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A Study on the Direction of National Qualification System
of Speech-Language Therapists

Assl, AR
, AP QlojXzeket w4
st dhetel QojNRAB ASR
Wha Soo Kiml, Si Hyun Kim?’
! Dept. of Speech-Language Therapy, Daegu University, Professor

Major in Speech-Language Therapy, Graduate School, Daegu University, Doctor course completion

Purpose: The purpose of this study is to investigate the current management status of
speech-language therapists in terms of duty, rating system, and national assessment test and
to draw improvements suggestions related to the future direction of the national qualification
test for speech-language therapists. Methods: This study considered issues of the national
qualification system by forming a task force team and developed a Delphi survey paper. In
addition, in depth opinions were collected by conducting a focus group interview on 10
speech-language therapists. Then, performance tasks were identified according to the final
improvement proposal through the Delphi survey in which 30 specialists participated. Results
. First, the duties of speech-language therapists require realignment because of changes and
expansion resulting from the development of Korea's national welfare policy. Second, the
current rating system is reasonable and so needs to be maintained. Also, legislation regarding
the range of roles according to rating is necessary. Third, it was concluded that assessment
of the current national examination is appropriate in general, but basic data research to
improve the system as studies on curriculum, improvement of subjects, and question
development are required. Conclusions: Social recognition of the national qualification of
speech-language therapists requires strengthening; the role of the rating system needs to be
established: and the development of questions based on job performance needs to be
conducted on a short-, medium- and long-term basis. To this end, collaborative efforts by
the Ministry of Health and Welfare, the National Health Personnel Licensing Examination
Board, the Korean Association of Speech-Language Pathologists, and universities should be
made
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Table 1. FGI Participants' information
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B 3. ZAK| B
Table 3. Questionnaire information

Category N %)
Gende Male 4 (40.0%)
naer Female 6 (60.0%)
30-3%y 3 (30.0%)
Age 40-49y 5 (50.0%)
50y < 2 (20.0%)
Final Master's degree 3 (30.0%)
education Doctoral degree 7 (70.0%)
Certification 1 level 10 (100.0%)
University 7 (70.0%)
Workplace Hospital 1 (10.0%)
Speech clinic 2 (20.0%)
Total 10
E 2. Wiio] ecy A
Table 2. Delphi Participants' information
Category N %)
Gend Male 7 (23.3%)
ender Female 23 (76.7%)
20-29y 2 (6.7%)
Ace 30-3%y 7 (23.3%)
8 40-49y 16 (53.3%)
50y < 5 (16.7%)
Final Master’'s degree 12 (40.0%)
education Doctoral degree 18 (60.0%)
Certificati 1 level 28 (92.4%)
ertification 2 level 2 (6.6%)
University 17 (56.7%)
Hospital 2 (6.7%)
Workplace Speech clinic 9 (30.0%)
Welfare center 1 (3.3%)
Laboratory 1(3.3%)
Total 30
2. SPER}
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HAYHTask force, TR T/3ote] @A =7HAAAZ] o
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284 789, 5‘17}*1%3«1 =9 12e=® Hgsigltt. olF A
HhA AR 29T, gl AR 28, 5 Y9 34
T B HE(leert) Aol w} 1-5808 FHIIEE 519
th. dujo] AA] HFH= F 30 A5k

Question N

Participants’ information 1-5 5
Duty importance 5-10 5
Duty importance by rating 11-15 5
Task performance by rating 16-32 17
Rating system necessity 33 1
Examination adequacy 34-40 7
National examination issues 41 1
Total 41
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Be] Ane}l ATl A7 4474689 oloith HFAT
(Kim et al, 2014)9] A584 Ase} Zo] 57 BRo| Zaw
7} BE £ teRton], 2 QdToldE mE 44 ojow i
g RE Qgelo] A5t dolEle] 4Re ad A 7
= Zoz vty

4 M2 32T
Table 4. Duty importance

M SD

Diagnosis / Evaluation 4.97 0.18
Therapy 5.00 0.00
Administration 4.47 0.68
Education / Cooperation 4.57 0.62
Research / Development 4.47 0.68

2) 88 M7 5Lk

570 Aol g 4 2w W ks E 59 Zo| 1
BT 15 QoA AR $8EE AR7} 5.00+.0082.
2 7Kg woton, Ad-wrt 497+.18%, WS-FH 4.77+.50
A, B AR 4731584, TN 4734648 <0l 27
o T8k A®rt 487+.508°0% 7P A dEhgod, A
W7t 4.00+.72d, wS-@Y 3771854, WE AR
34741168, A7 333+1.068 «o& Ueht $8%9
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570 AR R 43 oldoR A U W, 239 A% F8
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Table 5. Duty importance by rating

2 level 1 level

M (SD) M (SD)
Diagnosis / Evaluation 4.60 (.72 4.97 (.18)
Therapy 4.87 (.50) 5.00 (.00)
Administration 3.47 (1.16) 4.73 (.58)
Education / Cooperation 3.77 ( .85) 4.77 (.50)
Research / Development 3.33 (1.06) 4.73 (.64)
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Table 6. Task performance by rating

2 level 1 level
M (SD) M (SD)
4.60 (.81) 4.83 (46)
4.83 (.46) 4.90 (.30)
execution of supplementary evaluation 3.93 (1.48) 4.97 (.18)
4.50 (.86) 4.93 (.25
453 (.77) 4.90 (30)
4.80 (.55) 4.93 (30
477 (.56) 4.80 (48)
4.93 (.36) 497 (18)
Analysis and reports of therapy results 4.63 (.71) 4.97 (.18)
437 (1.09) 4.83 (37)
3.23 (1.00) 4.63 (.61)
2.73 (1.41) 4.70 (.53)
3.47 (1.13)  4.73 (52)
250 (1.59)  4.73 (:58)
3.50 (1.04) 4.73 (52)
3.47 (1.13)  4.83 (46)
4.20 (1.06) 4.83 (.46)

Evaluation plan

Execution of basic evaluation

Interpretation of evaluation results
Reports diagnostic evaluation results
Therapy plan
Preparation of therapy

Execution of therapy

Proposal of follow-up therapy
Management of institution
Operation of institution
Guardian and community education
Supervision of therapy practice
Inter-professional cooperation
Development of programs

Improvement of expertise
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Table 7. Rating system necessity

N (%)
Required 26 (86.7)
Not required 4 (13.3)
Total 30
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Table 8. National examination adequacy

Category N (%)
Very appropriate 4 (13.3%)
Job competency  Appropriate 24 (80.0%)
evaluation Inappropriate 2 ( 6.7%)
Very inappropriate
c hensi Very appropriate 3 (10.0%)
omprehensive
t}? ki Appropriate 26 (86.7%)
inkin
8 Inappropriate 1 (3.3%)
assessment . )
Very inappropriate
Very appropriate 1 (3.3%)

18 (60.0%)
11 (36.7%)

Appropriate
Acceptance rate .
Inappropriate

Very inappropriate

Very appropriate 2 ( 6.7%)
Subject Appropriate 25 (83.8%)
composition Inappropriate 3 (10.0%)
Very inappropriate
Very appropriate 1(3.3%
Application Appropriate 22 (73.3%)
method Inappropriate 7 (23.3%)
Very inappropriate
Very appropriate 2 ( 6.7%)
Types of Appropriate 23 (76.7%)
questions Inappropriate 5 (16.7%)
Very inappropriate
Test Very appropriate 1 (3.3%)
es
) o Appropriate 25 (83.3%)
differentiation .
Inappropriate 3 (10.0%)
by level . .
Very inappropriate
Total 30
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