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Purpose: This study systematically reviewed intervention and correlational research on
pragmatic language conducted with Korean children and adolescents to examine research
trends, measurement characteristics, and the methodological quality of intervention
studies.

Methods: Following PRISMA guidelines, studies were identified through searches of RISS,
DBpia, KISS, and eArticle databases. A total of 102 peer-reviewed journal articles met the
inclusion criteria. Studies were categorized by publication year, journal field, participant
characteristics, research design, measurement methods, and related variables. The
methodological quality of group-based intervention studies was assessed using the Mixed
Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT, 2018), and single-case studies were evaluated based on
the criteria proposed by Lobo et al. (2017).

Results: The number of studies increased substantially after 2016, with most publications
appearing in speech-language pathology and special education journals. Rating scales
were the most frequently used measurement method, followed by performance-based tasks
and observational or discourse analyses; researcher-developed tasks were commonly
employed in performance-based studies. Reports of confounding variable control were
In single-case studies, participant
characteristics and operational definitions of dependent variables were generally well
documented, whereas procedural fidelity and social validity were less frequently reported.
Conclusions: Although pragmatic language research in Korea has expanded in recent

limited in group-based intervention research.

years, inconsistencies in conceptualization, variability in measurement practices, and
limitations in methodological reporting suggest the need for clearer operational
definitions, greater use of standardized measures, and strengthened research rigor.
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Table 1. Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Variable Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria
. Korean children and  Adults; international
Participants
adolescents samples
Research ~ Pragmatic language .
8 . g. g'/ Unrelated topics
focus social communication

Reviews, meta-analyses,

Study type Empirical studies rest development

> sessions; re-post Unclear or
Research 3 . P p‘ .
) or time-series non-empirical
design . .
design design
>] pragmatic domain No ragmatic / social
Outcome prag . prag . .
(e.g., discourse, communication
measures e
indirect use) measures
Clear reportin; of - L
Data . P & Insufficient statistical
reportin; varlables and reportin;

P 8 analyses P &
Publication Peer-reviewed  journal  Dissertations, conference
type articles papers

Reviews, meta-analyses,
Other - ¥

factor analysis

2 ool B9 AP Abel AR Bt A9 7o) et
gsiglon], A3 7le0] LpRe sk 9 ARie] gt
A9 TEg WEl gtk olf AAEom Agslart

ol mEY 2Rl et Amuislel 4ES B4 7k A

>

Ln3

WA 70 St 23 24 67 S, U8 SY U WHEN T o}

3 A% ZX+& PRISMA 71ol=&1e1
S Fasle] "dAFoR =9l dlofeols AMS B F
2,04619] o] ilﬂﬂ%ﬁﬂi o] & & B3 60WS AT
XX =3 E e Sgsiolnt Al 2E A
H dAeN A EY 1, % Y 84, AAb = EF*
T A5 dp A B A uE - e 24 59 Ah&

S ARFY, 205WS HE HE oz At o
(full-text) HE TARIN A3 71E3 A9 71Ee 1—1%6}04, 23
Hog 102WHY =FZ B dhe=r st Appendix 1). &
H Aol A BAR= Figure 10 AASHA

*waﬁ”

Records identified from:
Databases (n=2,046)

+ DBpia (n=181)

« KISS (n=610)

« eArticle (n=1,155)

« RISS (n=101)

Records removed before
(——| screening
+Duplicate records removed (n=620)

Identification

Records excluded

slrrelevant topic (n=1,013)

«Inappropriate participants (n=57)

Records screened +Test development, validation, or pilot

(n=1,426) studies (n=6)

sLiterature reviews or meta-analyses
(n=45)

+ Other reasons (n=10)

Screening

]

Full-text articles excluded
PR + Full text not available in korean
ng;;ts assessed for eligibility (n=3)

(n=295) + No measures of pragmatic or social
communication (n=39)

Eligibility

« Duplicate publications (n=10)

« Factor analysis studies (n=1)

« Inappropriate participants (n=3)
+ Duplicate samples (n=5)

« Irrelevant topic (n=127)

[

v

Studies included in review
(n=102)

[ Included ]

Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram of study selection
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T 7 5 A B4 el B4 W FEsient
E3 B Qole] ARdsh WA 24 B4S Rkl A
Hog, 31§ Qo AR oJkiE, Hob 58, 1 EA o
FoR AEsilel URSiLAS Hlskion, 23 e
HEyY, 4 Y, B9 $AY, BYdoR sl ¥
2 il ofee B8 Jlolel W AR Bl WIS,
Qokse, A 7k, A, 4 W D 74 P
oh ol A AUt vee Wpee o Al 3 ot
8 olo] o0 22 79 g B redoR Helslct

2 Grle A7 A4 49 o=t T
= 7 FA AHMlss SART AA,
ST APA-ARE AA B9 AA AR Aol disiAde
Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool(MMAT, version 2018)2 &-&
sl9lom, & tidb A9HAB, ABA, $TH]2Al, multiple probe
5ol dsiAe ddAEl At AAY Eds WE 5 e
Lobo 5(2017)9] 4 B7} 7]1%& A&silrh oz & W 4
T A A7 a5k B A 84 712A A,
v 57, W4 B AE A 57F HEH= de aEg A
o=XN, 7+ AA FEol AUst 4 Bt TTE FEFgoEN
7Fe] At s S skt oftt. s, A Bt
F9 AFEE FHsP| ot HA T AT F EF AFE
HEOE AAst] F o AFAF AR AAeh 70| met
YT AR IS ot ARE A= AA FA IF
9] 10%(SF 30%) 2=, ARl AAgE 715l wet FdskA 24
o] olfojFct. IFY AT IXEE IRIgH AT HA FEolA
oF 91%9] FAES HloH, EYA] FEo dejie =95 &
o AR At HE 79 ARE A
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2 MMAT(2018)9] nonrandomized studies BFS Z-8-5}%th.
g ¥ EEO diRAY, 49 A4, 2] S, st
He BA off, A9 9 FHEE 5 o A EPeE
Tt B 2 AEETE 1#He dHiside MMATY
qualitative studies HFE Z8stoH, A7 FE9 B4,
Aa o BHY AEY, 499 AE 2A4, 49 A=
Y ofi, g -84 -S4 7 ddEs B Vel
2 Aot 4 B2 MMAT XHol wat Yes, No,
Can't tell2 ¥Fsiglon], 39 Hae ARESH] ¢al w34
35 952 AAslch

2) HUME =X Ae E WOt

SAAE] A A9l WHEEH A H7k= Lobo 5(2017)0]
AARE 1070 & B7F 7188 A85tant 4 A+ A4 4
AM(design), I+ W4 7|&(method details)) Z=HEHS:

(independent variable), &&W4(dependent variable), W%
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Eld=(internal validity), 9% Eld(external validity), QFd
Eld=(face validity), A8l Efd%Z(social validity), H& ©
Wsample attrition), F2SHrandomization)?] 107} =0
Aol Yes E= NoE WA AZDd2 oW BHE E= F
A 25 59 715 BATE dFH FE YesE #F
stgoH, BHEH HE Fx71 gle AB AAlE Nox SIS
o Yy BdEe 4 Al A oY AFE BAT gl
A% Yes® WRSIYY, 94 HYks MR- 4 - P
A T2 FHE S Yesz WL AR BT
olsiEAZ HAHoY WEE A T AAY A= o]
Hug Lo 3ol Yes® ot oH, FALSk= 29
A E= 729 S To] HAIE Y Yes= WS

[ s}

1. 2 OIS - HAIZ O 44Tl SI8 10 ¢ &

ook

WA, Y obE - AW dii SRE Qo] AT dx 1t
¥ EEE Table 201 ARSI 1995~20003
2001~20059 FIAE 242 287 2.0%)° IH ol%F
2006~2010E0=  13W(12.7%),  2011~201549]= 191
(18.6%22 HAAHA Z7F FFS HIth 2016~202090=
34W(33.3%) 02 7P =2 HE&S UERlen, 2021~2025
dolle 328(31.4%)°2 w2 o] fAHA T 104
(2016~20259)0l <8E A= F 66HOE HAY 64.7%
£ A9t o= 20104d) B4 o]F skg Qo] A7t A
SHOE £y o] 3S HojErKFigure 2).

Table 2. Distribution of publication periods

Period n %

1995~2000 2 2.0
2001~2005 2 2.0
2006~2010 13 12.7
2011~2015 19 18.6
2016~2020 34 33.3
2021~2025 32 31.4
Total 102 100.0

olojA, = ofs - Fad W & Ao A7 AA
&7 EoF EEE= Table 3012, A 1028 F Ao - YAk
& =oF geXel AME At 43W@d2.2%9°= 7MY w2
HES AT tElR SRS Zoph 33H(32.4%)2
E uehdth AF-EE 2okt ¥s%t Roke 4% 9"
B8z AUHoH, A - ARIEA], &7 - 2o} A
Wt 5 71 2oks 8H(7.8%) 2= HAEI
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Figure 2. Distribution of publication periods

Table 3. Journal fields of publication

Field n %

SLP 43 422
SE 33 324
PD 9 8.8
ED 9 8.8
OTH 8 7.8
Total 102 100.0

Note. SLP=speech-language pathology (e.g., JSLHD, CSD);
SE=special education; PD=psychology / development;
ED=education; OTH=others (e.g., rehabilitation, social welfare,
interdisciplinary, medical fields).

ERE S o - Bad O 3R8 /lo] o] A e
_('3_

A $uE & G} T A ool A R w2
B o] wE ARISI] Table 4o ANjaIgich 25aH

mio J}L

ooz gt °4%L7} 60H(G8.8%oZ 7FY w2 HIES AA
S19ith 9o} i} A= 29H(28.4%), ESHY i A= 12
H(11.8%), 255 oA} A7 13H(12.7%) 22 ERLTL

Table 4. Age group distribution

Age group n %

Preschool (3~5 years) 29 28.4
Elementary (6~12 years) 60 58.8
Secondary (13~15 years) 12 11.8
High school (16~18 years) 13 12.7

Note. Studies including more than one age group were counted in
multiple categories.

I3, Fd A PAE FE S8 WAeR AT Zne
Table 59 Zth 99 I A= 55HGIINCE 7MY =2
HIES A5t geh-E< vl A= 33W(32.4%) 2 & e
et Yuh-gRHEHg) vl A7s 10M(9.8%), ol 48 7F ]
I AT 11H(10.8%°E AAEHUS. T2 A v 24
S AYe T -EE HI AT 23HQ.0%°E IRIE:

o #5=o1 %h‘:’. = AARIT.

Table 5. Group composition types

Group composition type n %

Single group 55 53.9
General-special group 33 32.4
General-context group 10 9.8
Between disability types 11 10.8
Longitudinal comparison 2 2.0

Note. Studies including more than one group composition type
were counted in multiple categories.

Ao R, A4t §9 R A £E= Table 63 2t ¥ F
Al A7 7T4H(72.5%) 22 7 w2 HlEE Ao H, SA
A= 28H(Q27.5%) 22 BT Hl A 9+ 5 TAD AT
© 42W(41.2%), A vl e 29W(28.4%), 7IEF FEE 3
H2.9%2z EJA=NH. T4 dFelde 2L o EAT 16
H(15.7%), A 718 A A77F 126(11.8%) 22 FA=A.

Table 6. Research design distribution

Category Subtype n %
Group-based intervention 12 118
(experimental / quasi) ’
Intervention
Single-case intervention (AB, 16 15.7
ABA, multiple baseline) ’
Subtotal 28 27.5
Correlational (correlation,
regression, mediation,
moderation, SEM, 42 412
. . longitudinal models)
Non-intervention .
Group comparison (rtest, 29 28.4
ANOVA, etc.) ’
Others 3 2.9
Subtotal 74 72.5

2 2 OIS - B2 S8 20 o7 Ug S
=3 WA B ol 7y

WA, 9 o 4 R Al 7 WA Axd, 5
gAY, T FHPE AERT BIe Table 79
AR 24 A, BY A=Y A77F 40H(39.2%)°=
M w2 HEE ARSI, ol RE Ee WA Hi 7
HPB] iﬂﬂﬂAE U b AT AddeR w
ot 9 IAY v Ee A I
X*%‘ (2 WE A F4 PAE €83 dvE 31H
B0.4%ellom, FE- A #4849 d7e LS A 3
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= 3 93 39 52 &5 38 dojsd™
313(30.4%)°2 ERGT

tlo
e
g
=
o
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Table 7. Measurement types

Measurement type n %

Rating scale 40 39.2
Performance-based task 31 30.4
Observation / discourse analysis 31 30.4
Total 102 100.0

olojAf F8 FAF &t &§ P> Table 8 AAH A
q i wiold Az ARE 34 =79 SAY A=
& WA 275t BY A=Y, =¥ AAP, B - WS
2 AR WA, B4 AxF =7 A A7lA
2 OZ8E, BE AR SR S dFld w2

I

2
o e e

&S Bk o] £ HA H:Fo|AE Children’s Pragmatic
Language Checklist(CPLC)7} 32HOE 7P o] Z8Eglo
HEEA 3", A 299), Children's Communication
Checklist(CCC/CCC-2)&  4W(BF A A7), Social
Communication Checklist(SCC) ¥ 7]t AlS]4 QAT A2
YAET 4HGEA 149, B4 3H)0E Usth

9 IAPME Korean Meta-Pragmatic Language
Assessment for Children(KOPLAC)°] 10H(ZA 2%, A4 8
oA ARgEGleH, At AlF £ A= 228EA 3
H, A 1982 I A7 AR HAH= s
ofs], A4&A4 7|t ofsf, X £4&, ofolzly oJsf F I
3}& ols] 5ES Bkok] sl thgelA 8=tk

olojA, W& A EAYP M= 7I5E rtaE 2 BE
®E T Barly Social Communication Scales [ESCS,
Korean Adapted Assessment Profile [KAAP)7}F 16H(EA
139, ¥4 3W)eE 7Pt gotow, Apust- 93t A 74
2 11HEA 5", A 6%), Prutting and Kirchner's

Table 8. Assessment tools by measurement type

Pragmatic Protocol 7|8t &2 3HEA 1H, T4 282
et §o] 9 IAE dFelA a7 AR AT =
< HEE AXT A2, 3 99 2AH Aot &7 A
o] ARt} AolstA HESaS HojEth

oo g S ofs - HAW i 3ME dAFold A E

Ad B HUS WS Adk= the Table 99 A A
Helo] &
24 Aol "=, QA - Qo] 7Y ®METh THY =2 W=E
Hom(=23, 22.5%), Y WFole 48 -®A oF o]
e SHUW/IEH/AD, 7 o, EY R3EA, 98,
ZAE ARE(-0l/7E -2/, 49l o] B, olp] #&R 84
=235} ofsll, el7] 59, 4 SAF ARSE Bl EZAEC

Ad/AG B4 HEE= 218HQ0.6%CE  ZRIFon,
ADHD, ASD, HFA, AS, SLI, A% AARol, A&Af, T3kt
7 Bo] ZE Yk

AT AR gl AR - BT M= A 199
(18.6%°IA Uttt 7t ARRIEE  aQlole AAERAH(CA),
AAHMA), AEAHSA), T, AE ol EIEE AlE
‘A W HFole WAE A, o@st A4, 5A4, IId
FEFY, B BA, NS 9, sy, e A3, AlE
A FA - WA, AolES, FEA 5ol ZFESI

AR 84F 19H(18.6%)°A4 ERI=glen, ukg o]
(ToM), 1-2% E9 93, vg ¢7] 58, 2 &Y= -
A7), BBFY, HdolA oAEA - AlA), 8ol o
off, ZFSHY ofsl], &2 9fu| ofsf Fo] EFHE.

Ad 7ls WEE 11H10.8%°04 YeREeH, oA BAE
T A - A, FAF7Y, AXE {AY, T H AL -
ZA3, Pz BA, AA BA, W75 7 5ol 2FEI

Hu .7k Q91 ¥WEE 113(10.8%)0M ERIEon, Hu
5 B 29 E9H 4% W5 FE 23F "y FE-Ap
ARG, FE 45 FE-ofs SHiAA - ZA), R 971
5, 7MHAS, oy g8, 2 Y 5o 2FEIC:

Shr - AW uiE W= 10WO.8%)04 UERteH, wAF A
A, A X, s 2, E AG, AR - A W g

H

>

Measurement type Measurement n Intervention Correlational
CPLC 32 3 29
Rating scale CCC/cce-2 4 0 4
SCC / social communication checklist 4 1 3
KOPLAC 10 2 8
Performance-based task
Researcher-developed tasks 22 3 19
Pragmatic protocol-based observation (e.g., Prutting & Kirchner) 3 1 2
Qbservanon/ . Functional communication / behavioral observation (e.g., ESCS, KAAP) 16 13 3
discourse analysis
Spontaneous speech / discourse analysis (e.g., play or narrative analysis) 11 5 6
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Table 9. Categories of related variables

Category n %

Demographic factors 19 18.6
Group / diagnostic characteristics 21 20.6
Cognitive-language abilities 23 22.5
Executive function 11 10.8
Social-emotional behavior 19 18.6
Parent / family factors 11 10.8
School / social context 10 9.8
Social cognition 19 18.6

Note. Studies including more than one variable category were
counted in multiple categories.

3. =Y Ot - 4 kg Q10| SHA2| YHEN H +F

1) =U Ofs - AW iy 38 A0| ool FE 7|8t
X A2 A HIKMMAT)
=Y ofs-AH4ad W & Aol A9 FA I+ 129
% 119ML Quantitative-nonrandomized B3] dfgs}33.0m,

182 Qualitative-case study® E7E|3ict.

Table 10. MMAT results for Quantitative Nonrandomized studies

MMAT Item Yes (n) %
Q1. Representativeness of participants 0 0.0
Q2. Appropriateness of measurements 11 100.0
Q3. Completeness of outcome data 11 100.0
Q4. Control of confounding variables 2 18.2
Q5. Intervention fidelity 7 63.6
Quantitative-nonrandomized 97 11¥HE o=

MMAT(2018)9] 57 &3] =&, d %7} A¥= Table 103}
2y g tiFEEY AtolA 2 F9 9 7Y Ao
et A4 Hib BE5t] Can't tell2 B7F Eglon, dF
FolA= t/gol SHER gk Zow woEch &7 H4
X(appropriateness of measurements)¥  AF LA
(completeness of outcome data) EE AFoA F=H Zlo
2 UERgthZ 100%). ¥, &% w4 SAl(control of
confounding variables)= BAYT A7 E= TR E40] 3
|4 4R Ao FFEo] AEos 32 £35S HYH
22 9= $¥Y(intervention fidelity) S A ML (fidelity) T
= A £ oo gt AAF Mol BAFoR HiuH IR
HToARE FZEoH, T AFoe B FESF BEo)
o] Can't tell2 H7IEAHAppendix 2).

oloJAl, Qualitative-case study 4%, A+ FEY HIA

F

e

A S0 CHet 29

Ln3

24 o7 58,

U

Am
0Xx

o wHE Y )

9 278 HJ9 FdA, A= £ 9y J44, 299 A=
A4, Y Ar AL FFE ZoE HHESIH 1w
U Am B AAY AALT 24 23 ddAdol oigk +
AH Hiart RBEslo] 44 Al -84 -614 7+ g
Al B3RS Can't tell2 Y= UcKTable 11).

Table 11. MMAT results for Qualitative case study
Ql Q2 Q3

Yes Yes Yes

Q4

Yes

Authors Q5

Can't
tell

Han & Kim (2014)

2) AR SHAT & H7KLobo et al., 2017)
Lobo 5(2017)9] TdA AFEA A B7F 7I€ 1071 &
Fe A8 2 B4 B 1689 A F 97 Y e

(method details), S8¥<(independent variable), S&HS:
(dependent variable), FH EFgZ(face validity), F&E ©2}

(sample attrition) =S T 100% £=H ZAo=z YEht

o ol Iul ARl A7 FA EA 2 EF HdY] 7
& SHoAE vy FUsHA HiE Jleg AR

bl AA9] d¥A(design} 50.0%, WH EFdZ(internal
validity)= 43.8%% YEU 7|54 BAE HHEHOR 4F5s
= Al 25 2 A7 Ae olst] It 59 94
ElgE(external validity)= 37.5%2 A Yeptod,
7R 7 B W 7 REES BR gist AFo] AlRt¥e
& o|RojFEE HojErh

ol

Table 12. Quality appraisal of single-case studies based on
Lobo et al. (2017)

Criterion Yes () %
1. Design 8 50.0
2. Method details 16 100.0
3. Independent Variable 16 100.0
4. Dependent variable 16 100.0
5. Internal validity 7 43.8
6. External validity 6 37.5
7. Face validity 16 100.0
8. Social Validity 3 18.8
9. Sample attrition 16 100.0
10. Randomization 0 0.0

ALRlA Eld % (social validity)= 18.8%2 7%
< Holow, osj¥AR REZY FAY AEE 84S Al
Adow BIRE dte 4] EFSIY ER 7RIS
(randomization}& 285 7= & HE ERI=A] ASitt.

olZigt Art= = B Al A A AR 2 49 7]
<4 SHoA= Blud FASH,, HA9 vHEAH AZH AEA
BT Bl SHo|A= o3| 7jA9] A7t e AARITH
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T 109(2016~2025E)0] AH A9 64.7%7F A== A
U & I FA FHE HojErkh o= 20008 ©]
Z7t A%e Bust AY EY(e et al, 2013)F= LA[gH
5| DSM-50A ARlE Qi F9o] AAHERAOlS] 3
A gt 71Eog E3lET social(pragmatic) communication
disorder’t ¥ WFE A= HA(American  Psychiatric
Association, 2013), $& B ATE - QA HA] JYoz
525 B Sled], olEdt e AA WHike AT 8 Zet A
71Ho= gEE et Z0% e 4= qlrk

S SkeA] BEOA Qof- 9T E s Eopt
74.8%% AAT A A & At TE ght o] FAolE

A Hob rlo

J

Eg AR 9 B W J1sd 714 ZAERee B
et
we Hige

FoMe 2598 di At 7
adr] di aet = A7 AlRKRl AeR
oo} o] x5oMIZ tHfeRE Ske ATt vt
7b S X—’]%Jﬂl EeHA Aol 24
Spejo] ARl guAgo]l SAE: 2 AVIEE Alee &
Lim, 2022)& Wigshk= 208 & 4 OE]' I 51871 ol%
T 7K ol ofsf, |3t A= oy si4 5 1Ak 318 5
o] N&AoR Wil A3 AF(Nippold, 2007l Hl5Fo] &
o, oge= SiR7] ol%E tldeE Sl ATk TS EUst
A olFold Bt k& Aotk

53], B4 A=d =79 2 &8 HlE2
lEY, 3kg2 4 WE MY 71eA ASom gt
S-S WSt B3 7[¥t = (informant / parent report)=
- WA 5 st HEATE I AJRAEOIM YEiue
AT FES BASk: F2E 7 (Bishop, 2003), AA
2 mEoAol 7|53 %e xAths H e =t W,
48 HA|(direct performance tasks)e BAE 74 EA

Hol Hl— HJHH,
ek

L Ho 2 A7

_4

Jest 24 Az

38 A Lk o o, % B TS Wi
S AL FHolvi(Adams, 2002 A4 AFHE olop]
o) @ £E IS B3l oleidt Helo] e 2t wlmsle] &

THNorbury & Bishop, 2002). k& sglo] ds} Wy} ARS}
270 wet 7HFes yepdti= M(Nippold, 2007)& 1H
oo, S Aol W= Tt Hg Wy FAlol B 2
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L olsE A8 s FAE o
Jox R 4+ ol e ol
% @39 879 WP AsEel Iy

1' rﬂ—@

S, 59 HAY AN A7 AZ AL wEAoE I

89 B2 218 <lo] Ayl =& o} Azt HolshA)
4gHol HEE ANTC. HGL U ofed o 4 A
A2 olsfEli(Levinson, 2000, A - Eokd Ui A%
g welo] weh 59 ool gkl 4 gtk olEd B4
Y FAF EEBE FERACE olFA WE IFsHS A

Asfol(Lee, 2010), ATHOR A7 Bdo] S5iE 9Ed 7
A7 7+ A%

A7t A== BFeE oloffE ¢ itk ole
Hwe} 53 si4E AlRtehs 8Qlo=w A8 4= Slrh
ciEo] ddAlE] HAY &2 v U 38 Ao AUt
A 29 OTH}P}EE}L ik 0}5«] 7154 W3t A5
A 7HE Fol = Hojdrh wdAH dAe BS54
N BuE B 718 TAE 4SSk dH S AUAR
(Horner et al., 2005), 94 3% FEE foiies 7kt 9
W2 7k BRE Afdo] Q@ EHTHKratochwill et al., 2013). =
Aol B HE ‘_rLZQ} Atsl 5ol AHow et
A, A AR dgoMs |Yuet 719E stglod F3E
ol At 7]¥t 839 -—ZWX—’] l2he SHolAs Aoz 28
T 5 YSs AR HE] F 979 RE2 IS UE
AA9] A& oA s E= B4 AR TE= S
Aoz HIs & AP wEH UHNippold, 2007). st
4, = 3 Aie olE T4 FHol|E dE - Ax
A g} 7195 dsd 71ed AT R HolA WA 2
EAZ Btk olgdt txes ¥F 38 A7t dAE o3
A AP ADES 4% A GHEsfof 3 AT

Ag

ANZ O =
49

2. 38 0] g8t W Y 7RO SN} 0= T

24 73, 24 34 éLoﬂﬁ ) 5§ 9o} Aol Apgst
= A Al 7K AgeR FEE o st A, s A
SREARSRS %a_a Aot WY Hge FHom
S B3 O U, BA, 09 9 Bl - ololei
offl 5 1A ou] 2 Sow sl AXE S 3t
A B A S A 9 A oMkeE WEe s
BeAEd doolth ol =W & A7 Hal 7Nk-QA|
IMgEAg e OE3d 29 T2 IYST 9L
Holgo,

aE} S gl ‘A}ﬁw iE Adol el T
A A AREE AR SRIERI. ARl oS H]RIC]
4 9 mEE EB 7H%§L 3, 3k Qlof Qo] 4
ARS] S 4T ) Bt 29 £t AdA 950
2% WF 7 Yol B89 gusy g e IF e A
9 "ais Akt

Esk o5} ], 7H4 Sl ofsf], WEt A 2d & A= th
2 39) o] RuHoz aTon, 8L B S0z 7
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3. 3N €70 WHEN W £EL WK

Ak 719 S A7o] oigt MMAT 24 23, &4 ¥4
Q2 A3} AH(Q3)2 LE AFoA F=T o] Mutdoz ot
449 HFS EXtHHong et al, 2018). ol& =y & FA)
A7t &7 T AR AT Bl SHoMe 9 % ol
o HPHEH dEAS FESHL UdSS AARITH

v, EHQDE 58] B2 A7t £ A9 AsAEHY
Eus 3 713, g 5 AlRRE 0 JofRE BEshks
HoRg Ao $yH g MY, Byt Fo 9 7y

1
2 o] Wes| SuE Ayl 8lEA Aok ol A7
Azlo] Wi} 7MsAS ARtsHe Qolow 283 4 ck
& BA(Q4) BE W& 18.2%0) 1H Ao
Bot o) At uisAs] 243 A4S

H
<t
ok
S
o (&

2 ¥

To=
Aestigon, A A4 Aot U B4 Aol FEs

HuER] ok2 Fe7t ERIE. o= E5tE 2 XEA 7|5t
AT oA 7R vigo] AAH R o X
HE 4 QItKShadish et al., 2002; Slavin, 2008). &L} H]
29 AAIM AP A HBOIU 3T SATE 3E5] °l
Fo|ZA] & AY, A B AY HFolY o Bl o
3t FEE7] o]HcKShadish et al., 2002). ESF AAZ EA|
$E2 8 A7) 49 AFAT AFHAHCE AZEH(Slavin,
2008), °l= <A 715t 22030 1Y 7|EoHE 4 84 A
At What Works Clearinghouse, 2020).

g, 34 9= £YQ5)L ¢F dFoA 3 ST
(fidelity) T= S 8 Rl gk o] Hilxo] 354 A
OF UEhgoY, e dtollie I FEIF Bt Can't
tell2 B7F=|SIT ol S AdE dE daEA +P=EU=
A& HEohe A7t S8 HuHA] g2 vlotn, FE
dToME T4 ST HA AAE EHoh 9Es] MdAsk Ba
3t =97} Qi

EbA e AtoAe FA AL o AgelAE AR
A4 A% Y A, 3T B4 5 7T 29 B4 A
< H& AAKeR F8ota, B I FA 3 g o
St Huo] EYAS 73t g 97t QltiShadish et al.,, 2002
Slavin, 2008).
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I3y design(50.0%), internal validity(43.8%), external
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Appendix 2. Quality appraisal of group-based intervention studies using MMAT (2018)

3 28 24 o7

D A7 (A% Ql. #& ti#y Q2. 7% 44 Q3. 23 &4 Q4. =HHEA Q5. 3A 9= %
1 ZAFA 5 (2014 Can’t tell Yes Yes No Can't tell
2 I8l o]4d (2015) Can't tell Yes Yes No Can't tell
3 9444 5 (2018 Can't tell Yes Yes No Yes
4 =, o] (2019) Can't tell Yes Yes No Can't tell
5 olgi$ (2019) Can't tell Yes Yes Yes Yes
6 AERl A3 (2020) Can't tell Yes Yes No Yes
7 AA9 5 (2021) Can't tell Yes Yes Yes No
8 g, AXA (2021) Can't tell Yes Yes No Yes
9 MY, €24 (2021) Can't tell Yes Yes No Yes

10 =R, 23 (2029) Can't tell Yes Yes No Yes

11 95k, 23 (2029 No Yes Yes No Yes

Appendix 3. Quality assessment of single-case studies using Lobo et al. (2017)

D WD e U e Som e S B S S e
1 824 (2006) No Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No Yes No
2 A%, 127 (2006) No Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No Yes No
3 723, ¥kAg (2007) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No
4 A7, A (2008) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No
5 o7, 7494 (2008) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No
6 &, 524 (2010) Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes No
7 A, A (2010) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No
8 o5, ¥ (2011) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes No
9 A&, HAY (2011) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

10 A93E, 89 (2012) Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No

11 HF9 5 (2014) No Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No Yes No

12 ¥de, 44973 (2016) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes No

13 ##4 (2016) Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes No

14 W3] 5 (2019 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No

15 39 5 (2019) No Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No Yes No

16 o3, IAE (2023) No Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No Yes No
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