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Supplemental Material S1. Effects of age at implantation and language achievement with age as a discrete variable (age groups):
Information provided by authors for cochlear implant (CI) users and calculated effect sizes (NC = not calculable from information

provided).
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(n=14 at interval 1; use: 1.44
16 to 23 .
n=11 at interval 2).
mo)
0.84 mo Receptive language:
Group 1 35 (0.15) — average growth rate
was not different RITLS mean
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of testing.

'Note: DTA = Developmental Trajectory Analysis; HLM = Hierarchical Linear Modeling.
*Note: CASL = Comprehensive Assessment of Spoken Language; CELF = Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals; MCDI = Minnesota Child
Development Inventory; MSEL = Mullen Scale of Early Learning; MBCDI = MacArthur-Bates Communicative Development Inventories; PPVT =

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test; PLS = Preschool Language Scale; RDLS = Reynell Developmental Language Scales; RITLS = Rossetti Infant-Toddler
Language Scales; SETK = Sprachentwicklungstest fur Kinder; TROG = Test for Reception of Grammar; MLU-w = Mean length of utterances-words;

NDBM = Number of different bound morphemes; NDRW = Number of different root words.




