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The Effect of Family Intervention on Children with Language Developmental Delay/Language
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[Abstract] Objective To systematically evaluate the effect of family intervention on children with language development
delay/language disorder. Methods We searched PubMed, Web of science, CNKI, VIP and Wanfang databases. Comparative studies
on family interventions for children with language development delay/language disorders were included. Meta-analysis of the main
outcome indicators was performed using Stata 15.0 software. Results 2430 articles were retrieved and 22 were finally included in
this analysis, including 1472 participants. The results of meta-analysis showed that: (1) after family intervention, the language
development quotient (P<0.001), language acceptance ability (P<0.001), language expression ability (P<0.001) and vocabulary (P<
0.001) were significantly higher than that before intervention. (2) Compared with traditional language training and non-intervention
control group, family intervention had obvious advantages in improving children's language ability (P<0.05). Conclusion The
family intervention model has a significant effect on children with language development delay/language disorder, which can
effectively improve the language level and communication ability of children, and is worthy of widely application.
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