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Abstract

Background: Stroke patients have a high incidence. Aphasia is a co-occurring condition in
approximately 25-50% of stroke patients. Patients with anomic aphasia present impairments in their
semantic network. Semantic feature analysis (SFA) is a technique that improves the connections in the
semantic system by adjusting the deficit. However, due to various factors in studies, such as differences in
patient groups, comparisons of different techniques, study durations, participant, or rehabilitation procedures,
it is necessary to investigate the patterns and effectiveness of SFA. Objective: The primary objective is to
conduct a systematic review of the effectiveness of language and speech in stroke patients with aphasia,
contrasting the SFA with other approaches. Method: A comprehensive search was conducted across
MEDLINE, CENTRAL, and Embase up to September 27", 2023. Eligible studies included randomized controlled
trials (RCTs), quasi-experimental studies, or clinical trials. Risk of bias was evaluated using the Cochrane
Collaboration's tool, and data synthesis was performed using Review Manager (RevMan) version 5.4. Result:
Out of 60 relevant studies identified, 6 met the inclusion criteria, and 2 were suitable for meta-analysis Data
was synthesized with Review Manager (RevMan) version 5.4. The meta-analysis focused specifically on naming
tasks and indicated no statistically significant difference in outcomes between the SFA and other methods.
This applied both immediately post-training (SMD = 0.18, 95%Cl: -0.19, 0.55, p = .34) and at the 3-month
follow-up (SMD = 0.36, 95%Cl: —0.01, 0.72, p = .06). The 12 value of 0% indicates no inconsistency between
the studies analyzed. Conclusion: SFA effectively improves language and speech skills in stroke patients
with aphasia, yielding outcomes comparable to other speech-language therapy techniques. Professionals
can confidently utilize SFA to support patients' naming abilities. However, due to limitations regarding the
risk of bias in the included literature, further high-quality studies are required.
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word classes: Female = 24

comparing the

(29, 64)

2. Phonomotor

post-treatment

3-months

accuracy of

untrained verbs

efficacy of two Therapy post-treatment 8911y
anomia treatments in (28, 63.3) Mean (SD)
improving verb

naming (Lai 2019'%)

6. Semantic vs. RCT/10 Aphasia 1. Semantic Pre-treatment - % Accuracy
word-form specific Male = 4 participants (9, 61.8) Immediately Spoken
techniques in Female = 5 with anomia 2. Phono (9, 61.8) post-treatment Naming of
anomia treatment: (24 Hrs.) trained &

A multiple 3-weeks Untrained

single-case study
(Lorenz A. 200915)

post-treatment

picture 371897
191 Mean (SD)

9N 6 Msfinwidunad §f 2 msAnwfianunse
1N"1AT1Z9 meta-analysis 19 Aan1sAnuiuas Kendall
U A.a. 2019 way Weisong 1ud a.a. 2019 ewwnd
nsinnaanslagly accuracy of confronting naming
szuzinariona wuadu pre-treatment, immediately
post-treatment, 3-months post-treatment E‘ULL‘U‘Uﬂﬁ
ﬁﬂT‘NLﬂu RCTs LLaﬁ’/ﬂ']ii']EJﬂ']UNaﬁWéLﬂu SD wag SMD

HASWSUANURIUITY (primary outcome) Lile
AnwUseansnamun wILaznIsNAves fligeziide
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Y

Hnta$a 970 2 MsAne RS euiesuweila SFA fumaTe
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wazMSInNaNsTey 3 Woundalnasa 910 2 N15ANEI
MUSsUeUWmALA SFA AUMATA PMT WU AZLUY

nsRenTeAANLansaiueg e lildd Agynisada
(p = .87) ’=0% fauandlunini 5

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Kendall DL 2019 5.06 8.1 30 423 6.3 28 50.6% 0.11 [-0.40, 0.63]
Weisong 2018 47.77 29.69 29 40.21 30.74 28 49.4% 0.25 [-0.27, 0.77]
Total (95% CI) 59 56 100.0% 0.18 [-0.19, 0.55]

Heterogeneity: Chi* = 0.13, df =1 (P = 0.72); I’ = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.96 (P = 0.34)

-2

__...
(=1

PMT SFA

MWA 4 WaA:IuUAIUNSIZENGoAAWH (naming) As:g:KkaLRNIEEOINUR

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Kendall DL 2019 6.82 79 30 414 55 28 50.3% 0.39 [-0.13, 0.91] T—
Weisong 2018 48.9 31.58 29 38.59 30.1 28 49.7% 0.33 [-0.20, 0.85] T
Total (95% CI) 59 56 100.0% 0.36 [-0.01, 0.72] ".'
Heterogensity: Chi = 0.03, df = 1 (P = 0.87); I = 0% 5 B 3 » 5
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.89 (P = 0.06) PMT SFA
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HAANGTIVRIUITY (secondary outcome) lileAn¥RITUANLASBALAAIARNANA lulATaATeNAnw

Tuanudl

a1s1of 2 Summary of finding

SoF Table: The effectiveness of language and speech in stroke patients with aphasia

Population: Stroke patients with aphasia

Intervention: Semantic Feature Analysis (SFA) technique

Comparison: Other speech and language therapy approaches

Outcome Impact eﬁfe c;c:l;:es N:‘:‘z::f t(;leer?\‘llil:jt:nzz
(GRADE)*
Language and speech | Patients treated with the SMD = 0.18 2 studies ®O0OO
(Naming tasks) SFA technique did not (95% ClI: -0.19, 0.55) Very low
- Immediately after show different outcomes p=.34
training compared to those treated | I* = 0%
with other methods.
Language and speech | Patients treated with the SMD = 0.36 2 studies ®OO0O
(Naming tasks) SFA technique did not (95% ClI: -0.01, 0.72) Very low
- 3 months after show different outcomes p=.06
rehabilitation compared to those treated | I* = 0%
with other methods.
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WmitinAuugi (Strength of recommendations)  38nsdsnanenaivselevisegUses onaldldflavudiv
witluguuuuinsa (GRADE) Tunisldnisiiasiest  aonumsaluazmnumunzay'

) ¢ = o ax o [ o 1o = SN oA 1 = A v &
a3IndnuwaliisuRuIsN158u 9 egluseduii (Weak Mnnsenwndadeniliiinis@nunlafinadns
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