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Table S1
PRISMA 2020 Checklist
	Section and Topic 
	Item #
	Checklist item 
	Location where item is reported 

	TITLE 
	

	Title 
	1
	Identify the report as a systematic review.
	p. 1

	ABSTRACT 
	

	Abstract 
	2
	See the PRISMA 2020 for Abstracts checklist.
	p. 1

	INTRODUCTION 
	

	Rationale 
	3
	Describe the rationale for the review in the context of existing knowledge.
	p. 4

	Objectives 
	4
	Provide an explicit statement of the objective(s) or question(s) the review addresses.
	p. 4

	METHODS 
	

	Eligibility criteria 
	5
	Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review and how studies were grouped for the syntheses.
	p. 5

	Information sources 
	6
	Specify all databases, registers, websites, organizations, reference lists and other sources searched or consulted to identify studies. Specify the date when each source was last searched or consulted.
	pp. 4-5

	Search strategy
	7
	Present the full search strategies for all databases, registers, and websites, including any filters and limits used.
	pp. 4-5

	Selection process
	8
	Specify the methods used to decide whether a study met the inclusion criteria of the review, including how many reviewers screened each record and each report retrieved, whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	p. 5

	Data collection process 
	9
	Specify the methods used to collect data from reports, including how many reviewers collected data from each report, whether they worked independently, any processes for obtaining or confirming data from study investigators, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	pp. 5-6

	Data items 
	10a
	List and define all outcomes for which data were sought. Specify whether all results that were compatible with each outcome domain in each study were sought (e.g., for all measures, time points, analyses), and if not, the methods used to decide which results to collect.
	p. 6

	
	10b
	List and define all other variables for which data were sought (e.g., participant and intervention characteristics, funding sources). Describe any assumptions made about any missing or unclear information.
	p. 6

	Study risk of bias assessment
	11
	Specify the methods used to assess risk of bias in the included studies, including details of the tool(s) used, how many reviewers assessed each study and whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	p. 6

	Effect measures 
	12
	Specify for each outcome the effect measure(s) (e.g., risk ratio, mean difference) used in the synthesis or presentation of results.
	Not applicable (qualitative review)

	Synthesis methods
	13a
	Describe the processes used to decide which studies were eligible for each synthesis (e.g., tabulating the study intervention characteristics and comparing against the planned groups for each synthesis (item #5)).
	pp. 5-6

	
	13b
	Describe any methods required to prepare the data for presentation or synthesis, such as handling of missing summary statistics, or data conversions.
	Not applicable (qualitative review)

	
	13c
	Describe any methods used to tabulate or visually display results of individual studies and syntheses.
	pp. 6-7

	
	13d
	Describe any methods used to synthesize results and provide a rationale for the choice(s). If meta-analysis was performed, describe the model(s), method(s) to identify the presence and extent of statistical heterogeneity, and software package(s) used.
	pp. 6-7

	
	13e
	Describe any methods used to explore possible causes of heterogeneity among study results (e.g., subgroup analysis, meta-regression).
	Not applicable (qualitative review)

	
	13f
	Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess robustness of the synthesized results.
	Not applicable (qualitative review)

	Reporting bias assessment
	14
	Describe any methods used to assess risk of bias due to missing results in a synthesis (arising from reporting biases).
	Not applicable (qualitative review)

	Certainty assessment
	15
	Describe any methods used to assess certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for an outcome.
	p. 7

	RESULTS 
	

	Study selection 
	16a
	Describe the results of the search and selection process, from the number of records identified in the search to the number of studies included in the review, ideally using a flow diagram.
	pp. 7-8

	
	16b
	Cite studies that might appear to meet the inclusion criteria, but which were excluded, and explain why they were excluded.
	Table S2, supplementary material pp. 5-8

	Study characteristics 
	17
	Cite each included study and present its characteristics.
	p. 8, Table 1
	Risk of bias in studies 
	18
	Present assessments of risk of bias for each included study.
	pp. 8-9 and Table 2
	Results of individual studies 
	19
	For all outcomes, present, for each study: (a) summary statistics for each group (where appropriate) and (b) an effect estimate and its precision (e.g., confidence/credible interval), ideally using structured tables or plots.
	pp. 8-14

	Results of syntheses
	20a
	For each synthesis, briefly summarize the characteristics and risk of bias among contributing studies.
	pp. 8-14 and Table 1

	
	20b
	Present results of all statistical syntheses conducted. If meta-analysis was done, present for each the summary estimate and its precision (e.g., confidence/credible interval) and measures of statistical heterogeneity. If comparing groups, describe the direction of the effect.
	No statistical analyses (qualitative review).

	
	20c
	Present results of all investigations of possible causes of heterogeneity among study results.
	No investigations of heterogeneity (qualitative review)

	
	20d
	Present results of all sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the robustness of the synthesized results.
	No results of sensitivity analyses (qualitative review)

	Reporting biases
	21
	Present assessments of risk of bias due to missing results (arising from reporting biases) for each synthesis assessed.
	No calculation of reporting bias (qualitative review)

	Certainty of evidence 
	22
	Present assessments of certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for each outcome assessed.
	Not possible (qualitative review)

	DISCUSSION 
	

	Discussion 
	23a
	Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence.
	pp. 14-16
	
	23b
	Discuss any limitations of the evidence included in the review.
	p. 18
	
	23c
	Discuss any limitations of the review processes used.
	p. 18
	
	23d
	Discuss implications of the results for practice, policy, and future research.
	pp. 17-19

	OTHER INFORMATION
	

	Registration and protocol
	24a
	Provide registration information for the review, including register name and registration number, or state that the review was not registered.
	p. 4

	
	24b
	Indicate where the review protocol can be accessed, or state that a protocol was not prepared.
	p. 4

	
	24c
	Describe and explain any amendments to information provided at registration or in the protocol.
	p. 4

	Support
	25
	Describe sources of financial or non-financial support for the review, and the role of the funders or sponsors in the review.
	p. 19

	Competing interests
	26
	Declare any competing interests of review authors.
	p. 19

	Availability of data, code, and other materials
	27
	Report which of the following are publicly available and where they can be found: template data collection forms; data extracted from included studies; data used for all analyses; analytic code; any other materials used in the review.
	Available from first author
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Table S2.

Excluded Studies


	Reference
	Reason for Exclusion

	Barrett, L. (2021). Effectiveness of community-based social media groups for caregivers of school-aged augmentative and alternative communication users. Pediatric Nursing, 47(4), 181–187
	No AAC outcome

	Callahan, J., & Hanson, E. K. (2023). Reconnecting Indigenous Language for a Child Using Augmentative and Alternative Communication. Language, Speech & Hearing Services in Schools, 54(2), 387–394. https://doi.org/10.1044/2022_LSHSS-22-00113

	No AAC outcome

	Crisp, C., Draucker, C. B., & Ellett, M. L. C. (2014). Barriers and facilitators to children’s use of speech-generating devices: a descriptive qualitative study of mothers’ perspectives. Journal for Specialists in Pediatric Nursing, 19(3), 229–237. https://doi.org/10.1111/jspn.12074

	Wrong population

	Dafiah, P., Sreekumar, K., & Philip, V. S. (2021). Exploring the use of Communication Supports Inventory- Children and Youth (CSI-CY) - to identify barriers and facilitators in implementing augmentative and alternative communication in India: Preliminary evidence from two case reports. Disability, CBR and Inclusive Development, 31(4), 134-. https://doi.org/10.47985/dcidj.434

	Majority of children not diagnosed with autism and unable to isolate data pertaining to parents of autistic children only 

	Donato, C., Shane, H. C., & Hemsley, B. (2014). Exploring the feasibility of the Visual Language in Autism program for children in an early intervention group setting: Views of parents, educators, and health professionals. Developmental Neurorehabilitation, 17(2), 115–124. https://doi.org/10.3109/17518423.2014.880526
	Wrong age group

	Goldbart, J. & Marshall, J. (2004) ‘"Pushes and Pulls" on
the parents of children who use AAC.’ Augmentative
and Alternative Communication, 20 (4), pp. 194–208
	Wrong population

	Hampton, S., Rabagliati, H., Sorace, A., & Fletcher-Watson, S. (2017). Autism and bilingualism: A qualitative interview study of parents’ perspectives and experiences.
Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 60(2), 435–446. https://doi.org/10.1044/2016_JSLHR-L-15-0348

	No AAC outcome

	Huer, M. B., Parette, H. P., Jr, & Saenz, T. I (2001). Conversations with Mexican Americans regarding children with disabilities and augmentative and alternative
communication. Communication Disorders Quarterly, 22(4), 197–206. https://doi.org/10.1177/152574010102200405

	Wrong population

	Joginder Singh, S., Hussein, N. H., Mustaffa Kamal, R., & Hassan, F. H. (2017). Reflections of Malaysian parents of children with developmental disabilities on their experiences with AAC. Augmentative and Alternative Communication, 33(2), 110–120. https://doi.org/10.1080/07434618.2017.1309457
	Majority of children not diagnosed with autism and unable to isolate data pertaining to autistic children

	Kulkarni, S. S., & Parmar, J. (2017). Culturally and linguistically diverse student and family perspectives of AAC. Augmentative and Alternative Communication, 33(3),
170–180. https://doi.org/10.1080/07434618.2017.1346706
	Wrong methodology

	Mandak, K., Light, J. Family-centered Services for Children with ASD and Limited Speech: The Experiences of Parents and Speech-language Pathologists. J Autism Dev Disord 48, 1311–1324 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-017-3241-y
	Wrong methodology

	Marshall, J. & Goldbart, J. (2008) ‘‘Communication is
everything I think’. Parenting a child who needs
augmentative and alternative communication (AAC).’
International Journal of Language & Communication
Disorders, 43 (1), pp. 77–98.
	Wrong population

	McCord, M. S. & Soto, G. (2004) ‘Perceptions of AAC:
An ethnographic investigation of Mexican-American
families.’ Augmentative and Alternative
Communication, 20 (4), pp. 209–27.

	Wrong population

	Moorcroft, A., Scarinci, N. & Meyer, C. (2019) ‘“I’ve
had a love-hate, I mean mostly hate relationship with
these PODD books”: Parent perceptions of how they
and their child contributed to AAC rejection and
abandonment.’ Disability and Rehabilitation: Assistive
Technology, 16 (1), pp. 72–82.
	Majority of children not diagnosed with autism and unable to isolate data pertaining to autistic children

	Parette, H. P., Brotherson, M. J., & Huer M. B. (2000). Giving Families a Voice in Augmentative and Alternative Communication Decision-Making. Education and Training in Mental Retardation and Developmental Disabilities, 35(2), 177-190
	Wrong population

	Pickl, G. (2011). Communication intervention in children with severe disabilities and multilingual backgrounds: Perceptions of pedagogues and parents. Augmentative
and Alternative Communication, 27(4), 229–244. https://doi.org/10.3109/07434618.2011.630021

	Wrong population

	Starble, A., Hutchins, T., Favro, M. A., Prelock, P., & Bitner, B. (2005). Family-Centered Intervention and Satisfaction With AAC Device Training. Communication Disorders Quarterly, 27(1), 47–54.
	Wrong methodology

	Travis, J., & Geiger, M. (2010). The effectiveness of the Picture Exchange Communication System (PECS) for children with autism spectrum disorder (ASD): A South African pilot study (vol 26, pg 39, 2010). Child Language Teaching and Therapy, 26(3), 383–384. https://doi.org/10.1177/0265659010376592

	Cannot isolate data of stakeholders

	West, P., Jensen, E. J., Douglas, S. N., Wyatt, G., Robbins, L., & Given, C. (2023). Perceptions of families with adolescents utilizing augmentative and alternative communication technology: A qualitative approach. Journal of Pediatric Nursing, 71, e46–e56. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pedn.2023.04.014

	Majority of children not diagnosed with autism and unable to isolate data pertaining to autistic children

	Wiley, S., Gustafson, S., & Rozniak, J. (2014). Needs of parents of children who are deaf/hard of hearing with autism spectrum disorder. The Journal of Deaf Studies and Deaf Education, 19(1), 40–49. https://doi.org/10.1093/deafed/ent044
	No AAC outcome




