Describing language assessments for school-aged children: A Delphi study




Supplementary Table II. Summary of the qualitative and quantitative data from each Delphi study round and the changes to the taxonomy after round one and two data analysis.
	Qualitative data: Themes from comments

	Qualitative data: 
Examples of participant comments related to the identified themes

R1 = Comment from Round one
R2 = Comment from Round two
R3 = Comment from Round three
NA = Not applicable for this round (as no comments were made related to this theme)

	Quantitative data: 
Level of agreement 

R1 :Round one
R2: Round two
R3: Round three
	Changes implemented after each round:

(Note: no changes after Round three as this was the last round)

R1 = Changes after Round one
R2 = Changes after Round two
NA = Not applicable for this round 


	Aspect I
Suggestion to change sequence in flowchart by placing ‘comprehension’ & production after the other domain categories.
	R1:“Consider if the domains should come before comprehension and production. Much of language requires the integration of comprehension and production so may be better to consider which domain the child is most challenged in before considering receptive versus expressive (if this is even applicable). Not every language domain has a dominant comprehension or production component.”
R2: NA
R3: NA
	This suggestion was not linked to lack of consensus but was actioned to improve the taxonomy.
	R1:  Change to the structure of Aspect I so that the components comprehension and production are placed after other domain categories in the taxonomy flowchart.
R2: NA


	Aspect I
Suggestion to add clarification to ensure that categorisation of pre-linguistic communication is clear.
	R1: “As the taxonomy is valid for school age children regardless of severity etc, potentially an element that incorporates pre-symbolic and pre-intentional spoken language?”
R2: NA
R3: NA
	This suggestion not linked to lack of consensus but was actioned to improve the taxonomy.
	R1: Additional information and examples were added to indicate how assessments targeting pre-linguistic communication may be categorised. 
R2: NA

	Aspect I
Identification of overlap between categories of discourse and social abilities.
	R1: NA
R2: “I agree with some definitions for the domains. I do not agree that discourse only relates to the types listed, as conversation is a type of discourse, so much of what is classified as social abilities is an aspect of discourse.”
R3: NA
	R1 and R2: Many participants selected both (or neither) discourse and social abilities when describing assessments, indicating potential overlap between these categories.
	R1: Additional information was added to the definition of discourse and social abilities to create greater distinction between these two categories.
R2: Amalgamation of discourse and social abilities categories into one category.


	Aspect I
Identification of possible overlap between categories semantics and executive functioning with other categories
	R1: NA
R2: NA
R3: “It is hard to separate the categories of semantics and executive functioning out as with a case like this as they would likely influence each other”.

	R1-R3: Lack of consensus on application of components semantics and executive functioning. 
	R1: NA
R2: NA

	Aspect I
Identification that participants may be considering other possible ways an assessment could be conducted, rather than describing assessments as they were used in case studies. 
	R1: NA
R2: NA
R3:“People may choose semantics as through language sampling you can calculate TTR [type token ratio] and NDW [number of different words]; however, your case study did not outline this as an analysis used.”

	R1-R3: Lack of consensus on application of components semantics and executive functioning.
	R1: NA
R2: NA

	Aspect I
Identification that participants may be describing all possible domains, rather than key domains being targeted by the assessment.
	R1: “The CELF-4 utilises meta-linguistic skills in the items, though it is not explicitly tested.  Working memory is also assessed but I wouldn't classify the CELF4 as assessing broader executive function, and the ability to sustain attention is qualitative data obtained from the assessment process.”
R2: NA
R3: “Possibly clinicians thinking more about the secondary skills involved in the questions in the case study e.g. to initiate a conversation with others you need to use semantic skills, but there is also an element of forward planning. This I would say is a 'secondary' skill tapped into indirectly - some clinicians might think that the taxonomy factors in these secondary skills.”
	R1-R3: Lack of consensus on application of the components semantics and executive functioning.
	R1: Additional clarification was added to highlight that domains are only selected if they are specifically targeted and measured by an assessment.
R2: Options for this aspect were reduced in the survey to determine if consensus is reached on the main domains (participants could only select one other category in addition to categories that reached consensus in round 2).


	Aspect II
Lack of clarity with prognostic categories, particularly the predict outcome category.

	R1: “I am not sure of any [assessments] in the predict outcome or plan dosage categories” 
R2: “Prognostic tends to lead the reader to the question of whether the young person is likely to improve with or without intervention. Predict outcome then tends to make the reader think about this too rather than about supports the young person would need”.
R3: “Predict outcome is not always intuitive to the definition.”
	R1-R3: Lack of consensus with selection of prognostic components to describe assessments
	R1: Examples were added to show how prognostic categories apply when describing assessments.
R2: Examples revised to further highlight application of categories, particularly predict outcome category. A name change for the predict outcome category was considered, but not implemented due to inability to identify a more suitable name. 

	Aspect II
Identification that descriptions of purpose of assessment by be influenced by contextual factors related to service policy (e.g. service policy may assign dosage based on diagnosis rather than response to intervention).
	R1 “…the concept of 'dosage' is commonly influenced by many other factors (service restraints, funding, availability)…”
R2: “I would agree 'specific purpose' section of the assessment purpose, however would rarely separate the prognostic and analytic areas. Assessment usually requires both areas to be covered at the same time in order to meet the reporting and educational requirements on the service.”
R3: NA
	R1-R3: Lack of consensus with application of aspect II categories to describe assessments.
	R1: The assessments being categorised n the Delphi study were placed in into case studies to provide context.
R2: Participants were instructed to categorise the assessments in the Delphi study according to the purpose of use in the case study and as though service policy is not an influence.

	Aspect II
Identification that purpose of assessment may be influenced by SLP perspective (e.g. an assessment that is not typically considered diagnostic may be used by SLPs in this way; or if SLP views outcome only as change in diagnostic status, then they may identify detect change as being the same as diagnostic).
	R1: “Categorising in this area becomes difficult as the waters easily become muddied between the purpose of the tools (intent/design of the tool) and purpose of use (intent of the examiner).  Typical purpose may vary according to clinical context and SLP role”
R2: [Aspect II] is particularly challenging to categorise, as often this has to do with the nature of the data uncovered and the intent of the clinician in this case.
R3: “Perhaps diagnostic because some comparison may be made with peers in the mind of the SLP, though the tool as such doesn't make the comparison.”

	R1-R3: Lack of consensus with selection of aspect II categorises to describe assessments.
	R1:  The assessments being categorised in the Delphi study were placed in into case studies to provide context.
R2: Participants were instructed to categorise the assessments in the Delphi study according to the purpose of use in the case study and as though service policy is not an influence.


	Aspect II
Identification that lack of consensus may arise if participants are considering all possible ways a tool could be used, rather than categorising based only on how assessment is used in the case study.
	R1: NA
R2: NA
R3: “Conversation & narrative samples are often analysed using [the Systematic Analysis of Language Transcription] (SALT) database] which does allow for comparison to peers. Some clinician's may have assumed that [SALT was being used], therefore choosing diagnostic”.

	R1-R3: Lack of consensus with selection of aspect II categorises to describe assessments.
	R1: NA
R2: NA

	Aspect III
Lack of clarity with term ‘Internet’.
	R1: “Examples of internet based are not all using the internet so a possibly confusing term to use if covering other than 'internet'. Would technology or [Information and Communication technologies] ICT be better?”
R2: NA
R3: NA
	R1: Lack of consensus with identification of assessments as being able to be conducted via ICT.
	R1: Change term category name internet to ICT.
R2: NA

	Aspect III
Lack of clarity with structure of aspect III in the taxonomy.
	R1: “...if you have two areas - delivery and setting why you don't have a box with these labelled in between the Aspect III box & the 8 boxes divided into the 2 categories?”
R2: NA
R3: NA
	R1-R3: Lack of consensus across Aspect III.
	R1: Change to the structure of Aspect III to show a component for method and a component for environmental context.
R2: NA

	Aspect III
Identification that lack of consensus may arise from differences between purposes for which assessments are used due to differences in SLP perspective.
	R1: “These responses reflect my use of the CELF-4 only and do not necessarily encompass how else the test may be delivered.”
R2: NA
R3: NA
	R1-R3: Lack of consensus across Aspect III.
	R1:   The assessments being categorised in the Delphi study were placed in into case studies to provide context.
R2: NA


	Aspect III
Lack of clarity with definition of software.
	R1: “Computer programs and Apps play an important role in language sample analysis, but do not deliver the assessment, as such. Similarly, the CCC-2 can be scored using software, but is not delivered in this way.”
R2: NA
R3: NA
	This suggestion not linked to lack of consensus.
	R1: Additional clarification added to explain that the term software only applies when the assessment is primarily delivered by a software program. 
R2: NA

	Aspect III
Lack of clarity with definitions for environmental context with some participants interpreting this as being physical location.
	R1: “Assessment may be conducted in the clinic or school but draw on child performance in another setting such as home or community. The definitions may then be unclear/confusing”
R2: “Difficulty in relation to [case study two] and describing environment.  Seen at school but in a withdrawal situation which more closely resembles clinic than classroom environment”
R3: “Perhaps it's due to an intuitive level of response - as the interview was conducted in the clinic although [it] is a proxy report. Maybe it's just hard to tick home when the interview is in the clinic?”
	R1-R3:  Lack of consensus with selection of environmental context categories to describe assessments.
	R1: Changed category name from setting to environmental context to highlight that environmental context is being described (not physical location). Clarification and examples added to category definition to highlight that environmental context is being described (not physical location).
R2: Further clarification added to highlight that the category describes environment context (not physical location).

	Aspect III
Lack of clarity with definitions for school context with some participants focussing on one element in the assessment, rather than categorising based on the category that best describes the assessment overall.
	R1: NA
R2: NA
R3: “While the assessment is conducted at school it is in a withdrawal/clinical setting.  The fact that part of the protocol is that the student brings a piece of school work to share and discuss in the conversational element may lead to confusion.”

	R1-R3: Lack of consensus with identification of assessments in environmental context.
	R1: NA
R2: NA

	Aspect III
Lack of clarity with environmental context with some participants confusing the aspect III distinction with environmental context with the Aspect IV distinction task type.
	R1: NA
R2: “...clinical assessment might be better described as de-contextualised (i.e. .focus is on the within-person skills assessed separate from partners and environment where communication occurs) and community might be better described as contextualised (i.e. focus is on the within-person skills assessed within naturalistic interactions with partners in the environment where communication occurs)”
	R1-R3: Lack of consensus with identification of assessments in environmental context...
	R1: NA
R2: Additional information added to highlight that Aspect III environmental context identifies the environment in which skills are being assessed and Aspect IV task type identifies the communicative tasks used in the assessment.


	Aspect III
Lack of clarity between proxy-reported vs. conducted by SLP with some participants confusing SLP actions (e.g. interviewing a parent) with method by which data is collected (e.g. parent reports information).
	R1: “I found the terms indirect and reported were confusing.” 
R2: “Could a proxy report still be recorded in the moment? e.g.: behavioural observation writing down exactly what occurs & this is then reviewed at a later date?” [Note: The behavioural observation described by this participant would be considered assessment conducted by a person and not information obtained through proxy-report].
R3: NA
	R1-R2: Lack of consensus with identification of parent interview/ questionnaires as proxy-reported or conducted by SLP.
	R1: Removal of terms ‘direct’ and ‘indirect’ from category names. Restructuring of categories within Aspect III to better represent distinctions between categories
R2: Additional information added to highlight the difference between proxy-reported and conducted by SLP.


	Aspect III
Identification that applying the taxonomy to describing case studies may require a high level of information processing.
	R1: NA
R2: NA
R3: “Participants have not read the definitions (and associated examples) properly.”
	R1-R3: Lack of consensus with identification of assessments across Aspect III.
	R1: NA
R2: NA

	Aspect IV
Identification that lack of consensus may arise if participants are considering all possible ways an assessment could be used, rather than categorising based only on how assessment is used in the case study.
	R1: “The language sampling protocol can be norm-referenced but only if there is a relevant/appropriate database.”
R2: “I found ‘descriptive’ tricky [to identify] with reference to the narrative assessment. They are and can be criterion referenced as well.” 
R3: SLPs might not be familiar enough with the language sampling protocol to know that it is somewhat standardised - often narrative & conversation samples are thought of (& conducted) in a less structured way.
	R1-R3:  Lack of consensus with selection of Aspect IV categories to describe assessments. 
	R1:  The assessments being categorised in the Delphi study were placed in into case studies to provide context. Additional information added to highlight that categories are selected based on how assessments are used in case studies.
R2: Further explanation that categories are selected based on how assessments are used in case studies.

	Aspect IV
Identification that task-type categories contextualised and activity-focused may be difficult to distinguish between.
	R1: “In theory, the definitions were clear, however I found the checklists more challenging to rate based on the definitions between contextualised and activity focused”
R2: “Decision making regarding contextualised and activity-focused [is] not always clear.”
R3: “Contextualised and activity-focused categories overlap to an extent.”
	R1-R3:  Lack of consensus with selection of Aspect IV task type categories to describe assessments.
	R1: Revision of definitions and examples added to highlight key distinctions between task type categories.
R2: Information on the definitions was formatted under headings to assist with application of terms.

	Aspect IV
Identification that lack of consensus may arise if SLPs apply definitions that are different to definitions in the taxonomy.
	R1: NA
R2: NA
R3: “Possibly [confusion] in regards to my understanding of dynamic assessment?  It seems clear in your definition however.”
	R1-R3:  Lack of consensus with identification assessments in case study two as  standardised and dynamic
	R1: NA
R2: NA

	Aspect IV
Identification that applying the taxonomy to describing case studies may require a high level of information processing.
	R1:NA
R2:NA
R3: “The definitions contain a lot of detail which is hard to hold on to when flipping back [through the reference document] to think about what was done in the assessment.”
	R1-R3:  Lack of consensus with selection of Aspect IV task type categories to describe assessments.
	R1: NA
R2: NA

	Aspect I-IV
Identification that applying the taxonomy to describing case studies may require a high level of information processing as this may have influenced application.
	R1: NA
R2: NA
R3: “The amount of information needed to be taken into account in the case studies [may influence application].”
	R1-R3: Lack of consensus on application of some components of the taxonomy.
	R1: NA
R2: NA

	Overall Taxonomy
Participants identified as finding the taxonomy useful for conceptualising clinical work.
	R1:“I really like this classification. I use most if not all types of assessment but had never considered the different types so explicitly. I think it will add hugely to professional education at [universities] and work places to help build a more conscious and explicit awareness of what we do.”
R3:“I think it’s a great classification and useful.”
	NA
	NA

	Overall Taxonomy
Participants identified that understanding and applying the taxonomy accurately takes time and consideration.
	R2:  “Challenging to keep all parameters in mind. I hope I have not been too hasty in my responses.” 
R3: “I think the assessment type classification is complex and a new way of thinking. [It] takes real consideration to use.” 

	NA
	NA

	Overall taxonomy Participants commented that the taxonomy and their understanding of the taxonomy improved over rounds and that examples assisted in improving the taxonomy.
	R2: “The definitions were helpful in considering the options.”
R3: “The new additions to definitions and examples have helped clarify the taxonomy.”

	NA
	NA




