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1. [bookmark: _Toc31044786][bookmark: _GoBack]Frequencies of process elements, implementation elements and other characteristics in effective OSTA interventions
Table 4 Frequencies of process elements, implementation elements, and other characteristics in effective OSTA interventions
	Process elements (N=49)
	Frequency
	Implementation elements (N=36)
	Frequency

	Regularly support
	25
	Quality monitoring
	18

	Use of educational material
	22
	Provide ongoing consultation
	17

	Delivered by professional
	22
	Distribute educational materials
	16

	Repeated training
	20
	Conduct educational meetings
	9

	Content received by parent/caregiver
	19
	Clinical supervision
	8

	Less than 3 hours a week, more 4 months
	18
	Conduct ongoing training
	7

	1on1 caregiver interaction
	18
	Use train the trainer
	7

	Delivered by parent/caregiver
	18
	Involve end-users
	7

	Multi-element
	17
	Remind practitioners
	6

	1on1 professional interaction
	16
	Centralized technical assistance
	6

	Delivered at home
	16
	Audit and feedback
	5

	Feedback on performance/supervision
	16
	Conduct outreach visits
	5

	External monitoring
	16
	Facilitate relay of clinical data
	5

	Individualized
	16
	Fund and contract for the innovation
	4

	Progressive difficulty
	15
	Training with feedback
	4

	Organizational material
	15
	Promote adaptability
	4

	Less than 3 hours a week, less than four months
	15
	Identify and prepare champions
	3

	Delivered using group instruction/lecture
	13
	Obtain formal commitments
	3

	Content received by K-3 with identified risk
	13
	Training using role-play
	3

	User involvement child
	13
	intervene with end-users to enhance uptake and adherence
	3

	User involvement parent
	12
	Revise professional roles
	2

	Content received by 4-7 with identified risk
	12
	Create learning collaborative
	2

	Content received by K-3 with indicated risk
	10
	Local technical assistance
	2

	Content received by 4-7 with indicated risk
	10
	Recruit, designate and train for leadership
	2

	Delivered by Paraprofessional
	10
	Conduct local consensus discussions
	2

	
	
	Use capitated payments
	2

	Delivered using group interaction
	10
	Use other payment schemes
	2

	Use of literary material
	10
	Alter incentive/allowance structures
	2

	Self-monitoring 
	9
	Local needs assessment
	2

	Use of board games/material games
	9
	use advisory boards and workgroups
build coalition
	1

	Phonemics based
	8
	clinical implementation team meetings
	1

	Delivered using handouts/material
	8
	tailor strategies
	1

	Delivered at school
	8
	Purposefully reexamine implementation
	1

	Delivered at after-school program/center
	7
	Facilitation
	1

	Delivered by volunteer/amateur
	7
	Obtain and use end-user feedback 
	1

	Flexible/adaptive
	7
	Formal implementation blueprint/plan
	1

	Delivered by computer
	6
	Other characteristics
	Frequency

	Delivered using computer program
	5
	Outcomes measured shortly after intervention
	24

	Use of informational material
	5
	Outcomes measured 2-12 months after intervention
	8

	1on1 interaction with volunteer/amateur
	4
	Outcomes measured 12+ months after intervention
	4

	Use of audio
	4
	Theoretical orientation: behavioral
	7

	Culturally sensitive
	4
	Theoretical orientation: social learning
	3

	Use of video/tv
	3
	Theoretical orientation: ecological systems
	2

	3 hours a week or more, less than four months
	3
	Theoretical orientation: transactional
	1

	Delivered using role play
	3
	Theoretical orientation: proximal orientation
	1

	1on1 interaction with paraprofessional 
	3
	Theoretical orientation: positive psychology
	1

	1on1 instruction
	2
	Theoretical orientation: attachment theory
	1

	Observation and instruction
	2
	Theoretical orientation: efficacy theory
	1

	Delivered at service agency
	2
	Theoretical orientation: fantasy realization
	1

	Use of web-based/application game
	2
	Theoretical orientation: psychodynamic
	1

	Support on demand
	2
	Theoretical orientation: sociocognitive 
	1

	Delivered by peer
	1
	Theoretical orientation: Adlerian
	1





2. [bookmark: _Toc31044787]Coders, coding statistics and agreement
Coders were either extensively experienced (HK, PhD), experienced (KHL; TE), or familiar (EN; BK, PhD) with systematic reviews and intervention literature.
	Statistic
	Counts
	Agreement
	Coders

	Mean number of coding inputs per intervention
	170.70 (SD=97.50)
	
	BK, HK, KHL, EN, TE

	Total coding agreement all interventions
	4.972 total inputs
	90.4%
	BK, HK, KHL, EN, TE

	Coding agreement pair 1
	638 inputs, 91 conflicts, 
	85.74%
	HK, TE

	Coding agreement pair 2
	2218 inputs, 242 conflicts, 6 added elements with conflicts, 
	89.09%
	KHL, TE

	Coding agreement pair 3
	821 inputs, 59 conflicts, 1 added element with conflict
	92.81%
	EN, TE

	Coding agreement pair 4
	1295 inputs, 90 conflicts, 4 added elements without conflicts
	93.05%
	BK, TE


BK= Benedikte Kirkøen, PhD. HK= Hege Kornør, PhD. KHL= Kristine H. Ludvigsen, MsC. EN= Erik Nakken, PhD student. TE= Thomas Engell, PhD student.

3. [bookmark: _Toc31044788]Definitions of practice-, process-, and implementation elements and other intervention characteristics

	Categories, elements and characteristics
	Definitions and descriptions 

	1. Practice elements
	Specific activities or actions used in an intervention to evoke or influence an outcome. Also known as content elements and specific factors

	Structured Tutoring
	Tutoring that is structured based on a curriculum or more or less a stringent procedure of providing tutoring. Components below in cursive overlap with process elements

	Direct/explicit instruction:  
	Providing instruction in a direct manner to an audience. Often in the form of lecturing or demonstration. Also referred to as "passive learning" or "explicit instruction". 

	Active learning: 
	learning in which individuals are actively or experientially involved in the learning process, such as solving puzzles based on instruction from a teacher.

	Interactional learning
	Interactional learning: learning in which the learning process is highly based on interactions amongst individuals, such as cooperations and discussions.

	Trial and correction: 
	Trial and correction: Refers do different methods combining instruction with active learning, performance feedback and correction in iterative trials.

	
	

	Unstructured Tutoring
	Tutoring that does not follow a specific curriculum or procedure. Components below in cursive overlap with process elements

	Direct/explicit instruction: 
	Providing instruction in a direct manner to an audience. Often in the form of lecturing or demonstration. Also referred to as "passive learning" or "explicit instruction". 

	Active learning: 
	learning in which individuals are actively or experientially involved in the learning process, such as solving puzzles based on instruction from a teacher.

	Interactional learning: 
	Learning in which the learning process is highly based on interactions amongst individuals, such as cooperations and discussions.

	Trial and correction: 
	Refers do different methods combining instruction with active learning, performance feedback and correction in iterative trials.

	
	

	Activities, tools and techniques
	

	Observational learning:
	Learning by observing behavior or performance

	Modeling: 
	Modeling refers to a type of observational learning where individuals learn by observing the behavior or performance of others and then imitate 

	Role-playing: 
	Refers to learning by assuming the role of someone or something else and consciously or unconsciously learning by adapting to the role. 

	Computerized/web-based reading program
	Any form computer program or program via internet on a computer intended to improve reading abilities.

	Playing reading game: Playing
	Any form of game intended to improve reading abilities.

	Playing math game:
	Playing any form of game intended to improve mathematical abilities.

	Playing other educational game: 
	Playing a game intended to improve any other academic ability other than reading and math.

	Solving math paper:
	Solving mathematical tasks on paper

	Solving math digitally:
	Solving mathematical tasks digitally

	Use of homework contracts: 
	Using written or oral contracts and agreements to commit children to doing homework.

	Use of behavioral contracts:
	Using written or oral contracts and agreements to commit children to exercise appropriate behavior and/or avoid inappropriate behavior.

	Check/review homework: 
	Checking homework completion and/or performance on a consistent basis 

	Monitor performance:
	Some form of repetitive audit of performance over time. Could be results from repetitive tests or use of performance indicators

	Information: 
	Any form of information given not applicable to other elements

	Praise: 
	Explicitly stating that giving praise is a part of the intervention

	Feedback: 
	Explicitly stating that giving feedback is a part of the intervention

	Correction:
	Explicitly stating that giving corrections are a part of the intervention

	Use of positive reinforcement:
	The use of immediate positive responses to welcomed actions, behaviors or performances

	Use of negative reinforcement: 
	The use of immediate negative responses to unwelcomed actions, behaviors or performances

	Use of incentives: 
	Explicitly stating that use of rewards or other incentives are a part of the intervention. Such as point systems or rewarding privileges for good performance. Giving praise or positive remarks for achievement are not incentives, but positive reinforcement

	Other types of behavioral modification efforts:
	The use of various efforts intended to modify behavior, not applicable to other elements.

	Psychoeducation:
	Any form of empowerment and/or educating of the affected using "condition-specific" information. E.g. telling parents about research on the importance of parental involvement or telling kids who struggle with reading that having trouble learning to read is normal and can be overcome with practice

	Problem solving: 
	An activity that includes being aware of a problem or challenge, and suggesting or carrying out solutions to overcome the problem. Solving math problems should be coded as a "solving math"-element 

	Attitudinal/perceptional modification efforts: 
	The use of any specific efforts intended to modify attitudes or perceptions. Can be double coded with psychoeducation. 

	Motivational modification efforts: 
	Motivational modification efforts: The use of any specific efforts intended to increase motivation. Can be double coded with psychoeducation

	Social Skills training:
	Training or guidance with the intention to improve the ability to interact and communicate, verbally or non-verbally 

	Emotion regulation training: 
	Training or guidance with the intention to improve the ability to respond emotionally appropriate to experiences

	Working memory training: 
	Training or guidance with the intention to improve the ability to cognitively hold, process and manipulate information

	Updating training: 
	Training or guidance with the intention to improve the ability to respond to changes in the environment in a flexible and adaptive manner 

	Paired reading:
	A one to one reading technique where one individual reads aloud and the other provides correction and feedback. Is usually, but not exclusively, complimented with both individuals reading together as well

	Reading alone: 
	An individual read alone undisturbed, aloud or silent 

	Reading aloud to someone: 
	An individual read aloud to someone

	Word recognition:
	Training in the ability to recognize written words correctly and effortlessly

	Word decoding: 
	Training in the ability to recognize letter-sound relationships, and application of letter-sound knowledge to create and pronounce words correctly

	Observation of learning/interaction: 
	The use of observation of others learning and interacting as a learning technique

	Transactions/dialogs: 
	Transactions/dialogs: the use of two-way communication between individuals as an explicit learning technique. 

	
	

	Guidance/training in:
	The following elements are combinations of the process element "providing guidance or training" and specific practice elements. Coding one or more of these elements does not exclude coding of applicable elements above. E.g. A homework support intervention providing training on facilitating homework discipline through the use of checking homework on a consistent basis and providing feedback should be coded both as "homework support: structure/discipline", "check/review homework", and "feedback"

	Homework support: structure/discipline:
	Guidance in appropriate structure and discipline regarding school work in the home.

	Homework support: instruction: 
	Guidance in how to appropriately instruct and support homework

	Homework support: work environment: 
	Guidance in facilitating an appropriate environment for school work in the home

	Homework support: not specified:
	Guidance in other types of homework support not specified above

	Parental involvement: at home:
	Guidance in any form of parental involvement supporting the child's education at home

	Parental involvement: at school: 
	Guidance in any form of parental involvement supporting the child's education at school. Such as parent-teacher meetings, volunteer work at school-dance etc..

	Home-school collaboration/communication: 
	Guidance in  any form of positive collaboration or communication between caregivers at home and teachers or other school personnel at school.

	
	

	2. Process elements and intervention characteristics 
	Process elements are how and under what circumstances practice elements are delivered. Together with characteristics of interventions, process elements describe or categorize how, when, where, why, for whom, and by whom practice elements were delivered. Characteristics also include information on outcome measurement

	Outcomes
	

	Reading abilities/grades:
	Any measure of reading abilities or performance

	Math abilities/grades:
	Any measure of mathmatical abilities or performance

	Other academic abilities/grades:
	Any measure of academic abilities or performanceother than in reading or mathematics 

	GPA:
	Grade point average

	Parental engagement:
	Any measure of parental engagement or involvement

	Time of outcome measure
	

	Short term:
	Within two months after intervention

	Mid term:
	Two to 12 months after intervention

	Long term:
	more then 12 months after intervention

	
	Outcome measured on:

	K-3 indicated:
	Children k-3. grade with indicated risk of academic difficulties: children from families of low socioeconomic status, children in child protection, foster children  

	4-7 indicated:
	Children in 4.-7. grade with indicated risk of academic difficulties: children from families of low socioeconomic status, children in child protection, foster children  

	K-3 identified:
	Children k-3. grade identified as low academic achievers compared to peers based on grades or low scores on tests of academic abilities, children identified with learning disabilities or cognitive deficiencies

	4-7 identified:
	Children in 4.-7. grade identified as low academic achievers compared to peers based on grades or low scores on tests of academic abilities, children identified with learning disabilities or cognitive deficiencies

	Parent/caregiver:
	Parent, foster parent, or other primary caregiver

	Content received by
	

	K-3 indicated:
	Children k-3. grade with indicated risk of academic difficulties: children from families of low socioeconomic status, children in child protection, foster children  

	4-7 indicated:
	children in 4.-7. grade with indicated risk of academic difficulties: children from families of low socioeconomic status, children in child protection, foster children  

	K-3 identified:
	Children k-3. grade identified as low academic achievers compared to peers based on grades or low scores on tests of academic abilities, children identified with learning disabilities or cognitive deficiencies

	4-7 identified:
	Children in 4.-7. grade identified as low academic achievers compared to peers based on grades or low scores on tests of academic abilities, children identified with learning disabilities or cognitive deficiencies

	Parent/caregiver:
	Parent, foster parent, or other primary caregiver

	Delivered by
	

	By parent/primary caretaker:
	Parent, foster parent, or other primary caregiver

	By volunteer/amateur:
	No relevant education

	By paraprofessional:
	1-3 years relevant education

	By professional:
	4 or more years relevant education  

	By peer:
	Peer tutor, classmate, friend or other peers

	By computer
	

	By application on phone/tablet
	

	By television
	

	By audio
	

	
	

	Delivery method:
	Delivery method:

	1on1 parent interaction:
	Subject interacting with parent or other caregiver

	1on1 peer interaction:
	Subject interacting with peer

	1on1 Volunteer/amateur interaction:
	Subject interacting with volunteer/amateur

	1on1 paraprofessional interaction:
	Subject interacting with paraprofessional 

	1on1 professional interaction:
	Subject interacting with professional

	Group interaction:
	Subject interacting in a group

	1on1 instruction:
	Subject being instructed one to one

	Group instruction:
	Subject being instructed in a group

	Child/parent together:
	Child and primary caregiver interacting together

	
	

	Intensity and duration:
	Intensity and duration:

	Limited and short: 
	Less than six hours a week, less than four months

	Limited over time:
	Less than six hours a week, four months or longer

	Intensive and short:
	Six hours a week or more, less than four months

	Intensive over time:
	Six hours a week or more, four months or longer

	
	

	Context of delivery:
	Context of delivery:

	Home
	

	Outside
	

	At school:
	Intervention elements happening at school, regardless of time of day

	At service agency:
	Intervention elements happening at child welfare service, mental health service, special educational service etc.

	At residential facilities:
	Intervention elements happening at residential care facilities

	At after-school program/center:
	Intervention elements happening at a center or facility specifically aimed at delivering after school activities 

	
	

	Materials and games:
	

	Informational material:
	Any material containing information relevant for one or more intervention elements

	Educational material:
	Material with primary aim to educate in one or more academic subjects (Educational books, workbooks in math, educational dvds etc.)

	Literary material:
	Story telling books, poems and other literature without a primary aim to educate 

	Organizational material:
	Homework plans, family-planners, weekly-plans, checklists, homework contracts, behavioral contracts etc.

	Board/material games:
	Any non-digital game requiring any form of material

	Web-based/PC/App game:
	Any games requiring internet on any digital platform (PC, tablet, mobile etc.)

	Video game:
	Games played on Xbox, PlayStation, Nintendo or other consoles

	Computer programs:
	Any program not considered a game requiring a computer 

	
	

	Intervention support:
	

	Element being repeated:
	Training/instruction/activity being repeated at least four times

	Support on demand:
	The subject of the intervention has the opportunity to request support if necessary 

	Feedback on performance:
	Subject recieves feedback on performance

	Self monitoring:
	The subject monitors (logging, registering, checking) own performance on intervention elements, or usage/dosage of intervention elements 

	External monitoring:
	Intervention deliverer, researchers, teachers, peers or others monitor (logging, registering, checking) the subjects performance on intervention elements, or usage/dosage of intervention elements 

	Regularly support:
	The subject receives some sort of intervention relevant support multiple times during the intervention period from an intervention deliverer without having to request it (e.g. training sessions over time, booster sessions, follow up calls etc. 

	User involvement and influence
	

	Child influence:
	Explicitly stating that personal opinions or preferences from the child participating in the intervention influenced the delivery of the intervention

	Parent/caregiver influence:
	Explicitly stating that personal opinions or preferences from the parent/caregiver participating in the intervention influenced the delivery of the intervention

	Practitioner influence:
	Explicitly stating that personal opinions or preferences from intervention deliverer influenced the delivery of the intervention, including authorised adaptations of manuals or standards and unwanted drift from manual or standards 

	
	

	Theoretical orientation
	Theory the intervention is based on. Several might overlap. Not code if not explicitly stated

	Behavioral
	Any behavioral theory

	Transactional
	Transactional theory

	Social learning
	Social learning theory

	Ecological systems
	Ecological systems theory

	Psychodynamic
	Psychodynamic theory

	Proximal development
	Theory of proximal development

	Role-model theory
	Role-model theory

	Efficacy theory
	Efficacy theory

	Sociocognitive 
	Sociocognitve mechanism for succesfull learning with technology

	Other characteristics
	Other characteristics not applicable to existing categories

	Culturally sensitive:
	Clear indications is provided that the intervention is culturally sensitive. E.g. Training deliverers in relevant cultural sensitivity, using trained translators, doing adaptations of the intervention to fit minority groups etc.

	Multi-element:
	The intervention consists of three or more different practice elements

	
	

	Implementation elements
	Elements of strategies used to implement practice- and process elements. These elements are based on implementation strategies compiled by the Expert Recommendations for Implementing Change (ERIC) project (Powell et al., 2015). Due to large variation in training techniques coded as the implementation strategy make training dynamic, coders (TE and BK) decided to disentangle the element into more discrete elements by dividing it into role play in training, interactive training, training with feedback, training with multiple training techniques, and other dynamic training techniques..

	Use evaluative and iterative strategies
	

	Readiness assessment
	Assess various aspects of an organization to determine its degree of readiness to implement, barriers that may impede implementation, and strengths that can be used in the implementation effort.

	Audit and feedback
	Collect and summarize clinical performance data over a specified time period and give it to clinicians and administrators to monitor, evaluate, and modify provider behavior.

	Purposefully reexamine implementation
	Monitor progress and adjust clinical practices and implementation strategies to continuously improve the quality of care.

	Quality monitoring
	Develop and organize systems and procedures that monitor clinical processes
and/or outcomes for the purpose of quality assurance and improvement.

	Formal implementation blueprint/plan
	Develop a formal implementation blueprint that includes all goals and strategies. The blueprint should include the following: 1) aim/purpose of the implementation; 2) scope of the change (e.g., what organizational units are affected); 3) timeframe and milestones; and 4) appropriate performance/progress measures. Use and
update this plan to guide the implementation effort over time.

	Local needs assessment
	Collect and analyze data related to the need for the innovation.

	Stage scale up
	Phase implementation efforts by starting with small pilots or demonstration
projects and gradually move to a system wide rollout.

	Obtain and use end-user feedback
	Develop strategies to increase patient/consumer and family feedback on the
implementation effort.

	Use competence benchmark (new)
	Select or recruit providers based on some form of competence assessment.

	Cyclical test of change
	Implement changes in a cyclical fashion using small tests of change before taking changes system-wide. Tests of change benefit from systematic measurement, and results of the tests of change are studied for insights on how to do better. This process continues serially over time, and refinement is added with each cycle.

	Provide interactive assistance
	

	Facilitation
	A process of interactive problem solving and support that occurs in a context of a recognized need for improvement and a supportive interpersonal relationship.

	Local technical assistance
	Develop and use a system to deliver technical assistance focused on
implementation issues using local personnel.

	clinical supervision
	Provide clinicians with ongoing supervision focusing on the innovation. Provide training for clinical supervisors who will supervise clinicians who provide the innovation.

	centralized technical assistance
	Develop and use a centralized system to deliver technical assistance focused on implementation issues.

	Adapt and tailor to context
	

	tailor strategies
	Tailor the implementation strategies to address barriers and leverage facilitators.
that were identified through earlier data collection

	Promote adaptability
	Identify the ways a clinical innovation can be tailored to meet local needs and
clarify which elements of the innovation must be maintained to preserve fidelity.

	Use data experts
	Involve, hire, and/or consult experts to inform management on the use of data
generated by implementation efforts.

	Use data warehouseing techniques
	Integrate clinical records across facilities and organizations to facilitate
implementation across systems.

	Develop stakeholder interrelationships
	

	identify and prepare champions
	Identify and prepare individuals who dedicate themselves to supporting, marketing, and driving through an implementation, overcoming indifference or resistance that the intervention may provoke in an organization.

	clinical implementation team meetings
	Develop and support teams of clinicians who are implementing the innovation
and give them protected time to reflect on the implementation effort, share
lessons learned, and support one another’s learning.

	recruit, deisgnate and train for leadership
	Recruit, designate, and train leaders for the change effort.

	inform local opinion leaders
	Inform providers identified by colleagues as opinion leaders or “educationally
influential” about the clinical innovation in the hopes that they will influence
colleagues to adopt it.

	build coalition
	Recruit and cultivate relationships with partners in the implementation effort.

	obtain formal commitments
	Obtain written commitments from key partners that state what they will do to
implement the innovation.

	identify early adopters
	Identify early adopters at the local site to learn from their experiences with the
practice innovation.

	conduct local consensus discussions
	Include local providers and other stakeholders in discussions that address whether the chosen problem is important and whether the clinical innovation to address it is appropriate.

	capture and share knowledge
	Capture local knowledge from implementation sites on how implementers and
clinicians made something work in their setting and then share it with other sites.

	use advisory boards and workgroups
	Create and engage a formal group of multiple kinds of stakeholders to provide
input and advice on implementation efforts and to elicit recommendations for
improvements.

	use implementation advisor
	Seek guidance from experts in implementation.

	model and simulate change
	Model or simulate the change that will be implemented prior to implementation.

	vist other sites
	Visit sites where a similar implementation effort has been considered successful.

	involve executive boards
	Involve existing governing structures (e.g., boards of directors, medical staff boards of governance) in the implementation effort, including the review of data on implementation processes.

	develop and implementation glossary
	Develop and distribute a list of terms describing the innovation, implementation, and stakeholders in the organizational change.

	develop academic partnerships
	Partner with a university or academic unit for the purposes of shared training and.

	promote network weaving
	bringing research skills to an implementation project.

	Train and educate stakeholders
	

	conduct ongoing training
	Plan for and conduct training in the clinical innovation in an ongoing way

	provide ongoing consultation
	Provide ongoing consultation with one or more experts in the strategies used to support implementing the innovation.

	develop educational materials
	Develop and format manuals, toolkits, and other supporting materials in ways that make it easier for stakeholders to learn about the innovation and for clinicians to learn how to deliver the clinical innovation.

	make training dynamic (further disentaglement below)
	Vary the information delivery methods to cater to different learning styles and
work contexts, and shape the training in the innovation to be interactive.

	· Training using role play
	Actively engaging trainees in changing their behavior to act out a role for the purpose of learning

	· Interactive training
	Learning occurs through mutual actions between trainers and trainees. In interactive training, teaching and learning are interrelated, and trainees learn through a process of reflection through personal experience.

	· Training with feedback
	Any form of training with real time feedback on performance or behavior from a trainer or peer

	· Training with multiple training techniques
	Any form of training where two or more defined training techniques are combined

	· Other dynamic training techniques
	Any form of dynamic training not applicable to the training strategies above

	distrubute educational materials
	Distribute educational materials (including guidelines, manuals, and toolkits) in person, by mail, and/or electronically.

	use train-the-trainer
	Train designated clinicians or organizations to train others in the clinical
innovation.

	conduct educational meetings
	Hold meetings targeted toward different stakeholder groups (e.g., providers,
administrators, other organizational stakeholders, and community, patient/consumer, and family stakeholders) to teach them about the clinical innovation.

	conduct outreach visits
	Have a trained person meet with providers in their practice settings to educate
providers about the clinical innovation with the intent of changing the provider’s practice.

	create learning collaborative
	Facilitate the formation of groups of providers or provider organizations and foster a collaborative learning environment to improve implementation of the clinical innovation.

	shadow other experts
	Provide ways for key individuals to directly observe experienced people engage with or use the targeted practice change/innovation.

	work with educational institutions
	Encourage educational institutions to train clinicians in the innovation.

	Training with feedback
	Training with real time feedback from trainer.

	Training using role play
	Use of role play during training of stakeholders/providers are explicitly stated.

	Not specificed training
	Any other training effort not that does not fit any of the other elements.

	Support clinicians/practitioners
	

	Facilitate relay of clinical data
	Provide as close to real-time data as possible about key measures of process/outcomes using integrated modes/channels of communication in a way that promotes use of the targeted innovation.

	remind practitioners
	Develop reminder systems designed to help clinicians/practitioners to recall information and/or prompt them to use the clinical innovation.

	develop resource sharing agreements
	Develop partnerships with organizations that have resources needed to implement the innovation.

	revise professional roles
	Shift and revise roles among professionals who provide care, and redesign job
characteristics

	create new clinical teams
	Change who serves on the clinical team, adding different disciplines and different skills to make it more likely that the clinical innovation is delivered (or is more successfully delivered).

	Engage end-users/consumers
	

	Involve end-users
	Engage or include patients/consumers and families in the implementation effort.

	intervene with end-users to enhance uptake and adherence
	Develop strategies with patients to encourage and problem solve around
adherence.

	prepare end-users to be active participatns
	Prepare patients/consumers to be active in their care, to ask questions, and specifically to inquire about care guidelines, the evidence behind clinical decisions, or about available evidence-supported treatments.

	increase demand
	Attempt to influence the market for the clinical innovation to increase competition intensity and to increase the maturity of the market for the clinical innovation.

	use mass media
	Use media to reach large numbers of people to spread the word about the
clinical innovation.

	Utilize financial strategies
	

	fund and contract for the inovation
	Governments and other payers of services issue requests for proposals to deliver the innovation, use contracting processes to motivate providers to deliver the clinical innovation, and develop new funding formulas that make it more likely that providers will deliver the innovation.

	access new funding
	Access new or existing money to facilitate the implementation.

	place innovation on fee
	Work to place the clinical innovation on lists of actions for which providers can be reimbursed (e.g., a drug is placed on a formulary, a procedure is now
reimbursable).

	alter incentive/allowance structures
	Work to incentivize the adoption and implementation of the clinical innovation.

	make billing easier
	Make it easier to bill for the clinical innovation.

	alter end-user fees
	Create fee structures where patients/consumers pay less for preferred treatments (the clinical innovation) and more for less-preferred treatments.

	use other payment schemes
	Introduce payment approaches (in a catch-all category).

	
	

	use capitated payments
	Pay providers or care systems a set amount per patient/consumer for delivering clinical care.

	Change infrastructure
	

	mandate change/innovation
	Have leadership declare the priority of the innovation and their determination to have it implemented.

	change record system
	Change records systems to allow better assessment of implementation or clinical outcomes.

	change physical structure and equiptment
	Evaluate current configurations and adapt, as needed, the physical structure and/or equipment (e.g., changing the layout of a room, adding equipment) to bestaccommodate the targeted innovation

	create or change credentialing/licensure
	Create an organization that certifies clinicians in the innovation or encourage an existing organization to do so. Change governmental professional certification or licensure requirements to include delivering the innovation. Work to alter continuing education requirements to shape professional practice toward the innovation.

	Change service sites
	Change the location of clinical service sites to increase access.

	Change accreditation or membership requirements
	Strive to alter accreditation standards so that they require or encourage use of the clinical innovation. Work to alter membership organization requirements so that those who want to affiliate with the organization are encouraged or required to use the clinical innovation.

	start a dissemination organization
	Identify or start a separate organization that is responsible for disseminating the clinical innovation. It could be a for-profit or non-profit organization.

	change liability laws
	Participate in liability reform efforts that make clinicians more willing to deliver the clinical innovation.




3. [bookmark: _Toc31044789]Search strategies
All searches performed Januar 4, 2016 by research librarians Sølvi Biedilæ and Brynhildur Axelsdottir

ERIC 1965 to September 2015
4316 hits
	#
	Searches
	Results

	1
	academic support services/ or remedial programs/ or weekend programs/ or nonschool educational programs/ or home programs/ or family programs/ or compensatory education/ or supplementary education/ or exp tutoring/ or exp remedial instruction/ or tutors/ or educational games/
	33631 

	2
	((academic* or educational* or remedial* or home* or out-of-school* or non-school* or family or parent* or caregiver* or liaison*) adj2 (program* or support* or intervention* or training* or game* or app or apps)).ti,ab.
	49470 

	3
	((compensatory or supplementary or extra-curricular) adj2 education*).ti,ab.
	1935 

	4
	(tutoring or tutors).ti,ab.
	10121 

	5
	1 or 2 or 3 or 4
	82402 

	6
	exp academic achievement/ or exp mathematics achievement/ or exp reading achievement/ or exp science achievement/ or exp writing achievement/ or exp academic ability/ or exp achievement gains/ or exp educational improvement/ or exp reading improvement/ or exp student improvement/ or exp writing improvement/ or exp academic failure/ or achievement gap/ or student improvement/ or dropouts/ or potential dropouts/
	144744 

	7
	((academic* or educational* or reading or math* or writing or student*) adj2 (improvement* or achievement* or ability or gain* or success* or performance*)).ti,ab.
	93757 

	8
	(prevent* adj2 (failure* or dropout* or gap*)).ti,ab.
	1531 

	9
	(improve* adj5 (grade* or score*)).ti,ab.
	3577 

	10
	6 or 7 or 8 or 9
	187917 

	11
	5 and 10
	18525 

	12
	program effectiveness/
	48771 

	13
	(trial or random* or ((control* or comparison* or intervention*) adj5 (group* or school* or student*)) or cohort* or longitudinal or prospective or retrospective).ti,ab.
	107021 

	14
	12 or 13
	146548 

	15
	11 and 14
	5326 

	16
	(exp colleges/ or exp college students/) not (elementary education/ or elementary school students/ or elementary schools/ or grade 1/ or grade 2/ or grade 3/ or grade 4/ or grade 5/ or grade 6/ or grade 7/ or grade 8/ or exp children/ or exp early adolescents/)
	192228 

	17
	15 not 16
	4316 



Ovid MEDLINE(R) In-Process & Other Non-Indexed Citations and Ovid MEDLINE(R) 1946 to Present
1120 hits
	#
	Searches
	Results

	1
	Remedial Teaching/ or Computer-Assisted Instruction/
	11486 

	2
	((academic* or educational* or remedial* or home* or out-of-school* or non-school* or family or parent* or caregiver* or liaison*) adj2 (program* or support* or intervention* or training* or game* or app or apps)).ti,ab.
	58754 

	3
	((compensatory or supplementary or extra-curricular) adj2 education*).ti,ab.
	80 

	4
	(tutoring or tutors).ti,ab.
	2217 

	5
	1 or 2 or 3 or 4
	71720 

	6
	Achievement/ or Student Dropouts/ or Underachievement/
	15125 

	7
	((academic* or educational* or reading or math* or writing or student*) adj2 (improvement* or achievement* or ability or gain* or success* or performance*)).ti,ab.
	19169 

	8
	(prevent* adj2 (failure* or dropout* or gap*)).ti,ab.
	2925 

	9
	(improve* adj5 (grade* or score*)).ti,ab.
	35901 

	10
	6 or 7 or 8 or 9
	69771 

	11
	5 and 10
	2867 

	12
	(clinical trial or comparative study or controlled clinical trial or evaluation studies or multicenter study or observational study or pragmatic clinical trial or randomized controlled trial).pt.
	2561048 

	13
	exp Therapeutics/
	3637660 

	14
	exp clinical trial/
	867520 

	15
	cohort studies/ or longitudinal studies/ or follow-up studies/ or prospective studies/ or retrospective studies/
	1531645 

	16
	(trial or random* or ((control* or comparison* or intervention*) adj5 (group* or school* or student*)) or cohort* or longitudinal or prospective or retrospective).ti,ab.
	2278828 

	17
	12 or 13 or 14 or 15 or 16
	7142035 

	18
	11 and 17
	1712 

	19
	education, predental/ or education, premedical/ or exp education, professional/ or exp students, health occupations/
	278272 

	20
	18 not 19
	1120 



PsycINFO 1806 to December Week 5 2015
2988 hits
	#
	Searches
	Results

	1
	remedial education/ or remedial reading/ or compensatory education/ or tutoring/ or computer assisted instruction/
	17761 

	2
	((academic* or educational* or remedial* or home* or out-of-school* or non-school* or family or parent* or caregiver* or liaison*) adj2 (program* or support* or intervention* or training* or game* or app or apps)).ti,ab.
	57012 

	3
	((compensatory or supplementary or extra-curricular) adj2 education*).ti,ab.
	354 

	4
	(tutoring or tutors).ti,ab.
	5247 

	5
	1 or 2 or 3 or 4
	77456 

	6
	academic achievement/ or mathematics achievement/ or reading achievement/ or science achievement/ or academic failure/ or dropouts/ or potential dropouts/ or school dropouts/
	61581 

	7
	((academic* or educational* or reading or math* or writing or student*) adj2 (improvement* or achievement* or ability or gain* or success* or performance*)).ti,ab.
	70735 

	8
	(prevent* adj2 (failure* or dropout* or gap*)).ti,ab.
	678 

	9
	(improve* adj5 (grade* or score*)).ti,ab.
	8577 

	10
	6 or 7 or 8 or 9
	107658 

	11
	5 and 10
	8701 

	12
	limit 11 to "therapy (best balance of sensitivity and specificity)"
	1344 

	13
	treatment outcome clinical trial.md.
	32065 

	14
	(trial or random* or ((control* or comparison* or intervention*) adj5 (group* or school* or student*)) or cohort* or longitudinal or prospective or retrospective).ti,ab.
	456081 

	15
	exp treatment/
	640150 

	16
	13 or 14 or 15
	1001019 

	17
	11 and 16
	2757 

	18
	12 or 17
	2988 



Cochrane Library
518 hits
ID	Search	Hits
#1	MeSH descriptor: [Remedial Teaching] explode all trees	119
#2	MeSH descriptor: [Computer-Assisted Instruction] explode all trees	940
#3	((academic* or educational* or remedial* or home* or out-of-school* or non-school* or family or parent* or caregiver* or liaison*) near/2 (program* or support* or intervention* or training* or game* or app or apps)) 	11731
#4	((compensatory or supplementary or extra-curricular) near/2 education*) 	16
#5	tutoring or tutors 	181
#6	#1 or #2 or #3 or #4 or #5 	12794
#7	MeSH descriptor: [Achievement] explode all trees	382
#8	MeSH descriptor: [Underachievement] explode all trees	13
#9	MeSH descriptor: [Student Dropouts] explode all trees	26
#10	((academic* or educational* or reading or math* or writing or student*) near/2 (improvement* or achievement* or ability or gain* or success* or performance*)) 	1898
#11	(prevent* near/2 (failure* or dropout* or gap*)) 	899
#12	(improve* near/5 (grade* or score*)) 	13110
#13	#7 or #8 or #9 or #10 or #11 or #12 	16054
#14	#6 and #13 in Other Reviews and Trials	648
#15	MeSH descriptor: [Education, Professional] explode all trees	3290
#16	MeSH descriptor: [Education, Predental] explode all trees	0
#17	MeSH descriptor: [Education, Premedical] explode all trees	3
#18	MeSH descriptor: [Students, Health Occupations] explode all trees	926
#19	#15 or #16 or #17 or #18 	3582
#20	#14 not #19 	518

PubMed (for references not included in Medline)
820 hits

(((academic*[tiab] OR educational*[tiab] OR remedial*[tiab] OR home[tiab] OR "out-of-school*"[tiab] OR "non-school*"[tiab] OR family[tiab] OR parent*[tiab] OR caregiver*[tiab] OR liaison*[tiab]) AND (program*[tiab] OR support*[tiab] OR intervention*[tiab] OR training*[tiab] OR game*[tiab] OR app[tiab] OR apps[tiab])) OR ((compensatory[tiab] OR supplementary[tiab] OR "extra-curricular"[tiab]) AND education*[tiab]) OR tutoring[tiab] OR tutors[tiab]) AND (((academic*[tiab] OR educational*[tiab] OR reading[tiab] OR math[tiab] OR maths[tiab] OR mathematics[tiab] OR writing[tiab] OR student*[tiab]) AND (improvement*[tiab] OR achievement*[tiab] OR ability[tiab] OR gain*[tiab] OR success*[tiab] OR performance*[tiab])) OR (prevent*[tiab] AND (failure*[tiab] OR dropout*[tiab] OR gap[tiab] OR gaps[tiab])) OR (improve*[tiab] AND (grade*[tiab] OR score*[tiab]))) AND (trial[tiab] OR random*[tiab] OR ((control*[tiab] OR comparison*[tiab] OR intervention*[tiab]) AND (group*[tiab] OR school*[tiab] OR student*[tiab])) OR cohort*[tiab] OR longitudinal[tiab] OR prospective[tiab] OR retrospective[tiab]) AND publisher[sb]

Web of Science Core Collection
1,942 hits

...MoreTOPIC: (("academic*" or "educational*" or "remedial*" or "home*" or "out-of-school*" or "non-school*" or "family" or "parent*" or "caregiver*" or "liaison*") NEAR/2 ("program*" or "support*" or "intervention*" or "training*" or "game*" or "app" or "apps") or (("compensatory" or "supplementary" or "extra-curricular") NEAR/2 "education*") or "tutoring" or "tutors") AND TOPIC: ((("academic*" or "educational*" or "reading" or "math*" or "writing" or "student*") NEAR/2 ("improvement*" or "achievement*" or "ability" or "gain*" or "success*" or "performance*")) or ("prevent*" NEAR/2 ("failure*" or "dropout*" or "gap*")) or ("improve*" NEAR/5 ("grade*" or "score*"))) AND TOPIC: (("trial" or "random*" or (("control*" or "comparison*" or "intervention*") NEAR/5 ("group*" or "school*" or "student*")) or "cohort*" or "longitudinal" or "prospective" or "retrospective")) 
Timespan: All years. Indexes: SCI-EXPANDED, SSCI, A&HCI, CPCI-S, CPCI-SSH, ESCI. 

4. [bookmark: _Toc31044790]Characteristics of included studies

[bookmark: _Toc14255663]Description of interventions
Effective interventions
	Parent mediated interventions. Elleven interventions were delivered through parents or caregivers (Bronstein et al. 1998; Chassen 1978; Esters & Levant 1983a; Feldman et al. 1983; Flynn et al. 2012; Mehran & White 1988; Rasinski & Stevensen 2005; Reutzel et al. 2006; Shuck et al. 1983; Wise 1972). Eight of these interventions combined parent training with parent tutoring in reading and one in reading and math. The parent training typically included training in parental school involvement at home, such as use of positive reinforcement, training in homework support, and guidance in structure and routines (e.g. Teach Your Children Well program, Flynn et al. 2012). Parent training also included training in tutoring techniques such as direct instruction and paired reading. and other model-lead-test techniques (a tutor models a skill - the tutor and the tutee practices the skill together - the tutee practice skill alone and receive feedback and correction). One intervention, The Self-Esteem Method, did not directly target academic elements, rather the program taught parents specific techniques to improve family communication, enhance child self-esteem, define limits, foster identity development and educationally favorable values (Esters & Levant 1983b). 
Child tutoring interventions. Nine interventions (Andersen et al. 1979; Blachman et al. 2004; Black & Somers 2009; Bridges 2011; Carbone 2009; Cloward 1967; Cole & Hilliard 2006; Harper 2012; Morris et al. 1991) included child tutoring elements in reading (N=6) or both reading and math (N=3). Eight interventions used one to one tutoring delivered by a paraprofessional (N=2), a teacher (N=2), adult volunteers (N=1), student volunteer (N=2) or a web-based computer program (N=1). One intervention (Black 2009) combined group based- and individual tutoring by teachers with web-based tutoring by computer, cooperative learning, partnered reading and board games. Five studies utilized direct instruction as tutoring technique, and two of these studies also utilized model-lead-test techniques. Tutoring in reading included paired reading, being read to, and playing reading games, as well as training in letters, phonics, phonemes, dictation, word decoding, recognition and categorization. Elements in math tutoring included practicing computation (addition, subtraction, multiplication, division, fractions, equations), measurement understanding, geometry, probability and playing math games. 
Combined interventions. Six interventions combined parent training elements with child tutoring elements and was effective on reading (Trovato et al. 1980; Tolan et al. 1994; Tolan et al. 2009; Morrow & Young 1997; Weine et al. 1993) and math (Fantuzzo et al. 1995). Parent training in positive parental involvement (positive reinforcement, rewards, corrective feedback, positive communication about school, homework structure and routines) was combined with tutoring at school from peers (N=2) or paraprofessionals (N=1) or tutoring with parents at home (N=3). 
After school programs. Three effective after school programs were identified. (Eash et al. 1981; Harpine & Reid 2009; Zosky & Crawford 2003). The Child parent Expansion program (Eash et al. 1981) was conducted at child-parent centers and was found effective in math skills. The program emphasized parental involvement in school and included a structured language skills program as well as nutrition and health care advice. A second after school tutoring program was effective in math, language arts and grade point average (Zosky & Crawford 2003). Tutoring elements was delivered by a social service employee and included supervising homework completion and reinforcing academic performance with incentives. Camp Sharigan (Harpine & Reid 2009), was a one week culturally sensitive group intervention based on the principles of efficacy retraining to teach reading skills. The program was run by trained volunteers and focused on word recognition, spelling, writing, storytelling and phonics training. The intervention had effect on reading skills despite its short duration. 
Other effective intervention. Mental Contrasting with Implementation Intentions (Duckworth et al. 2013) taught children a metacognitive self-regulation strategy to apply to achieve self-defined academic goals. A trained interventionist worked with children in small groups to teach them to define a goal, imagining obstacles to achieving that goal, and create a plan to overcome the obstacles. 
Ineffective interventions
Two studies (Munoz et al. 2008; Munoz et al. 2011) evaluated cohorts of children receiving various forms of after school tutoring in reading and math. Several different process elements were applied to conduct tutoring (in group, 1on1, at home, at after school program), but poorly described. Results showed positive trends but did not reach statistical significance. One study (Schinke et al. 2000) evaluated an educational enhancement program at a local boys and girls club. The program included creative writing, leisure reading, homework support, peer tutoring and board games, and had positive results on reading, math and grade point average post intervention and at follow up. Between-group differences, however, did not reach statistical significance. One ineffective intervention in an underpowered study (N=38; Powell-Smith et al. 2000) included five weeks of structured parent tutoring mainly in form of reading aloud and receiving correction and feedback from trained parents. One intervention (Ellis 1996) included children reading alone, reading together with parents, answering comprehension questions, and receiving praise and encouragement from parents. Many uncontrolled adaptations were made to the intervention. Children in the intervention group significantly improved on test of reading passages, but not on reading ability test, comprehension test, or graded word list. One intervention was an after-school program for boys focused on sports and homework support (Cid 2014), but no further description of the intervention was given.
[bookmark: _Toc14255664]Complete study characteristics tables
	
	Paraprofessional Reading Tutors: Assessment of the Edmark Reading Program and Flexible Teaching

	Authors
	Andersen, B. L., Licht B. G., Ullmann, R. K., Buck, S. T. & Redd, W. H.

	Year of publication
	1979

	Publication type
	Journal article 

	Methods
	Study design: Randomized controlled trial
Duration pre-post: 9-11 weeks
Duration follow up: - 
Intention-to-treat: unclear

	Participants
	Country: USA, Champaign-Urbana (Illinois).
Setting: Children met with tutors after school. Unclear if they met at school or other.
Type of risk: Indicated risk. Low-mid socioeconomic range.
N in intervention conditions: Unclear
N in control conditions: Unclear
Total N: 36 children 
How many eligible/approached for participation: (% of eligible participated= reach*):
unclear
Mean age: 6.9 years old (range 6.3 – 8.1 years old)
Gender: 19 boys, 17 girls

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1 (Edmark Reading program): After-school tutoring by undergraduate paraprofessionals for first-grade children with reading difficulties. Tutoring includes 150 word-recognition lessons, each of which introduces one new word. The tutor uses direct instruction (model-lead-test) to teach new words. Tutoring also includes matching pictures with phrases and reading stories using words taught.
Condition 2 (Flexible Reading): After-school tutoring by undergraduate paraprofessionals for first-grade children with reading difficulties. Pupils are taught the same 150 words as Group 1, but were allowed a complete flexibility in the manner of word presentation and review. Techniques used were flash cards, word wheels and word bingos. 
Duration: 40 min, 3 times each week for 9 weeks
Comparison 1: Educational activities not directly related to reading
Duration: Unclear

	Outcomes
	Reading:  Criterion-referenced test. Gates-MacGinitie and criterion-reference test

	Funding source
	Not stated

	Coding
	+ effects on reading

	Notes
	Poor reporting on methods




	
	Effects of intensive reading remediation for second and third graders and a 1-year follow up

	Authors
	Blachman, B. A., Fletcher, J. M., Clonan, S. M., Schatschneider, C., Francis, D. J., Shaywitz, B. A., & Shaywitz S. E. 

	Year of publication
	2004

	Publication type
	Journal article

	Methods
	Study design: 
Randomized controlled trial – assigned within schools, grade and gender to condition 
Intention to treat: 
No 
Duration pre-post: 
8 months
Duration follow up: 
12 months after intervention end.  

	Participants
	Country: 
New York, USA
Setting: 
Unclear
Identified risk: 
Low scores on reading test (WRMT-R)
N in intervention conditions: 37
N in control conditions: 32
Total N: 69
How many eligible/approached for participation: (% of eligible participated= reach)
100. Reach= 69%
Mean age: second and third graders (USA)
Gender: 42 boys

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: 
Intensive reading intervention; in 5 parts:
explicit and systematic instruction to help children develop an understanding of the phonologic and orthographic connections in words, phoneme analysis and blending particular syllable patterns, fluency building activity, oral reading practice, dictated words
Duration: 
50 min one-to-one tutoring 5 days a week for 8 months. Average 105 hours of tutoring
Comparison 1: 
Control group. Treatment as usual. If remedial reading help was provided some were offered that from their own school.
Duration: 
-

	Outcomes
	Reading: 
Woodcock Reading mastery test-Revised (WRMT-R)
Word identification subtest and Word Attack subtest (Form G)
Gray Orla reading test – third edirtion (GORT-3)

Word Reading (modified by Foorman &Schatschenider). Read 41 words graded in difficulty. 
Word reading efficiency . read as quickly as possible a list of 104 words
Wide Range Achievement Test 3 (WRAT3). A spelling test
Blending Phonemes – Words. Listen to words segmented by phonemes and asked to blend the sounds together to make a word. 
Segmenting Phonemes
Phoneme Elision
Noword repetition. Repeat 25 nonsense words
Rapid naming of letters
Spelling Dictation
Math: 
Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-educational Battery-Revised (WJ-R) Test of Achievement, Calculation subtest, and Applied Problems subtest. 
Other: 
Fidelity 

	Funding source
	Center Grant P50HD25802 awarded to Yale University School of Medicine by the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development.

	Coding
	+ effects on reading

	Notes
	Low statistical power and many statistical tests. 




	
	The Evaluation of Enhanced Academic Instruction in After-School Programs. Final Report

	Authors
	Black, A.R & Somers, M.A

	Year of publication
	2009

	Publication type
	Evaluation report, not peer reviewed

	Methods
	Study design: Individually randomized controlled trial 
Intention-to-treat: Yes
Duration pre-post: approx. 6-9 months


	Participants
	Country: US
Setting: After school at a primary school
Identified risk: students below local standard for grade level in reading or math, but not by more than two years from low-income families
N in intervention conditions: 
Cohort 1. Math intervention: 634, reading intervention: 504
N from cohort 1 in cohort 2. Math intervention: 144, reading intervention: 98
N not from cohort 1 in cohort 2. Math intervention: 317, reading intervention: 245
N in control conditions: 
Cohort 1: Math control: 510, reading control: 401
N from cohort 1 in cohort 2. Math control: 105, reading control: 74
N not from cohort 1 in cohort 2. Math control: 226, reading control: 200
Total N: Math: 1144 reading: 905
How many eligible/approached for participation: (% of eligible participated= reach): Unclear 
Mean age: 8.6 (grade 2-5)
Gender: Math cohort 1: intervention; 47% male, control; 43% male. Math cohort 2: intervention; 42% male, control; 46% male. Reading: intervention; 53% male, Control; 47% male

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: 
Math intervention: adaptation of Mathletics, an after-school program built around five math-themes; numbers and operations, measurement, geometry, algebra and functions, and data analysis and probability. Combination of individualized individual- and group instruction, computation and problem solving using a warm up exercise (directed instruction from teacher), instruction and practice material on paper. Also includes board games and progress monitoring.
Reading intervention: 
Adventure Island, a directed instruction approach in groups using the following programs:
For 1. graders: Aplhie’s Lagoon, a phonics program designed to build phonemic awareness, letter-sound correspondence, world-level blending, and segmenting. Partnered and individual reading of progressively more complex stories with instruction from teacher.
For 2.graders and Above: Partnered reading and other cooperative learning techniques using fiction and nonfiction texts providing instruction in vocabulary, advanced phonics, fluency, comprehension strategies, and story elements. 
Duration: 
Math Cohort 1; 189 min per week, 75 hours total. Math cohort 2: 171 min per week, 72.5 hours total.
Reading cohort 1: 177 min per week, 76 hours total. Reading cohort 2: 175 min per week, 76 hours total.
Comparison math and reading:
Business as usual in regular after-school program: various tutoring, instruction and homework support
Duration: 
Reading cohorts: 5 hours on average in a year. Math cohort 1; 11 hours on average, math cohort 2; 16 hours on average 


	Outcomes
	Reading: 
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) 
Math: 
Stanford Achievement Test Series, 10th ed. (SAT 10).
Other: 
Teacher rating of academic behavior, fidelity, dose and other implementation measurements

	Funding source
	National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance at the U.S. Department of Education’s Institute of Education Sciences (IES),

	Coding
	+ significant effects on math
÷ not significant effects on reading (However, positive results)

	Notes
	Study sites were particularly well-functioning sites, which might limit generalizability. 



	
	The Correlation Between After School Tutoring and Reading Scores of At-Risk third Graders

	Authors
	Bridges, C

	Year of publication
	2011

	Publication type
	Doctoral dissertation

	Methods
	Study design: quasi experimental, nonequivalent control
Intention to treat: not relevant
Duration pre-post: approx. 6-9 months


	Participants
	Country: US
Setting: After school at a primary school
Identified risk: Low performers on academic assessments
N in intervention conditions: at risk: 66, not at-risk: 80
N in control conditions: 86
Total N: 232
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): Unclear
Mean age: third graders, not specified
Gender: Unclear

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: 
After school-tutoring from teachers, used a variety of teaching material in groups of six students grouped together for different reasons (behavioral problems mentioned as example). No further specification
Duration: a school year, no further specification
Comparison 1:
No tutoring, no further specification
Duration: a school year, no further specification


	Outcomes
	Reading: 
Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skill (TAKS). Measures skills in reading, writing, math, science and social studies at various grade levels (TEA, 2009).
Math: 
TAKS
Other: 
TAKS

	Funding source
	Not specified

	Coding
	+ effects on reading

	Notes
	Limited information about sample and conditions



	
	Preventing Middle School Adjustment Problems for Children from Lower-Income Families: A program for Aware Parenting

	Authors
	Bronstein, P., Duncan, P., Clauson, J., Abrams, G.L., Yannett, N., Ginsberg, G., & Milne, M.

	Year of publication
	1998

	Publication type
	Journal article, Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology 

	Methods
	Study design: Individually randomized controlled trial. Families were stratified based on high- or low academic performance in their children and randomized to treatment or control
Intention to treat: No
Duration pre-post: 4-5 months
Duration follow up: one year after intervention 

	Participants
	Country: US
Setting: Not specified
Identified risk: Low performers on academic assessments
Indicated risk: Low income families with children transitioning to middle school
N in intervention conditions: 10
N in control conditions: 13
Total N: 23
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): 35 families invited “almost all” from a subsample of a larger sample of low income families. Reach in subsample=48% 
Mean age: 9-12, with mean of 10.7 years
Gender: Majority of girls, not further specified

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: 
Parent training/support groups based on the Aware Parenting Model, focusing on parental support, guidance and attentiveness. 
Duration: Two-hour weekly session for 11 weeks.
Condition 2: Control condition, not further specified
Duration: unclear


	Outcomes
	Grade point average
Teacher rating of behavioral and psychological problems. 

	Funding source
	National Institute of Health, grant number R01 MH40741

	Coding
	+ effects on GPA

	Notes
	Limited academic outcomes



	
	The Effects of an After-School Tutoring Program on the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment

	Authors
	Carbone, P.M

	Year of publication
	2009

	Publication type
	Doctoral dissertation

	Methods
	Study design: Quasi experimental (Ex-post facto design). 
Intention to treat: N/A
Duration pre-post: 7-8 months

	Participants
	Country: USA
Setting: Public middle school after school hours
Identified risk: Student were eligible if they scored basic on PSSA
N in intervention conditions: Math tutoring: 70, reading tutoring: 82
N in control conditions: Math control: 71, reading control: 93
Total N: 316
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): 316. Reach=100%
Mean age: not specified. Fifth, sixth, seventh, and eight graders 
Gender: Unclear

	Interventions and comparisons
	After school tutoring in reading: Students working independently on their weakest reading skill using “Reading Labs” and “Specific Skill Series Labs” material, or, “Skills Tutor”, a web-based tutor prescribing instruction and tasks based on needs with monitoring and feedback.
Duration: one hour, twice a week for 66 months
After school tutoring in math:
“America’s Choice Mathematical Navigator”, a twelve-module math program with instruction and computation in basic math concepts based on needs, or, “Skills Tutor”, a web-based tutor prescribing instruction and tasks based on needs with monitoring and feedback.
Duration: one hour, twice a week for 7 months
Control condition: Student who were not interested or had no response to request to participate in the intervention. 


	Outcomes
	Reading and math: 
· Pennsylvania System of School Assessment. Combinations of multiple-choice and open-ended questions (reading comprehension, problem solving and computation)
4sight benchmark assessment. One-hour benchmark test given to gauge student growth

	Funding source
	Not reported

	Coding
	+ significant positive effects of the math intervention
÷ not significant effects of the reading intervention

	Notes
	Limited reporting. No demographics on subjects, control group comprised of students who declined participation, and no analyses of heterogeneity. Unclear reporting of tutoring.   



	
	Giving a second chance: an after-school programme in a shanty town interacted with parent type: lessons from a randomized trial

	Authors
	Cid, A

	Year of publication
	2014

	Publication type
	Journal article 

	Methods
	Study design: Randomized controlled trial
Duration pre-post: 9 months
Duration follow up: - 
Intention-to-treat*: yes

	Participants
	Country: Uruguay
Setting: Los Pinos education center, after school program for boys
Type of risk: Indicated risk. Living low ses neighborhood
N in intervention conditions: 28 
N in control conditions: 26
Total N: 54 (8 attrition)
How many eligible/approached for participation: (% of eligible participated= reach): unclear
Mean age: intervention group: 6.32, control group: 6.48
Gender: all boys

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1): After-school program for boys (Los Pinos) were children practice sports and receive help with their homework after school hours. No further specification
Duration: unclear
Comparison 1: unclear
Duration: Unclear


	Outcomes
	Teacher set school reports of academic performance and behavior (scale of 1 to 10)


	Funding source
	 Not stated

	Coding
	Effects on academic performance (gpa) when controlled for parental involvement. Ineffective with low parental involvement

	Notes
	Poor measure of academic performance, after school academic activities not described. No practice elements to code




	
	The Effects of Parent Training in Behavior Modification and Transactional analysis on the Reading Achievement, School attitudes, and Self-Concept of Remedial Readers in a Remedial Reading Program

	Authors
	Chassen, L

	Year of publication
	1978

	Publication type
	Dissertation

	Methods
	Study design: Individually randomized controlled trial
Duration pre-post: Ten weeks
Intention-to treat: unclear
Duration follow up: -

	Participants
	Country: USA, Colorado
Setting: Interventions delivered in the home
Type of risk: Identified risk. Two years behind in reading comprehension
N in intervention conditions: Group 1 = 20, Group 2 = 20
N in control conditions: 20
Total N: 60 
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): unclear
Mean age: Unclear (seventh – eighth graders)
Gender: Unclear 

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: Parents established a 1 hour reading and study period 3 days a week based in the principles and techniques of behavior modification. 
Condition 2: Parents established a 1 hour reading and study period 3 days a week based in the principles and techniques of Transactional Analysis.  
Duration: 1 hour reading and study period on the three days their child did not attend The Learning House. March 1977 – June 1977.
Comparison 1: No parent training, but children received remedial reading instruction.
Duration: March 1977 – June 1977


	Outcomes
	Reading: Metropolitan Achievement Test, Advanced Level Form F
Other: Self-concept, school attitudes

	Funding source
	 Not stated

	Coding
	+reading

	Notes
	Poor reporting



	
	Studies in tutoring (report with no title name)

	Authors
	Cloward, R. D.

	Year of publication
	1966

	Publication type
	Unpublished report 

	Methods
	Study design: Individually randomized controlled trial
Duration pre-post: 5 months 
Duration follow up: -
Intention-to-treat: no

	Participants
	Country: USA, New York
Setting: Intervention is delivered after school in tutorial centers in neighborhood elementary schools
Type of risk: Identified risk. Low-achieving pupils reading below grade level
N in intervention conditions: 356 (attrition: 54)
N in control conditions: 157 (attrition: 28)
Total N: 513 
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): unclear
Mean age: 9 years (54% in experimental and 58% of control are fourth graders) 
Gender: 47% girls, 53% boys in experimental group. 50% girls and 50% boys in control group

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: High school pupils helping fourth- and fifth graders with their homework after school 1-2 hours a week. The main objective is to improve their pupils’ language skills. 
Duration: 1-2 hours a week for 5 months
Comparison 1: No tutoring
Duration: Unclear


	Outcomes
	Reading: New York Tests of Growth in Reading
Other: grades, academic behavior, and attitudes and aspirations


	Funding source
	Unclear 

	Coding
	+reading

	Notes
	High attrition



	
	The effects of web-based reading curriculum on children’s reading performance and motivation

	Authors
	Cole, J.M & Hilliard, V.R

	Year of publication
	2006

	Publication type
	Journal article

	Methods
	Study design: Randomized controlled trial
Duration pre-post: eight weeks
Intention-to treat: no
Duration follow up: -

	Participants
	Country: USA
Setting: Public elementary school in inner city California
Type of risk: Identified risk. Two or more grade levels behind average in reading
N in intervention conditions: 18
N in control conditions: 18
Total N: 36 44 at pre-test, 12 attrition  
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): 62 eligible approached. Reach= 58%
Mean age: n.a. range from 8 years and 6 months to 10 years and 4 months
Gender: g=19, b=17.

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: Web-based reading instruction (reading upgrade). An active learning environment aimed to be student-centered, interactive, exploratory, contextualized, intentional, reflective and collaborative. Includes training in phonics, phonemic awareness, common sight words, word decoding, multi syllable words, reading comprehension, and reading practice
Duration: 90 minutes two times a week for eight weeks 
Comparison 1: Traditional school practice using direct reading instruction 
Duration: 90 minutes two times a week for eight weeks 



	Outcomes
	Reading: Developmental reading assessment (Beaver, 1998), Wide Range Achievement Test 3 (Wilkinson, 1993)
Other: Motivation measures

	Funding source
	 National Science Foundation and Ronald E. McNaire Scholars Program

	Coding
	+reading

	Notes
	



	
	
From fantasy to action: Mental contrasting with implementation intentions (MCII) improves academic performance in children

	Authors
	Duckworth, A. L., Kirby T., Gollwitzer A., & Oettingen G

	Year of publication
	2013

	Publication type
	Journal article

	Methods
	Study design: randomized controlled longitudinal study
Intention to treat: No 
Duration pre-post: 1212 weeks
Duration follow up: 8 weeks

	Participants
	Country: USA
Setting: At an elementary school
Indicated risk: 
Low income/socioeconomically disadvantaged children, indicated for 85% of the sample by eligibility for free/reduced prince lunch. 
N in intervention conditions: unclear
N in control conditions: unclear
Total N: 77
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): reach=94%
Mean age: fifth grade, 11 years, not further specified
Gender: unclear

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: 
Learn a metacognitive self-regulation strategy: Mental Contrasting with Implementation Intentions (MCII), strategy for imagining a goal with its obstacles and having a plan of how to overcome the obstacles. Asked to apply it to various self-defined academic wishes. 
Duration: three one-hour sessions.
Comparison 1: Positive Thinking Control exercise: indulging in positive thoughts on future academic achievement, without instructions to make plans to overcome obstacles.  
Duration: three one-hour sessions.

	Outcomes
	GPA: Grade point average change from first to third quarter for math, writing, social studies and reading grades
Other: 
Attendance 
Conduct 
Classroom behavior rated by teacher

	Funding source
	Unclear

	Coding
	+ Grade point average (GPA)

	Notes
	Limited reporting



	
	Evaluation of Multiple Outcomes in the Child Parent Center Compensatory Education Program: Year 2.

	Authors
	Eash, M. J.

	Year of publication
	1981

	Publication type
	Conference Journal article 

	Methods
	Study design: Quasi-experimental, nonequivalent control group design

Duration pre-post: 1, 2 and 3 years after intervention started
Duration follow up: 3 years 
Intention-to-treat: n.a.

	Participants
	Country: USA, Midwest
Setting: Intervention delivered in child parent centers
I: Children from low-income families with academic achievement below national norms.
N in intervention conditions (5 year olds): 227
N in control conditions (5 year olds): 304
Total N: 531
N in intervention conditions (8 year olds): 54
N in control conditions (8 year olds): 425
Total N (8 year olds): 479
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): Unclear
Mean age: 5 year olds and 8 year olds, not further specified
Gender: Unclear

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: Child Parent center program and Child Parent Expansion Program both with the same content. Both programs emphasize direct parental involvement in the schools and a structured language/basic skills program.
Duration: Two days (four half-days) a month for three years
Comparison 1: Children living in the same sort of disadvantaged community, regular classroom activity.
Duration: Unclear


	Outcomes
	Reading: Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Spelling, Word Analysis 
Math: Math Concepts and Math Problems
Measured with Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS)
Parental engagement:
Modified version of Dolan’s home support interview (1978)

	Funding source
	Unclear

	Coding
	+ significant effects on math achievement
÷ not significant effects on reading achievement (but positive results)

	Notes
	Limited reporting




	
	Parent-Child Reading Programs: Involving Parents in the Reading Intervention Process

	Authors
	Ellis, M.G

	Year of publication
	1996

	Publication type
	Dissertation 

	Methods
	Study design: Randomized controlled trial
Intention to treat: no 
Duration pre-post: 
12 weeks. 
Duration follow up: -

	Participants
	Country: USA
Setting: Weekly parent training at school for 12 weeks, parent tutoring at home between sessions
Identified risk: Children identified as at least six months below grade level in reading 
N in intervention conditions: 20
N in control conditions: 38
Total N: 82, 24 attrition
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): approx. 250, 82 consented (reach=32.8%)
Mean age: 8.03 (range 7-9)
Gender: 50% female

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: Parent training based around four core components: relaxed reading, paired reading, comprehension questions and praise/encouragement. Uncontrolled adaptations to intervention. Dose not reported, so the adaptations will not be coded. 

	Outcomes
	Numbers of errors on graded oral reading lists, number of errors on graded oral reading passages, number of errors on graded oral comprehension questions, self concept of reading ability 

	Funding source
	Not mentioned

	Coding
	+ effects on numbers of graded passages 
÷ no effects on three of four reading measures

	Notes
	Positive results, but low powered



	
	The effect of two parent counselling programs on rural low-achieving children

	Authors
	Esters, P., & Levant, R. F.

	Year of publication
	1983

	Publication type
	Journal article 

	Methods
	Study design: Individually randomized controlled trial
Intention to treat: no 
Duration pre-post: 
10 weeks. 
Duration follow up: 
12 weeks 

	Participants
	Country: USA
Setting: Unclear 
Identified risk: low-achieving students based on California Achievement test and GPA of 75 or below. 
Indicated risk: Low SES 
N in intervention conditions: 11 in condition 1, 11 in condition 2
N in control conditions: 11
Total N: 33
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): Unclear
Mean age: Third and fourth grade, younger than 11 years and 4 months. Not further specified
Gender: 24 boys and 9 girls

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: Systematic Training of Effective Parenting (STEP), an Adlerian program
Duration: 10 weeks. 1 and ½ -hour sessions held weekly. 
Comparison 1: Self-esteem (SEM), and eclectic program 
Duration: 10 weeks. 1 and ½ -hour sessions held weekly. 
Comparison 2: wait-list control group 


	Outcomes
	GPA: Grade point average for language arts, arithmetic’s, social studies and science. 
Other: 
Self-esteem assessed by 
1) the Piers-Harris Children’s Self-Concept Scale  (PHS), a self-report and 
2) the Coopersmith Behavior Rating Form for Teachers (CBRF), a teacher report. 

	Funding source
	Not mentioned

	Coding
	+ effects on GPA and language arts

	Notes
	




	
	Effects of Parent Involvement in Isolation or in Combination With Peer Tutoring on Student Self-Concept and Mathematics Achievement

	Authors
	Fantuzzo, J.W., Davis, G.Y., & Ginsberg, M.D 

	Year of publication
	1995

	Publication type
	Journal article

	Methods
	Study design: RCT with individual randomization
Intention to treat: no
Duration pre-post: 10 weeks
Duration follow up: -

	Participants
	Country: USA
Setting: Regular classrooms, during and after school hours, in a public school in a large urban city, 
Identified risk: identified by teachers as evidencing low-performance in basic mathematics
N in intervention conditions: 24 in condition 1, 23 in condition 2
N in control conditions: 25
Total N: 72 (attrition=6)
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): Unclear
Mean age: 10 years and seven months
Gender: 51% female

	Interventions and comparisons
	1. Parent involvement (PI): same as practice control condition + PI training and facilitation by meetings and telephone contact. Core components were regular positive home-school communication and parent-student celebration of student efforts and accomplishments.
Duration: 90 minutes a week, for 10 weeks
2. PI + reciprocal peer tutoring: PI as above + regular classroom procedure carried out in dyads where each dyad solved problems together and set their own goals and rewards. 
Duration: 90 minutes a week, for 10 weeks
3.Practice control condition: regular classroom procedure (5 min multiplication table drill, needs based computational problems using flash cards and problem sheets) 
Duration: 90 minutes a week, for 10 weeks


	Outcomes
	Math: 
· Curriculum-based computation test. 48 computational problems taken 
· Standford Diagnostic Mathematics test, 3rd ed. (Beatty et al., 1986). Measures basic mathematic concepts and computations.

Other:
Self-Perception Profile for Children (Harter, 1985). Measures selv-percieved scholastic competence, social acceptance, behavioral conduct, athletic competence, physical appearance, and global self-worth.



	Funding source
	In part by grants from the Drug-Free Schools and Communities Emergency Grant Program of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the University of Pennsylvania Research Foundation

	Coding
	+ Effects on math abilities

	Notes
	




	
	Parent and paraprofessional tutoring of academically-delayed and learning disabled children: study #1

	Authors
	Feldman, MA., Bownman, T.G., & Feyen, L.

	Year of publication
	1983

	Publication type
	Journal article

	Methods
	Study design: non-randomized study with matched controls
Intention to treat: unclear
Duration pre-post: 8.4 months, SD 4.03 months


	Participants
	Country: Canada
Setting: home during summer
Identified risk: 
Indicated risk: Parent/teacher/student felt that the student could benefit from the program. Selected from suspected learning disabled children sees at a neuro-psychology clinic.
N in intervention conditions: 4
N in control conditions: matched controls: 4, “random” controls: 8
Total N: 16
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): Unclear
Mean age: Parent tutoring group:12.2. Matched control group: 12.3. “Random” control group: 8.8
Gender: “Random control group: seven males, one female”. Other groups not reported

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1, Home tutoring from parents: 
Trained parents provided individualized tutoring with emphasis on positive reinforcement. Practice elements were oral reading and reading comprehension-tasks, frequent use of praise, reward system, and corrective feedback.
Duration: three to five session per week over the summer
Comparison 1: control condition not specified.


	Outcomes
	Reading: 
Wide Range Achievement Test (Jastak & Jastak, 1964). 


	Funding source
	Not reported

	Coding
	+ Effects on reading achievement

	Notes
	Poor reporting




	
	Effects of individual direct-instruction tutoring on foster children’s academic skills: A randomized trial

	Authors
	Flynn, R. J., Marquis, R. A., Paquet, M. P., Peeke, L. M. & Aubry, T. D.

	Year of publication
	2012

	Publication type
	Journal article 

	Methods
	Study design: Individually randomized controlled trial
Duration pre-post:  approx. 28 weeks
Duration follow up: -
Intention-to-treat: no

	Participants
	Country: Canada, Ontario
Setting: Intervention delivered in the foster home 
Type of risk: Indicated risk. Foster children living in foster families
N in intervention conditions: 42 (attrition=12)
N in control conditions: 35 (attrition=1)
Total N: 77 (attrition=13)
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): Unclear
Mean age: 10.7 (SD = 1.6)
Gender: Experimental = 50% boys, 50% girls
Control = 42.9% boys, 57.1% girls

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: Foster parents trained in the Teach Your Children Well program (direct instruction and behavior management), tutoring children in reading and math
Duration: Approx. 3 hours a week for 28 weeks
Comparison 1: Wait list business as usual
Duration: Approx. 28 weeks


	Outcomes
	Reading: Sentence comprehension, Word reading
Math: Math computation

All measured with WRAT4 (Wide Range Achievement Test – Fourth edition)

	Funding source
	 Unclear

	Coding
	+ effects on math 
+ effects on reading

	Notes
	




	
	Full title
Preliminary effects of a group-based tutoring program for children in long-term foster care

	Authors
	Harper J., & Schmidt F. 

	Year of publication
	2012

	Publication type
	Journal article +manual

	Methods
	Study design: Indvidually randomized controlled trial. 
Intention to treat: no
Duration pre-post: 25 weeks
Duration follow up: 12 weeks, reported in Harper et al., 2016.

	Participants
	Country: Canada
Setting: Long term foster care
Identified risk: behind in academic achievement but not lower than 70 IQ. 
Indicated risk: Long-term foster care
N in intervention conditions: 33 (3 children withdrew from the study before post-testing)
N in control conditions: 35
Total N: 68 (attrition=3) 
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach):  unclear
Mean age: 10,1 years. 2nd -8th grade
Gender: 58% males in the intervention group, 57% males in the control group 

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: Small groups-based tutoring using the Teach Your Children Well curriculum, using direct instruction and behavior management
Duration: 2 hours a week for 25 weeks. 
Comparison 1: wait-list business as usual
Duration: 25 weeks

	Outcomes
	Reading: Wide Range Achievement Test Fourth Edition (WRAT-4)
Outcome measure not validated for Aboriginals, which were 80% of the sample. 
Math: Wide Range Achievement Test Fourth Edition (WRAT-4)
Other: Other academic abilities, grades in single subjects

	Funding source
	The Ministry of Children and youth Services, Ministry of Education, and the Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities

	Coding
	+ Significant effects on reading
÷ not significant effects on math (although Hedges G of .26), will code minus for math 

	Notes
	




	
	Enhancing Academic Achievement in a Hispanic Immigrant Community: The Role of Reading in Academic Failure and Mental Health

	Authors
	Harpine, E. C. & Reid, T.

	Year of publication
	2009

	Publication type
	Journal article

	Methods
	Study design: Individually randomized controlled trial
Duration pre-post: 1 week
Duration follow up: 1 year
Intention-to-treat: unclear 

	Participants
	Country: USA, Texas
Setting: Intervention delivered in an after-school center
Type of risk: Indicated risk based on Mexican descent and having English as second language (highest drop-out rate in the study state). 
N in intervention conditions: 29
N in control conditions: 25
Total N: 54
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): unclear
Mean age: Unclear (1 – 3 graders)
Gender: 32 boys, 22 girls

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: short-term group centered intervention, Camp Sharigan, designed to reduce academic failure and dropout among Hispanic youth in an inner-city neighborhood. Camp Sharigan focus on bolstering self-efficacy to restore children’s self-determination to learn. The program focuses on word recognition skills, and includes spelling, reading, writing and phonics training.
Duration: 10 hours over 1 week (2 hours a day for 5 days).
Comparison 1: Participated in the prevention interventions provided by the after-school program, which offered classroom-style education activities and one-on-one tutoring throughout the week.
Duration: 10 hours over 1 week (2 hours a day for 5 days).


	Outcomes
	Reading: Spelling, reading and improvement in sight words were measured with Howard Street assessment tests from The Howard Street Tutoring Manual

	Funding source
	 Unclear

	Coding
	+ effects on reading

	Notes
	


	

	
	Parent Tutoring as a Supplement to Compensatory Education for First-Grade Children

	Authors
	Mehran, M. & White, K. R.

	Year of publication
	1988

	Publication type
	Journal article 

	Methods
	Study design: Individually randomized controlled trial
Duration pre-post: 6 months 
Duration follow up: Unclear, end of first grade year approx. 3-4 months after posttest
Intention-to-treat: no

	Participants
	Country: USA
Setting: Intervention delivered in the home
Type of risk: Identified risk. Below average scores on reading ability
N in intervention conditions: 38
N in control conditions: 38
Total N: 76
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): 80. Reach=95%
Mean age: Unclear (first graders)
Gender: Unclear

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: Structured parent tutoring reading program. The parents were instructed to use general tutoring techniques in teaching their children sounds and letters, basic sight words, blending sounds and decoding words. 
Duration: 3 times a week forfor approx. 6 months
Comparison 1: BusinessBusiness as usual
Duration: approx.approx. 9 months

	Outcomes
	Reading: Woodstock Johnson Psycho Educational Battery (WJPEB), Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS) and Harrison Criterion Referenced Test (HCRT)

	Funding source
	Not stated

	Coding
	+ effects on reading

	Notes
	




	
	Helping Low Readers in Grades 2 and 3: An After-School Volunteer Tutoring Program

	Authors
	Morris, D., Shaw, B., & Perney, J

	Year of publication
	1991

	Publication type
	Journal article

	Methods
	Study design: Randomized controlled trial
Duration pre-post: 8 months 
Duration follow up: -
Intention-to-treat: no

	Participants
	Country: USA
Setting: After school building close to school
Identified risk: Children identified with lowest reading scores in a group of slow readers 
N in intervention conditions: 17
N in control conditions: 17
Total N: 34
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): 50 (68& reach)
Mean age: second and third graders
Gender: Unclear

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: Howard Street Tutoring Program. After school tutoring from trained volunteers in reading and writing. Includes  individualized contextual reading (echo reading/dictation, paired reading, reading aloud), word studying (categorization, games), writing with correction and feedback, and being read to
Duration: two hours a week for 8 months
Comparison 1: No tutoring



	Outcomes
	Reading: 
Word recognition: Word lists derived from Basic Reading Vocabularies (Harris & jacbos, 1982) and a unspecified school basal reader
Spelling: dictation from the Qualitative Inventory of Word Knowledge (Schlagal, 1989)
Basal passage reading: Accuracy in reading aloud passages from the school basal reader (Ginn, 1983) with a self made scoring system.

	Funding source
	Unclear

	Coding
	+ effects on reading

	Notes
	





	
	Supplemental Educational Services as a Consequence of the NCLB Legislation: Evaluating its Impact on Student Achievement in a Large Urban District
	

	Authors
	Munoz, M.A., Potter, P.P., & Ross, S.M
	

	Year of publication
	2008
	

	Publication type
	Journal article
	

	Methods
	Study design: Quasi-experimental pre-post study with matched controls
Duration pre-post: 12 months
Duration follow up: 
Intention-to-treat: n.a
	

	Participants
	Country: USA
Setting: Varied; at home, at school after hours, at after school program
Identified risk: Students eligible for supplemental educational service due to identified academic underachievement
N in intervention conditions: reading cohort: 677, math cohort: 333
N in control conditions: reading cohort: 408, math cohort: 583
Total N: Reading cohort: 1085, math cohort: 916
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): n.a
Mean age: unclear, fourth-, fifth-, seventh-, eighth- and eleventh graders
Gender: reading cohort: 45.49% female, math cohort: 49.91% female
	

	Interventions and comparisons
	Intervention condition: Supplemental Educational Services (SES): Various forms of after school tutoring in math and reading. Several tutoring methods were used with different tutoring techniques (some in group, some one on one, some at home, some at afterschool).
Control condition: No SES

	

	Outcomes
	Kentucky Core Content Test (KTTC) in reading and mathematics. 
	

	Funding source
	Unclear
	

	Coding
	÷ reading and math
	

	Notes
	
	





	
	No Child Left Behind and Tutoring in Reading and Mathematics: Impact of Supplemental Educational Services on Large Scale Assessment
	

	Authors
	Munoz, M.A., Chang, F., & Ross, S.M
	

	Year of publication
	2011
	

	Publication type
	Journal article
	

	Methods
	Study design: Quasi-experimental pre-post study with matched controls
Duration pre-post: 12 months
Duration follow up: 
Intention-to-treat: n.a
	

	Participants
	Country: USA
Setting: Varied; at home, at school after hours, at after school program
Identified risk: Students eligible for supplemental educational service due to identified academic underachievement
N in intervention conditions: reading cohort: 393, math cohort:362 
N in control conditions: reading and math cohort: 294
Total N: 862
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): n.a
Mean age: unclear, fourth- to eighth graders
Gender: intervention cohort: 49.7% female, control cohort: 44.4% female
	

	Interventions and comparisons
	Intervention condition: Supplemental Educational Services (SES): Various forms of after school tutoring in math and reading. Several tutoring methods were used with different tutoring techniques (some in group, some one on one, some at home, some at afterschool).
Control condition: No SES

	

	Outcomes
	Kentucky Core Content Test (KTTC) in reading and mathematics. 
	

	Funding source
	Unclear
	

	Coding
	÷ reading and math
	

	Notes
	
	





	
	A Family Literacy Program Connecting School and Home: Effects on Attitude, Motivation, and Literacy Achievement

	Authors
	Morrow, L. M. & Young J.

	Year of publication
	1997

	Publication type
	Journal article

	Methods
	Study design: Cluster (classrooms) randomized controlled trial 
Duration pre-post: Unclear, most likely around 1 year
Duration follow up: -
Intention-to-treat: no attrition or missing

	Participants
	Country: USA
Setting: Intervention delivered in the home and at school
Indicated risk: Children of minority backgrounds
N in intervention conditions: 28
N in control conditions: 28
Total N: 56
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): unclear, most likely 100% reach
Mean age: 19 first graders, 17 second graders and 18 third graders
Gender: Unclear

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: Training parents in parental involvement in school at home, and involvingi parents in developmentally appropriate and culturally sensitive literacy activities with their children at home, in addition to school-based program to promote interest in reading. 
Duration: 11 year, not further specified
Comparison 1: Only school-based program to promote interest in reading
Duration: 1 year, not further specified


	Outcomes
	Reading: Growth in achievement: A story retelling and a story rewriting test, A probed comprehension test, The California Test of Basic Skills, 
Teacher ratings of children, Interviews with children to determine increased reading at home and with adults


	Funding source
	Unclear

	Coding
	+ effects on reading

	Notes
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	Authors
	Powell-Smith, K.A., Shinn, M.R., Stoner, G., & Good.R.H

	Year of publication
	2000

	Publication type
	Journal article

	Methods
	Study design: Randomized controlled trial
Duration pre-post: 12 months
Duration follow up: 
Intention-to-treat: no

	Participants
	Country: USA
Setting: Varied; at home, at school after hours, at after school program
Identified risk: Identified as low readers by their teachers
N in intervention conditions: condition 1: 13, condition 2: 13
N in control conditions: 12
Total N: 38, attrition 2. 
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): Unclear, however, 38 out of 40 parents who indicated interest in the project consented
Mean age: 7 years, 11 months (range: 7years,5months - 9years, 2months.)
Gender: 39% female

	Interventions and comparisons
	Intervention condition 1: Literature based home tutoring; Five week structured parent tutoring with individualized reading material chosen by children and parents. Main component was children reading 8-12minutes aloud with parents trained in correction and feedback, four times a week.
Intervention condition 2: curriculum based home tutoring:  Five week structured parent tutoring with curriculum based reading material. Main component was children reading 8-12minutes aloud with parents trained in correction and feedback, four times a week.
Control condition: No home tutoring


	Outcomes
	Curriculum based measures of basal reading passages, Test of reading fluency using reading passages 

	Funding source
	U.S. Department of Education, American Psychological Association Dissertation Research Award, a National Association of School Psychologists Student Research Grant, and a University of Oregon Graduate Student Research Award

	Coding
	÷ reading 

	Notes
	




	
	The Effects of Fast Start Reading: A Fluency Based Home Involvement Reading Program, On the Reading Achievement of Beginning Readers

	Authors
	Rasinski, T. & Stevenson, B.

	Year of publication
	2005

	Publication type
	Journal article

	Methods
	Study design: Individually randomized controlled trial
Duration pre-post: 11 weeks
Duration follow up: -
Intention-to-treat: no attrition or missing

	Participants
	Country: USA, Ohio
Setting: Intervention delivered in the home 
Identified risk:: Low reading skills
N in intervention conditions: 15
N in control conditions: 15
Total N: 30
How many eligible/approached for participation): unclear
Mean age: 6
Gender: 16 girls, 14 boys

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: Fast Start parent-tutoring program. Incorporates elements of word decoding and especially reading fluency.
Duration: 10-15 min pr day for 11 weeks
Comparison 1: Regular parent involvement, without training.
Duration: Unclear


	Outcomes
	Reading: Letter / Word Identification Test and Curriculum-based measurement (CBM)

	Funding source
	 Unclear

	Coding
	+ effects on reading

	Notes
	




	
	Words to go!: Evaluating a first-grade parent involvement program for “making” words at home

	Authors
	Reutzel, R. R., Fawson, P. C., & Smith, J. A. 

	Year of publication
	2006

	Publication type
	Journal article 

	Methods
	Study design: 
Quasi-experimental, non-equivalent groups design. 
One school selected for intervention, matched with another school of similar poverty and poor performance, which acted as the control group. 
Intention to treat: 
No 
Duration pre-post: 
7 months
Duration follow up: 
1 month for qualitative measures 

	Participants
	Country: 
USA
Setting: 
Home
Indicated risk: recruited from two high poverty, low performing schools, that qualitied for the Reading Excellence Act because of poor performance and high poverty 
N in intervention conditions: 67
N in control conditions: 77
Total N: 144
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): unclear
Mean age: first grade
Gender: not mentioned

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: 
Parent involvement program, where parents learn words lessons and received material based on the schools systematic phonics program, to be used at home. 
Both intervention group and control group had participated in a 2-year family literacy program through the Reading Excellence Act.
Duration: Three parent workshops the first two months. After that the family received new material weekly for 6-7 months.
Comparison 1: control groups from a matched school
Duration: 7 months


	Outcomes
	Reading: 
The Systematic Sequential Phonic They Use - Word reading
A word writing (spelling) test
The Systematic Sequential Phonic They Use for beginning Readers of All Ages

The  State Core Assessment End-Of-Level test in Language Arts was used as Criterion-references end-of-year reading test


	Funding source
	Not mentioned

	Coding
	+ effects on reading

	Notes
	




	
	Enhancing the Educational Achievement of At-Risk Youth

	Authors
	Schinke, S.P., Cole, K.C., & Poulin, S.R

	Year of publication
	2000

	Publication type
	Journal article 

	Methods
	Study design:  Quasi experimental with matched controls
Duration pre-post: Unclear
Duration follow up: -
Intention-to-treat: unclear

	Participants
	Country: USA
Setting: At after school program (boys and girls club)
Type of risk: indicated risk based on economic disadvantage and living in public housing
N in intervention conditions: unclear
N in control conditions: unclear
Total N: 283, 13.78% attrition
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): unclear
Mean age:  12.3 years (SD=1.9)
Gender: 40% female

	Interventions and comparisons
	Intervention: Educational enhancement program including weekly structured academic activities after school. Local staff engage youths in discussion, creative writing, leisure reading, homework completion, peer tutoring, board games and other recreational pursuits.

Comparison: No after school program 



	Outcomes
	· Self-report of engagement and enjoyment with reading, conversation, writing, tutoring, geography, educational board games, and life-enhancement activities.
· Teacher report on the same scale as above.
Grades in math, English grammar, composition, reading, spelling, history, science, social studies, geography, and grade point averages

	Funding source
	Carnegie Corporation of New York

	Coding
	÷ on reading, math and gpa

	Notes
	Positive results, but difference between group not statistically significant. Significant differences on attendance. 




	
	Parents encourage pupils (PEP): An innercity parent involvement reading project

	Authors
	Shuck, A., Ulsh, F. & Platt, J. S.

	Year of publication
	1983

	Publication type
	Journal article 

	Methods
	Study design: Individually randomized controlled trial
Duration pre-post: Unclear
Duration follow up: -
Intention-to-treat: unclear

	Participants
	Country: USA, Pennsylvania
Setting: Intervention delivered in the home
Type of risk: Identified risk. All were behind at least two grade levels in reading, were of average intelligence or above and were placed in a reading resource laboratory. 
N in intervention conditions: 75
N in control conditions: 75
Total N: 150
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): unclear
Mean age:  Unclear (3-5 grade)
Gender: Unclear

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: Parents were encouraged to tutor their children and help them with their homework, read a book, work on word list or play educational games. Parents monitor, and studentss gets points for work done at home.
Duration: Unclear
Comparison 1: Comparable group of children who did not receive parent tutoring
Duration: Unclear


	Outcomes
	Reading: Stanford Achievement Test

	Funding source
	Unclear

	Coding
	+ effects on reading

	Notes
	Poor reporting




	
	Supporting Families in a High-Risk Setting: Proximal Effects of the SAFEChildren Preventive Intervention

	Authors
	Tolan, P., Gorman-Smith, D. & Henry, D.

	Year of publication
	2004

	Publication type
	Journal article

	Methods
	Study design: Individually randomized controlled trial 
Duration pre-post: 1 year
Duration follow up: 1 year 
Intention-to-treat: yes

	Participants
	Country: USA, Chicago
Setting: Intervention delivered both at school and in the home
Indicated risk. Low income, high crime rate inner-city neighborhood
N in intervention conditions: Unclear
N in control conditions: Unclear
Total N: 424 families (attrition=23)
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): 507. Reach= 84%
Mean age: Unclear (age range 5-6)
Gender: 49% girls

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: SAFEChildren program with two components; 1) a multiple family group intervention focused on parenting skills, family relationships, parental support and parental involvement, and phonetic based reading tutoring program (from Fast Track program).
Duration: 22 weeks
Comparison 1: Unclear
Duration: Unclear


	Outcomes
	Reading: Woodcock Diagnostic Reading Battery total reading composite (Woodcock, 1997)

	Funding source
	 Unclear

	Coding
	+ effects on reading

	Notes
	




	
	The Benefits of Booster Interventions: Evidence from a Family-Focused Prevention Program

	Authors
	Tolan, P. H., Gorman-Smith, D., Henry, D. & Schoeny, M. 

	Year of publication
	2009

	Publication type
	Journal article

	Methods
	Study design: Individually randomized controlled trial
Duration pre-post: 1 year
Duration follow up: 1 year
Intention-to-treat: yes

	Participants
	Country: USA, Chicago
Setting: Intervention delivered in the home 
Type of risk: Indicated risk. Fourth graders just prior to the age when delinquency and other related social problems are emerging. 
N in intervention conditions: 101
N in control conditions: 95
Total N: 348
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): reach=95%
Mean age: Unclear (fourth graders)
Gender: 54.6% female, 45.4% male. 42.6% were African American, 54.8% Latino and 2.4% other ethnicity.

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: Booster intervention of the SAFEChildren program with two components; 1) a multiple family group intervention focused on parenting skills, family relationships, parental support and parental involvement, and phonetic based reading tutoring program (from Fast Track program).
Duration: 20 sessions
Comparison 1: Received initial intervention, but no booster intervention.
Duration: Unclear


	Outcomes
	Reading: Iowa Test of Basic Skills, California Achievement Test

	Funding source
	 Unclear

	Coding
	+ effects on reading

	Notes
	



	
	Peer Tutoring with or without Home-based Reinforcement, For Reading Remediation

	Authors
	Trovato, J. & Bucher, B.

	Year of publication
	1980

	Publication type
	Journal article 

	Methods
	Study design: Individually randomized controlled trial
Duration pre-post: 15 weeks
Duration follow up: -
Intention-to-treat: no

	Participants
	Country: Canada, Ontario
Setting: Intervention in group 1 delivered in school (PT), intervention in group 2 delivered both in the home and at school (PT+HB)
Type of risk: Identified risk. Deficient in reading skills
N in intervention conditions: Group 1 (PT) = 23, Group 2 (PT+HB) = 23
N in control conditions: 23
Total N: 90 (attrition=21)
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach):  unclear
Mean age: Group 1 (PT) = 9.1, Group 2 (PT+HB) = 9.0 and Control = 9.1
Gender: Unclear

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: Peer Tutoring Only (PT)
Duration: 30 min for 15 weeks
Condition 2: Peer Tutoring (PT) plus Home-based reinforcement (HB). Contingency management; using point earned for accurate oral reading and comprehension could be exchanged for rewards in the home. 
Duration: 30 min for 15 weeks
Comparison 1: Some children were enrolled in in-school remedial reading programs. No attempt was made to control the instruction received in this group.
Duration: 15 weeks


	Outcomes
	Reading: Spache Diagnostic Reading Scale and the test of reading ability provided by the SRA Starter Stories

	Funding source
	 Unclear

	Coding
	+ effects on reading

	Notes
	


	
	
	An Evaluation of Preventive Tutoring Programs for Transfer Students

	Authors
	Weine, A.M., Kurasaki, K.S., Jason, L.A., Danner, K.E., & Johnson, J.H

	Year of publication
	1993

	Publication type
	Journal article

	Methods
	Study design: Cluster (schools) randomized controlled trial
Intention to treat: no
Duration pre-post: 8-10 months
Duration follow up: 8-10 months (separate article; Jason et al., 1993)

	Participants
	Country: USA
Setting: Urban parochial elementary schools. Interventions delivered at home or at school.
Identified risk: Evidencing lag in at least one area of standardized achievement test
Indicated risk: Low SES, having experienced two or more life stress events based on parental reports
N in intervention conditions: Group 1= 48 (+ 11 dropouts), group 2= 48 (+ 10 dropouts)
N in control conditions: 51 (+6 dropouts)
Total N: 147 (with dropouts= 174)
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): 174
Mean age: not specified. Third graders: 40%, fourth graders: 30% and fifth graders: 30%
Gender: 48% girls, 52% boys

	Interventions and comparisons
	School-only tutoring: Trained paraprofessionals providing 40-60 min tutoring twice a week. Tutors used direct instruction (e.g. model-lead-test technique, positive reinforcement, corrective feedback) to tutor reading comprehension, phonics, spelling and arithmetic. Weekly monitoring and feedback included.
Duration: Twice a week for eight months
Home-plus-School Tutoring: Same as school-tutoring + parent tutoring at home. Parents received a one-hour training session in direct instruction, parental involvement, corrective feedback, and contingency management. Homework schedule and goal setting was used, and a behavioral contract. Parents received ongoing support from authors.
Duration: School tutoring twice a week for eight months, dose of parent tutoring not reported
Control condition: Unclear


	Outcomes
	Reading: 
· Wide Range Achievement Test Revised (Jastak & Wilkinson, 1984). 
· Reading and spelling grade reports
Math: 
· Wide Range Achievement Test Revised (Jastak & Wilkinson, 1984). 
· Arithmetic grade report


	Funding source
	National Institute of Mental Health, grant number MH40851095

	Coding
	+ effects on reading (math coded in Jason et al.,, 1993, same study)

	Notes
	Limited reporting



	
	Parent Participation Reading Clinic – A Research-Demonstration Project. Final Report.

	Authors
	Wise, J. H.

	Year of publication
	1972

	Publication type
	Report

	Methods
	Study design: Pre-post test with matched controls 
Duration pre-post: six to eight months
Duration follow up: -
Intention-to-treat: no attrition or missing

	Participants
	Country: USA, Washington 
Setting: Intervention delivered in the home
Type of risk: Indicated risk. Children of low income families
N in intervention conditions: 19
N in control conditions: 19
Total N: 38
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach): unclear
Mean age: 8.45 (range 7-12)
Gender: Experimental group = 13 boys, 6 girls
Control group = 10 boys, 9 girls

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: Home-instructors (child’s parents or older sibling) assisting in the teaching of reading to elementary school children.
Duration: Eight months
Comparison 1: Unclear 
Duration:  Eight months

	Outcomes
	Reading: California Test of Basic Skills, Dolch Word List, Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test and Wide Range Achievement Test


	Funding source
	Unclear

	Coding
	+ effects on reading

	Notes
	Poor reporting




	
	No Child Left Behind: An Assessment of an Afeter-School Porgram on Academic Performance Among Low-Income, At-Risk Students

	Authors
	Zosky, D. L. & Crawford, L. A.

	Year of publication
	2003

	Publication type
	Journal article

	Methods
	Study design: Quasi-experimental design, non-equivalent control group
Duration pre-post: 1 year (grades given each academic quarter) 
Duration follow up: 2 years
Intention-to-treat: no

	Participants
	Country: USA, Midwestern city	
Setting: Intervention delivered after school. Unclear if delivered in after school center or in the school.
Type of risk: Indicated risk. Low-income, at-risk fourth grade students attending a public school in an urban setting
N in intervention conditions: 14
N in control conditions: 63
Total N: 77 (attrition=6)
How many eligible/approached for participation (% of eligible participated= reach):  unclear
Mean age: Unclear (fourth graders)
Gender: Unclear

	Interventions and comparisons
	Condition 1: After school program delivered by social service workers and volunteers consisting of supervising homework completion and reinforcing academic performance with rewards. 
Duration: 6 hours a week for two years
Comparison 1: Not in the program
Duration: Unclear


	Outcomes
	Reading: Grades
Math: Grades


	Funding source
	 Not stated

	Coding
	+ Intervention significantly effective on math, language arts, and GPA grades 
÷ Not significantly effective on reading grades 

	Notes
	



*reach: percentage of invited subjects agreeing to participate in the study (Glasgow et al., 2006)
Glasgow, R. E., Klesges, L. M., Dzewaltowski, D. A., Estabrooks, P. A., & Vogt, T. M. (2006). Evaluating the impact of health promotion programs: using the RE-AIM framework to form summary measures for decision making involving complex issues. Health education research, 21(5), 688-69
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Summarized risk of bias in included studies assessed using Cochrane Risk of Bias Tool
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	Responsive Early Childhood Education Program (RECEP). (1987): Goldsboro City Schools, NC. 
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	Wrong study design
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	Wrong study design
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	Wrong setting
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	Wrong study design
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	Start Making a Reader Today[R] (SMART[R]). What Works Clearinghouse Intervention Report. (2007). 
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	Afterschool Programs: Making a Difference in America's Communities by Improving Academic Achievement, Keeping Kids Safe and Helping Working Families. (2008). 
	Inadequate study-info

	Effective Programs for Struggling Readers: A Best-Evidence Synthesis. [Educator's Summary]. (2009). 
	Review/synthesis

	STEM Learning in Afterschool: An Analysis of Impact and Outcomes. (2011). 
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	Fast Track: Elementary School. What Works Clearinghouse Intervention Report. (2014). 
	Wrong setting

	Abbott, S. P. (1998). The effect of phonological decoding and structural analysis training on the reading achievement of delayed readers in the intermediate grades. 59(6-A), 1899. 
	Couldn’t retrieve article
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	Aeby, V. G., Thyer, B. A., & Carpenter-Aeby, T. (1999). Comparing Outcomes of an Alternative School Program Offered with and without Intensive Family Involvement. 
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8. [bookmark: _Toc31044795]Updated search from 2016 to November 2019

Upon publication of the review, the initial search was somewhat dated. Fully updating the review and analyses of common elements was not feasible due to resource constraints. However, a pragmatic update was completed to provide an estimation of new eligible studies and whether they would be likely to influence results. The first author completed a review and selection process, including risk of bias assessments of articles included for full text reviews. Details are provided below.
Search and selection
Searches in the databases accounting for the vast majority of records found eligible in the original search was re-run for records published between 2016 and November 4th 2019. We searched PsycINFO, ERIC, Cochrane Library, and MEDLINE and identified 2091 records. 
PsycINFO: 769 records
ERIC: 556 records
Cochrane Library: 369 records
MEDLINE: 397 records

Thirty-three full text articles were retrieved after screening abstracts. The following four studies were found eligible after full text screening and risk of bias assessment:
Harper, J., & Schmidt, F. (2016). Effectiveness of a group-based academic tutoring program 	for children in foster care: A randomized controlled trial. Children and Youth Services 	Review, 67, 238-246.
Huang, X., Craig, S. D., Xie, J., Graesser, A., & Hu, X. (2016). Intelligent tutoring systems 	work as a math gap reducer in 6th grade after-school program. Learning and 	Individual Differences, 47, 258-265.
Baker, S. K., Kamata, A., Wright, A., Farmer, D., & Nippert, R. (2019). Using propensity 	score matching to estimate treatment effects of afterschool programs on third‐grade 	reading outcomes. Journal of community psychology, 47(1), 117-134.
Bayless, S. D., Jenson, J. M., Richmond, M. K., Pampel, F. C., Cook, M., & Calhoun, M. 	(2018, August). Effects of an Afterschool Early Literacy Intervention on the Reading 	Skills of Children in Public Housing Communities. In Child & Youth Care 	Forum (Vol. 47, No. 4, pp. 537-561). Springer US.
Harper & Schmidt (2016)
This article reports on the final results from a study already included in the review (Harper & Schmidt, 2012) which evaluates small group tutoring following the Teach Your Children Well program. Similar to the preliminary results reported in 2012, the 2016 article reports significant effects on reading, with effect sizes ranging from small to medium (reading g = .40, spelling g = .25, sentence comprehension g = .15). In their 2012 preliminary evaluation, the intervention did not have significant effects on math. In the final 2016 evaluation, however, there were significant effects on math achievement as well, with medium effect size (g= .34). Thus, including this article would not have influenced common elements results for reading, however, the practice elements coded negative for math (structured tutoring and positive reinforcement), and subsequent process- and elements combined with these practice elements, would have been changed to positive coding. 
 
Huang et al. (2018)
This study was a quasi-experimental factorial trial with six factors. One factor was a web-based tutoring system in math, another was teacher led math instruction and the remaining were different demographic variables. The tutoring system, ALEKS, used artificial intelligence based on Knowledge Space Theory to provide 6th grade students with skill level-appropriate mathematical problems which continuously adapted as students progressed. ALEKS also provided instant feedback about skill level and what a student was ready to learn next. The results did not fulfill the effectiveness criteria of this review due to a lack of significant differences between conditions. Low-SES students experienced more benefits from ALEKS compared to the teacher led math instruction, however, the result was not statistically significant. This study would have had some minor influence on results of common elements in the review, mainly in reducing the frequency count value of structured tutoring in math, and in the process- and implementation elements used in combination with it. However, structured tutoring would still be a highly common practice element. The following elements would have been coded as minus:
· Practice elements: structured tutoring in math, digital math computation,  
· Process elements: web-based delivery, individualized, flexible/adaptive, progressive difficulty, feedback on performance, repeated training, intensive dosage (4h a week) over longer period of time (up to six months), use of artificial intelligence (new process element)
· Other characteristics: Use of Knowledge Space Theory (new characteristic), 6th graders indicated risk (low SES), 
· Implementation elements: educational meeting, educational material, local technical assistance
Bayless et al. (2018) 
This is a quasi-experimental evaluation of a community based after school program (ASP) for children and youth residing in public housing communities. The ASP included a small group reading intervention (Read Well), one-on-one tutoring by trained volunteers, and a home literacy program (GR8 Readers) providing children with a home reading library. The study had substantial attrition, and even though several appropriate steps were taken to address this, the extensiveness of the attrition raises questions about the validity of the results. As discussed in the manuscript, certain biases or intensity of bias should perhaps be weighted differently in Risk of Bias assessments in future reviews, and this study could be an example of such due its substantial attrition. 
Compared to a passive control sample and to a match comparison sample, the ASP sample scored significant better on reading skills with small effect sizes. This study is one of few that reports some detailed fidelity data, and the Read Well intervention was the most delivered intervention.  When more studies report fidelity-details (and preferably on the level of elements), we will be able to weight coding based on fidelity in our future common elements-reviews. The following elements would have received a plus coding in this review and would have had a minor influence on common elements results:
· Practice elements: structured tutoring in reading, literacy training, reading alone, give books
· Process elements for structured tutoring and literacy training: Delivered by professional, delivered by trained volunteer, group delivery, one-on-one delivery, repeated training, flexible/adaptive, monitoring performance, feedback on performance, limited dosage over longer period of time, 
· Process elements for giving books and reading alone: educational material, individualized, user-involvement children, culturally sensitive  
· Other characteristics: K to 3. graders indicated risk (low SES and public housing), 
· Implementation elements: Quality monitoring, educational meetings, local technical assistance, provide incentives (give books to keep after 4-5 tutoring sessions), purposefully reexamine implementation, audit and feedback

Baker et al. 2018
This study evaluated community-based afterschool programs (ASP) for at-risk students’ third grade reading achievement. Seven ASPs provided unspecified reading support to directly or indirectly improve reading achievement. The support varied from intense one-on-one tutoring interventions to programs focusing more on homework support and reading practices. ASPs were found effective compared to a passive comparison sample with medium effect sizes. No further details about interventions are provided, limiting coding of elements. The practice elements unspecified tutoring, unspecified literacy training, and unspecified homework support would have received a plus coding. This study would not have affected results concerning common elements. 
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