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Abstract 

Objective: This study investigated SLPs’ perceptions of factors that influence application of a 

new taxonomy with terminology for describing child language assessment and identified 

strategies that may facilitate use of taxonomy terminology to collect data on SLP assessment 

practice. 

Method: Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 13 SLPs and data were analyzed 

using thematic analysis.  

Results: Three main themes were identified in relation to factors that may influence 

application including: applying the taxonomy is arduous; contextual factors may influence 

application and SLP experience and knowledge may influence application. Participants 

identified a number of strategies to facilitate use of taxonomy by SLPs. 

Conclusion: Findings from this study give insight into the factors that influence SLPs 

application of a taxonomy of assessment terms. These findings are important for all SLPs in 

the child language field to consider if the profession is to be effective in establishing greater 

consistency in use of professional terminology.  
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Introduction 

Lack of consistent terminology is widely acknowledged across the speech-language 

pathology (SLP) profession (Roulstone, 2015; Walsh & IGOTF-CSD., 2006). Terms to 

describe clinical practices may be used ambiguously, different terms may be used 

interchangeably for a single concept or the same term may be used with different 

interpretations (Cowie et al., 2001; Walsh, 2005). This was highlighted in a previous study by 

Cowie et al. (2001) examining the terminology used by SLPs in clinical case notes. It was 

identified that terms used by SLPs were used inconsistently or ambiguously, potentially 

impacting on the accuracy with which other SLPs would be able to interpret the case notes. 

Furthermore, it was found that professional terminology was used inconsistently not only 

between different SLPs, but also between different case notes kept by the same SLP. For 

example, the term “informal” assessment might be used to refer to a number of different 

types of assessment. instances of the same term being used to refer to different actions 

Ambiguous descriptions of clinical procedures in case notes may have medico-legal 

consequences as clinical decisions may not be transparent (Cameron & Turtle‐Song, 2002). 

In another study, SLPs were asked to identify the non-standardised assessment 

procedures they used to assess children (Roulstone et al., 2015). A range of procedures were 

listed by SLPs including ‘observation’, ‘play’, ‘audio-recording’, ‘language sampling in 

context’, ‘picture description’ and ‘posting games’. The use of such non-specific terms makes 

it difficult to collect detailed data on clinical practice and creates barriers when attempting to 

compare current practice to research evidence (Cowie et al., 2001; Eadie, 2003). 

Lack of detailed terminology may also hinder reflective thinking, which requires 

purposeful and critical analysis of one’s clinical practice (Caty, Kinsella, & Doyle, 2015; 

Mann, Gordon, & MacLeod, 2009). Without detailed terms for conceptualizing clinical 

procedures, it is difficult for SLPs to define and compare the specific features of different 
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procedures and thus fully engage in the reflective thinking practices that are needed for 

professional development (Eadie, 2003). Therefore, establishing consistent professional 

terminology is an important step in advancing clinical practice (Cowie et al., 2001). 

To address the need for well-defined terminology in the field of child language, a 

taxonomy for describing different types of language assessments was recently developed in a 

Delphi study using an online survey involving 55 Australian paediatric SLPs (Denman, Kim, 

Munro, Speyer, & Cordier, 2019). The taxonomy was developed with the aim of establishing 

agreed-upon terminology to facilitate consistency between SLPs with regards to descriptions 

of language assessment practices. As such, the taxonomy can be used in workplaces to 

support effective professional communications between SLPs and is particularly useful in 

situations where assessments need to be described consistently, for example, clinical record 

keeping, assessment reports, audits or survey research. Although agreement was established 

using a group of Australian SLPs, the taxonomy was based upon literature from the United 

States and United Kingdom, and thus has applicability across other English-speaking 

countries (Denman et al., 2019).  

The taxonomy was structured around four main aspects by which assessments may be 

described. Each aspect contains distinct categories with a detailed definition provided for 

each term in each category. Consensus from SLPs regarding the taxonomy structure, 

definitions and terms was established during the previous Delphi study, with 100% of 

participants ‘agreeing’ or ‘strongly agreeing’ with the overall structure of the taxonomy and 

at least 88% of participants ‘agreeing’ or ‘strongly agreeing’ with the definitions within every 

aspect (Denman et al., 2019). No participants ‘strongly disagreed’ with any aspect of the 

taxonomy. The taxonomy aspects and categories are presented schematically in Figure 1. 

< Insert Figure 1 near here > 
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Despite reaching strong agreement on the structure and definitions of the taxonomy, 

SLPs in the Delphi study were not always consistent when applying the taxonomy to describe 

assessments presented in case studies. Literature identifies that, although SLPs value 

professional innovations, they often experience challenges when applying new innovations to 

clinical practice (Cheung, Trembath, Arciuli, & Togher, 2013; O'Connor & Pettigrew, 2009; 

Zipoli & Kennedy, 2005). It also acknowledged that implementation of new knowledge is 

typically not spontaneous and that a variety of factors may influence the successful transfer of 

new knowledge into everyday practice contexts (Graham et al., 2006; Harding, 2014). 

Although this newly developed taxonomy does not aim to alter clinical practice per se, 

adopting the taxonomy may require SLPs to change the terminology that they routinely use to 

describe language assessments or the current structure that they use to conceptualise different 

types of language assessments; which may be viewed as a process of knowledge to action 

transfer (Denman et al., 2019; Harding, 2014; Miao, Power, & O'Halloran, 2015). 

Knowledge to action transfer processes are widely discussed across implementation 

science literature (Graham et al., 2006), however only a small number of previous studies 

have explored implementation of research knowledge by SLPs (Cheung et al., 2013; Miao et 

al., 2015; O'Connor & Pettigrew, 2009; Shrubsole, Worrall, Power, & O’Connor, 2018; 

Young, Shrubsole, Worrall, & Power, 2018; Zipoli & Kennedy, 2005). These previous 

studies have focussed on implementation of evidence-based research practices more generally 

(Cheung et al., 2013; O'Connor & Pettigrew, 2009; Zipoli & Kennedy, 2005) or 

implementation of clinical practice guidelines by SLPs working specifically the area of adult 

rehabilitation (Miao et al., 2015; Shrubsole et al., 2018; Young et al., 2018). Although 

consistent application of professional terminology has been a focus in recent SLP literature, 

particularly in relation to developing consensus on diagnostic terminology (Bishop, 2017; 

Reilly et al., 2014); no studies exploring the factors that influence SLPs application of 
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agreed-upon terminologies or taxonomies have been identified. Therefore, a greater 

understanding of the challenges associated with implementing consistent terminology needs 

to be developed. This knowledge will not only facilitate the successful future application of 

this new taxonomy but will also provide greater understanding of the challenges related to the 

establishment of consistent terminology across the SLP profession more broadly. 

The Current Study 

The specific objectives of this study were: 

1. To identify SLPs’ perceptions regarding factors that may influence consistent application 

of a taxonomy with terminology for describing child language assessments. 

2. To identify strategies that may support future use of the taxonomy by SLPs when 

describing language assessment practices. 

Information gained from this study will assist SLP training providers, clinicians, researchers 

and service managers with implementing consistent terminology to facilitate professional 

communication, reflective thinking or accurate data collection on SLP assessment practice. 

Method 

Approach 

As this was an exploratory study seeking the views of individual SLPs, this study 

adopted a qualitative approach using individual semi-structured interviews (McIntosh & 

Morse, 2015) and thematic analysis of interview data (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Vaismoradi, 

Hannele, & Bondas, 2013). Interview participants were asked to give their opinions on what 

may make the taxonomy challenging to apply and what strategies may facilitate consistent 

use of the taxonomy terminology by SLPs when describing clinical practice. These questions 

were asked in relation to each of the four taxonomy aspects. 

 Prior to the start of interview recordings, participants were informed of the 

background and aims of the study. All participants provided written consent to participate in 
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the interview and for their de-identified responses to be used in data analysis. Ethical 

approval for this study was provided by the Curtin University Ethics Committee (Approval 

number: HRE2017-0126). During the study there were no adverse events or participant 

withdrawals. 

Participants  

Interviews were conducted until data saturation was reached (Elo et al., 2014). Data 

saturation is obtained when no new themes emerge from consecutive interviews. In this 

study, the final sample size was 13 participants. This sample size of 13 is also consistent with 

estimates provided in literature regarding the sample size at which data saturation is reached 

in interview research (Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2006). The demographics of the 13 

participants are reported in Table 1. To ensure preservation of participant’s anonymity, 

demographic data are presented as a group aggregate. 

 As perceptions from SLPs who had experience applying the taxonomy were needed, 

the SLPs who previously completed the Delphi study were ideally suited as participants in 

this study, as these SLPs had both in-depth knowledge of the taxonomy and experience 

applying the taxonomy. For this reason, criteria for participation were the same as the criteria 

for the previous Delphi study and included: 1) eligibility for practicing membership with 

Speech Pathology Australia, and 2) having spent at least 5 (full-time equivalent) of the last 10 

years engaged in professional activities where at least 50% or more of the time related to 

children aged 4-18 years with a language disorder (includes any children who required 

support for oral or written language, regardless of aetiology, severity, primary diagnosis or 

associated co-morbidities). In addition, participants needed to have completed all three 

rounds of the previous Delphi study and supplied an email contact during completion of 

Delphi study rounds in order to be contacted for interviews. 
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 A combination of purposive sampling and convenience sampling was used in this 

study, with effort made to ensure inclusion of participants from different geographical 

locations and work sectors (Elo et al., 2014). Participants may have known the researchers 

through professional or collegial networks but did not have personal connections with 

members of the research team.  

>Insert Table 1 near here< 

Data Collection and Analysis 

The semi-structured interviews were conducted by the first author who is a qualified 

SLP with training in qualitative research. This author received on-going support from the 

other members of research team, who all have extensive experience in conducting qualitative 

research. Interviews were conducted in November and December 2017 and each interview 

took between 30-40 minutes to complete. Where possible, interviews were conducted via 

web-conferencing software using either Skype or Zoom; however, six participants without 

access to cloud-based web-conferencing in their workplaces were interviewed via telephone. 

Each participant was interviewed only once, except in the case of one participant where a 

technical problem required the interview to be stopped and completed on a following day. 

Aside from the interviewer and the participant, no other people were present during the actual 

interview.  

A pre-established semi-structured protocol with open-ended questions was used to 

guide interviews. A copy of the interview questions is provided in Supplementary Material 1. 

To assist participant’s recall of the taxonomy, participants were provided with a copy of the 

taxonomy and the case studies to review before the interview and these documents were also 

available during the interview for participants to refer to. Prompting was provided during 

interviews to clarify responses or extract further information from participants if required. 
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Interviews ended when all questions were answered and participants indicated that they had 

no further information to add. 

An online audio to text service was used to create written transcriptions of all 

interviews. These transcripts were then checked for reliability against the original audio-

recordings and interview notes by the first author. Participants were also sent copies of 

transcripts to double-check. Using an inductive approach, data were analysed by the first 

author according to the six phases of thematic analysis outlined by Braun and Clarke (2006). 

In phase one, familiarisation with the data occurred by listening to the audio recordings and 

reading the transcripts multiple times to identify features and patterns. Phase two involved 

organising the data into groups based on underlying interpretation of meaning. A latent level 

of interpretation was used to identify factors that may influence application of the taxonomy 

and a manifest level of interpretation was used to identify strategies that may facilitate 

application of the taxonomy (Vaismoradi et al., 2013). In phase three, groups were sorted into 

themes and themes represented schematically. In phase four, the research team critically 

reviewed the themes to ensure that themes were meaningful in representing the data 

(Vaismoradi et al., 2013). Phase five involved defining each theme and generating a 

descriptive name for each. In phase six, the authors discussed the documentation of themes 

and selected quotes to represent each theme. 

Rigour 

Several steps were undertaken to ensure rigour within this study (Elo et al., 2014; 

Thomas & Magilvy, 2011). Confirmability was addressed through the use of semi-structured 

interviews, which allowed the researcher to follow the direction of the interviewee, rather 

than leading the interviews (Thomas & Magilvy, 2011). To assist in maintaining objectivity, 

the interviewer recorded field notes after each interview and also listened back to the audio 

recordings from each interview and recorded reflections regarding effectiveness of interview 
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techniques, initial thoughts regarding themes, and any potential sources of bias (Thomas & 

Magilvy, 2011). To limit the influence of bias, the interview protocol was developed with 

input from all authors and was reviewed after completion of the first interview. This included 

checking of interview by all authors for clarity of wording or ambiguous meanings. To assist 

with transferability, participants from different agencies and geographical locations were 

selected with participant demographics reported in the results (Elo et al., 2014). To assist 

with establishing dependability of findings, the first author analysed the data  by  reviewing 

relevancy of identified themes across different transcripts and creating an audit trail (Elo et 

al., 2014). A detailed description of themes was created with examples of participant quotes 

that relate to each theme (Braun & Clarke, 2006). To enhance credibility, discussion with all 

authors occurred throughout the data analysis process with final themes discussed and 

agreed-upon by the whole team (Elo et al., 2014; Vaismoradi et al., 2013).  

Results 

Factors that influence application of the taxonomy 

Three core themes relating to factors that may influence application of the taxonomy 

were identified in this study. These themes include: 1) Applying the taxonomy is arduous; 2) 

contextual factors may influence application of the taxonomy; and 3) SLP experience and 

knowledge may influence application of the taxonomy. These three core themes encompass 

12 subthemes as illustrated in Figure 2. 

< Insert Figure 2 near here > 

Theme one: Applying the taxonomy is arduous. This theme relates to SLPs needing 

time to become familiar with the taxonomy. All participants commented that the taxonomy 

category names were not always intuitive and may be miss-applied if SLPs do not take the 

time to read the taxonomy definitions carefully. These comments formed the first subtheme 
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within this theme ‘applying the taxonomy is arduous’. For example, participant 07 

commented: 

...So, I think the detail is there and it does explain it, but I think again, if people just 

look at the headings [category names], they may misunderstand that, or misinterpret 

that. (Participant 07)   

This subtheme of category names not being intuitive was identified with regards to all aspects 

of the taxonomy but was a particularly significant subtheme for the environmental context 

categories (see Figure 1; Aspect III). Specifically, participants commented on the potential 

for environmental context to be mis-interpreted as the physical location in which the 

assessment takes place. 

Most participants also commented on the cognitive load associated with amount of 

reading that was required during the Delphi study in order to understand the structure and 

distinctions between categories in the new taxonomy. These comments related to the second 

subtheme within ‘applying the taxonomy is arduous’. For example, participant 01 

commented: 

 ...it does feel quite labour-intensive, I suppose, reading the chunks of information, the 

paragraphs of information; and trying to sort them out in my own head, as to what 

each aspect is referring to. Because it is quite brain fatiguing, I suppose, to work all 

those things out. (Participant 01) 

SLPs also identified that it took time to develop the depth of understanding required to apply 

the taxonomy or that applying the taxonomy became easier with repeated exposure over 

Delphi rounds. These comments comprised the third subtheme related to ‘applying the 

taxonomy is arduous’. For example, participant 04 commented: 

You know - it potentially becomes a bit of a growing concept about being so explicit 

and clear about those different aspects of the assessment form. I don’t know, maybe 
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that [is] just going to be a time thing... I don’t know whether you could go straight 

like, ‘OK tomorrow, this is what you have to use’, I think it would be potentially a 

growth thing, rather than a straight away thing. (Participant 04) 

Theme two: Contextual factors may influence application. This theme describes 

contextual factors that may influence application of the taxonomy. Some participants 

commented that different professional viewpoints or perspectives may influence application 

of the taxonomy, particularly in relation to Aspects I (Domain) and II (Purpose). These 

comments created the first subtheme within ‘contextual factors’. For example, participant 11 

commented: 

I think it might come back to your view about language. But a lot of people think of 

semantic [and] pragmatic together. I think quite a few people would probably think 

that semantics is inherent in any type of skill [that is being assessed]. (Participant 11) 

SLPs also commented that the degree of familiarity with the particular assessments used in 

the case studies may be an influencing factor. This may be less of a consideration in contexts 

where SLPs are describing their own practice, rather than case studies. However, it does 

identify more broadly that the degree of familiarity with the assessments that are being 

described may be a factor that influences application. These comments related to the second 

subtheme within ‘contextual factors’. For example, participant 01 made the following 

comment in relation to describing an assessment procedure as standardised: 

...I wasn't familiar with the assessment and - yeah, it sounded like the assessment 

came with its own [set materials] ...But I guess if speech pathologists are reporting on 

what they do as opposed to trying to understand a case study, then it might make it a 

bit easier... (Participant 01)  

In addition, two participants who worked in a government (public) education department 

commented that some prognostic purposes (see Figure 1; Aspect II), such as selecting 
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intervention and planning dosage, are influenced by workplace policy and caseload 

constraints, more so than by assessment findings. These comments formed the third subtheme 

within ‘contextual factors’. For example, participant 04 commented:  

...and the dosage, again, if you're in private [practice] you can plan that, or in health 

[agencies] you could probably do agreed sets of intervention; but, for us, again, it’s 

what we can negotiate with the school but sometimes we can’t have a huge amount of 

power over how much actual intervention the child gets. (Participant 04) 

Theme three: SLP professional experience and knowledge may influence 

application. This theme related to comments regarding SLPs understanding of how to apply 

the taxonomy, which may stem from broader issues relating to professional knowledge. It 

was identified that SLPs may tend to focus on describing the particular language measure 

being used, rather than describing the measure’s use in a case study. These comments related 

to the first subtheme within ‘SLP professional experience and knowledge’. For example, 

participant 06 commented: 

...the issue there would be, is clinician’s thinking from a very practical perspective, 

going, ‘Well, yeah, I would actually potentially use this assessment for a hundred 

different purposes. (Participant 06) 

Participants also commented that some concepts may not be well understood generally 

across the profession, thus making them more difficult for SLPs to identify and describe 

consistently, even in the presence of agreed-upon terminology. Such concepts identified by 

participants included: executive functioning (See Figure 1; Aspect I), meta-abilities (See 

Figure 1; Aspect I), prognostic purposes such as planning dosage (See Figure 1; Aspect II), 

screening assessment (See Figure 1; Aspect II), dynamic assessment (See Figure 1; Aspect 

IV) and standardized assessment (See Figure 1; Aspect IV). These comments formed a 
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second subtheme within ‘SLP professional experience and knowledge’. For example, 

participant 05 commented: 

I think, again, people are really unclear about why you might use dynamic assessment 

and what information that’s going to give you, if that makes sense. Like, it’s a lack of 

clarity in the field about that as a means of assessment. (Participant 05) 

Participants also identified possible causes of confusion with some taxonomy 

definitions. This confusion predominantly related the categories that participants raised as 

concepts that may not be well understood across the profession in general. This was a third 

subtheme within ‘SLP professional experience and knowledge’. For example, participant 01 

commented: 

So, if I was to administer CELF [Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals] as 

like a baseline, and then do some work and then retest; would that classify as dynamic 

[test-teach-retest]? Not static, even though I'm using a static? I don't even know. 

(Participant 01) 

Many participants made comments related to SLPs not being accustomed to reflecting 

on assessment practices to the degree that the taxonomy required. These comments related to 

a fourth subtheme within ‘SLP professional experience and knowledge’. For example, 

participant 03 commented: 

I think speech pathologists are not very good at really thinking through what the 

purpose of the assessment is, actually. From my experience they just do one. 

(Participant 03) 

Similar to this, participants identified that SLPs may have difficulty transferring 

theoretical knowledge into clinical practice. In particular, participants commented that the 

categories in Aspects I (Modalities and Domain) and II (Assessment Purpose) may not seem 

as definitive in clinical practice, as they may seem in theory. This was a fifth subtheme within 
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‘SLP professional experience and knowledge may influence application’. For example, 

participant 05 commented: 

I think we’re often very integrated in our thinking, so when we ask people to pull it 

(apart) and tease it apart, it's sometimes difficult because it's so integrated. One thing 

depends on another and they inter-relate, so how people interpret that is really 

different, I guess - is my experience anyway. (Participant 05) 

It was also identified that application of the taxonomy may be influenced by 

participants’ views on the taxonomy itself and their motivation to apply the taxonomy. This 

comprised the final subtheme within ‘SLP professional experience and knowledge’. During 

interviews, the majority of study participants expressed value in having detailed and 

consistent terminology for describing different types of language assessment practices. For 

example, participant 04 commented: 

I look at education or medicine on the other side and they have such - have much 

stronger theoretical underpinnings for a lot of their stuff than I think we do. I think it 

[the taxonomy] is really good; and then, if we get to the stage of embedding this sort 

of stuff, the sort of conversations that we can have with people can be so much more 

explicit. (Participant 04) 

In contrast, two study participants presented a different view. These participants did not 

appear to identify value in having consistent terminology to support reflective thinking, 

which may influence motivation with regards to taking the time to apply the taxonomy. For 

example, participant 13 commented: 

...I start to wonder what the point of it is. I wonder if other people would start to 

question why they are spending time rating to such a detailed, complex level of 

description. ... So, I think the more people understand what the purpose is for doing 

something, the more people might engage with it. (Participant 13) 
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Strategies that may facilitate use of the taxonomy 

Study participants identified specific strategies that may support future use of the 

taxonomy. These strategies fall into two categories: strategies to develop SLPs understanding 

of the taxonomy and strategies to facilitate use of the taxonomy to collect data on SLP 

assessment practice. Strategies to develop SLPs understanding of the taxonomy included 

providing case studies to show how the taxonomy is applied to practice, examples of how 

assessments are categorised and a flowchart to depict taxonomy aspects. Participants also 

identified presenting information on the taxonomy in videos as well as written form as a 

strategy. 

Strategies to facilitate use of the taxonomy for data collection included actions to 

assist in reducing cognitive load such as pre-categorising assessments for SLPs, presenting 

decisions as a step-by-step process, simplifying information on the taxonomy as much as 

possible and allowing SLPs to complete data-collection over multiple sessions. To support 

application of taxonomy terms participants identified focussing on category definitions as 

opposed to category names, highlighting key features of definitions and placing category 

definitions alongside data-collection questions. Participants also suggested allowing SLPs to 

choose a primary category and secondary categories when describing assessments across 

aspects I and II. All the strategies identified by participants  are summarised in Table 2 with 

examples of participant comments. 

>Insert Table 2 near here< 

Discussion 

This study investigated SLP perceptions of factors that may influence application of a 

taxonomy for describing different types of child language assessments. Participants identified 

that numerous factors may influence application of the taxonomy, a finding consistent with 

outcomes of previous studies investigating implementation of evidence-based practice 
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recommendations by SLPs (Cheung et al., 2013; Miao et al., 2015). This finding is also 

consistent with literature in the field of implementation science identifying that 

implementation of new knowledge is a complex process influenced by multiple factors 

(Flottorp et al., 2013; Wandersman et al., 2008).  

This study highlights that, even when terminology is agreed-upon, additional actions may be 

needed to facilitate consistent use of terminology. As limited information currently exists on 

factors that influence consistent use of professional terminologies by SLPs, this study 

provides greater insight into actions that may support consistent terminology use. Participants 

in this study identified strategies to facilitate SLPs’ understanding of the taxonomy. These 

strategies are useful for those who are developing SLP knowledge of the taxonomy through 

university training or continuing professional development for the purposes of enhancing 

professional communication and reflective practice. Participants also identified strategies to 

support use of the taxonomy for collecting data on SLP assessment practice. These are useful 

for those who use the taxonomy terminology for purposes such as clinical record-keeping, 

audits or survey research.  

Factors that influence application of the taxonomy 

Participants in this study identified that developing understanding of the taxonomy is 

a learning process that takes time. This time requirement needs to be acknowledged by 

individual SLPs and within workplaces; particularly as lack of time has previously been 

identified in implementation science literature as a barrier to application of new knowledge 

by SLPs (O'Connor & Pettigrew, 2009; Zipoli & Kennedy, 2005). Participants also identified 

that application of the taxonomy improved with repeated exposure and practice. This 

highlights the importance of providing information to SLPs in a format that allows for on-

going learning, as opposed to one-off information sessions (Birman, 2000).  
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Contextual factors, such as differing professional viewpoints or workplace contexts, 

were also identified by study participants as potential influencing factors in the application of 

taxonomy Aspects I (Modalities and Domains) and II (Assessment Purpose). This finding 

highlights the need to consider the potential influence of SLP experience and workplace 

context when SLPs describe assessments. In addition, participants identified that some 

concepts related to child language assessment may not be well understood across the 

profession and these concepts may continue to be problematic even in the presence of well-

explained, agreed upon definitions. This indicates an urgent need for further SLP 

development in SLP training programs and in continuing professional development. 

Specifically, focus should be placed on developing professional knowledge of concepts: 

executive functioning, meta-abilities, dynamic assessment and purposes of assessments.  

Attention may also need to be placed on the importance of developing consistent and 

detailed terminology for supporting professional communication and reflective thinking 

practices (Caty et al., 2015; Mann et al., 2009). Implementation science literature identifies 

that application of new innovations is more successful when clinicians see the advantage of 

implementing such innovations (Michie et al., 2005) and have support from peers and 

managers (Cheung et al., 2013; O'Connor & Pettigrew, 2009). Therefore, the importance of 

establishing consistent use of professional terminology needs to be accentuated across all 

levels of the profession. 

Strategies for developing SLPs’ understanding of the taxonomy 

Strategies that may be used in training to facilitate SLPs’ understanding of the 

taxonomy include the provision of training materials such as video presentations, examples of 

scenarios depicting different types of assessments, and provision of case studies using 

different assessments. When taxonomy definitions are different to SLPs’ pre-existing 

knowledge of terms, understanding may be enhanced through training materials that draw a 



SLP APPLICATION OF TERMINOLOGY 
20 

 
direct comparison of how new taxonomy terms compare with individual SLPs’ current 

understanding of terms (Miao et al., 2015). The use of flowcharts may also help make written 

information about the taxonomy more accessible to SLPs (Gagliardi, Brouwers, Valerie A 

Palda, Lemieux-Charles, & Grimshaw, 2011).  

Strategies to support use of the taxonomy for collecting data 

Strategies to support use of the taxonomy by SLPs include actions that reduce 

attention, memory and other cognitive demands associated with synthesising information 

(Michie et al., 2005). This includes simplifying information by focusing on the definitions of 

terms, rather than explaining the taxonomy structure; and providing a step-by-step process for 

making decisions about terms to use to describe different assessments. It may also be 

important to direct SLPs to the definitions of categories, rather than the category names 

themselves, in order to avoid misinterpretations of category names. Pre-categorising 

assessments using taxonomy terms was also suggested as a strategy to reduce cognitive load; 

as was ensuring that all the information needed to describe assessments was provided 

together in one place. Allowing participants to complete data collection over several sessions 

may assist by providing a break from intense cognitive processing. Consistent application of 

the taxonomy may also be enhanced when SLPs are conversant with the assessments they are 

describing.  

Limitations and future directions 

A limitation of this study is that participants who were willing to participate in an 

interview, in addition to a three round Delphi study, may have specific views on the 

taxonomy and this may have influenced the outcome. Using SLPs who were previous 

participants in the Delphi study allowed for strategies to support use of taxonomy to be 

identified prior to further implementation of the taxonomy, however it is acknowledged that 

this group of SLPs may not be representative of the broader SLP population. In addition, 
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although all attempts were made to sample SLPs from various workplaces, it is possible that 

some groups (such as SLPs working in health agencies) are under-represented and that 

factors unique to these work contexts may not have been explored. As more SLPs gain 

experience in using the taxonomy, further research should build on the findings from this 

study by investigating perceptions from different groups of SLPs. 

It is also important to note that this study was an exploratory study investigating SLPs 

perceptions of strategies that may facilitate use of the taxonomy. Future research measuring 

the outcomes of applying these strategies is necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of these 

strategies for achieving consistent application (Graham et al., 2006). Given the need to 

develop consistent terminology across the SLP profession (Cowie et al., 2001; Walsh, 2005), 

further research is also needed to examine if similar strategies may be used to enhance SLPs 

application of other terminologies that are used within the profession.  

Conclusion 

Given the problems that inconsistent terminology poses, establishing consistent 

terminology is an important endeavour for the SLP profession. The findings from this study 

give greater insight into factors that influence consistent application of a new taxonomy with 

terminology for describing different types of child language assessments. These factors 

include: factors relating to the application of the taxonomy being arduous; contextual factors 

such as SLPs’ perceptions or work contexts; and factors related SLP professional experience 

and knowledge. This study also identified strategies that may facilitate SLP understanding of 

the taxonomy and strategies to support use of the taxonomy to collect data from SLPs on the 

assessment practices they use. This information provides direction for SLP training providers, 

clinicians, researchers and service managers when establishing consistent application of 

terminology for describing child language assessments. In addition, findings from this study 
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provide a greater understanding of the challenges associated with establishing consistent 

professional terminology more broadly. 
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Table 1.   Demographics of study participants 

Category Subcategory Number 

State NSW 2 

QLD 2 

SA 4 

TAS 1 

VIC 2 

WA 2 

Total 13 

Current 
Employment 

School Sector (government or non-government) 8 

University  3 

Both University and Private Practice 2 

Total 13 

Current role  Clinician 6 

Service manager 2 

Academic 2 

Both Clinician and Academic 3 

Total 13 

Highest 
qualification (in 
addition to 
Bachelor’s degree 
or equivalent) 

Diploma or Graduate certificate/s in fields related to 
teaching or psychology 3 

Coursework Masters (Speech Pathology or 
Education) 2 

PhD 4 

Currently a MPhil or PhD student 3 

Nil additional qualifications 1 

Total 13 

Years of 
experience  

5-10 years 2 

11-15 years 4 

16-21 years 1 

21+ years 6 

Total 13 

Note: NSW= New South Wales; QLD= Queensland; SA= South Australia; TAS= Tasmania; VIC= 
Victoria; WA= Western Australia 



SLP APPLICATION OF TERMINOLOGY 
29 

 
Table 2.  Strategies to facilitate use of the taxonomy 

Categories Sub-categories Example of Participant Quote 

Strategies to 
facilitate SLP’s 
understanding of 
the taxonomy  

Provide case studies to 
work through 

I think people [SLPs] would need some training to do that 
[apply the taxonomy], but I think it would be worth it. I think, to 
begin with, what would be really good is to use your case 
studies... (Participant 12) 

Provide video explaining 
taxonomy  

I don't know if some sort of training or maybe if there's like a 
little - it's not an induction but even like a five-minute or ten-
minute little video that maybe SLPs can watch of you explaining 
or giving an example. That might be easier. That might be more 
accessible than having to read four pages. (Participant 01) 

Provide examples to 
explain definitions 

 “...whether or not there were just some examples. For example, 
this certain assessment was used to show that this child needed 
X, Y and Z with this type of intervention or something. 
(Participant 04) 

Provide flowcharts for 
depicting the structure of 
the taxonomy 

I really, really like the flowchart and the diagrams and I really 
like the way that you’ve broken that down, so that you’ve got 
the whole [structure] and then you got like, the structure of 
Aspect I, that really, really helped me. (Participant 05) 

Strategies to 
support SLPs use 
of the taxonomy 
when describing 
their assessment 
practices 

Pre-categorise 
assessments for SLPs 

Even, you know, a list of all the common assessments that the 
SLPs would use and having those already pre-categorized and 
linked into the taxonomy. (Participant 01) 

Allow SLPs to complete 
data collection in stages 

I just thought it was good that you could do it [categorise the 
case studies] in your own time, but it can be done in sections 
and not all at once. (Participant 01) 

Place category 
definitions on same page 
as questions  

Whether it’s in a format where there could be boxes that could 
give those immediate reminders when you need them, rather 
than flicking back through quite a comprehensive document to 
find the definitions and descriptions you’re looking for. 
(Participant 07) 

Break decision-making 
into steps 

I don't know, providing them [SLPs] with a guided step through 
thing where the information they needed is actually right there 
next to the questions or something. ...almost like a workbook... I 
think you have to make it small steps and a very good structure 
to it... (Participant 03) 

Focus on category 
definitions rather than 
category names or 
taxonomy structure 

I think how you lay it out in the questionnaire, you probably 
may not actually show them [SLPs] the flowchart and what your 
thought processes are but actually just go through each of those 
areas that you're looking at in the taxonomy and ask specific 
questions about those.(Participant 11) 

Highlight key 
information in 
definitions  

...really focusing clinician’s [SLPs] attentions on the key parts 
of what makes something contextualized versus not; is probably 
going to be the best way to get around it. (Participant 06) 

Simplify by reducing 
information 

Somehow simplifying and picking and choosing just the key, 
really, really necessary information to gather, and maybe 
eliminating the less critical information. ...either very simple 
definitions or completely transparent label. (Participant 13) 

Have primary and 
secondary category 
choices (aspect II) 

...even an option to have a primary purpose and then some 
secondary or additional purposes. You know, SLPs feel like they 
can have those things reflected even if it's not the primary: ‘Oh 
yes, it's mainly semantics but we do a little bit of meta-abilities, 
can I put that somewhere? (Participant 01) 
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Factors Influencing Speech-Language Pathologists’ Application of Terminology for 

Describing Pediatric Language Assessments 

 
Supplementary materials 1:   Interview Protocol 
 
 
Introduction 
Introductions, explain study and clarify any information about the study if needed 
 
Overall Comments 
Question 0: Considering the taxonomy, what are your thoughts about using the taxonomy to 
survey SLPs on their assessment practices?   
Follow-up probes (to be used as needed): 

 What would you suggest doing if the taxonomy was to be used in a survey? 
 Are there any strategies that you think would facilitate consistent use of the taxonomy? 
 Why do you think that? 
 Tell me more about _____? 

 
Taxonomy Aspect I-A 
What about Aspect I of the taxonomy? (Show reference sheet) In this aspect, there was consensus on 
the main domains targeted in the case studies but a lack of consensus on whether categories semantics 
and executive functioning were targeted as secondary domains. 
 
Question 1a): What do you think could make applying aspect I difficult (if not covered 
previously)?  
Follow-up probes (to be used as needed): 

 Why do you think that? 
 Did you find applying aspect I difficult (and why)? 
 Why do you think the categories semantics and executive functioning in particular, were 

applied inconsistently in case studies? 
 
Question 1b): What do you think would facilitate using aspect I in a national survey (if 
participant did not cover this in previous answer)?   
Follow-up probes (to be used as needed): 

 Why do you think that would assist? 
 
Taxonomy Aspect II-A 
What about Aspect II of the taxonomy? (Show reference sheet) In this aspect, there was lack of 
consensus on purposes of assessments. 
 
Question 2a): What do you think could make applying aspect II difficult (if not covered 
previously)? Follow-up probes (to be used as needed): 

 Why do you think that? 
 Did you find applying aspect I difficult (and why)? 
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Question 2b): What do you think would facilitate using aspect II in a national survey (if 
participant did not cover this in previous answer)?   
Follow-up probes (to be used as needed): 

 Why do you think that would assist? 
 
Taxonomy Aspect III-A 
What about Aspect II of the taxonomy? (Show reference sheet) In this aspect, there was lack the 
categories for environmental context were particularly inconsistently applied. 
 
Question 3a): What do you think could make applying aspect III difficult (if not covered 
previously)? Follow-up probes (to be used as needed): 

 Why do you think that? 
 Did you find applying aspect III difficult (and why)? 
 Why do you think the categories for environmental context in particular, were applied 

inconsistently in case studies? 
 
Question 3b): What do you think would facilitate using aspect III in a national survey (if 
participant did not cover this in previous answer)?   
Follow-up probes (to be used as needed): 

 Why do you think that would assist? 
 
Taxonomy Aspect IV-A 
What about Aspect II of the taxonomy (show reference sheet). In this aspect, there was lack the 
categories across a number of components including ‘standardized vs. non standardized’, ‘static’ vs. 
‘dynamic’ and ‘task type’. 
 
Question 4a): What do you think could make applying aspect IV difficult (if not covered 
previously)? Follow-up probes (to be used as needed): 

 Why do you think that? 
 Did you find applying aspect III difficult (and why)? 
 Why do you think the categories for standardized vs. non-standardized in particular, were 

applied inconsistently in case studies? 
 Why do you think the categories for static vs. dynamic in particular, were applied 

inconsistently in case studies? 
 Why do you think the categories for task type in particular, were applied inconsistently in 

case studies? 
 
Question 4b): What do you think would facilitate using aspect IV in a national survey (if 
participant did not cover this in previous answer)?  Follow-up probes (to be used as needed): 

 Why do you think that would assist? 
 
Conclusion 
 
Question 5: Before we finish, do you have any other comments about the application of the 
taxonomy that have not already been covered? 
 
Close interview and thank participant. 


