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 Table S1 Synonyms for “feedback”, “reading,” and “K-5” used in the search string. ERIC and Academic Ultimate Search: title, abstract, subject terms and authors key words. PsycInfo: keywords with “mapping” (title, abstract, heading word, table of contents, key concepts, original title, tests and measures, mesh word.) Scopus and Web of Science: title, abstract and keyword. 
	feedback
	feedback, elaborative feedback, knowledge of correct response, knowledge of response, corrective feedback, positive feedback, code-based feedback, meaning-based feedback, teacher feedback, teacher assessment, performance-based feedback, performance feedback, digital feedback, teacher response, sustaining feedback, terminal feedback, direct feedback, indirect feedback, negative feedback, dialogic feedback, dynamic assessment, dialogic assessment, scaffolding, dynamic instruction, formative reading assessment, teacher-student interactions, student-teacher interactions, tutoring, teachers feedback, teachers assessment, teachers response, teacher responses, teachers responses, teacher-student interaction, student-teacher interaction, prompt*, cue*, oral reading cues, oral reading cue, feedback strategies, feedback effect, feedback effects, psychological feedback

	AND
	

	reading
	oral reading, repeated reading, reading aloud, reading fluency, verbal reading, spelling, spell, decode, letter, alphabet, reading audio recording, early literacy competencies, reading skills, early reading competencies, literacy instruction, reading education, reading development, teach reading, elementary reading, reading skills, reading, learn to read, first reading, reading assessment, phonological awareness, guided reading, early literacy, beginning readers, beginning reader, early reading competence, early reading, word recognition

	AND
	

	K-5
	K-5, K-5 students, primary students, primary learners, primary school, primary education, lower grades, early elementary, elementary school, elementary learners, elementary education, elementary students, ages 5-11, grades 1-6, first grade, good and poor beginning readers





Table S2 Quality Assessment Scale 
	Quality Assessment of Method scale with criteria for assessing the studies' methodological quality
	Maximum score 
(Maximum total score 10)

	Theory 
1 pt for a clear theoretical framework. 
1 pt for a clear link between RQ and theory. 
	2

	Method 
1 pt for rigorous, systematic, and objective methodology. 
1 pt for data collection presented in sufficient detail and clarity to visualize procedures. 
1 pt for describing the sample and how it was selected. 
1 pt for reports on data reliability and validity. 
	4

	Findings 
1 pt for findings consistent with RQ. 
1 pt for findings consistent with data collected. 
	2

	Discussion
1 pt for findings and analysis are linked to theory. 
1 pt for limitations of the study are discussed. 
	2

	
	

	Distribution of quality criteria among 52 reviewed studies:
90% of the studies (n=47) scored 9-10 = high quality
10% of the studies (n=5) scored 7-8 = moderate quality
None of the studies scored 0-6 = low quality
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Table S3 Quality assessment of the studies included.
Quality Assessment of Method scale adapted from Risko et al (2008), Miller et al (2015), Scott et al (2018) and Sirriyeh et al. (2011)
	Study
	Clear theoretical framework 
	Clear link between RQ and theory 
	Rigorous, systematic, and objective methodology 
	Data collection presented in detail and clarity 
	Describe sample and selection 
	Reports data reliability and validity 
	Findings consistent with RQ 
	Findings consistent with data collected 
	Findings and analysis linked to theory 
	Limitations are discussed 
	Total score
	Quality category

	Ardoin et al. (2013)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	Aro et al. (2018)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	Aymett (2018)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	[bookmark: _Hlk160193234]Carroll (2008)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	Chafouleas et al. (2004)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	8
	m

	Conte & Hintze (2000)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	Cottingham (1997)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	Crowe (2003)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	Crowe (2005)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	Daly et al. (2016)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	Dickey (2018)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	Eckert et al. (2000)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	Eckert et al. (2002)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	Eckert et al. (2006)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	van Gorp et al. (2017)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	9
	h

	Guzel-Ozmen (2017)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	Henze et al. (2013)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	Kolić-Vehovec (2002)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	Little (2015)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	Martin-Chang et al. (2017)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	Mason et al. (2016)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	Schoen & Ogden (1995)
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	7
	m

	Watson & Boon (2009)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h

	Yang (2011)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	h
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Table S4 Intervention design and theoretical framework in the studies included.
Type of feedback explored in the studies: 1 Rate 2 Correct word reading 3 Incorrect word reading 4 Number of self-corrections 5 Goal 6 Reward 7 Visual enhancement 8 Timing of corrective FB during reading 9 Corrective word reading instruction 10 Corrective comprehension instruction 11 Corrective prosody instruction 12 Questions as feedback
Reading aspects: the studies measure feedback effects on fluency (F), comprehension (C), and motivational aspects (M)
Feedback effects reported: type of feedback (number 1-12) – aspects of reading (F/C/M)- effect reported in the study (positive/negative/mixed/not measured)
Worldview: behavioristic (B), cognitive (C), socio-cultural (S)

	Study
	Research design
	Internv. duration
	Data analysis method
	Reading activity
	Reading context
	Student characteristics
	Type of feedback
Reading aspects 
Direction effects reported
	Metrics used
	Reading theory
Reference examples
* Role of theory when no theory used
	Feedback theory reference examples
* Role of theory when no theory used
	World-view

	Ardoin et al. (2013)
	Experimental between group
	1 lesson
	4 trial-2 condition mixed ANOVA 
	reading text
	individual
	regular
	1, 3 - F-positive
11 - F - positive
	Effect size Cohen’s d

	* Oral reading fluency as central in reading 
National Reading Panel (2000)
	*Performance feedback studies (e.g., Eckert et al., 2002, 2006)
	C

	Aro et al. (2018)
	Quasi-Experimental between group
	12 weeks
	repeated measures MANCOVA
ANCOVA
Reliable Change Index
	reading text
	small group
	struggling
	1, 2, 5 - F - mixed
1, 2, 5 - M- positive

	Effect size Cohen’s d

	Fuchs et al. (2001)
Pikulski and Chard (2005)
	Bandura (1997)

	S

	Aymett (2018)
	mixed: focus group Experimental between group
	10 weeks
	Descriptive analysis
Thematic analysis of qualitative data
	reading text
	individual
	Struggling, L2,
regular

	2 - F – mixed
2 -F - positive
2 - M - positive
3 - M- negative
	Mean, SD
	LaBerge and Samuels (1974)
Ehri (2005) 
Rasinski and Hoffman (2003)
	Sadler (1998)

	C

	Carroll (2008)
	Experimental between group
	5 weeks
	repeated measures ANOVA
graphic representation
effect sizes
raw scores
	reading text
	individual
	struggling
	2 - F – positive
2- C- mixed 
2- M- mixed 
2, 6 - F - positive
2, 6 - C- mixed
2, 6 - M- mixed
	Effect size Cohen’s d

	LaBerge and Samuels (1974)
Haring and Eaton (1978)


	*Performance feedback studies (e.g., Chafouleas et al., 2004; Conte & Hintze, 2000; Eckert et al., 2000)
	C

	Chafouleas et al. (2004)
	single subject design Alternating Treatments Design
	22 lessons
	Descriptive analysis

	reading text
	individual
	struggling
	2 - F mixed
2, 6 - F- mixed
	mean
	LaBerge and Samuels (1974)

	*Performance feedback studies (e.g., Eckert et al., 2000, 2002)
	C

	Conte & Hintze (2000)
	Experimental between group
	8 weeks
	Descriptive analysis

	reading text
	individual
	regular
	1,2, 5 - F- positive

	Mean, SD
	*Fluency and curriculum-based measurement (Fuchs & Deno, 1991)
	Locke et al. (1986)

	C

	Cottingham (1997)
	single subject design Alternating Treatments Design
	22-34 lessons
	Descriptive analysis
visual inspection of the data
	reading text
	individual
	struggling
	1, 3, 8 - F - mixed

	Mean
	Samuels (1979) 
Schreiber (1980)

	*Performance feedback studies (e.g., Jenkins & Larson, 1979; McCoy & Pany, 1986)
	C

	Crowe (2003)
	Quasi-Experimental between group
	6 weeks
	Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance by ranks
post hoc paired comparisons
Descriptive analysis
	reading text
	small group
	struggling
	8 - F- positive
8 - C- mixed
9 - F- positive 
9 - C- positive
	Effect size z

	Goodman and Goodman (1977) 
Norris and Hoffman (1993)

	*Performance feedback studies (e.g., McCoy & Pany, 1986)

	C

	Crowe (2005)
	Quasi-Experimental between group
	5 weeks
	Descriptive analysis
Mann-Whitney U nonparametric test for independent samples
	reading text
	small group
	struggling
	8 - C- mixed
9 - C- positive
	Effect size Tau U

	* Reading as an integrated process of top-down strategies and bottom-up strategies (Brown et al., 1996; Kamhi & Catts, 1999)
	*Performance feedback studies (e.g., McCoy & Pany, 1986)

	C

	Daly et al. (2016)
	single subject multiple-probe design
	19-37 lessons
	Descriptive analysis

	word list
	individual
	struggling
	7 - F- positive
	raw scores
	*Sight words and analytic decoding skills (Browder et al., 2006)
	*Prompts strategies and learning (Touchette, 1971)
	B

	Dickey (2018)
	Quasi-Experimental between group
	6 weeks
	ANCOVA
	reading text
	small group
	regular
	11 - C- mixed
	Mean, SD
	Fountas and Pinnell (2012, 2017)
Vygotsky (1978)

	Vygotsky (1978)
	S

	Eckert et al. (2000)
	single subject design Alternating Treatments Design 
	8/6 weeks
	Descriptive analysis

	reading text
	individual
	struggling
	1, 3, 5 - F - mixed
1, 3, 5, 6- F- mixed
6 - F- mixed

	Mean, SD
	Haring and Eaton (1978)

	*Performance feedback studies (e.g., Noell et al., 1998)
	B

	Eckert et al. (2002)
	single subject design Alternating Treatments Design 
	10 weeks
	Descriptive analysis

	reading text
	individual
	struggling
	1, 3, 5 - F - mixed
1, 3, 5, 6- F- mixed
6 - F- mixed

	raw scores
	* Oral reading fluency as central in reading 
National Reading Panel (2000)

	*Performance feedback studies (e.g., Daly et al., 1999)
	B

	Eckert et al. (2006)
	single subject design Alternating Treatments Design 
	10 weeks
	Descriptive analysis

	reading text
	individual
	struggling
	2 - F – mixed
3 - F- positive

	Mean, SD
	* Oral reading fluency as central in reading 
National Reading Panel (2000)

	*Performance feedback studies (e.g., Conte & Hintze, 2000; Eckert et al., 2000, 2002)
	B

	van Gorp et al. (2017)
	Quasi-Experimental between group pretest, training, posttest, retention design
	10 lessons
	repeated measures ANOVA

	word list
	individual
	struggling, regular
	8 - F- positive
8 - F- mixed

	Mean, SD
	Logan (1988)
Perfetti and Stafura (2014) 
Gough and Tunmer (1986) 
 
	Hattie and Timperley (2007)

	C

	Guzel-Ozmen (2017)
	single subject design Alternating Treatments Design 
	5 weeks
	Descriptive analysis
visual inspection of the data
	reading text
	individual
	struggling
	1, 3 - F - mixed

	raw scores for each student
	* Oral reading fluency as central in reading 
National Reading Panel (2000)

	*Performance feedback studies (e.g., Daly et al., 1999; Eckert et al., 2000, 2002)
	B

	Henze et al. (2013)2
	Experimental between group
	5 weeks
	repeated measure ANOVA
	reading text
	individual
	struggling
	1, 2 - F- positive
1, 2, 6 - F- positive
1, 2 - C- mixed
1, 2, 6 - C- mixed
1, 2, - M- mixed
1, 2, 6 - M- mixed
	Mean increase

	LaBerge and Samuels (1974)

	*Performance feedback studies (e.g., Conte & Hintze, 2000; Eckert et al., 2002; Noell et al., 2001)
	B

	Kolić-Vehovec (2002)
	Quasi-Experimental between group
	2 months
	two-way ANOVA
	reading text
	individual
	struggling
	4, 6 - F- positive

	Mean, SD
	Clay (1991) 
Vygotsky (1978)
	*Zone of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1978)
	S

	Little (2015)
	experimental within-subject 2 x 2 factorial
	5-8 weeks
	MANCOVA+ ANCOVA post hoc tests
Descriptive analysis

	reading text
	individual
	regular
	2 - F – mixed
2, 3 - F – mixed
3 - F- negative
	Mean, SD

	Rasinski et al. (2009)
Samuels (1979)

	*Performance feedback studies (e.g., Chafouleas et al., 2004; Eckert et al., 2000, 2002; Jenkins & Larson, 1979)
	C

	Martin-Chang et al. (2017)
	experimental within-subject 2 x 2 factorial 
	10 weeks
	repeated measure ANOVA
	reading text, word list
	individual
	regular
	8 - F- positive
	Mean, SD

	Castles and Nation (2008)
Ehri (2005)

	*Performance feedback studies (e.g., Spaai et al., 1991)
	C

	Mason et al. (2016)
	Experimental within-subject alternating treatments design
	10 weeks
	two-way repeated measures ANOVA
	reading text
	individual
	struggling
	5 - F- positive

	Effect size Tau U

	Barker et al. (2012)
	*Stimulus of control (Skinner, 1959)
Oral reading Fluency and curriculum-based measurement (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1999)
	B

	Schoen & Ogden (1995)
	single subject multiple probe design
	1 lesson
	Descriptive analysis

	word list
	small group, whole class
	struggling
	7 - F- positive
	raw scores for each student
	*Time delay (Snell & Gast, 1981; Touchette, 1971)
	*Stimulus, timing of prompts (Snell & Gast, 1981; Touchette, 1971)
	B

	Watson & Boon (2009)
	single subject modified parallel treatments design
	6 lessons
	Descriptive analysis

	reading text
	individual
	struggling
	8 - F- positive
	raw scores for each student
	Fuchs et al.  (2001)
Reutzel and Hollingsworth (1993)
	*Performance feedback studies (e.g., McCoy & Pany, 1986; Perkins, 1988)

	C

	Yang (2011)
	single subject design (multiple baseline design across participants)
	6 weeks
	Descriptive analysis
correlation coefficients
	reading text
	individual
	struggling
	8 - F- positive
	PDNs for each student
	LaBerge and Samuels (1974)
Logan (1988)

	*Performance feedback studies (e.g., Crowe, 2005; Perkins, 1988; Spaai et al., 1991)
	C
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Table S5 Theoretical engagement score
	Study
	Conceptualization of research object:
0 no theories used
1 implicit theory 
2 Explicit theory
3 multiple theories 
4 positioning of the research object competing theories
	How is theory used in data analysis? 
0 no account
1 unclear account
2 explicit account - original conceptualization 
3 explicit account - different  
conceptualization     
	Discussing the research outcomes 
0 no use of theory
1 conceptualization of the research object is used to explore the meaning of the outcomes
2 interrogating the conceptualization of the research object 
3 developing a conceptualization of the research object
	Theory advancement
2 explicit
1 vague
0 no theory advancement
	Total score

	Ardoin et al. (2013)
	1
	2
	1
	0
	4

	Aro et al. (2018)
	2
	2
	1
	0
	5

	Aymett (2018)
	3
	2
	2
	0
	7

	Carroll (2008)
	3
	2
	1
	0
	6

	Chafouleas et al. (2004)
	2
	2
	1
	0
	5

	Conte & Hintze (2000)
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3

	Cottingham (1997)
	2
	1
	1
	0
	4

	Crowe (2003)1
	2
	1
	1
	0
	4

	Crowe (2005)1
	2
	1
	1
	0
	4

	Daly et al. (2016)
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2

	Dickey (2018)
	3
	2
	1
	0
	6

	Eckert et al. (2000)
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2

	Eckert et al. (2002)
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2

	Eckert et al. (2006)
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3

	van Gorp et al. (2017)
	3
	2
	1
	0
	6

	Guzel-Ozmen (2017)
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3

	Henze et al. (2013)2
	2
	2
	1
	0
	5

	Kolić-Vehovec (2002)
	2
	2
	1
	0
	5

	Little (2015)
	2
	2
	1
	0
	5

	Martin-Chang et al. (2017)
	2
	2
	1
	0
	5

	Mason et al. (2016)
	1
	2
	1
	0
	4

	Schoen & Ogden (1995)
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3

	Watson & Boon (2009)
	1
	2
	1
	0
	4

	Yang (2011)
	2
	2
	1
	0
	5
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