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Supplemental Material S1. Characteristics of dynamic assessments reported across 65 peer-reviewed papers studying children with communication disorders.
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Abbreviations:

TD= typically developing; LD= language disorder; N/S= Not specified; N/A=Not appropriate; Con= control group; Ex= experimental group, Case: caseload group

Age: age is given in months unless paper only provides age range in years (e.g. 3-5 year olds)

Type of Instruction: Attention= Instruction about attention or behaviour; Task Iltems=Instruction about task items or skills; Nature of Task= Instruction about task or nature of task; Child's Performance= Child's performance following instruction; Clinician Rating= Clinician's
rating of child's modifiability; Amount of Instruction= Quantitative measure of amount of instruction; Transfer= Measurement of transfer to another task

Amount of Instruction: Criterion= Until child reaches or fails to reach set criterion; Set Amount= Set Amount of Instruction

Study Design: BG= between groups; WG=within group; CS=case study or single subject design; Broader Study= DA used as one part of broader study

Co-occurring conditions: H/|= Hearing impairment; GDD= Global developmental delay; ID= Intellectual Disability; DS= Down Syndrome; ASD= Autism Spectrum Disorder

Named theoretical approach: MLE=Mediated Learning Experience; ZPD=Zone of Proximal Development; GP=Graduated Prompting; T-T-R=Test-Train-Retest; IR= Invented Rule

Journals: ASLP= Advances in Speech Language Pathology; CLTT= Child Language Teaching and Therapy; AJSLP= American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology; JSLHR= Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research; CLP= Clinical Linguistics & Phonetics; IJLCD=
International Journal of Language & Communication Disorders; IJSLP= International Journal of Speech-Language Pathology; ECP= Educational & Child Psychology; TLD= Topics in Language Disorders; JCCD= Journal of Children's Communication Development; LSHSS= Language,
Speech and Hearing Services in Schools; SLH= Speech, Language and Hearing; CDQ= Communication Disorders Quarterly; SSL= Seminars in Speech and Language; AAC= AAC: Augmentative & Alternative Communication; CISLPA= Canadian Journal of Speech-Language Pathology
and Audiology; JDSDE= Journal of Deaf Studies & Deaf Education; JCD= Journal of Communication Disorders; JSE= Journal of Studies in Education; LT= Language Teaching; JSLPA= Journal of Speech-Language Pathology and Audiology; JSHR= Journal of Speech and Hearing
Research; TISE= The Journal of Special Education; JLD=Journal of Learning Disabilities; FLA= Foreign Language Annals; Dialog= Dialog: Journal of the Texas Educational Diagnosticians Association; CACD= Clinical Archives of Communication Disorders; JCEP=Journal of Cognitive
Education and Psychology

Assessments: DAWL= Dynamic Assessment of Word Learning; DAPPLE= Dynamic Assessment of Preschoolers’ Proficiency in Learning English; GDAP= Glaspey Dynamic Assessment of Phonology; SSS= Scaffolding Scale of Stimulability; DASS= Dynamic Assessment of Sentence
Structure; PEARL= Predictive Early Assessment of Reading and Language; KIDTALK= Kidtalk Interactive Dynamic Test of Aptitude for Language Knowledge; EWLM= Explicit Word Learning Measure; DEMSS= Dynamic Evaluation of Motor Speech Skill; DEMSS-BP= Dynamic
Evaluation of Motor Speech Skill (Brazilian Portugese); DAI= Dynamic Assessment and Intervention; NDAPD= Nonverbal dynamic assessment of phoneme deletion; CPUT= Children’s Proverbial Understanding Test; CMCT= The Children’s Metaphorical Construction Test
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