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O Children experiencing a delay in the development of oral language have variably been described as O Despite significant advocacy efforts to raise awareness for DLD, there are indicators that label use may
having a primary language impairment, specific language impairment, language learning impairment, not be consistently adopted in clinical practice
and language disorder, among other labels O The CATALISE (Bishop et al., 2017) study included only 8 (of 57) experts from Canada

O Lack of consistent labels presents barriers to sharing information about children with similar profiles O Therefore, information regarding the use of diagnostic labels like DLD in the Canadian context is lacking
O As a result of the "CATALISE studies” a consensus was reached for the label “developmental language O The current study was aimed at investigating current label use, in practice, by Canadian speech-
disorder” (DLD) to describe children with a persistent language problem having a functional impact on language pathologists as well as current awareness of the term DLD
communication or learning (Bishop et al., 2017)
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