or blog or blogs).tw. (241646)
17     or/11-16 (288047)
18     ((attention or attend or attends or attended or attending or note or noticing or identify or memor*) adj2 (source or sources or author*)).tw. (3425)
19     ("source use" or "using source*" or "use of source*").tw. (468)
20     "source awareness".tw. (2)
21     "source node*".tw. (1)
22     source* representation*.tw. (5)
23     ((writing or communicating) adj from source*).tw. (5)
24     intertext*.tw. (550)
25     exp Information Utilization/ (10996)
26     exp "Citations (References)"/ (2121)
27     ((cite or citing or citation* or refer*) adj2 (source or sources or author*)).tw. (25071)
28     (using adj (citations or references)).tw. (29)
29     ("citation use" or "reference use").tw. (51)
30     ("use of citation*" or "use of reference*").tw. (445)
31     source content.tw. (34)
32     (source adj2 link*).tw. (14)
33     sourcing.tw. (182)
34     or/18-33 (42590)
35     exp Comprehension/ (28692)
36     exp Critical Thinking/ (18394)
37     exp Affective Behavior/ (7471)
38     exp Attribution Theory/ (3632)
39     (epistemic adj (thinking or perspective* or knowledge* or belief* or cognition or metacognition or criteria or strateg* or practice*)).tw. (330)
40     (prior adj (knowledge or belief)).tw. (3381)
41     exp Learner Engagement/ or exp Prior Learning/ or exp Student Attitudes/ or exp "Recall (Psychology)"/ or exp Short Term Memory/ (128134)
42     working memor*.tw. (3578)
43     or/35-42 (179840)
44     exp Evaluation Criteria/ or exp Evaluation/ or exp Evaluation Methods/ or exp Evaluation Research/ (658598)
45     exp Credibility/ (2058)
46     exp Credentials/ (7098)
47     exp Reliability/ (21713)
48     exp Persuasive Discourse/ (7503)
49     or/44-48 (666537)
50     ((source or sources or author* or document or documents or text or texts or content or information or internet or online or web or blog or blogs or media or advertising or news) adj2 (evaluat* or reliab* or dependabilit* or dependable or credib* or discern* or understand* or examin* or trust* or validat* or reasoning)).tw. (24834)
51     ((multipl* or diverg* or divers* or several) adj3 (source or sources)).tw. (2820)
52     ((multipl* or complex*) adj3 (text or texts or document or documents)).tw. (1061)
53     ((multipl* or different* or diverg* or divers*) adj3 (account* or viewpoint* or points of view)).tw. (1936)
54     4 or 10 or 17 (357200)
55     34 or 43 or 49 or 50 (788174)
56     or/51-53 (5749)
57     54 and 55 and 56 (1922)
58     limit 57 to ((danish or english or german or norwegian or swedish) and yr="1991 -Current") (1720)

ISI Web of Science

Date: 13.10.20

Number of records (Jan. 1st 1991- Oct. 1st 2019): 1198
Number of records (Oct. 2nd 2019 – Oct. 1st 2020): 243

#1 TS=("LITERACY") 52,888 	
# 2 TI=(literacy or literacies) 21,153
# 3 TS=(multiliteracy or multiliteracies) 452
# 4 TI=(multiliteracy or multiliteracies) 132
# 5 TS=(multi-literacy or multi-literacies) 35
# 6 TI=(multi-literacy or multi-literacies) 7
#7 TS=("READING") 190,765
#8 TS=("READERS") 51,515
#9 TS=("READER-TEXT") 39
# 10 TS=("TEXT-READER*") 113
# 11 TS=("READING-COMPREHENSION") 7,123
#12 TS=((reading or reader*) NEAR/3 (skill* or comprehension or knowledge* or capabil* or proficien* or abilit* or competen* or attitud* or understand* or interest*)) 27,146
#13 TI=((reading or reader*) NEAR/3 (skill* or comprehension or knowledge* or capabil* or proficien* or abilit* or competen* or attitud* or understand* or interest*)) 5,676
# 14 #13 OR #12 OR #11 OR #10 OR #9 OR #8 OR #7 OR #6 OR #5 OR #4 OR #3 OR #2 OR #1 276,131
# 15 TS=("INFORMATION SOURCES") 7,763
#16 TS=("INTERNET") 158,390
# 17 TS=("WEB SITES") 7,245
# 18 TS=((information or text*) NEAR/3 (source or sources or document or documents or internet or online or web or blog or blogs)) 80,053
# 19 TI=((information or text*) NEAR/3 (source or sources or document or documents or internet or online or web or blog or blogs)) 10,248
# 20 TI=(document or documents or text or texts or internet or online or web or blog or blogs) 227,749
# 21 #20 OR #19 OR #18 OR #17 OR #16 OR #15 383,739
# 22 TS=((attention or attend or attends or attended or attending or note or noticing or identify or memor*) NEAR/2 (source or sources or author*)) 46,307
# 23 TI=((attention or attend or attends or attended or attending or note or noticing or identify or memor*) NEAR/2 (source or sources or author*)) 2,085
# 24 TS=("source use" or "using source*" or "use of source*") 1,461
# 25 TI=("source use" or "using source*" or "use of source*") 255
# 26 TS=("source awareness") 18
# 27 TI=("source awareness") 1
#28  TS=("source* representation") 157
# 29 TI=("source* representation") 18
# 30 TS=("source node*") 2,402
# 31 TI=("source node*") 22
# 32 TS=("source content") 153
# 33 TI=("source content") 16
# 34 TS=((source or sources) NEAR/2 link*) 2,682
# 35 TI=((source or sources) NEAR/2 link*) 169
# 36 TS=((communicating or writing) NEAR/2 source*) 2,685
# 37 TI=((communicating or writing) NEAR/2 source*) 285
# 38 TS=((cite or citing or citation* or refer*) NEAR/2 (source or sources or author*)) 12,512
# 39 TI=((cite or citing or citation* or refer*) NEAR/2 (source or sources or author*)) 920
#40 TS=("citation use" or "reference use") 51
# 41 TI=("citation use" or "reference use") 7
# 42 TS=(using NEAR/2 (citations or references)) 55,415
# 43 TI=(using NEAR/2 (citations or references)) 2,904
# 44 TI=("use of citation*" or "use of reference*") 144	
# 45 TS=("use of citation*" or "use of reference*") 985
# 46 #45 OR #44 OR #43 OR #42 OR #41 OR #40 OR #39 OR #38 OR #37 OR #36 OR #35 OR #34 OR #33 OR #32 OR #31 OR #30 OR #29 OR #28 OR #27 OR #26 OR #25 OR #24 OR #23 OR #22 122,019
# 47 TS=(“SOURCING”) 6,281
# 48 TI=(“SOURCING”) 1,667
# 49 #48 OR #47 6,281
# 50 #49 AND #46 260
# 51 #50 OR #46 122,019
# 52 TS=("COMPREHENSION") 54,433
# 53 TS=("CRITICAL THINKING") 8,210
# 54 TS=(“JUDGMENT”) 49,894
# 55 TS= ("COGNITIVE ENGAGEMENT") 734
# 56 TS=(“ENGAGEMENT”) 125,299
# 57 TS=("WORKING MEMORY") 66,486
# 58 TS=(“intertext*”) 6,321
# 59 TI=(“intertext*”) 2,581
# 60 TS=("EVALUATION") 1,523,587
# 61 TS=("RELIABILITY") 383,903
# 62 TS=(“CREDIBILITY") 21,688
# 63 TS=((source or sources or author* or document or documents or text or texts or content or information or internet or online or web or blog or blogs or media or advertising or news) NEAR/2 (evaluat* or reliab* or dependabilit* or dependable or credib* or discern* or understand* or examin* or trust* or validat* or reasoning)) 177,307
# 64 TI=((source or sources or author* or document or documents or text or texts or content or information or internet or online or web or blog or blogs or media or advertising or news) SAME (evaluat* or reliab* or dependabilit* or dependable or credib* or discern* or understand* or examin* or trust* or validat* or reasoning)) 37,504
# 65 TS=(epistemic NEAR/0 (thinking or perspective* or knowledge* or belief* or cognition or metacognition or criteria or strateg* or practice*)) 799
# 66 TI=(epistemic SAME (thinking or perspective* or knowledge* or belief* or cognition or metacognition or criteria or strateg* or practice*)) 775
# 67 #66 OR #65 OR #64 OR #63 OR #62 OR #61 OR #60 OR #59 OR #58 OR #57 OR #56 OR #55 OR #54 OR #53 OR #52 2,297,682
# 68 #21 OR #14 645,575
# 69 #67 OR #51 2,401,970
# 70 #69 AND #68 107,962
# 71 TS=((multipl* or diverg* or divers* or several) NEAR/0 (source or sources)) 17,703
# 72 TS=(multiple NEAR/0 (source or sources)) 11,483
# 73 TI=( multiple NEAR/2 (source or sources)) 2,391	
# 74 TS=(diverg* NEAR/0 (source or sources)) 98	
# 75 TI=(diverg* NEAR/2 (source or sources)) 46	
# 76 TS=(divers* NEAR/0 (source or sources)) 2,104
# 77 TI=(divers* NEAR/2 (source or sources))
# 78 TS=(several NEAR/0 (source or sources)) 4,009
# 79 TI=(several NEAR/2 (source or sources)) 144
# 80 TS=((multipl* or complex*) NEAR/0 (text or texts or document or documents)) 753
# 81 TI=((multipl* or complex*) NEAR/2 (text or texts or document or documents)) 366
# 82 TS=((multipl* or different* or diverg* or divers*) NEAR/0 account*) 1,090
# 83 TI=((multipl* or different* or diverg* or divers*) NEAR/2 account*) 523
# 84 TS=((multipl* or different* or diverg* or divers*) NEAR/0 viewpoint*) 2,240
# 85 TI=((multipl* or different* or diverg* or divers*) NEAR/2 viewpoint*) 211
# 86 TS=((multipl* or different* or diverg* or divers*) NEAR/0 “points of view”) 1,537
# 87 TI=((multipl* or different* or diverg* or divers*) NEAR/2 “points of view”) 40
# 88 #87 OR #86 OR #85 OR #84 OR #83 OR #82 OR #81 OR #80 OR #79 OR #78 OR #77 OR #76 OR #75 OR #74 OR #73 OR #72 OR #71 25,532
# 89 #88 AND #70 1,264
# 90 #88 AND #70 1,240
# 91 #88 AND #70 
Refined by: DOCUMENT TYPES: ( ARTICLE OR REVIEW ) AND LANGUAGES: ( ENGLISH OR SWEDISH OR GERMAN OR NORWEGIAN ) AND PUBLICATION YEARS: ( 1991 - 2019 ) 1,198
Refined by: PUBLICATION YEARS: ( 2020 OR 2019 ) AND DOCUMENT TYPES: ( ARTICLE OR REVIEW ) AND LANGUAGES: ( ENGLISH )
Indexes=SCI-EXPANDED, SSCI, A&HCI, CPCI-S, CPCI-SSH, ESCI Timespan=2019-2020
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Table S1
Participants, Text Materials, Measured Individual Differences, Sourcing Measures, and Main Findings in the Included Studies
	
	Study
	Participants, texts, and tasks
	Individual differences
	Sourcing measures
	Relationships between individual differences and sourcing

	1
	Anmarkrud et al., 2014
	51 undergraduates. 
6 conflicting texts on a health topic (D). 
Essay task. 
	Think-alouds coded for total strategy use, identifying and learning information, monitoring, and evaluation.
	Reliability ranking of texts.
Explicit and implicit sources in essays.
Source-content links in essays
	Total strategy use correlated with explicit (rs=.33) and total number of sources in essays (rs=.28), source-content links in essays (rs=.30), and low ranking of an unreliable source (rs=.33).
Evaluation correlated with explicit sources (rs=.34) and source-content links in essays (rs=.29), high ranking of a reliable (rs= -.33) and low ranking of two unreliable sources (viz., rs=.40 and rs=.38).

	2
	Barzilai & Eseth-Alkalai, 2015
	170 undergraduates and graduates.
4 conflicting texts or 4 consistent texts on a science topic (D).
Argument writing task.
	Topic-specific epistemic thinking (absolutism, multiplism, evaluativism).
Topic interest.
Topic knowledge.
	Author viewpoint identification.
Author viewpoint description.
Author viewpoint evaluation.
Author viewpoint comprehension (latent).
	Absolutism predicted author viewpoint comprehension (b = -.34).
Multiplism correlated with author viewpoint identification (r = -.21) and evaluation (r = -.21) and predicted author viewpoint comprehension (b = -.50).
Evalutivism predicted author viewpoint comprehension (b = .36).
Interactive effects of multiplism and evaluativism with text type (conflicting vs. consistent) on author viewpoint comprehension (viz., β = .22 and β = .20).
No relations for topic interest or topic knowledge. 

	3
	Barzilai et al., 2020
Exp. 1
	104 university students.
2 conflicting texts on a familiar or unfamiliar historical topic1.
Read to answer questions.
	Perceived topic knowledge.

	Rating of source trustworthiness.
Justifications of source ratings.
	No effect of perceived topic knowledge on source evaluation. Interaction of perceived topic knowledge with source position on sourcing, F = 7.03, ƞp2 =0.06.
Justifications of trustworthiness ratings based on source features did not differ across more and less familiar topics.



	4
	Barzilai et al., 2020
Exp. 2
	113 university students.
2 conflicting texts on a familiar or unfamiliar historical topic1.
Read to answer questions.
	Perceived topic knowledge.

	Rating of source trustworthiness.
Justifications of source ratings.
	Interaction of perceived topic knowledge with source position on source evaluation, F = 23.97, ηp2 = 0.18.
Justifications of trustworthiness ratings based on source features did not differ across more and less familiar topics.


	5
	Barzilai et al., 2015
	61 undergraduates and graduates.
4 conflicting texts on a science topic (D).
Argument writing task.
	Topic-specific epistemic thinking (absolutism, multiplism, evaluativism).
Topic interest.
Topic knowledge.
Gender.
	Think-alouds coded for source representation, source-content links, and source-source links.
Four sourcing profiles (no, minimal, low, and high sourcing). 
Number of source references in argument.
	Multiplism correlated with source representation (rs= -.31) and source-content links (rs= -.31).
No epistemic perspective predicted sourcing profile.
No relations for topic interest or topic knowledge. 
Gender predicted sourcing profile, χ2 = 6.80, V = .34. 

	6
	Barzilai & Zohar, 2012
	42 6th-graders.
Use of the Internet to answer a health related question (D).
	Epistemic metacognitive knowledge about persons (EMKP) and about strategies and tasks (EMKS).
	Source evaluation
	EMKP correlated with source evaluation (r = .54).
EMKS correlated with source evaluation (r = .34).

	7
	Braasch et al., 2014
	59 upper secondary students.
6 conflicting texts on a science topic (P).
Essay task.
	Word recognition.
Prior knowledge.
Working memory.
Implicit theories of intelligence (incremental and entity).
	Reliability ranking of texts (discrimination between more or less reliable texts).
Rank-order justifications (trustworthiness assessment).
	No relations for word recognition.
Prior knowledge correlated with trustworthiness assessment (r = .41).
Entity (r = -.33) and incremental theory (r = .34) correlated with reliability ranking.
Working memory predicted reliability ranking (β =.41).  
Prior knowledge (β=.44) and incremental theory (β = .35) predicted trustworthiness assessment. 

	8
	Brand-Gruwel et al., 2017
	35 undergraduates and faculty in psychology.
17 and 18 webpages on two psychology topics (D).
Selection of 5 webpages for writing a report about each topic.
	Domain expertise
	Websites scanned for source information (eye-tracking).
Selection of trustworthy webpages.
	No relation between expertise and scanning for source information. 
Effect of expertise on selection of trustworthy webpages (η2 = .11).

	9
	Bråten, Brante, & Strømsø, 2018
	127 upper secondary students.
20 texts on two science topics (D).
Essay task.
	Reading comprehension.
Topic knowledge.
Topic interest.
	Source-based justifications for text selections.
References to source features in essays.
	No relations between individual differences and sourcing.

	10
	Bråten, Ferguson, et al., 2014
	51 undergraduates.
6 conflicting texts on a science topic (D).
Essay task.
	Topic knowledge.
	Explicit sources in essays.
Source-content links in essays.
	No relations between topic knowledge and sourcing.

	11
	Bråten et al., 2016
	71 undergraduates.
2 versions of a text about a health topic with different conclusions (P).
Behavioral decision task.
	Topic beliefs.
Perceived topic knowledge.
	Memory for source features.
	No relations between individual differences and sourcing.
Interactive effect of topic beliefs with text version on sourcing (β = -.29).


	12
	Bråten et al., 2009
	122 undergraduates.
7 texts on a science topic (P).
Essay task
	Prior knowledge
	Source evaluation (trustworthiness of texts, use of author, publisher, text type, content, own opinion, and date).
	Prior knowledge correlated with use of date to judge trustworthiness (r = -.19). 

	13
	Bråten et al., 2011
	128 undergraduates.
7 texts on a science topic (P).
Essay task.
	Prior knowledge
	Source evaluation (trustworthiness of texts, use of author, publisher, text type, content, own opinion, and date).
	Low prior knowledge students put more trust in biased source than high knowledge students.
High prior knowledge students put more trust in objective and balanced texts than in a biased text.
Interaction between topic knowledge and use of source features, F = 2.57, ηp2= .02.

	14
	Britt & Aglinskas, 2002, 
Exp 1
	109 high school and undergraduate students.
6 conflicting history texts (P).
Reading for understanding.
	Educational level.
	General sourcing skill test (composite of source identification, source evaluation, and source memory)
	Undergraduates scored significantly higher on sourcing skills than high-school students (no statistical value reported).
  

	15
	Bromme et al., 2015
Exp 1
	60 university students.
6 texts varying in discourse style on a health topic (P).
Written communication task
	Topic-specific epistemic beliefs.
	Reliability rating of texts.
	No relation between topic-specific epistemic beliefs and sourcing.

	16
	Bromme et al., 2015
Exp 2
	60 university students.
6 texts varying in discourse style on a science topic (P).
Written communication task
	Topic-specific epistemic beliefs.
Claim agreement.
Need for cognition.
	Reliability rating of texts.
	No relations between individual differences and sourcing.

	17
	Delgado et al., 2020.
	85 university students.
4 conflicting hypertexts on a science topic (D). 
	Working memory
Topic knowledge
	Source-content links
	No relation between working memory and sourcing.
Topic knowledge correlated with sourcing (r = .29).

	18
	Flanagin & Metzger, 2003
	156 adults.
One text on a health topic (D). Female or male author.
	Gender.

	Credibility of the author.
Credibility of the website.
	Males found the website more credible than did females regardless of author gender F = 8.98, η2 = .06). 

	19
	Florit et al., 2019
	94 4th-graders.
2 sets of three texts on two health topics (P).
Essay task

	Topic knowledge.
Reading comprehension.
Word reading fluency.
Verbal working memory.
Comprehension monitoring.
	Source-content links in essays.
	No relations between individual differences and sourcing.

	20
	Gottlieb & Wineburg, 2012
	16 adults.
Two document sets (one religious and one neutral historical topic)1.
Think-aloud task.
	Historical expertise.

	Think alouds coded for source feature mentions.
	No difference between historians and non-historians in sourcing.

	21
	Hahnel et al., 2019.
	310 university students.
3 document units on various topics (D).
	Multiple document comprehension.
Grades.
	Log-data categorized into general sourcing, proactive sourcing, repeated sourcing, and task related sourcing.
	Multiple document comprehension predicted all forms of sourcing (range b = .27 - .91). 
Higher grades predicted proactive sourcing (b = -.42) and general sourcing (b = -.58). 


	22
	Herrero-Diz et al., 2019
	188 undergraduates.
Three newspaper articles on the same topic2 varying in credibility (D).
	Gender.
Educational background (education vs. communication).
	Credibility evaluation of documents. 

	Females rated the high credibility text as more updated than did males (d = .53).
Females rated the low credibility text as more updated (d = .40), relevant (d = .47), and accurate (d = .49) than did males. 
Communication students rated the high credibility text as more trustworthy (d = .64), accurate (d = .46), and objective (d = .39) than did education students.
Education students rated the low credibility text as  more relevant (d = .47), trustworthy (d = .40), and accurate (d = .52) than did communication students.  

	23
	Kammerer et al., 2013
	80 university students.
2 SERPs with conflicting information on a health topic (D).
Read to give recommendation.
	Beliefs about certainty, source, and structure of knowledge.
Beliefs about justification for knowing.
Self-reported computer and web search experience.
	Total fixation time on URLs (eye tracking).
Search results selections. 
Number of utterances concerning type/credibility of the source, and number of utterances concerning different parts of the SERPs (cued retrospective reporting).
	Beliefs about certainty, source, and structure of knowledge were negatively correlated with total fixation time on URLs (r = -. 28) and number of utterances concerning type/credibility of sources (r = -.22). 
Justification for knowing beliefs were negatively correlated with number of utterances concerning parts of the SERPs (r =-.40). 
Computer and web search experience were positively correlated with selection of the last three search results (r = .22) and number of utterances concerning type/credibility of sources (r = .23).

Beliefs about certainty, source, and structure of knowledge were a negative predictor of total fixation time on URLs (β = -.28), selection of the last three search results (β = -.19), number of utterances concerning type/credibility of sources (β = -.24), and number of utterances concerning parts of the SERPs (β = -.15).
Justification for knowing was a negative predictor of number of utterances concerning parts of the SERPs (β = -.42).
Computer and web search experience was a positive predictor of selection of the last three search results (β = .26) and number of utterances concerning type/credibility of sources (β = .28).

	24
	Kammerer et al., 2021
	50 university students.
Read about a science topic on the open Internet (D).
Read to give recommendation.
Think-aloud task
	Prior domain knowledge.
Epistemic beliefs about justification for knowing.
	Think-alouds coded for source evaluation. 
	Prior knowledge (r = .30) and justification by authority (r = .42) were positively correlated with number of source evaluation comments in think-aloud. 
Prior knowledge (β = .20) and justification by authority (β = .40) were positive predictors of number of source evaluation comments in think-alouds.

	25
	Kammerer, Kalbfell, & Gerjets, 2016.
Exp 1 
	76 university students.
2 conflicting or consistent webpages on a health topic (D).
Written recommendation task.  
	Self-reported prior knowledge.
Reading comprehension.
Topic beliefs.
	Fixation time on source information.
Evaluation of source information in think-alouds.
Source references in written products.
Rating of webpage trustworthiness.
	No relations between individual differences and sourcing.

	26
	Kammerer, Kalbfell, & Gerjets, 2016.
Exp 2
	71 university students.
2 conflicting or consistent webpages on a health topic (D).
Written recommendation task.  
	Self-reported prior knowledge.
Reading comprehension
Topic beliefs
	Fixation time on source information
Source references in written products.
Rating of webpage trustworthiness.
	No relations between individual differences and sourcing.

	27
	Kammerer, Meier, & Stahl, 2016
	45 9th-graders.
9 texts on a health topic (D).
Worksheets.
	Prior attitude.
Topic knowledge.
Reading comprehension.
Reading speed.
	Memory for sources.
Rating of webpage credibility.
Source-to-content mapping.
Categorization of webpages (commercial, governmental, etc.).
	Interaction of reading comprehension with type of source on credibility rating: reading comprehension related to credibility rating of commercial page, ηp2 = 0.12.

	28
	Kang et al., 2016.
	231 undergraduates.
8 news pages on 2 social science topics varying in student involvement (D). 
	Topic involvement.
	News credibility rating.
	Involvement predicted news credibility (β = .66). 


	29
	Kobayashi, 2014.
	154 undergraduates.
2 texts on a health topic (P).
Writing task
	Prior attitude.
Personal relevance.
	Source consideration (composite of source features in notes and memory for source features).
Source acceptability (composite of credibility and persuasiveness rating of texts)
	Prior attitude predicted source acceptability, η2 = .05. 


	30
	[bookmark: _heading=h.gjdgxs]List, 2014
	197 undergraduates.
6 conflicting texts on a social science topic (D).
Essay task
	Prior knowledge.
Topic attitude. 
	Source evaluation (trustworthiness, usefulness, and interestingness).
Source references in essays.
	Topic attitude correlated with source usefulness (rs = .20) and interestingness (rs = .30).
Prior knowledge correlated with source interestingness (rs = .14).
No relationship between individual differences and source references in essays.

	31
	List et al., 2017.
	197 undergraduates.
6 conflicting texts on a social science topic (D). 
Essay task
	Prior knowledge.
	Source information access. 
Source trustworthiness.
Source references in essays.
	No relations between prior knowledge and sourcing.

	32
	List, Du, et al., 2019.
Study 1.
	143 undergraduates.
6 complementary and conflicting texts on a science topic (D). 
Read to write report.
	Reading strategies (information accumulation strategies and cross-textual elaboration strategies)
	Number of explicit citations in report.
	Explicit citations in report correlated positively with use of cross-textual elaboration strategies (r = .25). 

	33
	List, Du, et al., 2019.
Study 2.
	32 undergraduates. 
6 complementary and conflicting texts on a science topic (D). 
Read to write report.
Think-aloud task
	Reading strategies: Think-aloud utterances coded for cross-textual processing and cross-textual integrative processing. 
	Citations in written response (type of multiple text representation).
	Total number of cross-textual utterances was associated with type of multiple text representation, F =3.04, η2=0.34. Students constructing documents models (citations and integration) produced more cross-textual utterances during reading.


	34
	List, Stephens, & Alexander, 2019.
	197 undergraduates.
6 conflicting texts on a social science topic (D).
Read to adopt and justify position on topic.
	Prior knowledge
Individual interest.
Situational interest.
Persistence (texts accessed and reading time).
	Citations in written response.
	Situational interest (r = .15), texts accessed (r = .20), and reading time (r = .18) were positively correlated with number of citations. 
Individual interest (β = -.18) and texts accessed (β = .19) predicted number of citations (controlling for prior knowledge, situational interest, and reading time). 

	35
	Lucassen et al., 2013.
	40 high school and university students.
10 Wikipedia articles on varying topics with varying quality (D).
Read to judge credibility of articles.
Think-aloud task. 
	Document expertise (high-school students, undergraduates, postgraduates).
Topic familiarity.
	Think-alouds coded into two types of credibility strategies: 1. Semantic strategies (e.g., accuracy, scope, and neutrality). 2. Surface strategies (e.g., comments on length, pictures, and writing skills).
Rating of overall trust in each articles.
	Participants used more semantic strategies when evaluating familiar topics than unfamiliar topics, χ2 = 24.40. 
Document expertise was related to use of semantic and surface strategy regardless of familiarity, χ2 = 111.35. 
High-quality articles were trusted more than low-quality articles (Z = 3.62) but this was related to document expertise (among undergraduates and postgraduates, not high school students).

	36
	Macedo-Rouet et al., 2013.
Exp 1.
	98 4th- and 5th-graders.
4 texts on science and social science topics (P). 
Open ended questions.
	Grade level.
Reading fluency.
	Memory for source-content links.
Evaluation of source credentials.
	Grade level difference in source credentials t = 2.46, d =.50.
Reading fluency correlated with source credentials (viz., r =.39 and r =.54).

	37
	Macedo-Rouet et al., 2013.
Exp 2
	96 4th- and 5th-graders.
4 texts on science and social science topics in sourcing intervention and control conditions (D).
Open ended questions.
	Grade level.
Reading comprehension.
	Memory for source-content links.
Evaluation of source credentials.
	Reading comprehension associated with source-content links (F = 12.58, ηp2 = .12). 
Interaction of reading comprehension with condition on source-content links (F = 4.20, ηp2 =.04; less skilled comprehenders benefitted more from intervention. 


	38
	Macedo-Rouet et al., 2020
	146 high-school students.
Various texts on historical and science topics (D).
Read to judge sources.
	Working memory.
Reading fluency.
Vocabulary.
Parental education.
Frequency of Internet and social media use.
	Ability to discriminate between reliable and unreliable links.
Source selection.
Use of source features to justify source selection.
	Vocabulary (r = .37) and reading fluency (r = .19) correlated positively and Internet and social media use negatively (r = -.20) with link discrimination.
Vocabulary (β = .35) and Internet and social media use (β = -.17) predicted link discrimination (also controlling for reading fluency and working memory).
Working memory (rs = .23) correlated positively and Internet and social media use negatively  (rs = -.17) with selection of most trustworthy text.
Vocabulary (rs = .22) and working memory (rs = .22), correlated positively and Internet and social media use negatively (rs = -.21) with inclusions of citations in justifications for source selection.
The probability of selecting the most reliable text increased as a function of working memory capacity (B = .33) and decreased as a function of Internet and social media use (B = -.24).
The probability of including a source feature in the justification for source selection decreased as a function of Internet and social media use (B = -.25).

	39
	Mason et al., 2014.
	134 9th-graders.
8 and 9 conflicting texts on two health topics in sourcing intervention and control conditions (D).
	Topic knowledge.
Argumentative reasoning.
	Ranking of most and least reliable webpages.
Reliability ranking of all webpages.
Visits to most and least reliable webpages.
Time spent on most and least reliable webpages.
	Topic knowledge related to ranking of most and least reliable pages for one of the topics (ηp2 =.08) and to ranking of all webpages for the other topic (ηp2 =.04) after controlling for condition and argumentative reasoning.
No relation between argumentative reasoning and sourcing after controlling for condition and topic knowledge.




	40
	Mason, Scrimin, Tornatora, et al., 2018.
	72 lower secondary students.
6 conflicting texts on a health topic (D).
	Implicit attitudes.
Physiological self-regulation (heart rate variability). 
Working memory.
Reading comprehension.
Prior knowledge 
	Reliability ranking of webpages.
Rank-order justifications
	Implicit attitudes (r = -.25) and self-regulation (r = .31) correlated with reliability ranking.
Implicit attitudes (β =-.35), self-regulation (β=.28), and their interaction (β =-.31) predicted reliability ranking.
Working memory, reading comprehension, and prior knowledge not related to sourcing. 

	41
	Mason et al., 2017.
	104 7th-graders.
6 conflicting text on a health topic (D).
Essay task.
	Emotional reactivity (self-reported valence and physiological arousal by skin conductance level).
Prior knowledge
Reading comprehension.
Working memory.
GPA
Internalizing problems.
	Composite of explicit source references and source–content links in essays.
	Emotional reactivity profile (low vs. high) related to sourcing (ηp2 = .06) after controlling for gender, prior knowledge, reading comprehension, GPA and internalizing problems.
Prior knowledge, reading comprehension, working memory, GPA, and internalizing problems not related to sourcing.


	42
	Mason, Scrimin, Zaccoletti, et al., 2018.
	47 7th-graders.
4 texts on a health topic (D).
Essay task.
	Topic knowledge.
Reading comprehension.
Physiological arousal (heart rate) and self-regulation (heart rate variability)
	Composite of explicit source references and source–content links in essays.
	No relations between individual differences and sourcing.

	43
	Mason et al., 2020
	48 middle school students.
4 conflicting texts on a science topic (D).
Essay task.
	Prior knowledge.
Reading comprehension.
Emotional problems.
Prereading affective state.
Physiological arousal (skin conductance level).
Post-reading affective state. 
	Eye tracking: First and second pass fixation time on source information.
Multiple-document comprehension: Composite score of source-content links and acknowledging the unsettled nature of the issue.  
	No individual differences related to first and second pass fixation time on source information. 
Positive correlations between prior knowledge (r = .29) and reading comprehension (r = .48) and multiple-document comprehension.
Reading comprehension (η2= .25), interaction of arousal with prior knowledge (η2= .10), and arousal (η2= .16) predicted multiple-document comprehension. 

	44
	McCrudden et al., 2016.
	153 upper secondary students.
20 texts on two science topics (P).
Selection task.
	Topic familiarity 
	Selection of more or less reliable sources based on author expertise. 
	Higher topic familiarity led to stronger emphasis on author expertise (η2 =.21) than did lower topic familiarity (η2 = .06). 

	45
	Merkt & Huff, 2020.
Exp. 1.
	123 university students.
6 conflicting texts on a historical topic (D).
Read to answer questions.
	Historical thinking skills.
	Memory for document origin.
Origin of quotes.
Memory for source information.
Source-content links.
	Historical thinking skills predicted memory for document origin (b = .83).
Effect of historical thinking skills on memory for origin of quotes (F = 9.60, η2p = .08).
Positive correlation between historical thinking skills and memory for origin of quotes (r = .28).
Effect of historical thinking skills on memory for source information (F = 17.32, η2p = .13).
Positive correlation between historical thinking skills and memory for source information (r = .36).
Effect of historical thinking skills on source-content links (F = 13.54, η2p = .10).
Positive correlation between historical thinking skills and source-content links (r = .29).

	46
	Merkt & Huff, 2020. 
Exp. 2.
	117 university students.
6 conflicting texts about a historical topic (D).
Read to answer questions.
	Historical thinking skills.
	Memory for document origin.
Origin of quotes.
Memory for source information.
Source-content links
	Historical thinking skills predicted memory for document origin (b = .69).
Effect of historical thinking skills on memory for origin of quotes (F = 14.71, η2p = .12).
Positive correlation between historical thinking skills and memory for origin of quotes (r = .34).
Effect of historical thinking skills on memory for source information (F = 4.59, η2p = .04).
Positive correlation between historical thinking skills and memory for source information (r = .20).
Effect of historical thinking skills on source-content links (F = 4.98, η2p = .04).
Positive correlation between historical thinking skills and source-content links (r = .19).

	47
	Merkt et al., 2017.
	111 secondary students.
8 conflicting history texts (D).
Read to answer questions.
	Reading comprehension.
Historical thinking skills.
	Source information access.
Source background.
Source perspective.  
Source verification task (source information and source-content links). 
	Historical thinking skills predicted source background (β=.30), source perspective (β=.33) and source-content links (β=.28). Reading comprehension not related to sourcing.



	48
	Paul et al., 2018.
Study 1
	178 4th-graders.
13 short texts on different topics (P). 
Read to answer questions.
	Reading comprehension
	Source identification.
Expertise evaluation.
Intention evaluation.
	Reading comprehension correlated with source identification (rs = .44), expertise evaluation (rs = .33), and intention evaluation (rs = .24).

	49
	Paul et al., 2018.
Study 2
	35 4th-graders.
4 conflicting texts on a health topic (P).
Essay task
	Reading comprehension.
	Memory for source- content links.
Source-based justifications for conclusion.
	Reading comprehension not related to sourcing.

	50
	Paul et al., 2019.
	89 4th-graders.
4 conflicting texts on a health topic (P).
Write a justification statement for position taken.
	Reading comprehension.
	Use of sources in justification statement (i.e., source citations, expertise evaluations, and benevolence evaluations).
Memory for source–content links.
	Main effect of reading comprehension on benevolence evaluations (β = 0.03); better readers included more benevolence evaluations).
Main effect of reading comprehension on source-content links (β = 0.02); better readers remembered more source-content links).

	51
	Peterson & Alexander, 2020.
	50 undergraduates.
16 complementary documents on a health issue (P & D).
Read to create presentation.
	Topic knowledge.
	Source selection.
Source use in presentation.
	Topic knowledge correlated positively with number of selected digital sources (r = .27).
Students with more topic knowledge selected more sources than did students with less topic knowledge (χ2 = 4.73, B = .05). 
No effect of topic knowledge on source use.

	52
	Potocki et al., 2020.
	245 middle grade, high-school, and undergraduate students.
A total of 17 texts on science topics (D).
Read to answer questions.
	Word decoding.
Grade level
	Identification of source features.
Author evaluation.
Source selection.
Justifications for source selection.
	No effect of grade level on identification of source features.
Effect of word decoding on identification of source features (z = 4.92, OR = 1.04).
Interaction between grade level and evaluation of author competence (η2 = .01): grade 5 participants’ ratings of competent vs. less competent sources did not differ (η2 = .01; ns) but this difference was observed in grade 7 (η2 = .11), grade 9  (η2 = .30), and among undergraduates (η2 = .44). 
Interaction between word decoding and evaluation of author competence (η2 = .01).
Effect of grade level on evaluation of author benevolence.
Word decoding not related to evaluation of author benevolence. 
Interaction between grade level and source benevolence(η2 = .01) in source selection: all participants were more inclined to select more- over less-benevolent sources, but this difference increased with grade (grade 5: η2 = .09; grade 7: η2 = .11;  grade 9: η2 = .31; undergraduate: η2 = .44).
Interaction between word decoding and source competence (η2 = .01) in source selection.
Effect of grade level (z = 5.64; OR = 20.01) and word decoding (z = 1.96; OR = 1.01) on citation of sources in justifications for source selection. 

	53
	Rouet et al., 1997.
	19 graduate students.
7 conflicting documents on a historical topic (D).
Essay task.
	Disciplinary expertise
	Rank order of document usefulness.
Justification of rank order.
Source references in essays.
	No relationship between disciplinary expertise and sourcing.

	54
	Salmerón et al., 2018
	101 undergraduates.
4 texts on a science topic in print out or authentic versions (P). 
Essay task.
	Topic knowledge.
Topic interest.
	Source references in essays.
Memory for source features.
	Prior knowledge correlated with memory for source features (r = .22). 
Topic interest not related to sourcing. 


	55
	Salmerón et al., 2013.
	67 undergraduates.
10 conflicting texts on a science topic (D).
Essay task.
	Topic knowledge
	Visits to most relevant and trustworthy texts.
Time spent on most relevant and trustworthy texts.
Selection of most relevant and trustworthy texts.
Text selection criteria.

	No relationship between topic knowledge and visits to most relevant and trustworthy texts.
Effect of topic knowledge and time spent on most relevant and trustworthy texts (F = 4.29, η2 = .06).
Topic knowledge did not predict selection of most relevant and trustworthy texts. 
Interaction of topic knowledge with condition (relevant text first vs last) on selection of most relevant and trustworthy texts (b = 0.63).
Topic knowledge influenced whether or not participants considered trustworthiness as a criterion for text selection (b = -1.33).

	56
	Salmerón et al., 2016. 
Exp 2

	277 primary, secondary, and university students.
4 texts in online Q&A forums on various topics (D). 
Read to give a recommendation. 
	Educational level.
	Message selection. Explanation for message selection. 
	No effect of educational level on message selection.
Undergraduates included more source attributes in explanations for message selection than other groups, in both redundant (χ2 = 12.93) and competing conditions (χ2 = 25.83).

	57
	Salmerón et al., 2020.
	207 middle grade students.
Three conflicting web pages on a science topic (D).
Read to answer questions.
	Grade level.
Reading comprehension.
Frequency of Internet use.
Topic interest.
Prior topic beliefs.
Post-reading topic beliefs.
	Source citations.
Memory for sources.
Source–content links.
	No individual differences related to source citations.
Grade level (rs = .18) and reading comprehension (r = .18) correlated with memory for sources. 
Effects of reading comprehension (F = 6.06, η2p = .03) and grade level (F = 5.72, η2p = .02) on memory for sources.
Grade level (rs = .18) and reading comprehension (r = .39), positively and post reading topic beliefs (rs = -.20) negatively correlated with source-content links. 
Effects of reading comprehension (F = 29.70, η2p = .14) and grade level (F = 6.25, η2p = .03) on source–content links.

	58
	Stang-Lund et al., 2019
	140 upper secondary students. 
4 conflicting texts on a health topic (P).
Read to answer questions.
	Prior knowledge.
Topic interest.
	Source–content integration.
	Prior knowledge correlated with source–content integration (r = .31).
Path analysis showed a direct effect of prior knowledge on source–content integration (ß = .21), and an indirect effect of prior knowledge on source–content integration via memory for textual conflicts (ß = .07).

	59
	Stang-Lund et al., 2017.
	86 upper secondary students.
4 conflicting texts on a health topic (P).
Read to answer questions.
	Gender.
Prior knowledge
Topic interest.
Self-reports of critical reading strategies.
	Memory for source-content links.
	Gender, prior knowledge, and topic interest not related to sourcing.
Critical strategies correlated with sourcing (r = .26).

	60
	Stenseth & Strømsø, 2019
	25 upper secondary students.
20 texts on two science topics (P).
Selection task.

	Topic knowledge.
	Source feature evaluations (author credentials, reputable source, motives, expertise, and comprehensibility)
	Significant difference in prior knowledge across the two topics but evaluations based on author credentials did not vary across the topics. Evaluations based on expertise and comprehensibility varied across topics (z = 2.06, r = .29; higher for the better  known topic.

	61
	Strømsø et al., 2020.
	66 high school students.
10 conflicting texts on a science topic (D).
Essay task.
	Topic interest.
Topic attitudes.
Source evaluation skills.

	Justification for text selection.
Reference to source features in essay. 
	Three clusters identified based on topic interest, topic attitudes, and source evaluation skills.
No difference between clusters on any sourcing measure.

	62
	Strømsø et al., 2010.
	233 upper secondary students.
7 conflicting texts on a science topic (P).
Read to understand, summarize, or construct an argument.  
	Prior knowledge
Topic interest.
	Memory for source-content links.
	Prior knowledge (r = .24) and topic interest (r = .23) correlated with sourcing.

	63
	Strømsø et al., 2011.
	126 undergraduates.
2 conflicting texts on a science topic (P).
Trustworthiness evaluation task. 
	Topic knowledge.
Topic-specific epistemic beliefs (certainty, simplicity, and source of knowledge; justification for knowing).
	Rating of text trustworthiness.
Emphasis on author in trustworthiness judgment.
	Source beliefs correlated with trustworthiness rating (r = -.25) and justification beliefs correlated with emphasis on author in evaluating trustworthiness of popular science text (r = .26). 
Source (β = -.27) and justification beliefs (β = .20) predicted trustworthiness rating of popular science text. 
Justification beliefs predicted emphasis on author in evaluating trustworthiness of popular science text (β = .29)
Simplicity (r = -.25) and source beliefs (r = -.24) correlated with trustworthiness rating of newspaper article. 
Simplicity (β = -.25) and source beliefs (β = -.18) predicted trustworthiness rating of newspaper article. 

	64
	Tarchi, 2019
	289 undergraduates.
6 conflicting texts on a health topic (D).
Read to give advice.
	Prior beliefs.
Topic interest.
Prior knowledge.
Use of cross-text processing strategies.
Use of accumulative reading strategies.
	Trustworthiness judgments of documents.
Trustworthiness criteria used (author, publisher, text type, content, own opinion, and date of publication). 
	Prior beliefs correlated with trustworthiness judgments of five of the six documents (.26 > r <. 44). Prior beliefs not related to trustworthiness criteria.
Topic interest correlated with trustworthiness judgments of four of the six documents (.12 > r <. 23) and use of all trustworthiness criteria (.19 > r <. 29), except own opinion.
Prior knowledge correlated with trustworthiness judgment of two of the six documents (r = .13) and use of three trustworthiness criteria (author, publisher, and text type) (.15 > r <. 17).
Cross-text processing strategies correlated with trustworthiness judgments of five of six documents (.13 > r <. 32) and use of all trustworthiness criteria (.24 > r <. 41), except own opinion.
Accumulative reading strategies correlated with trustworthiness judgments of two documents (r = .14 and .19) and use of all six trustworthiness criteria (.13 > r <. 26).
A cluster analysis based on prior topic beliefs and strategic processing gave four default stances of engagement with multiple documents that explained variance in trustworthiness judgments of five documents (3.976 > F < 12.533, 04 > η2 < 12) and in use of all trustworthiness criteria (3.878 > F < 6.135, .04 > η2 < .06], except personal opinion 

	65
	Ulyshen et al., 2015.
	53 undergraduates.
Use of the Internet to find information on a health topic (D).
Read to understand.
	Domain-general epistemic beliefs.
Prior knowledge.
Verbal comprehension.
	Think-alouds coded for evaluating source information on web pages.
	No relations between individual differences and sourcing.

	66
	Van Der Heide, & Lim, 2016
	349 college students.
1 user restaurant review page (D).
	Familiarity
	Credibility rating of authors (competence and trustworthiness).
	High familiarity students put more emphasis on author expertise than consensus when judging credibility; low familiarity students put more emphasis on consensus (η2 = .12 for competence, η2 = .09 for trustworthiness).

	67
	van Strien et al., 2016.
	79 university majors.
8 web pages on a health topic (D).
Read to understand.
	Attitudes.
Attitude strength.
Prior knowledge.
	Fixation time on source information.
Credibility rating of web pages.
	Attitude strength correlated with fixation time on source information (r = -.27) and credibility rating (r = -.25) for pages with attitude-inconsistent information.
Attitude strength correlated with credibility rating for pages with attitude-consistent information (r = .20). 
Interaction of attitude strength with consistency/inconsistency on fixation on source information, ηp2 = .06.
No correlation between prior knowledge and sourcing.

	68
	von der Muhlen et al., 2016
	20 undergraduates, 20 postdoctoral and doctoral students in psychology.  
14 texts on a psychological topic (D).
	Domain expertise.
	Credibility rating of texts and criteria for credibility evaluation.
Genre identification of texts. 
Think-alouds coded for source-based evaluation.
	Experts provided more accurate credibility rating (d = 0.83) and put more emphasis on source-related criteria (d = 0.85). 
Experts more able to identify text genre (d = 2.26). 
More source-based evaluation in experts’ think-alouds (d = 1.37).

	69
	Westerwick, 2013.
Study 1.
	574 undergraduates. 
2 web pages on health topics (D).
Read to evaluate texts
	Topic involvement
	Credibility rating of web pages.
	Topic involvement predicted credibility rating (β = .14).


	70
	Wiley et al., 2020.
Exp. 2.
	151 undergraduates.
7 texts on a historical topic (P).
Essay task.
	Expertise
Epistemic beliefs
	Citations in essays.
	No relationship between individual differences and sourcing.

	71
	Wineburg, 1991.
	8 historians and 8 high-school students.
8 written and 3 pictorial documents on a historical topic (P).
Read to understand.
	Expertise
	Think-alouds coded for the use of sourcing heuristic.
	Difference between experts (8 out of 8) and non-experts (3 out of 8) on the use of sourcing heuristic.

	72
	Winter & Krämer, 2012.
Study 2.
	60 parents.
8 conflicting blog entries on a social science topic (D).
Read to search for information
	Need for cognition.
Educational level.
Age

	Selection of sources based on author expertise. 
	Individual differences did not predict selection of high credibility texts.



Note. D = digital texts, P = paper texts, 1 = no information provided about reading medium (digital or paper), 2 = no information provided about topic of reading material.




















Table S2

In-Depth Analysis of Reading Comprehension in Relation to Sourcing

	Study, partcipants, texts, and tasks
	Reading comprehension measure
	Sourcing measures
	Relationships between reading comprehension and sourcing

	Bråten, Brante, & Strømsø, 2018

127 upper secondary students read 10 digital texts on one of two science topics (i.e., climate change and nuclear power).
Essay task.
	Cloze test
Five narrative and five expository texts
Correct answers required inferences
Possible score range = 0-41 
α = .83

Climate change group
M = 25.03, SD = 6.12.
Proportion score = .61a
Nuclear power group
M = 25.63, SD = 5.41.
Proportion score = .63
	Source-based justifications for text selections.
Unprompted
Intercoder agreement = 92%
Climate change: M = 1.75, SD = 2.63
Nuclear power: M = 3.94, SD = 4.57
Proportion score = nab

References to source features in essays
Unprompted
Interrater reliability: r = .99
Climate change: M = .78, SD = 2.30
Nuclear power: M = 1.05, SD = 2.48
Proportion score: na
	No relationship between reading comprehension and sourcing.

	Florit et al., 2019

94 4th-graders read 2 sets of three printed texts on two health topics (i.e., chocolate and video gaming).
Essay task

	A 215 word text with 14 MC (multiple choice) items 
Text available
Literal and inferential questions 
Possible score range: 0-14
α = .61
M = 10.27, SD = 2.31, 
Proportion score = .73
	Source-content links in essays.
Unprompted
One essay for each topic
Possible score range = 0-3 for each essay

Chocolate essay
M = .002, SD = .21
Proportion score = .001
Video game essay 
M = .14, SD = .50
Proportion score = .05
	No relations between reading comprehension and sourcing.

	Hahnel et al., 2019. 

310 university students read 3-4 digital document units on various topics. Participants had to click link to access source information
	A 67-item instrument requiring integration of information across documents, representation of content from individual documents, and comparison of information across documents. 
MC and verification tasks. 
Measure of situation model
No psychometric information or descriptive statistics
Proportion score = na
	Four types of sourcing based on log-data.
Unprompted

Proactive sourcing
Number of documents for which source information is accessed before a document is read 
RT = .94; M = .34, SD = na

Repeated sourcing
Number of documents for which source information is visited multiple times 
RT = .91; M = .34, SD = na

Task related sourcing
Number of documents for which source information is accessed after item instruction 
RT = .72; M = .21, SD = na

General sourcing 
Number of documents for which source information is accessed 
RT = .97; M = .68, SD = na

Proportion score not available for any sourcing variables
	Reading comprehension predicted all forms of sourcing (range b = .27 - .91). 


	Kammerer, Kalbfell, & Gerjets, 2016.Exp 1 

76 university students read 2 conflicting or consistent digital documents on a health topic. 
Three conditions: 1) conflicting documents, 2) consistent positive documents, and 3) consistent negative documents.
Eye-tracking and think-aloud
Written recommendation task.  
	Cloze test
1727 words
No information about need for inferencing
Possible score range = -23 - 46
Reliability = na

Conflicting condition
M = 20.36, SD = 6.42
Proportion score = .63
Consistent positive condition
M = 20.47, SD = 8.15
Proportion score = .63
Consistent negative condition
M = 21.74, SD = 7.59
Proportion score = .65

	Fixation time on source information
Unprompted

After reading second document:
Conflicting condition: M = 24.74, SD = 17.26
Consistent positive: M = 18.88, SD = 14.51
Consistent negative: M = 17.75, SD = 13.40
Proportion score = na

Before reading second document:
Conflicting condition: M = 24.37, SD = 16.37
Consistent positive: M = 26.68, SD = 14.53
Consistent negative: M = 21.26, SD = 11.65
Proportion score = na

Evaluation of source information in think-alouds
Unprompted
Intercoder agreement = 97.97%
Possible score range = 0-2.

After reading second document:
Conflicting condition: M = .79, SD = .86
Proportion score = .40
Consistent positive: M = .28, SD = .57
Proportion score = .14
Consistent negative: M = .06, SD = .24
Proportion score = .03

Before reading second document:
Conflicting condition: M = .52, SD = .57
Proportion score = .26
Consistent positive: M = .44, SD = .62
Proportion score = .22
Consistent negative: M = .17, SD = .51
Proportion score = .09

Source references in written products.
Unprompted
Intercoder agreement = 97.37%
Possible score range = 0-2

Conflicting condition: M = 1.36, SD = .90
Proportion score = .68
Consistent positive: M = .63, SD = .76
Proportion score = .32
Consistent negative: M =.32, SD = .75
Proportion score = .16

Rating of webpage trustworthiness
Prompted
Possible score = 1-5

Commercially biased page: 
Conflicting condition: M = 2.79, SD = 1.05
Proportion score = .56
Consistent positive: M = 3.47, SD = .96
Proportion score = .69
Consistent negative: M = 3.63, SD = .76
Proportion score = .73

Commercially unbiased page:
Conflicting condition: M = 3.73, SD = .84
Proportion score = .75
Consistent positive: M = 3.79, SD = 1.13
Proportion score = .76
Consistent negative: M = 3.89, SD = .66
Proportion score = .78
	No relationship between reading comprehension and sourcing.

	Kammerer, Kalbfell, & Gerjets, 2016.
Exp 2

71 university students read 2 conflicting or consistent digital documents on a health topic.
Three conditions: 1) conflicting documents, 2) consistent positive documents, and 3) consistent negative documents.
Eye-tracking and think-aloud
Written recommendation task.  
	Cloze test
1727 words
No information about need for inferencing
Possible score range = -23 - 46
Reliability = na

Conflicting condition
M = 20.33, SD = 7.32
Proportion score = .63
Consistent positive condition
M = 20.55, SD = 6.79
Proportion score = .63
Consistent negative condition
M = 20.91, SD = 5.84
Proportion score = .64

	Clicking on source information
Unprompted
Possible score: 0-2

After reading second document:
Conflicting condition: M = 1.29, SD = .75
Proportion score = .65
Consistent positive: M = .59, SD = .67
Proportion score = .30
Consistent negative: M = 1.09, SD = .61
Proportion score = .55

Before reading second document:
Conflicting condition: M = .96, SD = .55
Proportion score = .48
Consistent positive: M = .68, SD = .72
Proportion score = .34
Consistent negative: M = .77, SD = .43
Proportion score = .39
Total fixation time on source information
Unprompted

After reading second document:
Conflicting condition: M = 29.39, SD = 24.36
Consistent positive: M = 16.83, SD = 13.39
Consistent negative: M = 20.19, SD = 20.68

Before reading second document:
Conflicting condition: M = 20.24, SD = 12.19
Consistent positive: M = 22.17, SD = 12.11
Consistent negative: M = 14.19, SD = 7.19

Source information in written product
Unprompted
Intercoder agreement = 96.58%
Possible score range = 0-2

Conflicting condition: M = 1.36, SD = .85
Proportion score = .68
Consistent positive: M = .83, SD = .83
Proportion score = .42
Consistent negative: M = .58, SD = .84
Proportion score = .29

Rating of webpage trustworthiness
Prompted
Possible score range = 1-5

Commercially biased page: 
Conflicting condition: M = 2.41, SD = 1.05
Proportion score = .48
Consistent positive: M = 3.42, SD = 1.00
Proportion score = .68
Consistent negative: M = 3.42, SD = 1.12
Proportion score = .68

Commercially unbiased page:
Conflicting condition: M = 3.82, SD = 1.01
Proportion score = .76
Consistent positive: M = 4.08, SD = .67
Proportion score = .82
Consistent negative: M = 4.26, SD = .56
Proportion score = .85
	No relationship between reading comprehension and sourcing.

	Kammerer, Meier, & Stahl, 2016

45 9th-graders read 9 digital texts on a health topic. Two conditions: with and without source prompts
Worksheet task.
	Cloze test
1727 words
No information about need for inferencing
Possible score range = -23 - 46
Reliability = na

With source prompts
M = 12.32, SD = 4.76
Proportion score = .51
Without source prompts
M = 12.22, SD = 4.74
Proportion score = .51

	Memory for sources 
Prompted
Potential max score = 9
Intercoder agreement = 94.81%

With source prompts
M = 5.86, SD = 1.25, proportion score = .65
Without source prompts
M = 2.30, SD = 1.79, proportion score = .25

Credibility rating
Prompted
Judging the credibility of websites on a 5-point scale:

Institutional webpages
With source prompts
M = 4.70, SD = .70, proportion score = .95
Without source prompts
M = 2.30, SD = 1.79, proportion score = .46

Journalistic webpages
With source prompts
M = 2.97, SD = .62, proportion score = .59
Without source prompts
M = 3.48, SD = .66, proportion score = .70

Webpages from private persons
With source prompts
M = 2.73, SD = .70, proportion score = .55
Without source prompts
M = 2.82, SD = .79, proportion score = .56

Commercial webpages
With source prompts
M = 1.95, SD = 1.17, proportion score = .39
Without source prompts
M = 2.75, SD = 1.44, proportion score = .55

Source-to-content mapping task
Prompted
Potential max score = 8 

With source prompts
M = 3.36, SD = 1.43, proportion score = .42
Without source prompts
M = 1.70, SD = 1.29, proportion score = .21
	Interaction of reading comprehension with type of source on credibility rating of commercial page, ηp2 = 0.12.

	Macedo-Rouet et al., 2013.
Exp 2

96 4th- and 5th-graders read 4 digital texts on science and social science topics in sourcing intervention and control conditions.

	7 short narrative texts with open ended questions for each text
Texts available
Inferencing required
Possible scoring range = na
Psychometric information not available 

Fourth graders
M = 22.2, SD = 7.2
Proportion score = na
Fifth graders
M = 28.2, SD = 6.5
Proportion score = na

Based on reading comprehension scores, participants were categorized as skilled comprehenders (M = 29.27, SD = 3.63) and less skilled comprehenders (M = 18.53, SD = 5.47) 
	Memory for source – content links
Prompted
Scores are adjusted mean percentage of accurate responses

Intervention group
Less skilled comprehenders: Ma = 72.47, SD = 19.80
Proportion score = .72
Skilled comprehenders: Ma = 80.29, SD = 18.71
Proportion score = .80

Control group
Less skilled comprehenders: Ma = 56.56, SD = 18.71
Proportion score = .57
Skilled comprehenders: Ma = 80.50, SD = 19.58
Proportion score = .81


Evaluation of source credentials
Prompted
Multiple choice measure
Scores are percentage of participants who never/at least once selected the correct response

Intervention group
Less skilled comprehenders: 0%/100%
Skilled comprehenders: 8%/92%
Control group
Less skilled comprehenders: 27%/73%
Skilled comprehenders: 4%/96%
	Reading comprehension associated with memory for source-content links (F = 12.58, ηp2 = .12). 
Interaction of reading comprehension with condition on source-content links (F = 4.20, ηp2 =.04; less skilled comprehenders benefitted more from intervention. 


	Mason, Scrimin, Tornatora, et al., 2018. 

72 lower secondary students read 6 conflicting digital texts on a health topic.
	One informational text with 14 MC items
No information about need for inferencing
Reliability = na
Possible score range = 0-14
M = 7.19, SD = 0.01
Proportion score = .51
	Reliability ranking of webpages
Prompted measure
Possible score range = 0-6
M = 1.15, SD 1.03
Proportion score = .19
	No relationship between reading comprehension and sourcing.

	Mason et al., 2017. 

104 7th-graders read 6 conflicting digital texts on a health topic.
Essay task.
	One informational text with 14 MC items
No information about need for inferencing
Reliability = na
Possible score range = 0-14
M = 7.13, SD = 1.96
Proportion score = .51
	Sourcing in essays
Unprompted
Intercoder agreement = 91%
M = 2.33, SD = 2.10
Proportion score = na
	No relationship between reading comprehension and sourcing.

	Mason, Scrimin, Zaccoletti, et al., 2018. 

47 7th-graders read 4 digital texts on a health topic.
Essay task.
	One informational text with 14 MC items
No information about need for inferencing
Possible score range = 0-14
 = .72
M = 7.16, SD = 2.72
Proportion score = .51
	Sourcing in essays
Unprompted
Intercoder agreement = 90%
M = 2.33, SD = 2.10
Proportion score = na
	No relationship between reading comprehension and sourcing.

	Mason et al., 2020

48 middle school students read 4 conflicting digital texts on a science topic.
Essay task.
	One informational text with 14 MC items
No information about need for inferencing
Possible score range = 0-14
 = .72
M = 8.56, SD = 2.83
Proportion score = .62
	First and second pass fixation time on source information
Unprompted
First pass
M = 4.95, SD = 2.94
Proportion score = na
Second pass
M = 5.97, SD = 1.30
Proportion score = na

Sourcing in essay
Unprompted 
Composite score of source-content links and acknowledging the unsettled nature of the issue.  
M = 2.31, SD = 1.35
Proportion score = na
	Positive correlation between reading comprehension and sourcing in essay (r = .48).
Reading comprehension (η2= .25) predicted sourcing in essay. 

	Merkt et al., 2017. 

111 secondary students read 8 digital conflicting history texts.
Read to answer questions.
	Rating of the “veracity of 70 easy statements”.
No information about need for inferencing
Possible score range = 0-70
Test – retest reliability: r = .89
M = 50.22, SD = 9.75
Proportion score = .72
	Accessing source information
Unprompted
M = 5.48, SD 5.52
Proportion score = na

Memory for source-content links
Prompted
Possible max score = 10
M = 5.25, SD = 2.10
Proportion score = .53

Source content links - open ended questions
Unprompted
Intercoder reliability: r = .95
M = 2.24, SD = 3.08
Proportion score = na

Verification task about source information and source-content links
Prompted
Possible score range for each category: 0-6

Source information
M = 3.41, SD = 1.52
Proportion score = .57
Source-content links
M = 3.53, SD = 1.35
Proportion score = .59
	Reading comprehension correlated with accessing source information, r = .29

	Paul et al., 2018.
Study 1

178 4th-graders from Spain and Germany read 13 short printed texts on different topics. 
Read to answer questions.
	Only assessed in German subsample

20 short vignettes with one multiple choice item attached.

Standardized mean from norm sample = 50, SD = 10

M = 49.11, SD = 9.87
Proportion score = na
	Identification of source information
Prompted
Possible score range = 0-6
M = 4.59, SD = 1.18
Proportion score = .77

Expertise evaluation
Prompted
Possible score range = 0-6
M = 4.32, SD = 1.05
Proportion score = .72

Author intention evaluation 
Prompted
Possible score range = 0-6
M = 4.82, SD = 1.37
Proportion score = .80
	Reading comprehension correlated with source identification (rs = .44), expertise evaluation (rs = .33), and intention evaluation (rs = .24).

	Paul et al., 2018.
Study 2
35 4th-graders read 4 conflicting printed texts on a health topic.
Essay task
	20 short vignettes with one multiple choice item attached.

Standardized mean from norm sample = 50, SD = 10

M = 51.28, SD = 11.41
Proportion score = na
	Memory for source-content links 
Prompted
Possible score range: 0-4
M = 2.26, SD = 1.14
Proportion score = .57

Source-based justifications for conclusion on controversy in written response
Unprompted
Number of cited sources (0-4)
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .95
M = .74, SD = .88
Proportion score = .19
Number of sources evaluated regarding author expertise (0-4)
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .87
M = .37, SD = .88
Proportion score = .09
Number of sources evaluated regarding author intention (0-4)
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = 1
M = .20, SD = .58
Proportion score = .05
	No relationship between reading comprehension and sourcing.

	Paul et al., 2019. 89 4th-graders read 4 conflicting printed texts on a health topic. Two conditions concerning content: Claims in different texts mutually exclusive vs. not exclusive. Two conditions concerning sourcing prompt: with vs without prompt

	20 short vignettes with one multiple choice item attached.

Standardized mean from norm sample = 50, SD = 10

M = 49.39, SD = 9.78
Proportion score = na
	Memory for source-content links 
Prompted
Possible score range: 0-4
Prompted/not mutually exclusive claims
M = 2.67, SD = 1.35
Proportion score = .66
Prompted/mutually exclusive claims
M = 2.68, SD = 1.32
Proportion score = .67
Not prompted/not mutually exclusive claims
M = 2.09, SD = 1.28
Proportion score = .52
Not prompted/mutually exclusive claims
M = 2.38, SD = 1.39
Proportion score = .60

Source-based justifications for conclusion on controversy in written response
Unprompted
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .94
Number of cited sources (0-4)
Prompted/not mutually exclusive claims
M = 1.33, SD = 1.59
Proportion score = .33
Prompted/mutually exclusive claims
M = 1.86, SD = 1.55
Proportion score = .47
Not prompted/not mutually exclusive claims
M = .78, SD = 1.17
Proportion score = .20
Not prompted/mutually exclusive claims
M = 1.09, SD = 1.35
Proportion score = .28
Number of sources evaluated regarding author expertise (0-4)
Prompted/not mutually exclusive claims
M = .43, SD = .93
Proportion score = .11
Prompted/mutually exclusive claims
M = .50, SD = .91
Proportion score = .13
Not prompted/not mutually exclusive claims
M = .43, SD = .79
Proportion score = .11
Not prompted/mutually exclusive claims
M = .48, SD = .95
Proportion score = .12
Number of sources evaluated regarding author benevolence (0-4)
Prompted/not mutually exclusive claims
M = .38, SD = .74
Proportion score = .10
Prompted/mutually exclusive claims
M = .86, SD = 1.32
Proportion score = .22
Not prompted/not mutually exclusive claims
M = .35, SD = .78
Proportion score = .09
Not prompted/mutually exclusive claims
M = .61, SD = .89
Proportion score = .15
	Main effect of reading comprehension on benevolence evaluations (β = 0.03); better readers included more benevolence evaluations.
Main effect of reading comprehension on source-content links (β = 0.02); better readers remembered more source-content links.

	Salmerón et al., 2020. 

207 middle grade students read three conflicting web pages/watched videos on a science topic.
Four conditions, with webpage 1 text across conditions, and webpages 2 and 3 varying between text and video.
Read to answer questions.
	Two expository texts with 10 open ended questions about each text.
Literal and inferential questions
Reliability:  = .60
Possible score range = na

4th graders
M = 12.5, SD = 2.2
Proportion score = na
5th graders
M = 12.5, SD = 2.1
Proportion score = na
6th graders
M = 13.0, SD = 2.1
Proportion score = na
	Source citations in essay
Unprompted
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = 1
Proportion score = na
Two texts condition: M = .23, SD = .53
Pro text – Con video: M = .31, SD = .62
Pro video – Con text: M = .22, SD = .59
Two videos: M = .10, SD = .31

Memory for sources
Prompted
Potential scores: 0-1 (.5 = level of chance)

Two texts condition: M = .80, SD = .17
Proportion score = .80
Pro text – Con video: M = .82, SD = .13
Proportion score = .82
Pro video – Con text: M = .82, SD = .10
Proportion score = .82
Two videos: M = .81, SD = .14
Proportion score = .81

Memory for source – content links
Prompted
Possible score range: 0-12

Two texts condition: M = 6.18, SD = 2.47
Proportion score = .52
Pro text – Con video: M = 5.88, SD = .2.83
Proportion score = .49
Pro video – Con text: M = 6.16, SD = 2.18
Proportion score = .51
Two videos: M = 5.81, SD = 2.61
Proportion score = .48
	Reading comprehension correlated with memory for sources (r = .18).  
Effects of reading comprehension on memory for sources (F = 6.06, η2p = .03).
Reading comprehension correlated with memory for source-content links (r = .39). 
Effects of reading comprehension on memory for source–content links (F = 29.70, η2p = .14).


Note. a proportion score = proportion of maximum score for the sample mean, b na = not available 









Table S3

In-Depth Analysis of Prior Knowledge in Relation to Sourcing

	Study, participants, texts, and tasks
	Prior knowledge measure
	Sourcing measures
	Relationships between prior knowledge and sourcing

	Barzilai & Eseth-Alkalai, 2015

170 university students read 4 conflicting or 4 consistent digital texts on a science topic.
Argument writing task.
	Topic specific measure
12 item multiple-choice (MC) 
Possible score range:  0-12
Test-retest reliability:  r = .73
M = 4.74, SD = 2.74
Proportion score: .40a 

	Author viewpoint identification (source-content links)
Prompted
16 items 
Reliability: nab
Possible score range: 0-16
M = 6.70, SD = 2.87
Proportion score: .42

Author viewpoint description.
Prompted
Open ended questions
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .75
Possible score range: 0-8
M = 4.38, SD = 1.71
Proportion score: .55

Author viewpoint evaluation
Prompted
Open ended question. 
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .80.
Possible score range: 0-4.
M = .85, SD = 1.16
Proportion score: .21

	No relationships found. 

	Barzilai et al., 2020
Exp. 1

104 Israeli university students read 2 conflicting texts on a familiar (Yom Kippur war) or unfamiliar (fictional Livian war) historical topic. 
Reading medium not specified. 
Texts on the two topics were identical, except names (Israel/North Livia vs Egypt/South Livia) and time (1973 vs. 1878)
Read to answer questions.
	Topic specific measure
Perceived topic knowledge rated on one item
Possible score range: 1-6

Unfamiliar topic: M = 1.80, SD = 1.00 
Proportion score: .30

Familiar topic: M = 3.45, SD = 1.20
Proportion score: .58
	Rating of source trustworthiness
Prompted
Each author rated on a 6-point scale
Documents arguing that North Livia/Israel won the war:
North Livia: M = 3.75, SD = 1.25, proportion score: .63
Israel: M = 4.34, SD = 1.34, proportion score: .73

Documents arguing that South Livia/Egypt won the war:
South Livia: M = 3.78, SD = 1.30, proportion score: .63
Egypt: M = 3.64, SD = 1.35, proportion score: .61

Justifications of source rating
Open-ended question, responses coded for source-based justifications
Unprompted
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .96
M = na, SD = na

	No effect of perceived topic knowledge on source evaluation. Interaction of perceived topic knowledge with source position on sourcing, F = 7.03, ƞp2 =0.06. Justifications of trustworthiness ratings based on source features did not differ across more and less familiar topics.



	Barzilai et al., 2020
Exp. 2

113 Israeli university students 
Same texts as in Exp. 1
Reading medium not specified 
Two conditions: With and without explanation about possible causes for disagreement between historians
Read to answer questions.
	Topic specific measure
Perceived topic knowledge rated on one item.
Possible score range: 1-6

Unfamiliar topic
M = 1.09, SD = .39
Proportion score: .18

Familiar topic
M = 2.75, SD = 1.0
Proportion score: .46


	Rating of source trustworthiness.
Prompted
Each author rated on a 6-point scale
Document arguing that North Livia/Israel won the war:
North Livia: M = 3.98, SD = 1.34, proportion score: .66
Israel: M = 4.72, SD = 1.03, proportion score: .79
Without explanation: M = 4.28, SD = 1.22, proportion score: .71
With explanation: M = 4.43, SD = 1.28, proportion score: .74


Document arguing that South Livia/Egypt won the war.
South Livia: M = 4.34, SD = 1.10, proportion score: .72
Egypt: M = 3.44, SD = 1.44, proportion score: .57
Without explanation: M = 3.83, SD = 1.36, proportion score: .64
With explanation: M = 3.95, SD = 1.35, proportion score: .66


Justifications of source rating.
Open-ended question, responses coded for source-based justifications.
Unprompted
Intercoder reliability: na
M = na, SD = na

	Interaction of perceived topic knowledge with source position on source evaluation, F = 23.97, ηp2 = 0.18. Justifications of trustworthiness ratings based on source features did not differ across more and less familiar topics.


	Barzilai et al., 2015

61 undergraduates and graduates read 4 digital conflicting texts on a science topic.
Argument writing task.
	Topic specific measure
12 MC items
Possible score range = 0-12
Test-retest reliability: r = .73
M = 4.72, SD = 2.09
Proportion score: .39

	Sourcing during reading
Unprompted
Think-alouds coded for source representation, source-content links, and source-source links, with scores aggregated across these categories
Interrater reliability: Cohen’s k = .87-1.00
M = 3.59, SD = 4.38, proportion score: na

Number of source references in written argument.
Unprompted
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .81
Possible score range = 0-4
M = 1.89, SD = .73, proportion score = .32
	No relationship between prior knowledge and sourcing.


	Braasch et al., 2014

59 upper secondary students reading 6 conflicting printed texts on a science topic.
Essay task.
	Topic specific measure
10 open ended questions
Possible score range = 0-20
Interrater reliability: Cohen’s k = .82
α = .76
M = 6.18, SD = 3.71
Proposition score: .31

	Usefulness ranking of texts (discrimination between more or less reliable texts).
Prompted
Possible score range = -3 to 3
M = 1.22, SD = 1.85, proportion score: .41

Rank-order justifications (trustworthiness assessment).
Unprompted
Open ended, inclusion of trustworthy assessments in rank order justifications.
Possible score range = 0-6
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .75
M = 1.19, SD = 1.53, proportion score: .20
	Prior knowledge correlated with (r = .41) and predicted (β=.44) trustworthiness assessment. 

	Bråten, Brante, & Strømsø, 2018

127 upper secondary students read 10 digital texts on one of two science topics (climate change and nuclear power).
Essay task.
	Topic specific measures
14 items MC measures
Possible score range = 0-14

Climate change
 α = .64
M = 7.52, SD = 2.69
Proportion score: .54

Nuclear power
  = .68
M = 7.34, SD = 2.79
Proportion score: .52

	Source-based justifications for text selections.
Unprompted
Intercoder agreement = 92%
Climate change: M = 1.75; SD = 2.63
Nuclear power: M = 3.94; SD = 4.57
Proportion score: na

References to source features in essays
Unprompted
Interrater reliability: r = .99
Climate change: M = .78; SD = 2.30
Nuclear power: M = 1.05; SD = 2.48
Proportion score: na
	No relations between prior knowledge and sourcing.

	Bråten, Ferguson, et al., 2014

51 undergraduates read 6 conflicting digital texts on a science topic.
Essay task.
	Topic specific measure
Open ended questions
Possible score range = 0-9
Intercoder agreement = 90.3%

M = 2.45, SD = 1.24
Proportion score: .27
	Explicit source citations in essays
Unprompted
Possible score range: 0-6
Intercoder agreement = 93.9%
M = 1.39; SD = 1.76
Proportion score: .23

Source-content links in essays
Unprompted
Intercoder agreement = 89.9%
M = 2.51; SD = 2.44
Proportion score = na
	No relationship between prior knowledge and sourcing.

	Bråten et al., 2016

71 undergraduates read 2 versions of a printed text about a health topic with different conclusions.
Behavioral decision task.
	Topic specific measure
Perceived topic knowledge rated on three items.
Possible score range : 1-10
 = .75
M = 4.60; SD = 2.10
Proportion score : .46
	Memory for source features
Prompted
Open ended question
Intercoder agreement = 100%
Possible score range = 0-10
M = .75, SD = 1.41
Proportion score: .08
	No relationship between prior knowledge and sourcing.


	Bråten et al., 2009

122 undergraduates read
7 printed texts on a science topic.
Essay task
	Topic specific measure
17 MC items
Possible score range = 0-17
Test-retest reliability: r = .77
M = 7.47, SD = 2.46
Proportion score: .44
	Source evaluation criteria  
Prompted
Rating of trustworthiness and use of different source characteristics in trustworthiness rating
Possible score range: 1-10 for each source characteristic

Content: M = 7.38, SD = 1.47, proportion score = 74
Document type: M = 6.05, SD = 1.96, proportion score = .61
Publisher: M = 6.03, SD = 2.39, proportion score = .60
Own opinion: M = 5.48; SD = 2.19, proportion score = .55
Author: M = 5.13, SD = 2.68, proportion score = .51
Date: M = 4.69, SD = 2.73, proportion score = .47
	Prior knowledge correlated with use of date in trustworthiness rating (r = -19). 

	Bråten et al., 2011

128 undergraduates read 7 printed texts on a science topic.
Essay task.
	Topic specific measure
17 MC items
Possible score range = 0-17
Test-retest reliability: r = .77
Participants divided into: 

High knowledge group
M = 9.0, SD = 1.78
Proportion score: .53

Low knowledge group
M = 5.52, SD = 1.62
Proportion score: .32
	Source evaluation criteria  
Prompted
Rating of trustworthiness and use of different source characteristics in trustworthiness rating.

Psychometric information and descriptive statistics not presented

	Low knowledge put more trust in biased source than did high knowledge.
High knowledge put more trust in objective and balanced texts than in a biased text.
Interaction between topic knowledge and use of source features, F = 2.57, ηp2= .02.

	Delgado et al., 2020. 

85 university students read 4 conflicting digital texts on a science topic.
	Topic specific measure
24 MC items
Possible score range = 0-24
Kuder-Richardson 20 = .59
M = 18.13, SD = 3.03
Proportion score: .76
	Source-content links
Prompted 
Possible score range = 0-8
 = .63
M = 5.22, SD = 1.86
Proportion score: .65
	Topic knowledge correlated with sourcing (r = .29).

	Florit et al., 2019

94 4th-graders read 2 sets of three printed texts on two health topics (i.e., chocolate and video gaming).
Essay task

	Topic specific measure
Four MC items per topic.
Possible score range = 0-4
No information about reliability

Chocolate topic
M = 2.59, SD = .99
Proportion score: .65

Video game topic
M = 1.97, SD = .90
Proportion score: .49

	Source-content links in essays.
Unprompted 
One essay for each topic
Possible score range = 0-3 for each essay

Chocolate essay
M = .002, SD = .21
Proportion score = .001
Video game essay 
M = .14; SD = .50
Proportion score = .05
	No relations between prior knowledge and sourcing.

	Kammerer et al., 2021. 

50 university students
read about a science topic on the open Internet.
Read to give recommendation.
Think-aloud task
	Topic specific measure
Eight MC items
Possible score range = 0-8
 = .58
Test-retest reliability:  r = .74
M = 3.83, SD = 1.95
Proportion score: .48


	Source evaluation in think-alouds
Unprompted
M = 2.66, SD = 2.68
Proportion score : na
	Prior knowledge correlated with (r = .30) and predicted (β = .20) number of source evaluation comments in think-alouds.

	Kammerer, Kalbfell, & Gerjets, 2016.Exp 1 

76 university students read 2 conflicting or consistent digital documents on a health topic. 
Three conditions: 1) conflicting documents, 2) consistent positive documents, and 3) consistent negative documents.
Eye-tracking and think-aloud
Written recommendation task.  
	Topic specific measure
Perceived topic knowledge rated on one item
Possible score range = 1-5

Conflicting condition
M = 1.72; SD = .98
Proportion score : .34

Consistent positive condition
M = 2.00; SD = .88
Proportion score : .40

Consistent negative condition
M = 1.84; SD = .96
Proportion score : .37

	Fixation time on source information
Unprompted

After reading second document:
Conflicting condition: M = 24.74, SD = 17.26
Consistent positive: M = 18.88, SD = 14.51
Consistent negative: M = 17.75, SD = 13.40
Proportion score: na

Before reading second document:
Conflicting condition: M = 24.37, SD = 16.37
Consistent positive: M = 26.68, SD = 14.53
Consistent negative: M = 21.26, SD = 11.65
Proportion score: na

Evaluation of source information in think-alouds
Unprompted
Intercoder agreement = 97.97%
Possible score range = 0-2.

After reading second document:
Conflicting condition: M = .79, SD = .86
Proportion score = .40
Consistent positive: M = .28, SD = .57
Proportion score = .14
Consistent negative: M = .06, SD = .24
Proportion score = .03

Before reading second document:
Conflicting condition: M = .52, SD = .57
Proportion score = .26
Consistent positive: M = .44, SD = .62
Proportion score = .22
Consistent negative: M = .17, SD = .51
Proportion score = .09

Source references in written products.
Unprompted
Intercoder agreement = 97.37%
Possible score range = 0-2

Conflicting condition: M = 1.36, SD = .90
Proportion score = .68
Consistent positive: M = .63, SD = .76
Proportion score = .32
Consistent negative: M =.32, SD = .75
Proportion score = .16

Rating of webpage trustworthiness
Prompted
Possible score = 1-5

Commercially biased page: 
Conflicting condition: M = 2.79, SD = 1.05
Proportion score = .56
Consistent positive: M = 3.47, SD = .96
Proportion score = .69
Consistent negative: M = 3.63, SD = .76
Proportion score = .73

Commercially unbiased page:
Confliciting condition: M = 3.73, SD = .84
Proportion score = .75
Consistent positive: M = 3.79, SD = 1.13
Proportion score = .76
Consistent negative: M = 3.89, SD = .66
Proportion score = .78
	No relations between prior knowledge and sourcing.

	Kammerer, Kalbfell, & Gerjets, 2016.
Exp 2

71 university students read 2 conflicting or consistent digital documents on a health topic. 
Three conditions: 1) conflicting documents, 2) consistent positive documents, and 3) consistent negative documents.
Eye-tracking and think-aloud
Written recommendation task.  
	Topic specific measure
Perceived topic knowledge rated on one item
Possible score range = 1-5

Conflicting condition
M = 2.13, SD = 1.19
Proportion score = .43
Consistent positive condition
M = 2.45, SD = 1.18
Proportion score = .49
Consistent negative condition
M = 2.14, SD = .83
Proportion score = .43
	Clicking on source information
Unprompted
Possible score: 0-2

After reading second document:
Conflicting condition: M = 1.29, SD = .75
Proportion score = .65
Consistent positive: M = .59, SD = .67
Proportion score = .30
Consistent negative: M = 1.09, SD = .61
Proportion score = .55

Before reading second document:
Conflicting condition: M = .96, SD = .55
Proportion score = .48
Consistent positive: M = .68, SD = .72
Proportion score = .34
Consistent negative: M = .77, SD = .43
Proportion score = .39

Total fixation time on source information
Unprompted

After reading second document:
Conflicting condition: M = 29.39, SD = 24.36
Consistent positive: M = 16.83, SD = 13.39
Consistent negative: M = 20.19, SD = 20.68

Before reading second document:
Conflicting condition: M = 20.24, SD = 12.19
Consistent positive: M = 22.17, SD = 12.11
Consistent negative: M = 14.19, SD = 7.19

Source information in written product
Unprompted
Intercoder agreement = 96.58%
Possible score range = 0-2

Conflicting condition: M = 1.36, SD = .85
Proportion score = .68
Consistent positive: M = .83, SD = .83
Proportion score = .42
Consistent negative: M = .58, SD = .84
Proportion score = .29

Rating of webpage trustworthiness
Prompted
Possible score = 1-5

Commercially biased page: 
Conflicting condition: M = 2.41, SD = 1.05
Proportion score = .48
Consistent positive: M = 3.42, SD = 1.00
Proportion score = .68
Consistent negative: M = 3.42, SD = 1.12
Proportion score = .68

Commercially unbiased page:
Conflicting condition: M = 3.82, SD = 1.01
Proportion score = .76
Consistent positive: M = 4.08, SD = .67
Proportion score = .82
Consistent negative: M = 4.26, SD = .56
Proportion score = .85
	No relations between 
prior knowledge and sourcing.

	Kammerer, Meier, & Stahl, 2016

45 9th-graders read 9 digital texts on a health topic. Two conditions: with and without source prompts
Worksheet task.
	Topic specific measure
Verification task
Possible score range = 0-9
Reliability = na

With source prompts
M = 1.91, SD = 1.41
Proportion score = .21

Without source prompts
M = 2.09, SD = 2.09
Proportion score = .23


	Memory for sources 
Prompted
Potential max score = 9
Intercoder agreement = 94.81%

With source prompts
M = 5.86, SD = 1.25, proportion score = .65
Without source prompts
M = 2.30, SD = 1.79, proportion score = .25

Credibility rating
Prompted
Judging credibility of websites on a 5-point scale. 

Institutional webpages
With source prompts
M = 4.70, SD = .70, proportion score = .95
Without source prompts
M = 2.30, SD = 1.79, proportion score = .46

Journalistic webpages
With source prompts
M = 2.97, SD = .62, proportion score = .59
Without source prompts
M = 3.48, SD = .66, proportion score = .70

Webpages from private persons
With source prompts
M = 2.73, SD = .70, proportion score = .55
Without source prompts
M = 2.82, SD = .79, proportion score = .56

Commercial webpages
With source prompts
M = 1.95, SD = 1.17, proportion score = .39
Without source prompts
M = 2.75, SD = 1.44, proportion score = .55


Source-to-content mapping task
Prompted
Potential max score = 8 

With source prompts
M = 3.36, SD = 1.43, proportion score = .42
Without source prompts
M = 1.70, SD = 1.29, proportion score = .21
	No relationship between prior knowledge and sourcing

	List, 2014

197 undergraduates read 6 conflicting digital texts on a social science topic.
Essay task
	Topic specific measure
Term identification task
Possible score range = 0-7
 = .91
M = 2.32, SD = 2.62
Proportion score = .33

	Source selection (number of texts accessed)
Unprompted
Possible score range = 0-6
M = 4.68, SD = 1.54
Proportion score = .78

Source discrimination (discriminate between more or less trustworthy documents)
Prompted
Possible score range = 100
M = 54.16, SD = 26.77
Proportion score = .54

Source citations in essays
Unprompted
M = 1.46, SD = 1.74
Proportion score: na
	No relationship between prior knowledge and sourcing

	List et al., 2017. 

197 undergraduates read 6 conflicting digital texts on a social science topic. 
Essay task
	Topic specific measure
Term identification task
Possible score range = 0-7
 = .91
M = 2.33, SD = 2.61
Proportion score = .33

	Source information accessed
Unprompted
On average, source information was accessed for 44.28% (SD = 42.56%) of documents they used.

Trustworthiness ratings: 
Prompted
Each text used rated on a scale from 0-100
M = 53.40, SD = 14.26

Number of citations in essays
Unprompted
M = 1.62, SD = 1.94
	No relations between prior knowledge and sourcing.

	List, Stephens, & Alexander, 2019. 

197 undergraduates read 6 conflicting digital texts on a social science topic.
Read to adopt and justify position.
	Topic specific measure
Term identification task
Possible score range = 0-7
 = .91
M = 2.33, SD = 2.61
Proportion score = .33

	Number of citations in written response
Unprompted
Interrater reliability: r = .98
M = 1.17, SD = 1.29
	No relationship between prior knowledge and sourcing 

	Mason et al., 2014. 


134 9th-graders read 8 and 9 conflicting digital texts on two health topics (i.e., cell phone use and GM food). Intervention study 
	Topic specific measures

Cell phone measure
Four open ended questions
Possible score range = 0-8
Interrater reliability: Cohen’s k = .86
 = .73
Control group
M = 2.57, SD = 1.69
Proportion score = .32
Intervention group
M = 2.45, SD = 1.67
Proportion score = .31

GM food measure
2 open-ended questions and 10 MC items
Possible score range = 0-18
Open-ended questions:
intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .88,  = .74
MC items: 
 = .85
Control group
M = 6.62, SD = 1.31
Proportion score = .37
Intervention group
M = 6.25, SD = 1.26
Proportion score = .35


	Rank ordering of the two most and least reliable sites
Prompted
Possible max score = 2 for each category

Most reliable sites
Cell phone material
Control group
M = .37, SE = .07
Proportion score = .19
Intervention group
M = .60, SE = .07
Proportion score = .30
GM-food material 
Control group
M = .92, SE = .08
Proportion score = .46
Intervention group
M = .94, SE = .08
Proportion score = .47

Least reliable sites:
Cell phone material
Control group
M = .65, SE = .09
Proportion score = .33
Intervention group
M = .60, SE = .09
Proportion score = .30
GM-food material
Control group
M = .55, SE = .08
Proportion score = .28
Intervention group
M = .71, SE = .08
Proportion score = .36

Overall ranking from the most to the least reliable sites
Prompted
Possible max score: 8 for cell phone material, 9 for GM-food

Cell phone material
Control group
M = 1.71, SE = .18
Proportion score = .21
Intervention group
M = 1.91, SE = .17
Proportion score = .24

GM-food material
Control group
M = 1.75, SE = .21
Proportion score = .19
Intervention group
M = 2.80, SE = .20
Proportion score = .31

Number of visits to the most and least reliable sites
Unprompted

Cell phone material
Most reliable sites
Control group
M = 3.47, SE = .18
Proportion score = na
Intervention group
M = 3.03, SE = .18
Proportion score = na

Least reliable sites
Control group
M = 3.25, SE = .18
Proportion score = na
Intervention group
M = 2.74, SE .17
Proportion score = na

GM-food material
Most reliable sites
Control group
M = 2.89, SE = .26
Proportion score = na
Intervention group
M = 3.45, SE = .25
Proportion score = na

Least reliable sites
Control group
M = 3.59, SE = .30
Proportion score = na
Intervention group
M = 3.09, SE .29
Proportion score = na

Time spent on the most and least reliable sites
Unprompted

Cell phone material
Control group
Most reliable sites
M = 4.60, SE = .39
Proportion score = na
Least reliable sites
M = 4.90, SE = .33
Proportion score = na

Intervention group
Most reliable sites
M = 8.51, SE = .38
Proportion score = na
Least reliable sites
M = 7.03, SE = .32
Proportion score = na

GM-food material
Control group
Most reliable sites
M = 4.56, SE = .38
Proportion score = na
Least reliable sites
M = 4.17, SE = .32
Proportion score = na

Intervention group
Most reliable sites
M = 5.72, SE = .27
Proportion score = na
Least reliable sites
M = 4.36, SE = .31
Proportion score = na
	Topic knowledge related to ranking of most and least reliable pages for one of the topics (ηp2 =.08) and to ranking of all webpages for the other topic (ηp2 =.04) after controlling for condition and argumentative reasoning.




	Mason, Scrimin, Tornatora, et al., 2018. 

72 lower secondary students read 6 conflicting digital texts on a health topic.
	Topic specific measure
Open ended questions
Intercoder agreement = 96%
Possible score range = 15
M = 3.51, SD = 1.78
Proportion score = .23
	Reliability ranking of webpages
Prompted measure
Possible score range = 0-6
M = 1.15, SD 1.03
Proportion score = .19
	Prior knowledge not related to sourcing. 

	Mason et al., 2017. 

104 7th-graders read 6 conflicting digital texts on a health topic.
Essay task.
	Topic specific measure
Open ended questions
Intercoder agreement = 94%
Possible score range = 15
M = 3.53, SD = 1.63
Proportion score = .26
	Sourcing in essays
Unprompted
Intercoder agreement = 91%
M = 2.33, SD = 2.10
Proportion score = na
	Prior knowledge not related to sourcing.


	Mason, Scrimin, Zaccoletti, et al., 2018. 

47 7th-graders read 4 digital texts on a health topic (cell phone use and health).
Essay task.
	Topic specific measure
Open ended questions
Intercoder agreement = 93%
Possible score range = 15
M = 1.10, SD = 1.03
Proportion score = .07
	Sourcing in essays
Unprompted
Intercoder agreement = 90%
M = 2.33, SD = 2.10
Proportion score = na
	No relations between prior knowledge and sourcing.

	Mason et al., 2020

48 middle school students read 4 conflicting digital texts on a science topic.
Essay task.
	Topic specific measure
Open ended questions
0-3 points for each question
Possible score range = 15
M = 1.42, SD = 1.10
Proportion score = .09
	First and second pass fixation time on source information
Unprompted
First pass:
M = 4.95, SD = 2.94
Proportion score = na
Second pass:
M = 5.97, SD = 1.30
Proportion score = na

Sourcing in essay
Unprompted 
M = 2.31, SD = 1.35
Proportion score = na
	Prior knowledge not related to fixation time on source information. 
Positive correlations between prior knowledge (r = .29) and sourcing in essay.
Interaction of arousal with prior knowledge (η2= .10) predicted sourcing in essay. 

	Peterson & Alexander, 2020. 

50 undergraduates read
16 complementary documents on a health issue (8 printed and 8 digital).
Read to create presentation.
	Topic specific measure
5 MC items
Possible score range = 0-20
 = .61.
Scores used to create a high- and a low-knowledge group.

Full sample
M = 12.36, SD = 3.70. 
Proportion score = .62

High-knowledge group
M = 15.48, SD = 2.54
Proportion score = .77

Low-knowledge group
M = 9.24, SD = 2.54
Proportion score = .46


	Source selection
Unprompted
Possible max score = 8 for print,8 for digital

Print sources
High-knowledge group
M = 3.48, SD = 2.16
Proportion score = .44
Low-knowledge group
M = 2.88, SD = 2.33
Proportion score = .36

Digital sources
High-knowledge group
M = 4.36, SD = 2.22
Proportion score = .55
Low-knowledge group
M = 3.40, SD = 2.20
Proportion score = .43

Source use in PP-presentation
Unprompted
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .72
Possible score range = 0-8 for each medium

Print sources used
High-knowledge group
M = 1.52, SD = .95
Proportion score = .19
Low-knowledge group
M = 1.52, SD = 1.19
Proportion score = .19

Digital sources used
High-knowledge group
M = 2.57, SD = 1.34
Proportion score = .32
Low-knowledge group
M = 2.08, SD = 1.50
Proportion score = .26
	Topic knowledge correlated positively with number of selected digital sources (r = .27).
Students with more topic knowledge selected more sources than did students with less topic knowledge (χ2 = 4.73, B = .05). 
No effect of topic knowledge on source use.

	Salmerón et al., 2018

101 undergraduates read 4 printed texts on a science topic (climate change) in print out or authentic versions. 
Essay task.
	Topic specific measure
17 MC items
Possible score range = 0-17
 = .61
M = 6.15, SD = 2.36
Proportion score = .36

	Reference to source information in essays
Unprompted measure
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .84

General reference to sources: M = 1.12, SD = 1.49 
Proportion score = na
Specific reference to sources: M = .87, SD = 1.38
Proportion score = na
Reference to embedded sources: M = 1.36, SD = 1.15
Proportion score = na

Cued source memory task
Prompted 
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .79
Potential score range = 0-12
M = 4.11, SD = 1.84
Proportion score = .34
	Prior knowledge correlated with memory for source features (r = .22). 


	Salmerón et al., 2013. 

67 undergraduates read 10 conflicting digital texts on a science topic.
Two conditions: normal or reversed document order in SERP. 
Essay task.
	Topic specific measure
17 MC items
Possible score range = 0-17
Test-retest reliability: r = .73

Descriptive statistics not available 
	Visits (in %) to most relevant and trustworthy texts
Unprompted
Normal SERP
M = 89.54, SD = 4.41
Proportion score = .90
Reversed SERP
M = 76.53, SD = 4.48
Proportion score = .77

Time spent (sec) on most relevant and trustworthy texts.
Unprompted
Normal SERP
M = 24.78, SD = 4.24
Reversed SERP
M = 25.11, SD = 4.30

Selection of most relevant and trustworthy texts.
Unprompted
Normal SERP
M = 66.18, SD = 5.56
Reversed SERP 
M = 69.70, SD = 5.64

Text selection criteria 
Prompted
Score = % of participants using trustworthiness

Normal SERP
Relevant and trustworthy page: 81.48%
Relevant untrustworthy page: 94.44%
Incomplete or irrelevant page: 91.30%

Reversed SERP
Relevant and trustworthy page: 78.57%
Relevant untrustworthy page: 83.33%
Incomplete or irrelevant page: 86.00%
	No relationship between topic knowledge and visits to most relevant and trustworthy texts.
Effect of topic knowledge on time spent on most relevant and trustworthy texts (F = 4.29, η2 = .06).
Topic knowledge did not predict selection of most relevant and trustworthy texts. 
Interaction of topic knowledge with condition (relevant text first vs last) on selection of most relevant and trustworthy texts (b = 0.63).
Topic knowledge influenced whether or not participants considered trustworthiness as a criterion for text selection (b = -1.33).

	Stang-Lund et al., 2019

140 upper secondary students read 4 or 1 printed text(s) on a health topic. Two conditions: One with content and source information presented in four texts, and one with content and source information presented in one text.
Read to answer questions.
	Topic specific measure
20 multiple choice items
Possible score range = 0-20
Kuder-Richardson 20 = .66

Multiple text condition
M = 15.89, SD = 2.72
Proportion score = .79
Single-text condition
M = 14.79, SD = 3.29
Proportion score = .74

	Memory for source-content links
Prompted
Possible score range: 0-8
 = .65

Multiple-text format
M = 5.22, SD = 1.89, proportion score = .65
Single-text format
M = 4.04, SD = 1.97, proportion score = .51
	Prior knowledge correlated with sourcing (r = .31).
Path analysis showed direct effect of prior knowledge on sourcing (ß = .21), and indirect effect of prior knowledge on sourcing via memory for textual conflicts (ß = .07).

	Stang-Lund et al., 2017. 

86 upper secondary students read 4 conflicting printed texts on a health topic.
Read to answer questions.
	Topic specific measure
20 multiple choice items
Possible score range = 0-20
Kuder-Richardson 20 = .68
M = 12.86, SD = 3.21
Proportion score = .64

	Memory for source-content links
Prompted
Possible score range: 0-8
 = .66
M = 4.85, SD = 1.95, proportion score = .61

	Prior knowledge not related to sourcing.


	Stenseth & Strømsø, 2019

25 upper secondary students read 10 printed texts on two science topics (nuclear energy and global warming).
Selection task.

	Topic specific measures
15 MC items for each topic
Score = number of correct answers
Possible score range = 0-15

Nuclear energy
 = .67, M = 7.8, SD = 2.5
Proportion score = .52
Global warming
 = .64, M = 10.4, SD = 2.7
Proportion score = .69
	Source selection criteria
Unprompted
Reasons for text selections examined through interviews

Descriptive statistics not available 
	Difference in prior knowledge between the topics but evaluations based on author credentials did not vary between topics. Evaluations based on expertise were higher for the better-known topic (z = 2.06, r = .29).

	Strømsø et al., 2010. 

233 upper secondary students read 7 conflicting printed texts on a science topic.
Three conditions: Read to understand, summarize, or construct an argument. No differences between conditions, groups collapsed in analyses.   
	Topic specific measure
15 MC items
Potential score range: 0-15
 = .65
M = 7.86, SD = 2.56
Proportion score = .52
	Memory for source-content links
Prompted
Potential score range = 0-21
 = .76
M = 7.89, SD = 4.45
Proportion score = .38
	Prior knowledge  correlated with sourcing (r = .24).

	Strømsø et al., 2011. 

126 undergraduates read 2 conflicting printed texts on a science topic.
Trustworthiness evaluation task.
	Topic specific measure
17 MC items
Possible score range: 0-17
Test – retest reliability: r = .77
M = 7.39, SD = 2.47
Proportion score = .43

	Rating of text trustworthiness.
Prompted
Potential score range = 1-10

Popular science text
M = 7.62, SD = 1.68, proportion score = .76
Newspaper article
M = 5.44, SD = 2.20, proportion score = .54

Emphasis on author credentials in trustworthiness rating.
Prompted
Potential score range = 1-10
Popular science text: M = 5.67, SD = 3.17, proportion score = .57
Newspaper article: M = 5.04, SD = 3.20, proportion score = .50
	No relation between prior knowledge and sourcing

	Tarchi, 2019

289 undergraduates read 6 conflicting digital texts on a health topic .
Read to give advice.
	Topic specific measure
12 MC items 
Possible score range: 0-12
 = .67
M = 4.93, SD = 1.48
Proportion score = .41


	Trustworthiness judgments of documents.
Prompted
Possible score range: 1-10
Encyclopedia (written by professors)
M = 8.05, SD = 1.54, proportion score = .81
Public information (written by National Health Agency)
M = 7.56, SD = 1.72, proportion score = .76
Popular science article (written by researchers)
M = 6.88, SD = 1.56, proportion = .69
Official News Agency (spokesman for vaccine producer)
M = 7.30, SD = 1.53, proportion score = .73 
Blog entry (written by private blogger)
M = 5.44, SD = 2.35, proportion score = .54
Newspaper article (interview with a practitioner of alternative medicine)
M = 6.73, SD = 2.06, proportion score = .67

Specific trustworthiness criteria used 
Prompted
Possible score range = 1-10
Author: M = 6.72, SD = 1.56; proportion score = .67
Publisher: M = 7.01, SD = 1.40, proportion score = .70
Text type: M = 6.95, SD = 1.23, proportion score = .70
Content: M = 7.44, SD = 1.17, proportion score = .74 
Own opinion: M = 6.24, SD = 1.84, proportion score = .62 
Date: M = 5.48, SD = 1.99, proportion score = .55
	Prior knowledge correlated with trustworthiness judgment of two of the six documents (r = .13) and use of three trustworthiness criteria (author, publisher, and text type) (.15 > r <. 17).


	Ulyshen et al., 2015. 

53 undergraduates used the open Internet to find information on a health topic. Two conditions: with or without epistemic prompts. 
Read to understand.
	Topic specific measure
14 true/false questions and one open ended question
Possible score range = na
No information regarding reliability of true/false questions
No information about scoring or intercoder reliability on open ended questions.

Intervention group: M = 7.22, SD = 3.03, proportion score = na
Control group: M = 7.15, SD = 2.46, proportion score = na


	Sourcing in think-alouds
Unprompted
Think-alouds coded for “strategic processing”. A strategy category was called “Evaluating web information”.
Number of utterances was converted to z-scores.
Intervention group: M = .08, SD = .44, proportion score = na
Control group: M = -.09, SD = .56, proportion score = na
	No relations between prior knowledge and sourcing.

	van Strien et al., 2016. 

79 university majors read 8 web pages on a health topic.
Read to understand.
	Topic specific measure
Perceived knowledge rated on a 6-point scale
Possible score range = 1-6
M = 3.67, SD = 1.18, proportion score = .61
	Attention to source information
Unprompted 
Total fixation time (in seconds) on webpage logos and “about us” statements.

Webpage logos
Belief inconsistent webpages: M = 5.40, SD = 3.17
Belief consistent webpages: M = 5.19, SD = 3.01

About us statements
Belief inconsistent webpages: M = 11.09, SD = 8.46
Belief consistent webpages: M = 12.48, SD = 9.35

Credibility judgments
Prompted
Potential score range = 1-6
 for each webpage = .72-.90
Belief inconsistent webpages: M = 4.65, SD = .62
Proportion score = 78
Belief consistent webpages: M = 4.11, SD = .61
Proportion score = .69
	No relation between prior knowledge and sourcing.


Note. a Proportion score = proportion of maximum score for the sample mean, b na = not available 






























Table S4

In-Depth Analysis of Interest in Relation to Sourcing

	Study, participants, texts, and task
	Interest measure
	Sourcing measures
	Relationships between interest and sourcing

	Barzilai & Eseth-Alkalai, 2015

170 university students read 4 conflicting or 4 consistent digital texts on a science topic.
Argument writing task.
	Topic specific individual interest
10 items rated on 6-point scale
Possible score range = 1-6
α = .87; M = 4.05, SD = .89 
Proportion score = .68a
	Author viewpoint identification (source-content links.
Prompted
16 items
Reliability = nab
Possible score range = 0-16
M = 6.70, SD = 2.87
Proportion score: .42

Author viewpoint description.
Prompted
Open ended questions
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .75
Possible score range = 0-8
M = 4.38, SD = 1.71
Proportion score = .55

Author viewpoint evaluation.
Prompted
Open ended question.
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .80.
Possible score range = 0-4.
M = .85, SD = 1.16
Proportion score = .21
	No relationship between interest and sourcing

	Barzilai et al., 2015

61 undergraduates and graduates read 4 digital conflicting texts on a science topic.
Argument writing task.
	Topic specific individual interest
10 items rated on 6-point scale
Possible score range = 1-6
α = .92; M = 3.76, SD = 1.03 
Proportion score = .63
	Sourcing during reading
Unprompted
Think-alouds coded for source representation, source-content links, and source-source links, with cores aggregated across these categories
Interrater reliability: Cohen’s k = .87-1.00
M = 3.59, SD = 4.38, proportion score:  na

Number of source references in written argument.
Unprompted
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .81
Possible score range = 0-4
M = 1.89, SD = .73, proportion score: .32
	No relationship between interest and sourcing

	Bråten, Brante, & Strømsø, 2018

127 upper secondary students read 10 digital texts on one of two science topics (i.e., climate change and nuclear power).
Essay task.
	Topic specific individual interest
Two measures (one for each topic) with 12 items rated on
10-point scale
Possible score range = 1-10

Climate change
α = .92; M = 4.92, SD = 1.74
Proportion score = .49
Nuclear power
α = .91; M = 3.63, SD = 1.75
Proportion score = .36
	Source-based justifications for text selections.
Unprompted
Intercoder agreement = 92%
Climate change: M = 1.75; SD = 2.63
Nuclear power: M = 3.94; SD = 4.57
Proportion score = na

References to source features in essays
Unprompted
Interrater reliability: r = .99
Climate change: M = .78; SD = 2.30
Nuclear power: M = 1.05; SD = 2.48
Proportion scorex = na
	No relationship between interest and sourcing

	List, Stephens, & Alexander, 2019. 197 undergraduates.
6 conflicting texts on a social science topic (Arab spring).
Read to adopt and justify position on topic.
	Domain specific individual interest
5-items concerning interest in politics, the Middle East, current events, international relations, and U.S. foreign policy rated on a 5-point scale
Possible score range = 1-5
 = .89
M = 2.86, SD = .99
Proportion score = .57

Situational interest
One item for each text rated on a 100-point scale
Possible score range: 0-100
 = .65
M = 58.99; SD = 17.09
Proportion score = .59

	Number of citations in written response

Unprompted
Interrater correlation: r = .98
M = 1.17, SD = 1.29
	Situational interest correlated with number of citations, r = .15. 
Individual interest negatively predicted number of citations (controlling for prior knowledge, situational interest, and reading time), β = -.18). 

	Lucassen et al., 2013. 

40 high school and university students read 10 digital Wikipedia articles on different topics.
Read to judge credibility of articles.
Think-aloud task.
	Participants interviewed about their interests and disinterests, each participant received 5 articles with topics of interest and 5 articles outside their interests.


	Sourcing in think alouds
Unprompted
Think alouds were coded into three categories 
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .87.
1. Which part of the article the comment was directed towards (i.e., introduction, main text, table of contents, references, images)
2. Semantic comments (accuracy, completeness, scope, and neutrality)
3. Surface comments (length, references, pictures, and writing skills)

No information about M and SD
	Participants used more semantic but not more surface strategies (including sourcing) when evaluating interesting topics than uninteresting topics, χ2 = 24.40. 


	Salmerón et al., 2018

101 undergraduates read 4 printed texts on a science topic (climate change) in print out or authentic versions. 
Essay task.
	Topic specific individual interest
12 items rated on 10-point scale
Possible score range = 0-10
 = .90
M = 6.13, SD = 1.37
Proportion score = .61
	Reference to source information in essays
Unprompted measure
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .84

General reference to sources: M = 1.12, SD = 1.49 
Proportion score = na
Specific reference to sources: M = .87, SD = 1.38
Proportion score = na
Reference to embedded sources: M = 1.36, SD = 1.15
Proportion score = na

Cued source memory task
Prompted 
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .79
Potential score range = 0-12
M = 4.11, SD = 1.84
Proportion score = .34
	No relationship between interest and sourcing. 


	Salmerón et al., 2020. 

207 middle grade students read three conflicting web pages/watched videos on a science topic.
Four conditions, with webpage 1 digital text across conditions, and webpages 2 and 3 varying between text and video.
Read to answer questions.
	Topic specific individual interest
2 items rated on 4-point scale
McDonald’s  = .77
Possible score range: 1-4

4th graders
M = 3.6, SD = .5
Proportion score = .90

5th graders
M = 3.3, SD = .8
Proportion score = .83

6th graders
M = 3.5, SD = .6
Proportion score = .88
	Source citations in essay
Unprompted
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = 1
Proportion score = na
Two texts condition: M = .23, SD = .53
Pro text – Con video: M = .31, SD = .62
Pro video – Con text: M = .22, SD = .59
Two videos: M = .10, SD = .31

Memory for sources
Prompted
Potential scores: 0-1 (.5 = level of chance)

Two texts condition: M = .80, SD = .17
Proportion score = .80
Pro text – Con video: M = .82, SD = .13
Proportion score = .82
Pro video – Con text: M = .82, SD = .10
Proportion score = .82
Two videos: M = .81, SD = .14
Proportion score = .81

Memory for source – content links
Prompted
Possible score range: 0-12

Two texts condition: M = 6.18, SD = 2.47
Proportion score = .52
Pro text – Con video: M = 5.88, SD = .2.83
Proportion score = .49
Pro video – Con text: M = 6.16, SD = 2.18
Proportion score = .51
Two videos: M = 5.81, SD = 2.61
Proportion score = .48
	No relationship between interest and sourcing

	Stang-Lund et al., 2019

140 upper secondary students read 4 or 1 printed text(s) on a health topic. Two conditions: One with content and source information presented in four texts, and one with source information and content presented in one text.
Read to answer questions.
	Domain specific individual interest
8 items rated on 10-point scale
Potential score range = 1-10
 = .92

Multiple text condition
M = 6.00, SD = 2.3
Proportion score = .60

Single-text condition
M = 6.69, SD = 1.78
Proportion score = .67
	Memory for source-content links
Prompted
Possible score range: 0-8
 = .65

Multiple-text format
M = 5.22, SD = 1.89, proportion score = .65
Single-text format
M = 4.04, SD = 1.97, proportion score = .51
	No relationship between interest and sourcing

	Stang-Lund et al., 2017. 

86 upper secondary students read 4 conflicting printed texts on a health topic.
Read to answer questions.
	Domain specific individual interest
8 items rated on 10-point scale
Potential score range = 1-10
 = .91

M = 6.22, SD = 1.83
Proportion score = .62

	Memory for source-content links
Prompted
Possible score range: 0-8
 = .66
M = 4.85, SD = 1.95, proportion score = .61

	No relationship between interest and sourcing

	Strømsø et al., 2020. 

66 high school students read 10 conflicting digital texts on a science topic.
Three clusters identified: Critical analytic, evaluative, and disengaged. 
Essay task.
	Topic specific individual interest
Two 12-item measures (one for each topic)
10-point Likert scale
Score = average across items
Possible score range = 1-10

Critical analytic group: M = 4.86, SD = 1.43
Proportion score = .49
Evaluative group: M = 2.67, SD = 1.45
Proportion score = .27
Disengaged group: M = 2.36, SD = 1.11
Proportion score = .24
	Source-based  justifications for text selections
Unprompted
Intercoder agreement = 92%
Proportion score = na

Critical analytic group: M = 4.26, SD = 5.07
Evaluative group: M = 3.40, SD = 4.27
Disengaged group: M = 3.27, SD = 4.10

Number of source features included in written response 
Unprompted
Interrater correlation: r = .99
Proportion score = na 
 
Critical analytic group: M = .76, SD = 1.83
Evaluative group: M = 2.05, SD = 3.72
Disengaged group: M = .23, SD = .83

	No relationship between interest and sourcing

	Strømsø et al., 2010. 

233 upper secondary students read 7 conflicting printed texts on a science topic.
Three conditions: Read to understand, summarize, or construct an argument. No differences between conditions, groups collapsed in analyses.   
	Topic specific individual interest
12 rated on 10-point scale
Potential score range: 1-10
 = .93
M = 4.79, SD = 1.82
Proportion score = .48
	Memory for source-content links
Prompted
Potential score range = 0-21
 = .76
M = 7.89, SD = 4.45
Proportion score = .38
	Interest correlated with sourcing, r = .23.

	Tarchi, 2019

289 undergraduates read 6 conflicting digital texts on a health topic.
Read to give advice.
	Topic specific individual interest
15 items rated on 5-point scale
Potential score range = 15-75
 = .70
M = 56.81, SD = 5.26
Proportion score = .76
	Trustworthiness judgments of documents.
Prompted
Possible score range: 1-10
Encyclopedia (written by professors)
M = 8.05, SD = 1.54, proportion score = .81
Public information (written by National Health Agency)
M = 7.56, SD = 1.72, proportion score = .76
Popular science article (written by researchers)
M = 6.88, SD = 1.56, proportion score = .69
Official News Agency (spokesman from vaccine producer)
M = 7.30, SD = 1.53, proportion score = .73 
Blog entry (written by private blogger)
M = 5.44, SD = 2.35, proportion score = .54
Newspaper article (interview with a practitioner of alternative medicine)
M = 6.73, SD = 2.06, proportion score = .67

Specific trustworthiness criteria used 
Prompted
Possible score range = 1-10
Author: M = 6.72, SD = 1.56; proportion score = .67
Publisher: M = 7.01, SD = 1.40, proportion score = .70
Text type: M = 6.95, SD = 1.23, proportion score = .70
Content: M = 7.44, SD = 1.17, proportion score = .74 
Own opinion: M = 6.24, SD = 1.84, proportion score = .62 
Date: M = 5.48, SD = 1.99, proportion score = .55
	Topic interest correlated with trustworthiness judgments of four of the six documents (.12 > r <. 23) and use of all trustworthiness criteria (.19 > r <. 29), except own opinion.



Note. a proportion score = proportion of maximum score for the sample mean, b na = not available 




















Table S5

In-Depth Analysis of Epistemic Beliefs in Relation to Sourcing

	Study, participants, texts, and tasks
	Measure of epistemic beliefs
	Sourcing measures
	Relationships between epistemic beliefs and sourcing

	Barzilai & Eseth-Alkalai, 2015

170 university students read 4 conflicting or 4 consistent digital texts on a science topic.
Argument writing task.
	Scenario based measure of topic specific epistemic beliefs. Absolutist, multiplist, and evaluativist views rated on a 10-point scale.

Possible score range = 1-10 for each view

Absolutism (10 items) 
α = .82, M = 7.51, SD = 1.36
Proportion scorea = .75.1
Multiplism (8 items) 
α = .78, M = 3.22, SD = 1.47
Proportion score = .32
Evaluativism (10 items) 
α = .80, M = 6.56, SD = 1.52
Proportion score = .66
	Author viewpoint identification (source-content links)
Prompted
16 items
Reliability = nab
Possible score range = 0-16
M = 6.70, SD = 2.87
Proportion score = .42

Author viewpoint description.
Prompted
Open ended questions
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .75
Possible score range = 0-8
M = 4.38, SD = 1.71
Proportion score: .55

Author viewpoint evaluation.
Prompted
Open ended question. 
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .80.
Possible score range = 0-4.
M = .85, SD = 1.16
Proportion score: .21
	Absolutism predicted author viewpoint comprehension (b = -.34).
Multiplism correlated with author viewpoint identification (r = -.21) and evaluation (r = -.21) and predicted author viewpoint comprehension (b = -.50).
Evalutivism predicted author viewpoint comprehension (b = .36).
Interactive effects of multiplism and evaluativism with text type (conflicting vs. consistent) on author viewpoint comprehension (viz., β = .22 and β = .20).


	Barzilai et al., 2015

61 undergraduates and graduates read 4 digital conflicting texts on a science topic.
Argument writing task.
	Scenario based measure of topic specific epistemic beliefs. Absolutist, multiplist, and evaluativist views rated on a 10-point scale.

Possible score range = 1-10 for each view

Absolutism (10 items) 
α = .87, M = 7.49, SD = 1.36
Proportion score = .75.1
Multiplism (8 items) 
α = .85, M = 3.39, SD = 1.54
Proportion score = .34
Evaluativism (10 items) 
α = .83, M = 6.76, SD = 1.62
Proportion score = .68
	Sourcing during reading
Unprompted
Think-alouds coded for source representation, source-content links, and source-source links, with scores aggregated across these categories
Interrater reliability: Cohen’s k = .87-1.00
M = 3.59, SD = 4.38, proportion score = na

Number of source references in written argument.
Unprompted
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .81
Possible score range = 0-4
M = 1.89, SD = .73, proportion score = .32
	Multiplism correlated with source representation (rs= -.31) and source-content links (rs= -.31).



	Barzilai & Zohar, 2012
42 6th-graders used the open Internet to answer a health-related question.
Think aloud and interview study
	Topic specific
Epistemic metacognitive knowledge about persons (EMKP) and epistemic metacognitive knowledge about strategies and tasks (EMKS) examined through interviews.
Each category coded from low to high (1-6).
Interrater agreement = 94%.
No descriptive statistics
	Source evaluation in think-alouds
Prompted 
Think-alouds scored 1-6 for sourcing behavior during the task.  
Intercoder agreement = 94%
No descriptive statistics
	EMKP correlated with source evaluation (r = .54).
EMKS correlated with source evaluation (r = .34).

	Bromme et al., 2015
Exp 1

60 university students read 6 printed texts varying in discourse style (scientific discourse style or factual style) on a health topic 
Written communication task
	Domain specific measure assessing certainty of medical knowledge, credibility of textbooks, credibility of the Internet, and justification of medical knowledge.

No information about number of items.
No psychometric information or descriptive statistics.
	Perceived credibility of documents
Prompted
Credibility ratings of texts on 1 to 7 scale
Scientific style texts: M = 4.96, SD = .85
Proportion score = .71
Factual style texts: M = 4.29, SD = .71
Proportion score = .61
	No relation between epistemic beliefs and sourcing.

	Bromme et al., 2015
Exp 2

60 university students read 6 printed texts varying in discourse style (scientific discourse style or factual style) on a health topic 
Written communication task
	Topic specific measure assessing certainty of climate research, credibility of textbooks, credibility of the Internet, and justification of climate research knowledge.

No information about number of items.
No psychometric information or descriptive statistics.
	Perceived credibility of documents
Prompted
Credibility ratings of texts on 1 to 7 scale
Scientific style texts: M = 4.74, SD = .84
Proportion score = .68
Factual style texts: M = 4.34, SD = .85
Proportion score = .62
	No relation between epistemic beliefs and sourcing.

	Kammerer et al., 2013
80 university students.
2 SERPs with conflicting information on a health topic. 
Read to give recommendation.
	Domain general
17 items rated on 5-point scale
Possible score range = 1-5

Certainty, source, and structure of knowledge on the Internet (11 items)
α = .91, M = 2.30 SD = .69
Proportion score = .46
Justification for knowing on the Internet (4 items)
α = .71; M = 1.97, SD = .77
Proportion score = .39
	Eye-tracking: Total fixation time on URLs 
Unprompted
M = 5.32, SD = 4.77

Search result selection
Unprompted
Selections (in percent) of the last three search results on a SERP.
M = 48.95, SD = 26.6
Proportion score = .49

Verbal utterances concerning sourcing in cued retrospective reporting
Unprompted
Number of utterances related to type or credibility of source: 
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k =.73
M = 5.82, SD = 3.94
 
Number of utterances related to different parts of the SERPs (i.e., title, abstract, or URL): 
Intercoder reliability: Cohen’s k = .79
M = 1.09, SD = 1.40
	Beliefs about certainty, source, and structure of knowledge negatively correlated with total fixation time on URLs (r = -. 28) and number of utterances concerning type or credibility of sources (r = -.22). 
Justification for knowing beliefs negatively correlated with number of utterances concerning parts of the SERPs (r =-.40). 

Beliefs about certainty, source, and structure of knowledge were a negative predictor of total fixation time on URLs (β = -.28), selection of the last three search results (β = -.19), number of utterances concerning type/credibility of sources (β = -.24), and number of utterances concerning parts of the SERPs (β = -.15).
Justification for knowing was a negative predictor of number of utterances concerning parts of the SERPs (β = -.42).

	Kammerer et al., 2021. 

50 university students
read about a science topic on the open Internet.
Read to give recommendation.
Think-aloud task
	Domain-specific measure of epistemic justification concerning natural science on the Internet.
12 items rated on 10-point scale
Possible score range = 1-10 for each dimension

Justification by multiple sources
 = .91, M = 7.38, SD = 2.01
Proportion score = .74

Justification by authority
 = .89, M = 7.12, SD = 2.42
Proportion score = .71

Personal justification: 
 = .94, M = 7.60, SD = 1.77
Proportion score = .76
	Source evaluation in think-alouds
Unprompted
M = 2.66, SD = 2.68
Proportion score = na
	Justification by authority positively correlated with source evaluation comments in think-aloud, r = .42. 
Justification by authority (β = .40) a positive predictor of source evaluation comments in think-alouds.

	Strømsø et al., 2011. 

126 undergraduates read 2 conflicting printed texts on a science topic.
Trustworthiness evaluation task.

	Topic specific measure
24 items rated on 10-point scale
Possible score range = 1-10 for each dimension

Certainty of knowledge (6 items):  = .71, M = 6.84, SD = 1.56 
Proportion score = .68

Simplicity of knowledge (6 items):  = .56, M = 6.70, SD = 1.24
Proportion score = .67

Source of knowledge (5 items):  = .71, M = 6.00, SD = 1.60
Proportion score = .60

Justification for knowing (7 items):  = .67, M = 6.75, SD = 1.35
Proportion score = .67
	Rating of text trustworthiness.
Prompted
Potential score range = 1-10

Popular science text
M = 7.62, SD = 1.68, proportion score = .76
Newspaper article
M = 5.44, SD = 2.20, proportion score = .54

Emphasis on author credentials in trustworthiness rating.
Prompted
Potential score range = 1-10
Popular science text: M = 5.67, SD = 3.17, proportion score = .57
Newspaper article: M = 5.04, SD = 3.20, proportion score = .50
	Source beliefs correlated with trustworthiness rating (r = -.25) and justification beliefs correlated with emphasis on author in evaluating trustworthiness of popular science text (r = .26). 
Source (β = -.27) and justification beliefs (β = .20) predicted trustworthiness rating of popular science text. 
Justification beliefs predicted emphasis on author in evaluating trustworthiness of popular science text (β = .29)
Simplicity (r = -.25) and source beliefs (r = -.24) correlated with trustworthiness rating of newspaper article. 
Simplicity (β = -.25) and source beliefs (β = -.18) predicted trustworthiness rating of newspaper article. 

	Ulyshen et al., 2015. 

53 undergraduates used the open Internet to find information on a health topic. Two conditions: with or without epistemic prompts. 
Read to understand.
	Domain-general epistemic beliefs
14 items rated on 6-point scale.
Possible score range = 1-6
Higher score indicated more complex epistemic beliefs
 = .69

Intervention group: M = 3.77, SD = .60
Proportion score = .63

Control group: M = 3.86, SD = .70
Proportion score = .64
	Sourcing in think-alouds
Unprompted
Think-alouds coded for “strategic processing”. A strategy category was called “Evaluating web information.”
Number of utterances were converted to z-scores.
Intervention group: M = .08, SD = .44, proportion score = na
Control group: M = -.09, SD = .56, proportion score = na
	No relation between epistemic beliefs and sourcing.

	Wiley et al., 2020.
Exp. 2. 
151 undergraduates read 7 printed texts on a historical topic. Two groups: Advanced placement (AP) and non-AP in history.
Essay task.
	Domain specific
12 items on a 6-point scale
Possible score range = 1-6 for each dimension

Simplicity/Certainty subscale
 = .79
Integration subscale
 = .70
AP-students: M = na, SD = na Proportion score = na
Non-AP students: M = na, SD = na, proportion score = na
	Citations in essays
Unprompted
Interrater reliability: r = .80
AP-students: M = .48, SD = na; proportion score = na
Non-AP students: M = .39, SD = na; proportion score = na
	No relation between epistemic beliefs and sourcing.


Note. a proportion score = proportion of maximum score for the sample mean, b na = not available 
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