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Table 2. Summary of Articles Selected for Review

Study Pham et al. (2011) Thordardottir et al. (2015) Tsybina & Eriks-Brophy (2010)
Participants N =1 boy N =29 (3 girls) N =12 (2 girls)
Age: 52 months Age: 45-68 months (M = 59.56 Age: 22-42 months (M = 27.8
L file: mod. months) months)
anguage profile: moderate to severe
language delay (only descriptive Language profile: primary language Language profile: at risk for vocabulary
language profile provided) impairment (previous clinical and language difficulties (parent
identification at or below —1.5 SD concern; small conceptual vocabularies
on a French language test) as established by parent report)
Linguistic/ Home language (L1): Vietnamese Home languages (L1): Home language (L1): Spanish
cbultural Majority language (L2): English Arabic, Bangla, Bengali, Chinese, (Middle and South American)
e Dt Bl bk s, bl o tarrorm (L2 1tarih
Location: Midwest USA SR ajority fanguage (L2): BNgls
unjabi/Urdu, Russian, Sinhalese, Location: urb ified
Sezretish, Bl ocation: urban area, not specifie
Majority language (L2): French
Location: Western Canada
Intervention Treatment: receptive vocabulary (8 Treatment: individual language Treatment: dialogic book-reading in
details adjectives), bilingual (BI) approach intervention (focused stimulation Spanish and English (# = 6)
vs. English-only (EO) ;zp[)_r(;a)lch): bilingual intervention Control: no treatment (delayed
Control: not applicable "= treatment, 7 = 6)
Location: quiet corner of the special- Control: L2 molnolms_gual Location: children’s homes
education classroom intervention only (z = 11) or no . .
treatment (7 = 9) Intensity: frequency and duration:
Intensity: frequency and duration: Location: dlinical setti ified | 30 sessions over 6 weeks; dosage:
12 sessions in 3 weeks (2 days/week, ocation: clinical setting, not specitie 15-min sessions in each language;
2 times/day); dose: 10 min; duration: | Intensity: frequency and duration: total dosage: approx. 450 min
3 weeks; total dosage: approx. 120 min | 16 weekly sessions; dosage: 20 min
allocated for vocabulary intervention;
total dosage (vocabulary): approx.
320 min
Implementation | Interventionist: monolingual Interventionists: monolingual Interventionists: monolingual
of home language | (English) special-education teacher (French) SLPs providing instructions, | (English) SLP (dialogic book-reading)
using a PowerPoint presentation demonstration, and modeling for and mothers (Spanish dialogic book-
to show L1 and L2 pictures and parents within sessions; parents were | reading); mothers received ~30 min
prerecorded audio files asked to model the target words in of training and a Spanish language
their language and to respond to their | handout on dialogic book-reading;
child’s home-language utterances the SLP provided modeling in
English and monitored practice in
Spanish including weekly follow-up
observations and feedback
Vocabulary L1 & L2: receptive vocabulary L1: Pre-/post-assessment: language L1 & L2: expressive vocabulary
outcomes probes of words unknown in both sampling: no group differences in probes at posttest: children in the
languages at baseline: both BI mean length of utterance in words intervention group produced more
approach and EO increased L1 and (MLUw) target words in each language;
L2 receptive vocabulary L2: Pre-/ . . 6-week follow-up: maintenance of
 Lre-/post-assessments: receptive formance; overall vocabulary gains
and expressive vocabulary probes geé differ b . b
. g id not differ between intervention
(informal): significant treatment d |
effect for monolingual and bilingual | 27¢ <OMtrO! 8rOUP
treatment conditions; formal language
tests: no group differences; language
sampling: no group differences in
MLUw; 8-week follow-up (receptive
and productive vocabulary only):
maintenance of performance
Design Single-subject, experimental Randomized controlled trial Quasiexperimental/nonrandomized

controlled trial
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Table 3. Critical Appraisal of Quality for Included Studies

Parameter Criterion

Comparison control group | Did the study include a control group and one or more treatment group(s)?

Random assignment Were the participants randomly assigned into the treatment and control group(s)?

Participants Did the authors provide information about the age, gender, race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, language
input, speech and language abilities, and/or cognitive status of the children who participated in the study?

Initial group similarity Did statistical analysis demonstrate that the groups were the same in all important ways except for the
treatment under investigation?

Intervention description Was the intervention described in sufficient detail to support replication?

Fidelity of intervention Wias the fidelity of implementation of the intervention adequately reported and were acceptable levels
(> 80%) achieved?

Blinding Was blinding used to ensure that the individuals who conducted the assessments and analyzed the data did
not know which groups the participants were assigned to?

Nuisance variables Were nuisance variables that could have seriously distorted the findings adequately addressed?

Measures Were the formal and informal measures used to assess the treatment outcomes valid and reliable?

Statistical significance Did the authors report p values for all dependent variables?

Practical significance Did the authors report Eta squared values or standardized  values for all dependent variables? If not, could

they be calculated from the data that were provided in the article?

Table 4. Summary of Quality Indicators for Included Studies

Number
of quality
indicators

CG RA P SG ID FOI BL NV M SS PS | (max.=11)

Pham et al. (2011) — NA v NA v v NA — v NA — 4

Thordardottir et al. (2015) v v v — 4 v v v v v v 10

Tsybina & Eriks-Brophy

(2010) A B A B I e R B I I v 5

Note. A check mark indicates that evidence was present. A dash indicates that evidence was not present. CG = comparison control group;

RA = random assignment; P = participants; SG = similar groups; ID = intervention description; FOI = fidelity of implementation reported; BL = blinding;
NV = nuisance variable addressed; M = measures used; SS = statistical significance; PS = practical significance; NA = not applicable because of the study’s
single-subject design.
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