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Overall study aims
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* To develop an intervention approach to accompany
the measure
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Overview

 Aims of research:

1. To inform development of new
tool through consultation with
parents

2. To explore parents’ thoughts
about screening for speech and
language

e Key concept = how acceptable
the process was for parents




Acceptability

e Term frequently used but inconsistently measured (Dyer, Owens & Robinson, 2016)

* Theoretical Framework of Acceptability (TFA) was developed (Sekhon, Cartwright &
Francis, 2017).

e Studies have begun to apply TFA to family contexts (Deja et al., 2021; Toomey et al., 2021)
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Screening for speech & language

* Acceptability for developmental I
screening is complex (Carlton et al. 2021)

* Experiences of parents of children with

SLCN (Marshall et al., 2017; Rannard, Lyons, &
Glenn, 2004).

* Risks and benefits of screening for
speech and language:

» Universal contact - opportunity for
identification

» Risks due to variability in early language
development



Method

L

e Parents attended review & SLT follow-up

* Survey of 433 parents and qualitative interviews with 40 parents
* Topic guides and survey based on TFA

* PPl groups were consulted and materials piloted with them

* Reflexive thematic analysis was used (Braun & Clarke, 2006)



Variable Percentage (%)
Less than 25 25%
25-35 10%
Child’s ASQ communication score
40 - 60 62.5%
Missing 2.5%
Parental concern SLCN Yes 57.5%
No 42.5%
Additional language(s) spoken at home Yes 32.5%
No 67.5%
1-3 40%
4-6 47.5%
IDACI decile of home postcode
7-10 10%
Missing 2.5%

Participants



Results: the

ELIM * Parents remembered
-~ \ questions they felt didn’t
Mhen she asked me, how often do reflect their child’s

you play with her? Or, well for
myself, | work almost full time...
when | come back home | might be

\ tired and, | don't have energy to ° QueStiOnS abOUt home Ilfe

play with hgr....ljust thought could prom pt feelings of self-
maybe, | didn't do more to her, | b | ame

didn't pay more attention or didn't
give her more time...”

development

* Highlights importance of how
guestionnaire is delivered, not
just the questions themselves

It they were too
Idn't expect a 3 year
to that point.”




Results — key themes
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“the first time we raised this issue it was
in August and now it's March, it's been 7
months now and we haven't had any

4

M never been contacted’ y

“when we first get the questionnaire, cos
they send it to you quite early on, you
think 'oh my goodness, she's not doing

\that, he's not doing that”




Results — key themes
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“she went through everything that | was worried
about, all my concerns with the speech and
everything like that and she was really good”

“when you bring up a concern and they either
dismiss it, or say oh well y'know like suggest things
that you've been trying, but you feel like maybe
you've not been trying hard enough or, like maybe
you've been doing something wrong, maybe it's
your parenting as opposed to an actual issue”



Results — key themes
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“it's good that we could have it at home,
and gauge how he's doing, we know him,
y'know how he is normally, so we can
answer it more accurately as well.”

J

/”there 's somebody there to say oh there )
might be a little concern there or, that,

they're exceeding there. It gets, gives you
an understanding of where your child’s at

from someone else's view.” .



Results — key themes
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“she didn't pressure me or it was all
about her job, like she had to do it,
sort of thing, she made it about us.

V4

“there were some things that they
wanted us to try that | knew that he
wouldn't be able to do, but | needed
to try it anyway just to, like, give an
answer....”



Results — key themes
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“It would've been absolutely brilliant if there
Individualisation was a sheet with ideas of things you could do

to help in certain areas...things that you can do
%\to encourage at home”




Discussion

e importance of maviduatnation and reatonstine o 1

* The importance of individualization and relationships to
the acceptability of screening has been reported
previously (Roche et al. 2005, Donetto et al. 2013)

* Parental frustration at concerns not taken seriously
reiterates previous research (Rannard et al. 2004)

* Listening to a wide range of parents allowed us to take a
broader perspective



Take home messages

-

°Somethlng o Delivery is e Not just a
for i
tick box

key
everyone
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