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Abstract: Due to technological advancements such as text-to-speech software, reading while
listening (audio-assisted reading) is widely available. However, the findings are mixed on the
effectiveness of reading while listening as a tool to improve comprehension. The purpose of this
study is to synthesize existing studies on reading while listening to determine for whom and under
what circumstances reading while listening is helpful. A systematic review with a meta-analysis
was conducted in which 30 eligible studies (total N = 1945) with 62 effect sizes were examined.
Using robust variance analysis, a trivial overall benefit of reading while listening over reading
only on comprehension was found g = .18, SE = .07, p = .01. Based on a meta-regression, this
benefit appeared to be limited to studies in which reading was paced by the experimenter, g =
0.41, SE = 0.12, 95% CI = [0.13, 0.70], p = .01. There were no reliable effects of reading while
listening when reading was self-paced, g = 0.06, SE = 0.06, 95% CI = [-0.07, 0.19], p = .34.
Struggling readers’ overall comprehension and second language learners’ incidental vocabulary
acquisition may be benefited through audio-assisted reading, but there are currently too few
studies to afford generalizations on these claims.

Keywords: audio-assisted reading, meta-analysis, reading while listening, reading
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Reading while listening to a text, also known as audio-assisted reading, has been
documented as an effective accommodation to assist students with reading disabilities with
comprehension (Wood et al., 2018). Audio features such as text to speech are also more commonly
available with the increasing popularity and accessibility of electronic books (Fichten et al., 2022;
Yesberg, 2022). However, it is unclear what the effects of reading while listening to the text
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compared to reading alone are for groups of readers other than those with reading disabilities.
Previous studies have had mixed findings with some indicating an advantage of reading while
listening (e.g., Keelor et al., 2018, 2020; Teng, 2018), some an advantage of reading alone
(Holmes, 1985; Holmes & Allison, 1986), and some indicating no difference (Kopp & D’Mello,
2016; Taake, 2009). Due to these mixed findings, a comprehensive synthesis needs to be conducted
to understand whether adding audio of text while reading is advisable for whom under what
circumstances. Such a synthesis would indicate the overall effect of reading while listening as well
as discern how the effects vary depending on the reader, text, and situational circumstances. The
purpose of this study is to conduct a systematic review and meta-analysis comparing reading while
listening to reading only on comprehension.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS

Many readers can adequately decode but have difficulty understanding what they read
resulting in poor reading comprehension (Barth et al., 2015; Spencer & Wagner, 2018). This issue
is explained by the simple view of reading (SVR) in which reading comprehension is the product
of decoding and language comprehension skills (Hoover & Gough, 1990). SVR has been supported
by numerous studies indicating a substantial proportion of individual differences in reading
comprehension skill can be explained by the product of decoding and language comprehension
skills (see Catts, 2015, for a review). If a reader struggles with decoding, then listening to the text
while reading would likely assist them in understanding the text if they have adequate aural
comprehension skills (Chang & Millett, 2015; Reitsma, 1988).

Specifically describing comprehension independent of decoding, the construction-
integration model provides a framework of the process of comprehension (Kintsch, 1988). During
construction, readers activate knowledge relevant to the text, which is integrated in a dynamic
process during reading (Kintsch, 1998). A key assumption of the construction-integration model
is that there are three levels of representation of text: the surface structure, the textbase, and the
situation model. The surface structure is the literal words and syntax of the text. The textbase is
composed of the ideas of the text, known as propositions, which are connected in a coherent
manner. Readers integrate relevant background knowledge with the textbase to develop a situation
model. Inferences, in which the reader connects ideas within the text or between the text and
background knowledge, are necessary for successful textbase and situation models (Kendeou,
2015). As the reader encounters new ideas, the situation model is updated to accommodate them.

Because of the complexities involved in constructing these three levels of representation
and coordinating them, reading comprehension requires substantial information processing skills,
particularly in terms of working memory capacity (Kim, 2017). There are competing theoretical
frameworks based on working memory capacity regarding the effects of comprehension when
listening to a text while reading it. One is the dual channel assumption in which there are separate
channels for visual and auditory information to be processed in working memory (also referred to
as the separate streams hypothesis; Penney, 1989). Because there are separate channels, it follows
that more information can be processed if both channels are used (Lee & Mayer, 2018; Mayer &
Moreno, 2003). Based on this assumption, reading while listening to text would yield better
comprehension than reading alone since the text would be processed through two channels.
Conversely, cognitive load theory, is based on the assumption that humans have limited cognitive
resources for processing information (Baddeley, 1999; Sweller, 2011). Presenting the same
information (such as the verbal information in text) in two different modalities (written and audio)
would be duplicative and overload limited working memory resources (redundancy effect;

Educational Research: Theory & Practice, Volume 34, Issue 3, ISSN 2637-8965 134



V. Clinton-Lisell

Sweller, 2020). This exhaustion of working memory would make it more difficult for readers to
comprehend the text thereby yielding poorer comprehension when reading while listening
compared to reading alone.

POTENTIAL MODERATORS

Generally, reading is done at one’s own pace and listening is at the pace of the speaker.
Following this, reading while listening studies often have reading-while-listening conditions at a
pace determined by the experimenter (experimenter paced) and reading conditions at a pace
determined by the participant (self-paced). However, some studies have self-pacing for reading
while listening that allows for re-reading and re-listening to text (e.g., Conklin et al., 2020).
Moreover, some experimenters controlled the pacing in the reading-only condition to have it more
similar to the reading-while-listening condition (e.g., Alvarez-Alonso et al., 2021; Chen, 2021). In
a previous meta-analysis comparing reading to listening comprehension, pacing was an important
moderator (Clinton-Lisell, 2022). When reading was self-paced and listening was experimenter-
paced, reading yielded better comprehension than listening. In contrast, when reading and listening
were both experimenter-paced, reading and listening were not reliably different (note that there
were no studies included in the Clinton-Lisell, 2022, meta-analysis in which listening could be
self-paced). Therefore, pacing may be a critical factor when considering differences in
comprehension between reading while listening and reading alone.

Similar to pacing is the issue of time limits. For leisure reading and independent studying,
one generally reads without time constraints to finish the text. However, during a test or in a time-
limited situation, there are time constraints for the time one can read. This is distinctive from
pacing in that one can read a unit of text (e.g., a sentence) self-paced, but only has a limited amount
of time with the text so may not be able to re-read or finish the text in the allotted time. Because
reading aloud is a common accommodation in testing, which is time limited, it is important to
consider whether studies had time limits (Spiel et al., 2019). Furthermore, time limits have been
noted a key moderator in a previous meta-analysis on reading medium (paper or screens; Delgado
et al., 2018).

Reading in one’s second or additional language is considered more challenging than
reading in one’s first/native language. One method proposed to support second language readers
with these challenges is reading while listening (Zhang & Zou, 2022). Supporters of reading while
listening for second language learners argue the audio assists with word recognition skills by being
able to connect the phonologies (sounds) and orthographies (spellings; Chang & Millett, 2014;
Tragant & Valbona, 2018). In addition, the audio provided when reading while listening may
provide contextual cues through tone for how to interpret the text as well as through pauses guiding
text segmentation (Conklin et al., 2020; Tragant et al., 2016).

The type of voice in the audio for reading while listening may be an important factor in its
effect. According to the voice effect or voice principle, audio should be provided by a human voice
rather than a computer-generated voice (also referred to as a text-to-speech voice or machine-
generated voice; Mayer, 2014). This is based on a review of studies indicating that narration with
human voices had better learning outcomes than narration with computer-generated voices
(Mayer, 2014). Potential explanations for the voice effect are that human voices are more pleasant
to listen to and require less effort to understand than computer-generated voices (Kalyuga, 2011;
Mayer et al., 2003). However, modern advances in computer-generated voices leading to better
quality may have attenuated the voice effect and findings between human and computer-generated
voices may be similar (Craig & Schroeder, 2019).
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The genre of the text in the study may be an important factor. Broadly speaking, genre in
text comprehension is categorized as narrative or expository. Narrative texts are generally easier
to comprehend than expository texts because narrative texts have a more uniform structure, less
esoteric vocabulary than expository texts (Clinton et al., 2020; Mar et al., 2021). In addition,
narrative texts tend to incorporate background knowledge that tends to be relatable to readers such
as everyday experiences (e.g., eating at a restaurant) whereas expository texts tend to involve
background knowledge that is domain specific (e.g., geological formations; Cain et al., 2004;
Graesser et al., 2004). Moreover, genre may be important when considering reading while listening
to text because the audio may provide contextual cues with tone and volume that could assist
readers with following the plot and character developments of narrative texts (Best, 2021).

THE CURRENT STUDY
Given the conflicting findings in studies comparing reading while listening to reading alone
coupled with the increasing access to text with accompanying audio, a meta-analysis is needed to
synthesize and interpret the current body of literature. Such a meta-analysis would be informative
as to whether readers without reading disabilities should be advised to use audio features when
reading (note that Wood et al.’s 2018 meta-analysis indicated that readers with disabilities benefit
from audio-assisted reading). Previous meta-analyses have been conducted with one focusing on
readers with disabilities (Wood et al., 2018) as well as two comparing reading and listening
comprehension (Clinton-Lisell, 2022; Singh & Alexander, 2022), and one on verbal redundancy
which also included reading while listening to listening alone or having partial overlap between
text and audio (Adesope & Nesbit, 2012). The current meta-analysis builds on this prior work by
comparing conditions in which the entire text is both read and listened to (as is the feature in many
electronic reader platforms) to conditions in which the entire text is only read (as has been the
traditional approach to independent reading). This meta-analysis is guided by the following
research questions:
1. What is the overall effect of reading-while-listening compared to only reading on reading
comprehension?
2. How does this effect vary depending on characteristics of the reading situation (self- or
experimenter-paced), the reader (first or second language), text (narrative, expository, or
both), and audio (human- or computer-generated voice)?

METHOD

Studies comparing text comprehension when reading to reading while listening were
systematically searched for. The inclusion criteria were 1) at least one condition in which
participants read while listening to audio of the all of the written text and at least one condition in
which participants read the text without audio, 2) there was a measure of reading comprehension,
3) participants had sufficient skills to read independently and were not learning how to decode, 4)
participants did not have learning disabilities or physical disabilities that could affect vision or
hearing, 5), participants were either randomly assigned to condition (between-subjects) or texts
were counterbalanced (within-subjects), 6) the texts and assessment were in the same language
(due to the additional cognitive load of translation, Nawal, 2018), 7) the texts were the same in
both conditions; and 8) sufficient statistics to calculate effect sizes for comprehension findings
were available. Due to the linguistic backgrounds of the researchers on this project, only studies
written in English could be included.
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The systematic search for relevant studies was begun with citation searches of the
following library databases: Web of Science, Scopus, ERIC, Proquest dissertations and theses, and
PsycInfo using the search strings such as "listening while reading" OR "reading while listening"
OR "read and listen" OR "listen and read" and “audio-assisted reading.” This led to a total of 2,273
citations of which 51 were duplicates. After duplicates were deleted, the remaining 2,225 citations
were screened by at least two researchers based on the title and abstracts using Abstrackr (Wallace
et al., 2012). Based on the title and abstract screening, the full texts of 62 reports were coded for
inclusion criteria. Of these, 12 studies met the inclusion criteria. An ancestral search of the
references of these studies (backwards search) was conducted which yielded another study. A
forwards search of studies citing these studies was conducted which yielded an additional 13
reports. The references of previous reviews comparing reading and listening comprehension were
examined, which yielded an additional two studies (Clinton-Lisell, 2022; Singh & Alexander,
2022). A total of 28 reports with 30 independent studies (total N = 1945; Kopp & D'Mello, 2016,
had three separate studies) was included in the meta-analysis. The systemic review process is
shown in Figure 1.

CODING

To prepare the reports for analyses including moderator analyses, details about the
bibliographic and methodological details of each study was coded. For bibliographic details, the
authors and date of publication for each study was entered. The methodological details coded were
based on characteristics of the participants, texts, procedure, and reading comprehension
assessment. Specifically, the coding included the age and language background of the participants
(whether they were reading in their first language, L1, or additional language, L2), the genre of
the texts (narrative, expository, or both/uncertain), whether the voice was human or computer
generated, the pacing of the reading and reading-while-listening conditions (self or experimenter
paced), the time allotted for reading (unlimited or limited) and nature of the assessment(s) for
reading comprehension (description of items and modality). Two researchers coded the reports
with 25% in common (k = .91). See Table 1 for a summary of included studies.

STATISTICAL PROCEDURES

Effect sizes were calculated for each measure of reading comprehension in each included
study. To correct for bias due to sample size, Hedges g was used as an effect size and calculated
using the Meta-Essentials tools (Suurmond et al., 2017). A positive Hedges’ g indicates better
performance for reading while listening compared to reading alone. Both within and between
subjects studies were included (Borenstein et al., 2009). In studies in which there were multiple
measures of reading comprehension, the dependencies of these effect sizes within a study were
accounted for using robust variance estimation (RVE) with a standard assumed correlation of .8
(Tanner-Smith et al., 2016). This allows for the unique information from each effect size to be
considered without inflating the contributions of a given study. The degree of variation in effect
sizes was examined using the # index. The I index is a measure of effect size heterogeneity from
0 to 100 with a higher number indicating more variability (Lin, 2020). An I° above 20 would
necessitate moderator analyses to determine sources of variability (Bloch, 2014). See Figure 2 for
a forest plot of all effects sizes included in this meta-analysis. The dataset of effect sizes and R
code for this meta-analysis are available on Open Science Framework (Clinton-Lisell, 2022).
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Figure 1
Flow diagram of the systematic review process
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Figure 2
Forestplot of effect sizes by study and measure
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Table 1
Summary of Studies
Authors (date) Participants and study Texts, medium, and Timing and pacing Comprehension
design audio measure

Alvarez-Alonso et al.
(2021)

141 seventh and eighth
grade students (L1);
between subjects

Expository; computer
voice

Experimenter-paced
reading and reading-
while-listening; time
limited

Open-ended inferential
questions (written)

Ari & Calandra (2021)

60 college students
(L1); within-subjects

Expository; human
voice

Self-paced reading;
experimenter-paced
reading while listening;
time limited

Both verbatim and
inference questions
(written)

Barron et al. (1993)

40 college students
(L1); between subjects

Expository; human
voice

Self-paced reading and
reading while listening

Test of content (written)

Chen (2021)

50 college students
(L2); between subjects

Narrative; human voice

Experimenter-paced
reading and reading-
while-listening; time
limited

Incidental vocabulary
learning from the text
(written)

Conklin et al. (2020)

32 (L2) and 31(L1)
college students;

Narrative; human voice

Self-paced reading and
reading while listening;
no time limits

Yes or no general
comprehension
questions (written)

Holmes (1985) 48 college students Expository; human Self-paced reading; Open-ended questions
(L1); within-subjects voice experimenter-paced designed require
reading while listening;  different levels of
no time limits for understanding (written)
reading
Holmes & Allison 48 fifth grade students Expository; human Self-paced reading; Open-ended questions
(1986) (L1); within-subjects voice experimenter-paced designed require

reading while listening;
no time limits for
reading

different levels of
understanding (written)
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Keelor et al. (2018)

29 children ages 8-12
years (L1); within-
subjects

Narrative and
expository; computer
voice

Self-paced reading;
experimenter-paced
reading while listening;
no time limits for
reading (only allowed to
read once)

Multiple-choice
questions (oral and
written)

Keelor et al. (2020)

10 children ages 8-11
years (L1); within-
subjects

Expository; computer
voice

Self-paced reading;
experimenter-paced
reading while listening;
no time limits for
reading (only allowed to
read once)

Multiple-choice
questions (oral and
written)

Knoop-van Campen et
al. (2018)

38 11-year-old children
(L1); within-subjects

Narrative; human voice

Self-paced reading and
reading while listening

Retention through free
recall. Transfer through
open-ended application
questions (oral)

Knoop-van Campen et
al. (2019)

20 elementary school
students (L1); within-
subjects

Expository; human
voice

Self-paced reading and
reading while listening;
no time limits

Retention through free
recall. Transfer through
open-ended application
questions (oral)

Knoop-van Campen et
al. (2020)

44 college students
(L1); within-subjects

Expository; human
voice

Self-paced reading and
reading while listening;
no time limits

Retention through
recall. Transfer through
open-ended application
questions (written)

Knoop-van Campen et
al. (2022)

16 eighth-grade students
(L1); within-subjects

Expository; human
voice

Self-paced reading and
reading while listening;
no time limits

Summary (fill in
missing words), open-
ended questions with
short answers, true/false
statements (written)

Kopp & D’Mello, Exp.

1, (2016)

51 adults (L1); within-
subjects

Narrative; human voice

Self-paced reading;
experimenter-paced
reading while listening

Multiple-choice
questions (written)
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Kopp & D’Mello, Exp.
2,(2016)

60 adults (L1); between
subjects

Narrative; human voice

Self-paced reading;
experimenter-paced
reading while listening

Multiple-choice
questions (written)

Kopp & D’Mello, Exp.
3, (2016)

181 adults (L1);
between subjects

Narrative; human voice

Different conditions for
self-paced and
experimenter-paced
reading; experimenter-
paced reading while
listening

Free recall (written)

Koroghlanian & 87 college students Expository; human Self-paced reading and ~ Multiple-choice test of
Sullivan (2000) (L1); between subjects  voice reading while listening  content
Kosak-Babuder et al. 233 children ages 11-13  Expository; human Self-paced reading; Comprehension

(2019)

(L2); within-subjects

voice

experimenter-paced
reading while listening;
time limit for reading

questions (written)

Liu et al. (2015)

80 college and graduate

Narrative; computer

Experimenter-paced

Recall and short-answer

students (L1); between  voice reading and reading- comprehension

subjects while-listening questions
Montali & 36 eighth and ninth Expository; human Self-paced reading; Short-answer
Lewandowski (1996) grade students (L1); voice experimenter-paced comprehension

within-subjects

reading while listening;
no time limits for
reading

questions (oral)

Moussa-Inaty et al.
(2019)

94 college students
(L2); between subjects

Expository; human
voice

Self-paced reading;
experimenter-paced
reading while listening;
time limit for reading

Multiple-choice
questions with and
without materials
present (written)

Rogowsky et al. (2016)

61 adults with college
education (L1); between
subjects

Expository; human
voice

Self-paced reading;
experimenter-paced
reading while listening;
no time limits for
reading

Multiple-choice
questions (written)
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Sannomiya (1982) 40 college students Expository; human Self-paced reading; Free recall (written)
(L1); between subjects  voice experimenter-paced
reading while listening;
time limit for reading
Sannomiya (1984) 36 college students Expository; human Experimenter-paced Free recall (written)

(L1); between subjects

voice

reading and reading-
while-listening; time
limited

Schmitt et al. (2011)

25 middle-school
students (L1); within-
subjects

Genre not stated;
computer voice (TTS
software)

Self-paced reading;
experimenter-paced
reading while listening;
no time limits for

Factual and inferential
comprehension
questions (written)

reading
Schiiler et al., Exp. 2, 82 college students Expository text; human  Different conditions for ~ Recall and transfer
(2013) (L1); between subjects  voice self-paced and questions (written)

experimenter-paced
reading; experimenter-
paced reading while
listening

Serrano & Pellicer-

35 fifth grade students

Narrative text; human

Self-paced reading and

Short-answer questions

Sanchez (2019) (L2); within-subjects voice reading while listening;  (oral)
no time limits for
reading
Taake (2009) 66 college students Narrative; different Different conditions for  General comprehension
(L1); within-subjects conditions for human self-paced and multiple-choice
and computerized experimenter-paced questions (written)
voices reading and reading
while listening; time
limits for reading
Teng (2018) 60 college students Narrative; human voice  Self-paced reading; Incidental vocabulary

(L2); between subjects

experimenter-paced
reading while listening;
time limit for reading

learning from text
(written)
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Verlaan & Ortlieb 110 tenth-grade students Narrative; human voice  Self-paced reading; Short-answer questions
(2012) (L1); within-subjects experimenter-paced (written)
reading while listening;
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RESULTS

The overall main effect on comprehension when comparing reading to reading while
listening was estimated using RVE based on 30 studies and 62 effect sizes. The findings indicated
a positive effect on comprehension for reading while listening over reading alone, g = 0.18, SE =
0.07, 95% CI =[0.04, 0.32], p = .01. Hedges’ g is interpreted as 0.1 being trivial and 0.2 being a
small effect; therefore, the difference between reading while listening and reading only on
comprehension would be considered trivial. The 7 was 99.80 indicating a very high degree of
variability across studies.

PUBLICATION BIAS

Publication bias occurs when statistically significant results are more likely to be published.
This threatens the generalizability of finding from meta-analyses because studies without
statistically significant effects may not be disseminated and findable in a systematic search.
Potential issues of publication bias were examined in two methods in this meta-analysis. The first
method was to generate a funnel plot from the effect sizes. The funnel plot can be seen in Figure
3. In a funnel plot, the effect sizes are plotted on the y-axis with smaller studies based on their
treatment effect size standard errors towards the bottom. The effect sizes themselves are distributed
along the x-axis with a vertical line indicating the mean effect size. A symmetrical distribution and
smaller studies being similarly away from the mean as larger studies would indicate a lack of
publication bias. Based on the funnel plot in Figure 3, there is some asymmetry in which there are
small studies with effect sizes greater than the mean that are not mirrored in the space with effect
sizes less than the mean. This indicates publication bias. However, larger studies (with smaller
standard errors of treatment effect sizes) are similar distances from the mean as smaller studies
(with the exception of two studies focused on struggling readers; Keelor et al., 2018, & Keelor et
al., 2020). To further investigate publication bias, a second method was used: Egger’s test of the
intercept using the “demetar” package in R; Harrer et al., 2019). In this test, a significant intercept
is indicative of asymmetry and subsequently publication bias. Egger’s test of the intercept of this
funnel plot did not indicate asymmetry, ¢ = 1.56, p = .12. Taken together, these findings indicate
that publication bias may have been a factor but was unlikely to have a substantial effect on the
meta-analytic findings.

META-REGRESSION

The high degree of variability across effect sizes necessitates a moderator analysis. The
moderators considered were study design (between or within-subjects), pacing of the reading
condition (self- or experimenter-paced), pacing of the reading-while-listening condition (self- or
experimenter-paced), the genre of the texts, the native language status of the participants (first or
second/additional language), the voice (human or computer), and time limits (unlimited or
limited). To conduct the meta-regression model, the package “robumeta” in R was used (Fisher &
Tipton, 2015). Based on the outcome of the meta-regression (see Table 2), the pacing of the reading
condition was a significant moderator. To further examine this, two additional RVE analyses were
conducted to examine the main effects in studies with self-paced reading and in studies with
experimenter-paced reading. In the studies with self-paced reading (24 studies, 47 effect sizes),
there was no reliable difference between reading and reading while listening, g = 0.06, SE = 0.06,
95% CI = [-0.07, 0.19], p = .34. In contrast, in studies in which the reading condition had
experimenter pacing (9 studies, 15 effect sizes), there was better comprehension of the text in the
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reading-while-listening condition, g = 0.41, SE = 0.12, 95% CI =[0.13, 0.70], p = .01. Therefore,
the overall positive effect noted in the initial RVE analysis of all included studies was likely driven

by the studies in which the reading condition had experimenter pacing.

Figure 3
Funnel plot of effect sizes
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Table 2
Meta-regression results
Beta SE T Dfs ) 95% CI  95% CI
Lower Upper

Intercept 0.03 0.15 0.22 12.10 .83 -0.29 0.36
Design -0.07 0.13 -0.54 12.25 .60 -0.36 0.21
Reading
pace 0.42 0.18 2.30 10.00 .04 0.01 0.82
RWL pace  0.09 0.17 0.49 14.00 .63 -0.29 0.46
Genre -0.03 0.10 -0.26 9.63 .80 -0.24 0.19
L1orL2 0.28 0.23 1.23 7.28 26 -0.26 0.83
Voice 0.18 0.16 1.12 9.33 29 -0.18 0.53
Time limits  -0.13 0.17 -0.79 10.09 45 -0.50 0.24

Note. Design = between-subjects (coded 0) or within-subjects (coded 1). Reading pace =
reading-only condition was self-paced (coded 0) or experimenter paced (coded 1). RWL pace =
reading-while-listening condition was self-paced (coded 0) or experimenter paced (coded 1).
Genre = narrative texts (coded 0), expository texts (coded 1), or mixed/unknown (coded 2). L1 or
L2 = texts were in participants’ native language (coded 0) or additional language (coded 1).
Voice = the voice for the reading-while-listening condition was human (coded 0) or computer
generated (coded 1), time limits = participants had no time limits for reading (coded 0)
participants had time limits for reading (coded 1). SE = standard error. ¢ = t-test value. Dfs =
degrees of freedom. p = significance. 95% CI Lower = 95% confidence interval lower limit. 95%
CI Upper = 95% confidence interval upper limit.

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this meta-analysis was to synthesize findings on comprehension comparing
reading to reading while listening. Based on the overall effect size, there is a trivial, but statistically
significant benefit of reading while listening over reading alone. However, based on a moderator
analysis, the benefit of reading while listening appears to be constrained to studies in which the
reading-only condition’s text was presented at the experimenter’s pace (rather than self-paced as
is typically done when reading). None of the other moderators examined (reading-while-listening
condition pacing, native language/second language, voice, or genre) reliably varied the effect of
reading while listening on comprehension compared to reading alone.

To put into context the effect sizes noted in this meta-analysis, it is helpful to consider other
effect sizes when comparing different conditions for reading on comprehension and learning from
text. For examples, the effect sizes for the benefit of paper over screens on reading range from g =
0.21 to g = 0.25 (Clinton, 2019; Delgado et al., 2018; Kong et al., 2018), the negative effect of
seductive details (interesting, but irrelevant information in materials) on learning is g = 0.33
(Sundararajan & Adesope, 2020), the benefit of refutation texts (addressing scientific
misconceptions by refuting them) on learning is g = 0.41 (Schroeder et al., 2022), and for the
benefit of graphics on text comprehension is g = 0.39 (Guo et al, 2020). Compared to these effect
sizes, the overall effect of reading while listening on comprehension (g = 0.18) is quite small.

There were competing theoretical views on whether reading while listening would have a
negative or positive effect on reading comprehension. One view was the dual channel assumption
in which information is processed by separate auditory and visual channels. Having information
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in both visual and auditory modalities would be beneficial in this view because the two channels
could more effectively process the text (Mayer, 2005; Penney, 1989). The other view was cognitive
load theory in which redundant information, such as presenting information in two modalities,
would overload limited cognitive resources and diminish learning (Sweller, 2020). The findings
from this meta-analysis indicate support for the dual channel assumption because there was a
benefit of reading while listening. However, there were individual studies with negative effects
that may be explained by cognitive load theory. For example, Ari and Calandra’s (2021) procedure
mimicked taking a high-stakes test in a college classroom and found a negative effect of reading
while listening. In their sample, students were enrolled in courses specifically designed to prepare
them for high stakes reading tests. One potential explanation is the anxiety of being in a high stakes
test added to the cognitive load making redundant information by modality overwhelming to
process (Putwain & Symes, 2018). Another potential explanation was that these students were
accustomed to practicing for reading tests without audio and the addition to audio was unusual and
added to their cognitive load. These considerations are merely conjecture without data to support
them but may provide avenues for future inquiry on reading while listening.

The role of pacing was critical in determining the size of the effect of reading while
listening. In studies in which readers read at their own pace in the reading-only condition, there
were no reliable differences between reading while listening and reading. However, if the text
needed to be read at a pace set by the experimenter, the conditions were such that participants in
both reading-while-listening and reading-only conditions read the texts at the same pace. This
could be explained by the dual channel assumption (Mayer & Moreno, 2003). When both the
reading-while-listening and reading-only conditions are experimenter paced, then being able to
process information in both visual and audio channels is beneficial. One reason for this could be
that experimenter-pacing reduces the amount of text that can be seen at one time, subsequently it
is more difficult for readers to look back to make connections with the previously-read text.
Making connections between ideas in a text is critical for developing the textbase in the
construction-integration model (Kintsch, 1998). Having the audio provided another channel of
information; therefore, connections could be made between the two channels (Mayer & Moreno,
2003). Another possible explanation is that having the information in auditory form allowed it to
be stored and retrieved from echoic memory (i.e., the 3-4 seconds of auditory information
automatically stored) if the text was not visually read in the time it was displayed during
experimenter-paced presentation (Bijsterveld, 2015). Having a limited amount of time itself did
not vary the effect of reading while listening on comprehension, which indicates that not being
able to pace oneself was critical for reading while listening to improve comprehension.

Self-pacing in reading while listening did not appear to affect reading-while-listening’s
effect on comprehension, but it was used in only eight studies, making for a small sample size.
Moreover, some researchers noted that fewer participants in reading-while-listening conditions
actually used features allowing them to re-read and listen to the text compared to participants in
reading-only conditions (Barron et al., 1993; Schiiler et al., 2013). Future research in which readers
receive modeling on how to replay audio features to support their understanding may be useful to
further understand if self-pacing for reading while listening would support comprehension.

Reading while listening has been advocated to support second/additional language reading
(Chang & Millett, 2014; Tragant & Valbona, 2018). However, there were no differences in effects
based on first or second language reading based on the meta-regression. When examining the forest
plot, two studies with particularly large positive effects of reading while listening focused on
second language incidental vocabulary acquisition (learning new words from context without
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explicit vocabulary instruction; Chen, 2021; Teng, 2018). Considering that reading while listening
is thought to aid in word recognition by providing both the written and aural form of words, it is
possible that providing the text in two modalities assisted in learning new vocabulary within the
text (Chang & Millett, 2014; Tragant, & Valbona, 2018). Because there were no studies in this
meta-analysis of incidental vocabulary acquisition in one’s first/native language, it is uncertain if
these findings are specific to second language vocabulary or incidental vocabulary acquisition in
general. Furthermore, with only two studies, it is premature to assume any particular benefit of
reading while listening on second language incidental vocabulary acquisition.

Reading while listening may be particularly helpful for struggling readers who have
difficulty decoding (Barth et al., 2015; Spencer & Wagner, 2018). Because the language is
provided in two modalities, struggling readers do not have to overly rely on one modality and can
focus on comprehension. It was not possible to obtain the reading proficiencies of all the samples
in every included study; however, it is useful to examine studies in which struggling readers were
the sample or distinguished in a subsample. Keelor and colleagues’ studies (2018, 2020) consisted
of struggling readers and large benefits of reading while listening compared to reading only for
comprehension were noted. In studies in which struggling readers were a subset of the sample,
reading while listening appeared to be particularly helpful for struggling readers (Alvarez-Alonso
et al., 2021; Montali & Lewandowski, 1996; Verlaan & Ortlieb, 2012). In future inquiry, it may
be fruitful examine how reading while listening can be used to support reading comprehension in
readers with lower levels of proficiency, but do not have reading disabilities.

According to the voice effect (also referred to as the voice principle), learning is better
when narration if from a human voice than a computer-generated voice (Mayer et al., 2003). This
is based on a review of previous evidence comparing studies with human and computer-generated
voices (Mayer, 2014). However, there were no reliable differences in reading while learning
effects based on the voice being human or computer generated. Indeed, one study in which human
and computer-generated voices were compared did not find a difference in learning between the
two voices (Taake, 2009). This may indicate that the voice effect is not as robust as once thought
(Craig & Schroeder, 2019). Notably, the lack of learning differences due to voice are informative
as to the utility of built-in text-to-speech features on various software. This may be helpful
guidance for teachers who may wish to incorporate reading while listening in their instruction.

One concern about providing accommodations such as reading while listening to students
with disabilities is that it gives these students an unfair advantage (Lovett, 2020; Vidal Rodeiro &
Macinska, 2022). In other words, is it equitable to provide students with disabilities audio to assist
with reading, but not other students? This question becomes more salient when considering high-
stakes reading assessments. The findings from this meta-analysis indicate that reading while
listening only provides an advantage to readers without known disabilities if the reading is at the
experimenter’s pace. Having a time limit itself for reading did not yield a benefit for reading while
listening. Because reading is almost always self-paced, albeit with time limits in high-stakes
assessments, it does not appear that allowing reading while listening gives students with
disabilities an unfair advantage. Instead, providing audio assistance while reading may foster
equitable learning and assessment.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

There were limitations to this meta-analysis that need to be noted. Notably, only studies
disseminated in English were considered and subsequently an unknown number of studies were
not considered for inclusion. In addition, only studies comparing comprehension of the texts used
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directly in the intervention (i.e., reading while listening) were considered. Studies of longer
interventions designed to improve reading comprehension across texts using reading while
listening were not considered (e.g., Chang et al., 2018). Therefore, conclusions about the efficacy
of long-term reading-while-listening interventions to build fluency and comprehension cannot be
made based on the results of this meta-analysis.

Conclusion

Reading while listening has been a technique to support comprehension with conflicting
theoretical views. The findings from this study indicate reading while listening supports
comprehension when text is read at a pace set by the experimenter, but not when reading at one’s
own pace. These findings support the dual channel approach, in which auditory and visual
information are processed in separate channels (Mayer & Moreno, 2003) more than cognitive load
theory (Kalyuga, 2011), in which presenting information in two modalities is redundant and
overwhelming to limited cognitive resources. Reading while listening may also be particularly
helpful for struggling readers and for learning second language vocabulary, but the current
evidence base is too limited to make such generalizations. Overall, if students wish to use audio-
assisted reading, they should not be discouraged to do so.

REFERENCES

*indicates study included in the meta-analysis

Adesope, O. O., & Nesbit, J. C. (2012). Verbal redundancy in multimedia learning
environments: A meta-analysis. Journal of Educational Psychology, 104(1), 250-263.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026147

*Alvarez-Alonso, M. J., de-la-Pefia, C., Ortega, Z., & Scott, R. (2021). Boys-specific text-
comprehension enhancement with dual visual-auditory text presentation among 12-14
years-old students. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, art. 574685.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.574685

*Ari, O., & Calandra, B. (2021). Dual modality effects on college students’ comprehension of
short texts during a simulated self-study session. College Teaching, 70(4) 433-442.
https://doi.org/10.1080/87567555.2021.1971604

Baddeley, A. D. (1998). Recent developments in working memory. Current Opinion in
Neurobiology, 8, 234-238. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0959-4388(98)80145-1.

*Barron, A. E., & Kysilka, M. L. (1993). The effectiveness of digital audio in computer-based
training. Journal of Research on Computing in Education, 25(3), 277-2809.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08886504.1993.10782051

Barth, A.E., Barnes, M., Francis, D., Vaughn, S., & York, M. (2015). Inferential processing among
adequate and struggling adolescent comprehenders and relations to reading
comprehension. Reading and Writing, 28, 587—609. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-014-
9540-1

Best, E. (2021). Playful storytelling: The role of interactive audio in building children's literacy
skills and engagement. 4 National Literacy Trust Research Report. National Literacy
Trust. https://literacytrust.org.uk/research-services/research-reports/playful-storytelling-
the-role-of-interactive-audio-in-building-childrens-literacy-skills-and-engagement/

Educational Research: Theory & Practice, Volume 34, Issue 3, ISSN 2637-8965 150


https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026147
https://doi.org/10.1080/87567555.2021.1971604

V. Clinton-Lisell

Bijsterveld, K. (2015). Beyond echoic memory: Introduction to the special issue on auditory
history. The Public Historian, 37(4), 7-13. https://doi.org/10.1525/tph.2015.37.4.7
Bloch, M. (2014). Meta-analysis and moderator analysis: Can the field develop further? Journal
of The American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 53(2), 135-137.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2013.12.001
Borenstein, M., Hedges, L. V., Higgins, J. P. T., & Rothstein, H. R. (2009). Introduction to Meta-
analysis. John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
Cain, K., Oakhill, J., & Lemmon, K. (2004). Individual differences in the inference of word
meanings from context: The influence of reading comprehension, vocabulary knowledge,
and  memory  capacity. Journal  of  Educational  Psychology, 96, 671.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.4.671
Catts, H. W. (2018). The simple view of reading: Advancements and false impressions. Remedial
and Special Education, 39(5), 317-323. https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932518767563
Chang, A. C. S., & Millett, S. (2015). Improving reading rates and comprehension through audio-
assisted  extensive  reading  for  beginner  learners. System, 52,  91-102.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2015.05.003
Chang, A., Millett, S., & Renandya, W. A. (2019). Developing listening fluency through supported
extensive listening practice. RELC Journal, 50(3), 422-438.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0033688217751468
*Chen, Y. (2021). Comparing incidental vocabulary learning from reading-only and reading-
while-listening. System, 97, art. 102442. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2020.102442
Clinton, V., Taylor, T., Bajpayee, S., Davison, M. L., Carlson, S. E., & Seipel, B. (2020).
Inferential comprehension differences between narrative and expository texts: a systematic
review and  meta-analysis.  Reading and  Writing,  33(9), 2223-2248.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-020-10044-2
Clinton-Lisell, V. (2022). Reading-while-listening meta-analysis on Open Science Framework.
https://osf.io/uhc23/?view_only=ade74262feee4d099b536a6bcd511bla
Clinton-Lisell, V. (2022). Listening ears or reading eyes: A meta-analysis of reading and listening
comprehension comparisons. Review of Educational Research, 92(4), 543-582.
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543211060871
*Conklin, K., Alotaibi, S., Pellicer-Sanchez, A., & Vilkaité-Lozdiené, L. (2020). What eye-
tracking tells us about reading-only and reading-while-listening in a first and second
language. Second Language Research, 36(3), 257-276.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0267658320921496
Craig, S. D., & Schroeder, N. L. (2019). Text-to-speech software and learning: Investigating the
relevancy of the voice effect. Journal of Educational Computing Research, 57(6), 1534-
1548. https://doi.org/10.1177/0735633118802877
Delgado, P., Vargas, C., Ackerman, R., & Salmero6n, L. (2018). Don't throw away your printed
books: A meta-analysis on the effects of reading media on reading
comprehension. Educational Research Review, 25(1), 23-38.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2018.09.003
Fichten, C., Havel, A., Jorgensen, M., Wileman, S., & Budd, J. (2022). Twenty years into the 21st
Century—tech-related accommodations for college students with mental health and other
disabilities. Journal of Education and Training Studies, 10(4), 16-29. https://doi.org/
10.11114/jets.v10i4.5594

Educational Research: Theory & Practice, Volume 34, Issue 3, ISSN 2637-8965 151


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2013.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.4.671
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2015.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0033688217751468
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-020-10044-2
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543211060871

V. Clinton-Lisell

Graesser, A. C., McNamara, D. S., Louwerse, M. M., & Cai, Z. (2004). Coh-Metrix: Analysis of
text on cohesion and language. Behavior Research Methods, Instruments &
Computers, 36, 193—202. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03195564

Guo, D., Zhang, S., Wright, K. L., & McTigue, E. M. (2020). Do you get the picture? A meta-
analysis of the effect of graphics on reading comprehension. 4ERA Open, 6(1).
https://doi.org/10.1177/2332858420901696

*Holmes, B. C. (1985). The effect of four different modes of reading on comprehension. Reading
Research Quarterly, 20(5), 575-585. https://doi.org/10.2307/747944

*Holmes, B. C., & Allison, R. W. (1986). The effect of four modes of reading on children's
comprehension. Literacy Research and Instruction, 25(1), 9-20.
https://doi.org/10.1080/19388078509557854

Kim, Y.S.G. (2017) Why the simple view of reading is not simplistic: Unpacking component skills
of reading using a Direct and Indirect Effect Model of Reading (DIER), Scientific Studies
of Reading, 21(4), 310-333, https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2017.1291643

Kalyuga, S. (2011). Cognitive load theory: How many types of load does it really need?
Educational Psychology Review, 23(1), 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-010-9150-7

*Keelor, J., Creaghead, N., Silbert, N., Breit-Smith, A., & Horowitz-Kraus, T. (2018). Language,
reading, and executive function measures as predictors of comprehension using text-to-
speech. Reading & Writing Quarterly, 34(5), 436-450.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10573569.2018.1486764

*Keelor, J. L., Creaghead, N., Silbert, N., & Horowitz-Kraus, T. (2020). Text-to-speech
technology: Enhancing reading comprehension for students with reading
difficulty. Assistive Technology Outcomes & Benefits, 14(1), 19-35.
https://www.atia.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/ATOB-V14-A2-Keelor etal.pdf

Kintsch, W. (1988). The role of knowledge in discourse comprehension: A construction integration
model. Psychological Review, 95, 163-182. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.95.2.163

Kintsch, W. (1998). Comprehension: A paradigm for cognition. Cambridge University Press

Kintsch, W. (2012). Psychological models of reading comprehension and their implications for
assessment. In J. Sabatini, E. Albro, & T. O’Reilly (Eds.) Measuring up: Advances in how
we assess reading ability (pp. 21-38). Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.

*Knoop-van Campen, C. A., Segers, E., & Verhoeven, L. (2018). The modality and redundancy
effects in multimedia learning in children with dyslexia. Dyslexia, 24(2), 140-155.
https://doi.org/10.1002/dys.1585

*Knoop-van Campen, C. A., Segers, E., & Verhoeven, L. (2019). Modality and redundancy
effects, and their relation to executive functioning in children with dyslexia. Research in
developmental disabilities, 90, 41-50. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2019.04.007

*Knoop-van Campen, C. A., Segers, E., & Verhoeven, L. (2020). Effects of audio support on
multimedia learning processes and outcomes in students with dyslexia. Computers &
Education, 150, art. 103858. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2020.103858

*Knoop-van Campen, C. A. N., Ter Doest, D., Verhoeven, L., & Segers, E. (2022). The effect of
audio-support on strategy, time, and performance on reading comprehension in secondary
school students with dyslexia. Annals of  Dyslexia, 72(2), 341-360.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11881-021-00246-w

*Kopp, K., & D'Mello, S. (2016). The impact of modality on mind wandering during
comprehension. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 30(1), 29-40.
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3163

Educational Research: Theory & Practice, Volume 34, Issue 3, ISSN 2637-8965 152


https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03195564
https://doi.org/10.1177/2332858420901696
https://doi.org/10.2307/747944
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2017.1291643
https://doi.org/10.1080/10573569.2018.1486764
https://doi.org/10.1002/dys.1585
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2020.103858
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11881-021-00246-w
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3163

V. Clinton-Lisell

*Koroghlanian, C. M., & Sullivan, H. J. (2000). Audio and text density in computer-based
instruction. Journal — of  Educational ~ Computing  Research, 22(2),  217-230.
https://doi.org/10.2190/5QVQ-3XXQ-X1JC-T2F2

*Kosak-Babuder, M., Kormos, J., Ratajczak, M., & Pizorn, K. (2019). The effect of read-aloud
assistance on the text comprehension of dyslexic and non-dyslexic English language
learners. Language Testing, 36(1), 51-75. https://doi.org/10.1177/0265532218756946

Lee, H.,, & Mayer, R. E. (2018). Fostering learning from instructional video in a second
language. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 32(5), 648-654.
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3436

Lin, L. (2020). Comparison of four heterogeneity measures for meta-analysis. Journal of
Evaluation in Clinical Practice, 26(1), 376-384. https://doi.org/10.1111/jep.13159

*Liu, T. C., Lin, Y. C., Gao, Y., Yeh, S. C., & Kalyuga, S. (2015). Does the redundancy effect
exist in electronic slideshow assisted lecturing? Computers & Education, 88, 303-314.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2015.04.014

Lovett, B. J. (2020). Disability identification and educational accommodations: Lessons from the
2019 admissions scandal. Educational ~ Researcher, 49(2), 125-129.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X20902100

Mar, R. A,, Li, J., Nguyen, A. T. P., & Ta, C. P. C. P. (2021). Memory and comprehension of
narrative versus expository texts: A meta-analysis. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 28(4),
732-749. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-020-01853-1

Mayer, R. E., & Moreno, R. (2003). Nine ways to reduce cognitive load in multimedia
learning. Educational Psychologist, 38(1), 43-52.
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326985EP3801 6

Mayer, R. E., Sobko, K., & Mautone, P. D. (2003). Social cues in multimedia learning: Role of
speaker's voice. Journal of Educational Psychology, 95(2), 419.
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-0663.95.2.419

Mayer, R. E. (2014). Principles based on social cues in multimedia learning: Personalization,
voice, image, and embodiment principles. In R. E. Mayer (Ed.), The Cambridge handbook
of multimedia learning (2nd ed., pp. 345-368). Cambridge University Press.

*Montali, J., & Lewandowski, L. (1996). Bimodal reading: Benefits of a talking computer for
average and less skilled readers. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 29(3), 271-279.
https://doi.org/10.1177/002221949602900305

*Moussa-Inaty, J., Atallah, F., & Causapin, M. (2019). Instructional mode: A better predictor of
performance than student preferred learning styles. International Journal of
Instruction, 12(3), 17-34. https://doi.org/10.29333/iji.2019.1232a

Nawal, A. F. (2018). Cognitive load theory in the context of second language academic writing.
Higher Education Pedagogies, 3(1), 385-402.
https://doi.org/10.1080/23752696.2018.1513812

Penney, C. G. (1989). Modality effects and the structure of short-term verbal memory. Memory &
Cognition, 17(4), 398-422. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03202613.

Putwain, D. W., & Symes, W. (2018). Does increased effort compensate for performance
debilitating test anxiety? School Psychology Quarterly, 33(3), 482—491.
https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000236

Reitsma, P. (1988). Reading practice for beginners: Effects of guided reading, reading-while-
listening, and independent reading with computer-based speech feedback. Reading
Research Quarterly, 219-235. https://www.jstor.org/stable/747803

Educational Research: Theory & Practice, Volume 34, Issue 3, ISSN 2637-8965 153


https://doi.org/10.2190/5QVQ-3XXQ-X1JC-T2F2
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3436
https://doi.org/10.1111/jep.13159
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-020-01853-1
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326985EP3801_6
https://doi.org/10.1177/002221949602900305
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03202613
https://www.jstor.org/stable/747803

V. Clinton-Lisell

*Rogowsky, B. A., Calhoun, B. M., & Tallal, P. (2016). Does modality matter? The effects of
reading, listening, and dual modality on comprehension. SAGE Open, 6(3).
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244016669550

*Sannomiya, M. (1982). The effect of presentation modality on text memory as a function of
difficulty level. The Japanese Journal of Psychonomic Science, 1(2), 85-90.
https://doi.org/10.14947/psychono.KJ00004405421

*Sannomiya, M. (1984). The modality effect on text processing as a function of presentation rate.
The Japanese Journal of Psychonomic Science, 3(1), 17-20.
https://doi.org/10.14947/psychono.KJ00004405611

Schroeder, N.L., Kucera, A.C. (2022). Refutation text facilitates learning: A meta-analysis of

between-subjects experiments. Educational Psychology Review, 34, 957-987.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-021-09656-z

*Schmitt, A. J., Hale, A. D., McCallum, E., & Mauck, B. (2011). Accommodating remedial

readers in the general education setting: Is listening-while-reading sufficient to improve
factual and inferential comprehension? Psychology in the Schools, 48(1), 37-45.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20540
*Schiiler, A., Scheiter, K., & Gerjets, P. (2013). Is spoken text always better? Investigating the
modality and redundancy effect with longer text presentation. Computers in Human
Behavior, 29(4), 1590-1601. https://doi.org /10.1016/j.chb.2013.01.047

*Serrano, R., & Pellicer-Sanchez, A. (2019). Young L2 learners’ online processing of information
in a graded reader during reading-only and reading-while-listening conditions: A study of
eye-movements. Applied Linguistics Review, 13(1), 49-70.
https://doi.org/10.1515/applirev-2018-0102

Singh, A., & Alexander, P. A. (2022). Audiobooks, print, and comprehension: What we know and

what we need to know. Educational Psychology Review, 34, 677-715.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-021-09653-2
Spencer, M., & Wagner, R. K. (2018). The comprehension problems of children with poor reading
comprehension despite adequate decoding: A meta-analysis. Review of Educational
Research, 88(3), 366-400. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654317749187

Spiel, C., Evans, S. W., & Harrison, J. R. (2019). Does reading standardized tests aloud meet the
scientific definition of an accommodation? Journal of Applied School Psychology, 35(4),
380-399. https://doi.org/10.1080/15377903.2019.1601145

Sundararajan, N., & Adesope, O. (2020). Keep it coherent: A meta-analysis of the seductive details
effect. Educational Psychology Review, 32(3), 707-734. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-
020-09522-4

Suurmond R, van Rhee, H, Hak T. (2017). Introduction, comparison and validation of Meta-
Essentials: A free and simple tool for meta-analysis. Research Synthesis Methods, 8(4),
537-553. https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.1260.

Sweller, J. (2011). Cognitive load theory. Psychology of Learning and Motivation, 55, 37-76.

https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-387691-1.00002-8

Sweller, J. (2020). Cognitive load theory and educational technology. Educational Technology

Research and Development, 68(1), 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-019-09701-3

Tanner-Smith, E. E., Tipton, E., & Polanin, J. R. (2016). Handling complex meta-analytic data
structures using Robust Variance Estimates: a tutorial in R. Journal of Developmental and
Life-Course Criminology, 2(1), 85—112. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40865-016-0026-5

Educational Research: Theory & Practice, Volume 34, Issue 3, ISSN 2637-8965 154


https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244016669550
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-021-09656-z
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654317749187
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-019-09701-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40865-016-0026-5

V. Clinton-Lisell

*Taake, K., (2009). A comparison of natural and synthetic speech: With and without simultaneous
reading. All Theses and Dissertations (ETDs). https://openscholarship.wustl.edu/etd/473

*Teng, F. (2018). Incidental vocabulary acquisition from reading-only and reading-while-
listening: A multi-dimensional approach. Innovation in Language Learning and
Teaching, 12(3), 274-288. https://doi.org/10.1080/17501229.2016.1203328

Tragant, E., Mufioz, C., & Spada, N. (2016). Maximizing young learners’ input: An intervention
program. Canadian Modern Language Review, 72(2), 234-257.
https://doi.org/10.3138/cmlr.2942

Tragant, E., & Vallbona, A. (2018). Reading while listening to learn: Young EFL learners’
perceptions. ELT Journal, 72(4), 395-404. https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccy009

*Verlaan, W., & Ortlieb, E. (2012). Reading while listening: Improving struggling adolescent
readers’ comprehension through the use of digital-audio recordings. In J. Cassidy, S.
Grote-Garcia, E. Martinez, & R. Garcia (Eds.) What’s hot in literacy (pp. 30-36). Texas
Association for Literacy Education.

Vidal Rodeiro, C., & Macinska, S. (2022). Equal opportunity or unfair advantage? The impact of
test accommodations on performance in high-stakes assessments. Assessment in
Education: Principles, Policy & Practice, 29(4), 462-481.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0969594X.2022.2121680

Wood, S. G., Moxley, J. H., Tighe, E. L., & Wagner, R. K. (2018). Does use of text-to-speech and
related read-aloud tools improve reading comprehension for students with reading
disabilities? A meta-analysis. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 51(1), 73-84.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219416688170

Yesberg, H. (2022). Libraries, piracy and the grey area in-between: Free digital media during the
COVID-19 pandemic. Reinvention: An International Journal of Undergraduate Research,
15(1). https://doi.org/10.31273/reinvention.v15i1.799

Zhang, R., & Zou, D. (2022). Types, purposes, and effectiveness of state-of-the-art technologies
for second and foreign language learning. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 35(4),
696-742. https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2020.1744666

Educational Research: Theory & Practice, Volume 34, Issue 3, ISSN 2637-8965 155


https://openscholarship.wustl.edu/etd/473
https://doi.org/10.3138/cmlr.2942
https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccy009

