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Supplemental Table 1. Characteristics of studies including inhibitory control tasks. 

 
Study N Age (mos.) Language M (SD)1 EF tasks Verbal 

loading 

Outcome measure Hedges’s g  

(SE) 

95% CI 

SLI TD SLI TD SLI TD 

Response inhibition tasks 

Beck Mutch, 2001 11 12 105 97 76  

(12.57) 

108  

(9.38) 

Stroop (color/word) V Items completed in 45 s –0.32 

(0.41) 

–1.57, 0.93 

Bishop & Norbury, 

2005b 

17 18 112 103 69.67 

(11.64) 

101.47 

(10.01) 

TEA-Ch: Opposite Worlds V Time to completion: 

Opposite condition 

–1.11 

(0.36) 

–2.27, 0.06 

       TEA-Ch: Opposite Worlds V Time difference between 

conditions 

–0.76 

(0.34) 

–1.90, 0.39 

       TEA-Ch: Walk/Don’t Walk N # correct trials –1.30 

(0.37) 

–2.50, –0.11 

Das & Äystö, 1994 60 163 170 146 81.4 

(15.8) 

 — Stroop (color/word) V Time to completion –0.38 

(0.15) 

–1.14, 0.39 

       Auditory selective attention (A) N Items correct subtract items 

incorrect 

–0.58 

(0.15) 

–1.34, 0.19 

       Auditory selective attention (B) N Items correct subtract items 

incorrect 

–0.89 

(0.16) 

–1.67, –0.12 

Dodwell & Bavin, 

2008 

16 25 79 79 77.25 

(3.79) 

96.76 

(9.55) 

Go/No-go variation V Omission & commission 

errors 

–0.32 

(0.32) 

–1.42, 0.78 

       Auditory continuous 

performance test 

V Total errors –0.68 

(0.32) 

–1.79, 0.43 

Epstein et al., 2014 12 22 139 133 76.5 

(9.21) 

111 

(7.16) 

Go/No-go (80/20) V Hit rate –0.45 

(0.36) 

–1.62, 0.72 

       Go/No-go (80/20) V RT –0.25 

(0.35) 

–1.41, 0.92 

       Go/No-go (80/20) V False alarms 0.02 

(0.35) 

–1.14, 1.18 

       Go/No-go (50/50) V Hit rate –0.22 

(0.35) 

–1.38, 0.94 

       Go/No-go (50/50) V RT –0.22 

(0.35) 

–1.38, 0.95 

       Go/No-go (50/50) V False alarms 0.60 

(0.36) 

–0.57, 1.77 

       Go/No-go (20/80) V Hit rate –0.25 

(0.35) 

–1.42, 0.91 

       Go/No-go (20/80) V RT –0.12 

(0.35) 

–1.29, 1.04 

       Go/No-go (20/80) V False alarms 0.22 

(0.35) 

–0.94, 1.38 
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Study N Age (mos.) Language M (SD)1 EF tasks Verbal 

loading 

Outcome measure Hedges’s g  

(SE) 

95% CI 

SLI TD SLI TD SLI TD 

Finneran et al., 2009 13 13 62 63 2nd2 64th2 Go/No-go (40/60) N Accuracy (d’) –1.03 

(0.41) 

–2.28, 0.22 

       Go/No-go (40/60) N False alarms –0.78 

(0.40) 

–2.06, 0.45 

       Go/No-go (40/60) N Hit rate –1.00 

(0.40) 

–2.25, 0.25 

Hanson & 

Montgomery, 2002 

12 12 192 192 68 

(6) 

107 

(9.6) 

Auditory continuous 

performance task 

V Hits –0.25 

(0.40) 

–1.49, 0.98 

      Auditory continuous 

performance task 

V False alarms –0.38 

(0.40) 

–1.62, 0.86 

Henry et al., 2012 41 88 138 118 3.83  

(2.5) 

10.53 (1.9) Motor inhibition N Total errors –0.90 

(0.20) 

–1.76, –0.03 

       Verbal inhibition V Total errors –0.39 

(0.19) 

–1.24, 0.47 

Im-Bolter, 2003 45 45 121 122 5.583 

(1.94) 

10.113 

(1.65) 

Stroop (color/word) V Time difference between 

conditions 

–0.54 

(0.21) 

–1.44, 0.37 

       Stroop (color/word) V Time ratio (Stroop: neutral 

condition) 

–0.19 

(0.21) 

–1.09, 0.71 

       Antisaccade N Proportion correct –0.68 

(0.22) 

–1.59, 0.23 

       Antisaccade N Latency –0.15 

(0.21) 

–1.05, 0.75 

Kuntz, 2012 16 16 97 97 8.373 

(2.68) 

11.753 

(1.77) 

Auditory Stroop task: neutral, 

linguistic target 

V Proportion of errors –0.84 

(0.36) 

–2.02, 0.33 

       Auditory Stroop task: congruent, 

linguistic target 

V Proportion of errors –0.65 

(0.35) 

–1.81, 0.52 

       Auditory Stroop task: 

incongruent, linguistic target 

V Proportion of errors –0.72 

(0.36) 

–1.89, 0.45 

       Auditory Stroop task:  neutral, 

perceptual target 

N Proportion of errors –0.45 

(0.35) 

–1.61, 0.71 

       Auditory Stroop task: congruent, 

perceptual target 

N Proportion of errors –0.80 

(0.36) 

–1.98, 0.37 

       Auditory Stroop task: 

incongruent, perceptual target 

N Proportion of errors –1.02 

(0.37) 

–2.21, 0.17 

       Visual Stroop task: neutral, 

linguistic target 

V Proportion of errors –0.41 

(0.35) 

–1.57, 0.75 

       Visual Stroop task: congruent, 

linguistic target 

V Proportion of errors –0.42 

(0.35) 

–1.57, 0.74 
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Study N Age (mos.) Language M (SD)1 EF tasks Verbal 

loading 

Outcome measure Hedges’s g  

(SE) 

95% CI 

SLI TD SLI TD SLI TD 

       Visual Stroop task: incongruent, 

linguistic target 

V Proportion of errors –0.64 

(0.35) 

–1.81, 0.52 

       Visual Stroop task: neutral, 

perceptual target 

N Proportion of errors –0.79 

(0.36) 

–1.97, 0.38 

       Visual Stroop task: congruent, 

perceptual target 

N Proportion of errors –0.77 

(0.36) 

–1.94, 0.40 

       Visual Stroop task: incongruent, 

perceptual target 

N Proportion of errors –0.77 

(0.36) 

–1.94, 0.41 

       Auditory Stroop task: neutral, 

linguistic target 

V RT –0.52 

(0.35) 

–1.68, 0.64 

       Auditory Stroop task: congruent, 

linguistic target 

V RT –0.54 

(0.35) 

–1.70, 0.62 

       Auditory Stroop task: 

incongruent, linguistic target 

V RT –0.59 

(0.35) 

–1.75, 0.58 

       Auditory Stroop task: neutral, 

perceptual target 

N RT –1.13 

(0.37) 

–2.33, 0.06 

       Auditory Stroop task: congruent, 

perceptual target 

N RT –0.94 

(0.36) 

–2.13, 0.24 

       Auditory Stroop task: 

incongruent, perceptual target 

N RT –0.98 

(0.37) 

–2.16, 0.21 

       Visual Stroop task: neutral, 

linguistic target 

V RT –1.30 

(0.38) 

–2.51, –0.09 

       Visual Stroop task: congruent, 

linguistic target 

V RT –1.15 

(0.37) 

–2.34, 0.05 

       Visual Stroop task: incongruent, 

linguistic target 

V RT –1.18 

(0.38) 

–2.38, 0.02 

       Visual Stroop task: neutral, 

perceptual target 

N RT –0.70 

(0.36) 

–1.86, 0.47 

       Visual Stroop task: congruent, 

perceptual target 

N RT –1.07 

(0.37) 

–2.26, 0.12 

       Visual Stroop task: incongruent, 

perceptual target 

N RT –1.36 

(0.38) 

–2.58, –0.15 

Lukács et al., 2015 31 31 94 94 17.94 

(9.31) 

35.354 

(6.35) 

Verbal Stroop task V Accuracy difference between 

conditions 

0.25 

(0.25) 

–0.74, 1.23 

       Verbal Stroop task V RT difference between 

conditions 

0.05 

(0.25) 

–0.93, 1.04 

       Nonverbal Stroop task N Accuracy difference between 

conditions 

0.171 

(0.25) 

–0.81, 1.15 
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Study N Age (mos.) Language M (SD)1 EF tasks Verbal 

loading 

Outcome measure Hedges’s g  

(SE) 

95% CI 

SLI TD SLI TD SLI TD 

       Nonverbal Stroop task N RT difference between 

conditions 

0.22 

(0.25) 

–0.76, 1.21 

Marton et al., 2012 22 22 148 150 81.6 

(13.8) 

119.4 

(9.5) 

Stop signal task N Stop signal RT –0.45 

(0.30) 

–1.52, 0.63 

Oram Cardy, 2003 13 14 115 115 75  

(8) 

106  

(13) 

Stop signal task N % invalid trials –0.93 

(0.39) 

–2.16, 0.30 

       Stop signal task N Go signal % errors –0.77 

(0.39) 

–1.99, 0.45 

       Stop signal task N Go signal RT –0.37 

(0.38) 

–1.57, 0.83 

       Stop signal task N Stop signal % inhibitions 0 

(0.37) 

–1.20, 1.20 

       Stop signal task N Stop signal RT –0.97 

(0.40) 

–2.20, 0.27 

Spaulding, 2008 31 31 56 56 43.51 

(14.34) 

101.7 

(14.31) 

Go/No-go with distractor V Accuracy –1.23 

(0.27) 

–2.26, –0.20 

       Go/No-go with distractor V RT –1.09 

(0.27) 

–2.11, –0.07 

       Stop signal task V Go trials % correct –0.92 

(0.26) 

–1.92, 0.09 

       Stop signal task V Stop trials % correct –1.17 

(0.27) 

–2.19, –0.15 

Spaulding, 2010 22 16 55 56 69.59 

(10.63) 

106.14 

(9.08) 

Stop signal task V Accuracy –1.28 

(0.33) 

–2.40, –0.16 

Tropper, 2009 12 22 139 134 76.5 

(9.21) 

111 

(7.16) 

Linguistic go/no-go (80/20) V Hit rate –38.08* 

(4.63) 

–42.30, –33.86 

       Linguistic go/no-go (80/20) V RT –0.25 

(0.35) 

–1.41, 0.92 

       Linguistic go/no-go (80/20) V False alarm rate 2.38 

(0.45) 

1.06, 3.70 

       Linguistic go/no-go (50/50) V Hit rate –19.18 

(2.35) 

–22.19, –16.18 

       Linguistic go/no-go (50/50) V RT –0.22 

(0.35) 

–1.38, 0.95 

       Linguistic go/no-go (50/50) V False alarm rate 68.35* 

(8.30) 

62.70, 73.99 

       Linguistic go/no-go (20/80) V Hit rate –30.25* 

(3.69) 

–34.01, –26.49 
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Study N Age (mos.) Language M (SD)1 EF tasks Verbal 

loading 

Outcome measure Hedges’s g  

(SE) 

95% CI 

SLI TD SLI TD SLI TD 

       Linguistic go/no-go (20/80) V RT –0.12 

(0.35) 

–1.29, 1.04 

       Linguistic go/no-go (20/80) V False alarm rate 9.76 

(1.23) 

7.59, 11.94 

       Nonlinguistic go/no-go (80/20) N Hit rate –20.55 

(2.52) 

–23.66, –12.44 

       Nonlinguistic go/no-go (80/20) N RT –0.21 

(0.35) 

–1.37, 0.95 

       Nonlinguistic go/no-go (80/20) N False alarm rate 4.11 

(0.61) 

2.58, 5.64 

       Nonlinguistic go/no-go (50/50) N Hit rate –23.43* 

(2.86) 

–26.75, –20.12 

       Nonlinguistic go/no-go (50/50) N RT –0.37 

(0.35) 

–1.54, 0.79 

       Nonlinguistic go/no-go (50/50) N False alarm rate 17.21 

(2.12) 

14.36, 20.06 

       Nonlinguistic go/no-go (20/80) N Hit rate –57.24* 

(6.95) 

–62.41, –52.07 

       Nonlinguistic go/no-go (20/80) N RT –0.64 

(0.36) 

–1.81, 0.53 

       Nonlinguistic go/no-go (20/80) N False alarm rate –21.48 

(2.63) 

–24.66, –18.30 

Resistance to distractor interference tasks       

Arbel & Donchin, 

2014 

10 10 99 99 72.4 

(11.01) 

112 

(7.97) 

Flanker task N Errors on incompatible 

trials 

–0.66 

(0.44) 

–1.97, 0.64 

       Flanker task N RT on incompatible trials –0.29 

(0.43) 

–1.57, 1.00 

       Flanker task N RT on correct trials –0.21 

(0.43) 

–1.49, 1.08 

       Flanker task N RT on incorrect trials –0.44 

(0.43) 

–1.73, 0.85 

       Flanker task N Error rate –0.64 

(0.44) 

–1.93, 0.67 

       Flanker task with feedback N RT on correct trials –0.39 

0.43 

–1.68, 0.90 

       Flanker task with feedback N RT on incorrect trials –0.26 

(0.43) 

–1.54, 1.03 

       Flanker task with feedback N Error rate –0.62 

(0.44) 

–1.92, 0.68 

Arbel, 2006 10 10 99 99 72.4 

(11.02) 

112.9 

(7.98) 

Flanker task N RT on correct trials after 

correct trials 

–0.07 

(0.43) 

–1.35, 1.22 
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Study N Age (mos.) Language M (SD)1 EF tasks Verbal 

loading 

Outcome measure Hedges’s g  

(SE) 

95% CI 

SLI TD SLI TD SLI TD 

       Flanker task N RT on correct trials after 

incorrect trials 

–0.06 

(0.43) 

–1.35, 1.22 

Beck Mutch, 2001 11 12 105 97 76 

(12.57) 

108 

(9.38) 

Alphabet visual search V Time to completion 0.51 

(0.41) 

–0.75, 1.76 

       Alphabet visual search V Errors –0.44 

(0.41) 

–1.69, 0.81 

       Circles & sticks visual search: 

parallel search 

N 

 

Time to completion 0.52 

(0.41) 

–0.74, 1.77 

       Circles & sticks visual search: 

serial search 

N Errors –0.61 

(0.41) 

–1.87, 0.65 

       Circles & sticks visual search: 

parallel search 

N Time to completion –0.07 

(0.40) 

–1.31, 1.17 

       Circles & sticks visual search: 

serial search 

N Errors –0.35 

(0.41) 

–1.59, 0.91 

       Visual matching N Total responses 0 

(0.40) 

–1.24, 1.24 

       Cross out visual search N Total responses 0.39 

(0.41) 

–0.86, 1.63 

Das & Äystö, 1994 60 163 170 146 81.4 

(15.8) 

— Visual search (C) N Time to completion –0.05 

(0.15) 

–0.81, 0.71 

       Visual search (A) N Time to completion 0.26 

(0.15) 

–0.50, 1.02 

Dispaldro et al., 

2013 

22 22 75 74 — — Visual attention N Accuracy –0.38 

(0.30) 

–1.45, 0.69 

       Visual attention: masked N Accuracy 0.20 

(0.30) 

–0.87, 1.26 

       Visual attention: masked  

140 ms 

N Accuracy –0.67 

(0.30) 

–1.75, 0.42 

       Visual attention: masked  

260 ms 

N Accuracy –0.43 

(0.30) 

–1.50, 0.64 

       Visual attention: masked  

380 ms 

N Accuracy –0.14 

(0.30) 

–1.21, 0.93 

       Visual attention: masked 

1100 ms 

N Accuracy –0.13 

(0.30) 

–1.20, 0.93 

Eichorn et al., 2014 22 22 148 150 81.6 

(13.8) 

119.4 

(9.5) 

Distractor task V Accuracy –0.56 

(0.30) 

–1.63, 0.52 

       Distractor task V RT –0.96 

(0.31) 

–2.06, 0.13 

       Distractor task: verbal cuing V Accuracy –1.13 

(0.32) 

–2.24, –0.02 
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Study N Age (mos.) Language M (SD)1 EF tasks Verbal 

loading 

Outcome measure Hedges’s g  

(SE) 

95% CI 

SLI TD SLI TD SLI TD 

       Distractor task: verbal cuing V RT –1.10 

(0.32) 

–2.20, 0.01 

Marton, 2008, 

Sample A 

40 40 76 76 66.635 

(24.37) 

87.825 

(18.15) 

Position in space N Trials correct –0.48 

(0.23) 

–1.41, 0.45 

Marton, 2008, 

Sample A1 

21 40 77 76 — 87.825 

(18.15) 

Position in space N Trials correct 0.01 

(0.27) 

–1.00, 1.02 

Marton et al., 2007 15 15 107 106 72.53 

(9.26) 

25.716 

(5.59) 

Listening span V Immediate errors –1.47 

(0.40) 

–2.71, –0.22 

       Listening span V Delayed errors –0.72 

(0.37) 

–1.91, 0.46 

       Listening span V Contextual distractions –0.97 

(0.38) 

–2.18, 0.23 

       Listening span V Perseverations –0.81 

(0.37) 

–2.00, 0.39 

Marton et al., 2012 22 22 148 150 81.6 

(13.8) 

119.4 

(9.5) 

Delayed match to sample: 

simultaneous presentation 

N Latency –0.97 

(0.31) 

–0.97, 0.12 

       Delayed match to sample: 

delayed presentation 

N Accuracy 0.35 

(0.30) 

–0.72, 1.42 

Miller et al., 2006 20 15 167 167 53 

(2) 

93 

(2) 

Visual search: First position N RT –0.74 

(0.35) 

–1.89, 0.42 

       Visual search: Second position N RT –0.88 

(0.35) 

–2.03, 0.28 

       Visual search: Third position N RT –0.74 

(0.35) 

–1.89, 0.42 

       Visual search: Fourth position N RT –1.04 

(0.36) 

–2.21, 0.13 

       Visual search: Fifth position N RT –1.31 

(0.37) 

–2.50, –0.12 

       Visual search: Target absent N RT –0.90 

(0.35) 

–2.06, 0.26 

       Visual search: First position N % correct 0.16 

(0.33) 

–0.98, 1.29 

       Visual search: Second position N % correct –0.16 

(0.33) 

–1.29, 0.98 

       Visual search: Third position N % correct 0.22 

(0.34) 

–0.91, 1.35 

       Visual search: Fourth position N % correct 0.36 

(0.34) 

–0.78, 1.49 

       Visual search: Fifth position N % correct 0.53 

(0.34) 

–0.62, 1.66 
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Study N Age (mos.) Language M (SD)1 EF tasks Verbal 

loading 

Outcome measure Hedges’s g  

(SE) 

95% CI 

SLI TD SLI TD SLI TD 

       Visual search: Target absent N % correct 0.15 

(0.33) 

–0.92, 1.28 

Oram Cardy, 2003 14 14 115 115 75  

(8) 

106  

(13) 

Visual search N Average RT –1.23 

(0.40) 

–2.47, 0.01 

       Visual search: First position N RT –1.41 

(0.41) 

–2.67, –0.15 

       Visual search: Second position N RT –0.98 

(0.39) 

–2.20, 0.24 

       Visual search: Third position N RT –1.08 

(0.39) 

–2.31, 0.15 

       Visual search: Fourth position N RT –1.13 

(0.40) 

–2.37, 0.10 

       Visual search: Fifth position N RT –0.69 

(0.38) 

–1.90, 0.51 

       Visual search: Target absent N RT –0.69 

(0.38) 

–1.90, 0.52 

       Visual search N % errors –0.19 

(0.37) 

–1.38, 1.00 

Oram Cardy et al., 

2010 

14 28 115 116 75 

(8) 

105 

(13) 

Visual search N % invalid trials 0.30 

(0.32) 

–0.82, 1.41 

       Visual search N % errors 0 

(0.32) 

–1.11, 1.11 

       Visual search N RT –0.71 

(0.33) 

–1.83, 0.42 

Park et al., 2015, 

Sample A 

42 89 108 108 — — Visual search N RT –0.50 

(0.19) 

–1.35, 0.36 

Park et al., 2015, 

Sample B 

42 89 164 164 — — Visual search N RT –0.81 

(0.19) 

–1.67, 0.05 

Seiger-Gardner & 

Brooks, 2008 

18 18 103 112 73 

(12) 

109 

(11) 

Naming with distractors A: 

early, neutral 

V RT –0.78 

(0.34) 

–1.92, 0.36 

       Naming with distractors A: 

early, neutral 

V Errors –0.83 

(0.34) 

–1.98, 0.31 

       Naming with distractors A: 

early, same onset 

V RT –0.98 

(0.35) 

–2.13, 0.17 

       Naming with distractors A: 

early, same onset 

V Errors –0.56 

(0.33) 

–1.69, 0.57 

       Naming with distractors A: 

early, unrelated 

V RT –0.67 

(0.34) 

–1.80, 0.47 

       Naming with distractors A: 

early, unrelated 

V Errors –0.56 

(0.33) 

–1.69, 0.57 



Online supplemental materials, Pauls & Archibald, “Executive Functions in Children With Specific Language Impairment: A Meta-Analysis,” JSLHR, doi:10.1044/2016_JSLHR-L-15-0174 

Study N Age (mos.) Language M (SD)1 EF tasks Verbal 

loading 

Outcome measure Hedges’s g  

(SE) 

95% CI 

SLI TD SLI TD SLI TD 

       Naming with distractors A: 

synchronous, neutral 

V RT –0.60 

(0.33) 

–1.74, 0.53 

       Naming with distractors A: 

synchronous, neutral 

V Errors –1.08 

(0.35) 

–2.24, 0.08 

       Naming with distractors A: 

synchronous, same onset 

V RT –0.96 

(0.35) 

–2.11, 0.19 

       Naming with distractors A: 

synchronous, same onset 

V Errors –0.54 

(0.33) 

–1.66, 0.59 

       Naming with distractors A: 

synchronous, unrelated 

V RT –0.37 

(0.33) 

–1.50, 0.75 

       Naming with distractors A: 

synchronous, unrelated 

V Errors –0.66 

(0.34) 

–1.80, 0.47 

       Naming with distractors A: late, 

neutral 

V RT –0.99 

(0.35) 

–2.15, 0.16 

       Naming with distractors A: late, 

neutral 

V Errors –0.22 

(0.33) 

–1.34, 0.90 

       Naming with distractors A: late, 

same onset 

V RT –0.77 

(0.34) 

–1.91, 0.37 

       Naming with distractors A: late, 

same onset 

V Errors –0.75 

(0.34) 

–1.88, 0.39 

       Naming with distractors A: late, 

unrelated 

V RT –0.75 

(0.34) 

–1.89, 0.39 

       Naming with distractors A: late, 

unrelated 

V Errors –0.78 

(0.34) 

–1.92, 0.36 

       Naming with distractors B: 

early, neutral 

V RT –0.90 

(0.34) 

–2.04, 0.25 

       Naming with distractors B: 

early, neutral 

V Errors –0.21 

(0.33) 

–1.33, 0.91 

       Naming with distractors B: 

early, rhyme 

V RT –0.93 

(0.34) 

–2.07, 0.22 

       Naming with distractors B: 

early, rhyme 

V Errors –0.14 

(0.33) 

–1.26, 0.99 

       Naming with distractors B: 

early, unrelated 

V RT –0.91 

(0.34) 

–2.06, 0.24 

       Naming with distractors B: 

early, unrelated 

V Errors –0.59 

(0.33) 

–1.73, 0.54 

       Naming with distractors B: 

synchronous, neutral 

V RT –0.15 

(0.33) 

–1.27, 0.97 

       Naming with distractors B: 

synchronous, neutral 

V Errors –0.54 

(0.33) 

–1.67, 0.59 
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Study N Age (mos.) Language M (SD)1 EF tasks Verbal 

loading 

Outcome measure Hedges’s g  

(SE) 

95% CI 

SLI TD SLI TD SLI TD 

       Naming with distractors B: 

synchronous, rhyme 

V RT –0.43 

(0.33) 

–1.56, 0.70 

       Naming with distractors B: 

synchronous, rhyme 

V Errors –0.62 

(0.33) 

–1.76, 0.51 

       Naming with distractors B: 

synchronous, unrelated 

V RT –0.50 

(0.33) 

–1.63, 0.63 

       Naming with distractors B: 

synchronous, unrelated 

V Errors –0.11 

(0.33) 

–1.22, 1.01 

       Naming with distractors B: late, 

neutral 

V RT –0.71 

(0.34) 

–1.85, 0.43 

       Naming with distractors B: late, 

neutral 

V Errors –0.36 

(0.33) 

–1.48, 0.77 

       Naming with distractors B: late, 

rhyme 

V RT –0.75 

(0.34) 

–1.89, 0.39 

       Naming with distractors B: late, 

rhyme 

V Errors –0.72 

(0.34) 

–1.85, 0.42 

       Naming with distractors B: late, 

unrelated 

V RT –0.70 

(0.34) 

–1.84, 0.44 

       Naming with distractors B: late, 

unrelated 

V Errors –0.49 

(0.33) 

–1.62, 0.64 

Seiger-Gardner & 

Schwartz, 2008 

20 20 109 111 75  

(12) 

107 

(8) 

7PWI: SA –150ms, phonological V RT –0.34 

(0.31) 

–1.43, 0.76 

       PWI: SA –150ms, semantic V RT –0.27 

(0.31) 

–1.36, 0.83 

       PWI: SA –0, phonological V RT –0.31 

(0.31) 

–1.41, 0.78 

       PWI: SA –0, semantic V RT –0.30 

(0.31) 

–1.39, 0.80 

       PWI: SA +150 ms, phonological V RT –0.46 

(0.31) 

–1.56, 0.64 

       PWI: SA +150 ms, semantic V RT –0.49 

(0.32) 

–1.59, 0.61 

       PWI: SA +300 ms, phonological V RT –0.86 

(0.32) 

–1.97, 0.26 

       PWI: SA +300 ms, semantic V RT –0.87 

(0.33) 

–1.99, 0.25 

       PWI: SA +500 ms, phonological V RT –0.44 

(0.31) 

–1.54, 0.66 

       PWI: SA +500 ms, semantic V RT –0.49 

(0.32) 

–1.59, 0.61 

Spaulding, 2010 22 22 55 56 69.59 

(10.63) 

106.1 

(9.08) 

Distractor interference: linguistic V Accuracy –1.24 

(0.32) 

–2.35, –0.12 
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Study N Age (mos.) Language M (SD)1 EF tasks Verbal 

loading 

Outcome measure Hedges’s g  

(SE) 

95% CI 

SLI TD SLI TD SLI TD 

       Distractor interference: 

nonverbal auditory 

N Accuracy –1.27 

(0.33) 

–2.39, –0.15 

       Distractor interference: visual N Accuracy –1.68 

(0.35) 

–2.83, –0.53 

       Distractor interference: all 

conditions 

V RT –0.90 

(0.31) 

–2.00, –0.19 

Victorino, 2011 15 15 128 130 81.1 

(11.6) 

112 

(8.2) 

Distractor task: item matches 

target 

V Accuracy –0.04 

(0.36) 

–1.21, 1.13 

       Distractor task: item matches 

distractor 

V Accuracy –0.50 

(0.36) 

–1.68, 0.67 

       Distractor task: item matches 

neither 

V Accuracy –0.67 

(0.37) 

–1.86, 0.51 

       Distractor task: item matches 

target 

V RT –0.99 

(0.38) 

–2.19, 0.21 

       Distractor task: item matches 

distractor 

V RT –1.00 

(0.38) 

–2.20, 0.21 

       Distractor task: item matches 

neither 

V RT –1.09 

(0.38) 

–2.30, 0.12 

       Dichotic listening task V Errors –1.05 

(0.38) 

–2.26, 0.16 

Weyandt & Willis, 

1994 

34 45 103 108 28.418 

(8.47) 

39.158 

(6.58) 

Visual search N Efficiency for items correct –0.56 

(0.23) 

–1.50, 0.38 

       Matching familiar figures N Errors –0.69 

(0.23) 

–1.64, 0.25 

       Matching familiar figures N Latency –0.15 

(0.23) 

–1.08, 0.78 

Williams et al., 

2000 

10 10 72 72 9.23  

(2.2) 

12.53 

(2.72) 

Pattern recognition memory N Total correct 0.31 

(0.43) 

–0.98, 1.59 

       Pattern recognition memory N RT on correct trials 0.45 

(0.43) 

–0.84, 1.74 

       Pattern recognition memory N RT on incorrect trials –0.24 

(0.43) 

–1.53, 1.04 

Yang, 2015 21 30 57 57 77.09 

(8.97) 

106.6 

(7.03) 

Linguistic flanker task V Difference in accuracy 

between conditions 

–0.59 

(0.29) 

–1.64, 0.46 

       Linguistic flanker task V Difference in RT between 

conditions 

–0.13 

(0.28) 

–1.17, 0.91 

       Nonlinguistic flanker task N Difference in accuracy 

between conditions 

–0.27 

(0.28) 

–1.31, 0.76 

       Nonlinguistic flanker task N Difference in RT between 

conditions 

–0.40 

(0.28) 

–1.43, 0.64 

Resistance to proactive interference tasks       
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Study N Age (mos.) Language M (SD)1 EF tasks Verbal 

loading 

Outcome measure Hedges’s g  

(SE) 

95% CI 

SLI TD SLI TD SLI TD 

Lorsbach et al., 

1996 

21 20 12

5 

127 82.7 

(7.5) 

— Sentence cloze task with 

interference 

V Suppression score –0.61 

(0.31) 

–1.71, 0.49 

Norbury, 2005 19 28 15

1 

150 4.453 

(1.88) 

9.823 

(1.72) 

Suppression task: dominant 

meaning 

V Accuracy –1.05 

(0.31) 

–2.14, 0.05 

       Suppression task: subordinate 

meaning 

V Accuracy –0.94 

(0.31) 

–2.03, 0.15 

       Suppression task: total 

interference 

V Accuracy –0.90 

(0.31) 

–1.98, 0.19 

       Suppression task: dominant 

meaning 

V RT –0.06 

(0.29) 

–1.12, 1.00 

       Suppression task: subordinate 

meaning 

V RT –0.27 

(0.29) 

–1.33, 0.80 

       Suppression task: total 

interference 

V RT –0.06 

(0.29) 

–1.12, 1.00 

Tower tasks 

Lidstone et al., 2012 21 21 11

3 

112 65 

(8) 

95 

(9) 

Tower of London N % problems correct –0.80 

(0.32) 

–1.90, 0.30 

       Tower of London N RT 0.23 

(0.30) 

–0.85, 1.31 

Marton, 2008, 

Sample B 

25 25 11

9 

118 

 

71.575 

(16.74) 

92.495 

(6.78) 

Tower of London N Accuracy (total score) –0.62 

(0.29) 

–1.67, 0.43 

       Tower of London N Total moves 0.1 

(0.28) 

–0.93, 1.13 

       Tower of London N Total time –0.36 

(0.28) 

–1.40, 0.68 

       Tower of London N Initiation time –2.68 

(0.39) 

–3.90, –1.46 

       Tower of London N Execution time –0.43 

(0.28) 

–1.47, 0.61 

       Tower of London N Time violation 0.01 

(0.28) 

–1.02, 1.04 

       Tower of London N Rule violation –1.46 

(0.31) 

–2.56, –0.36 

Weyandt & Willis, 

1994 

34 45 10

3 

108 28.418 

(8.47) 

39.158 

(6.58) 

Tower of Hanoi N Total points –0.54 

(0.23) 

–1.48, 0.40 

Note. SLI = specific language impairment; TD = typically developing; EF = executive function; V = verbal; N = nonverbal; TEA-Ch = Test of Everyday Attention for Children 

(Manly, 1998); RT = reaction time; —  = data not collected.  

*Outlier (>3 SD from the mean effect size).  
1Standardized around M = 100, SD = 15, unless otherwise noted. 2Percentile rank. 3Standardized around M = 10, SD = 3. 4Raw score from sentence repetition test. 5Percent correct. 
6Groups assessed with differing language measures. 7PWI = Picture-Word Interference paradigm; SA = stimulus asynchrony. 8Number of correctly identified pictures. 
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