Study name

Kricos et al. 1992

Kricos & Holmes 1996
Kricos & Holmes 1996
Montgomery etal. 1984
Rubenstein & Boothroyd 1987
Rubenstein & Boothroyd 1987
Walden et al. 1981

Walden et al. 1981

Humes et al. 2009

Total

Subgroup within study

QOutcome

AT (Synthetic) vs. NT
AT (Analytic) vs. NT
AT (Synthetic) vs. NT
AT vs. HA

AT (Analytic)

AT (Synthetic)

AT Auditory vs. NT
AT Visual vs. NT

AT vs.NT

Combined
Combined
Combined
AV Sentences
Combined
Combined
AV Sentences
AV Sentences

CID Sentences

Statistics for each study

Std diff Lower Upper

in means limit limit
0.287 -0.487 1.060
0.205 -0.340 0.750
0.033 -0.511 0.577
0.654 -0.167 1.475
0.422 -0.193 1.037
0.196 -0.399 0.792
0.889 0.052 1.727
0.360 -0.446 1.167
0.767 0.000 1.533
0.352 0.128 0.575

-1.00

Std diff in means and 95% CI

-0.50 0.00 0.50

Decrease on speech perception outcome Increase on speech perception outcome

1.00

Figure 1. Meta-analysis conducted by Chisolm and Arnold (in press) on selected studies reviewed by Sweetow and Palmer (2005) plus
Humes et al. (2009). AT = auditory training; NT = no treatment; HA = hearing aid; AV = auditory + visual; CID = Central Institute for the

Deaf. From "Evidence about effectiveness of aural rehabilitation programs for adults" by T. Chisolm & M. Arnold in Evidence Based

Practice in Audiology: Evaluating Interventions for Children and Adults with Hearing Impairment by L. Hickson & L. Wong (Eds.) (in

press). Copyright © Plural Publishing, Inc. All rights reserved. Used with permission.




