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Within a modern school that follows the international rules of inclusive education is very important for teachers to be able to understand and meet the needs of children with Developmental Language Disorder (DLD). The present study explores for the first time in Greece, the views of 122 Greek Kindergarten Teachers (KTs) and Primary school teachers (PSTs) about DLD, through an online survey that elaborated both categorical and Likert scale responses. According to the results half of the participants were not familiar with the term. Both groups of professionals reported that children with DLD have many vocabulary and syntactic difficulties in the receptive language. In the expressive language KTs identified more articulation and phonological difficulties, while PSTs referred mainly vocabulary and grammatical difficulties. The majority of professionals mentioned additional difficulties such as emotional and behavioral problems. Both groups identified a variety of challenges while working with children with DLD. KTs focused mostly on children’s emotional difficulties, while PSTs reported mostly their learning difficulties. The participants also recognized their own limitations regarding background knowledge and the need for further training. Furthermore, the educators mentioned that it is difficult for them to identify and support a child with DLD while, at the same time they acknowledged the need to collaborate with other professionals in order to meet children’s needs. The results are discussed in terms of their importance for raising awareness for DLD as well as for teachers’ better training, in order to efficiently identify and support children with DLD.
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INTRODUCTION

Developmental Language Disorder (DLD) is a neurodevelopmental disorder which is characterized by difficulties in oral language in the absence of other disorders or substantial hearing loss (Bishop et al., 2017). The term DLD—previously known as “Specific Language Impairment” (SLI)—was suggested by two CATALISE projects (Bishop et al., 2016; Bishop, 2017) in order to provide those working with children with DLD an inclusive language definition approach and framework. Recently, there is an international growing interest in the study of DLD, and its long-term effects on children and adolescents (Bishop et al., 2017). However, the majority of the evidence-based research to date, derives from English speaking countries, and there is rather limited research deriving from other countries, including Greece (Okalidou and Kampanaros, 2001). Additionally, although DLD affects a substantial number of children, 7.5% at school entry age (Norbury et al., 2016), public awareness is still rather limited when compared to other neurodevelopmental disorders, including Autism Spectrum Disorder, Attention Deficit and Hyperactivity Disorder and Dyslexia (Conti-Ramsden et al., 2013; Bishop, 2017; Thordardottir and Topbaş, 2021). In this direction, examining teachers’ views on DLD is very important since this disorder may impact on various aspects of children’s development including learning in the classroom (Dockrell and Lindsay, 2001; Bishop et al., 2017; Dockrell et al., 2017), as well as social and emotional competence (Botting and Conti-Ramsden, 2000; Van Daal et al., 2007; Lindsay et al., 2010; McCormack et al., 2011; Wadman et al., 2011; Bakopoulou and Dockrell, 2016; Toseeb and St Clair, 2020; Ralli et al., 2021b). To our knowledge, no attempt has been made till today to examine systematically the views of KTs and PSTs on DLD in Greece.

Children with DLD as it is known from the relevant literature, face receptive and expressive difficulties in grammatical morphemes and complex syntactic constructions (Okalidou and Kampanaros, 2001; Rice, 2013). Difficulties with learning morphosyntactic and morphological rules constitute a clinical marker of the disorder (Lammertink et al., 2020). They also often experience severe deficits in vocabulary in comparison to their typically developing peers (McGregor et al., 2013). Most of the time, DLD goes unnoticed, however, could affect the development of literacy skills (Simkin and Conti-Ramsden, 2006; Palikara et al., 2011) and academic attainments (Conti-Ramsden et al., 2009; Dockrell et al., 2009, 2011) as “almost every educational skill presupposes the use of language” (Dockrell and Lindsay, 1998, p. 117). In two recent studies with Greek speaking primary school children, it was found that children with DLD had worse performance across a series of oral language skills (oral language comprehension, vocabulary knowledge, phonological and morphological awareness, pragmatics and narrative speech) as well as in written text production (Ralli et al., 2021a,b) in comparison to their typically developing peers.

In addition, children with DLD often face difficulties with their socialization throughout the school years (McCormack et al., 2011; Bakopoulou and Dockrell, 2016), exhibit behavior problems (Botting and Conti-Ramsden, 2000; Van Daal et al., 2007; Lindsay et al., 2010; Bakopoulou and Dockrell, 2016) and may become victims of bullying (van den Bedem et al., 2018). These children may often respond inappropriately in social situations and interact with peers less frequently than their typically developing counterparts (Toseeb and St Clair, 2020). In a recent study, with Greek-speaking primary school children with DLD it was demonstrated that they exhibited difficulties in social, school and emotional competence in comparison to their typically developing counterparts (Ralli et al., 2021b). Furthermore, research shows that this group of children continue to experience social difficulties during young adulthood reporting more social stress (Wadman et al., 2011).

Taking into account the current educational context and the special educational needs legislation, children with DLD attend mainstream schools internationally (McLeod and McKinnon, 2007; Dockrell et al., 2014) as well in Greece (L4547/2018). Also, most of the time, parents rely on teachers in order to become aware of their child’s language problems. For example, parents often ask the classroom teacher to confirm their suspicions of a speech problem (McAllister et al., 2011). Educators are the key persons for early identification and support of children with DLD in the mainstream classroom (Dockrell and Lindsay, 2001; Dockrell et al., 2017) and the same applies for the Greek educational system (L 3699/2008; L4186/2013; L4452/2017; L4547/2018). Teachers have the opportunity to observe children in their academic and non-academic daily activities, and therefore can possibly recognize those who struggle with language. In addition, O’Toole and Kirkpatrick (2007), reported that teachers with adequate knowledge in relation to DLD can better understand typical language development and identify children with language problems Their involvement in the identification of the children whose language characteristics place them at risk is essential (Gregory and Oetting, 2018). Therefore, mapping the teachers’ views on DLD is very important for understanding their needs to better support this group of children in the mainstream classrooms.

Research evidence about teachers’ views on language difficulties, which mainly comes from English-speaking countries, shows that children with DLD may impose a challenge for their teachers in the classroom (Dockrell and Lindsay, 2001; Marshall et al., 2002; Mroz and Hall, 2003; Marshall and Lewis, 2014; Dockrell and Howell, 2015; Dockrell et al., 2017; Bruce and Hansson, 2019). Previous studies in the United Kingdom have also reported teachers’ concerns about their knowledge of language difficulties (Marshall et al., 2010). Furthermore, it has been found that teachers’ understanding of the children’s specific problems is limited and inconsistent (Dockrell and Lindsay, 2001; Marshall and Lewis, 2014; Dockrell and Howell, 2015). Gallagher et al. (2019) in their systematic review about professionals perspectives and practices concerning children with DLD demonstrated that in the education literature DLD is usually referred more broadly as a “learning disability” or a “special educational need” and is classified along with other unexplained problems such as difficulties in developing literacy or numeracy skills. According to the authors this conceptualization of DLD focuses on the environment in which a child functions (e.g., the classroom) and how this may influence a child’s ability to learn.

Recently Christopulos and Kean (2021) examined the positive predictive value of teachers for language impairment identification. They found that teachers had difficulty in identifying children with language impairment. In parallel, research shows that teachers are able to identify possible curriculum and psychosocial difficulties of children with DLD (Dockrell and Howell, 2015) and are aware of children’s emotional difficulties (Dockrell et al., 2017). On the other hand, Girolamo (2017), in United States demonstrated that teachers may not always have enough knowledge of language to accurately identify the impact of DLD on children’s emotional, behavioral, educational life and the ability to determine possible areas for improvement.

Regarding the professional adequacy of educators, in terms of training, identification, support of children with DLD and collaboration with others, it seems that teachers have received limited training in identifying and providing support for children with DLD, as well as poor post-qualification training (Dockrell and Lindsay, 2001; Dockrell and Howell, 2015). Teachers also recognized their own limitations and lack of skills to meet children’s needs, suggesting further training (Dockrell and Lindsay, 2001; Mroz and Hall, 2003; Dockrell and Howell, 2015; Dockrell et al., 2017) as well as more tools for screening and identification in the mainstream classroom (Dockrell et al.’s (2017)).

Last, but not least, it is well known from the educational policy perspective, that inter-professional collaboration (IPC) has been recommended as a means for catering of children’s needs with additional difficulties, such as children with DLD, in the context of school (United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization [UNESCO], 1994; World Health Organization [WHO], 2010). Relevant studies have shown that teachers acknowledge the importance of collaborating with other professionals to meet the needs of children with DLD (Wright and Kersner, 1999; Dockrell and Lindsay, 2001) and at the same time they recognize the challenges they may experience in doing so (Wright and Kersner, 2004). A collaborative approach among specialists to respond to children’s needs in the classroom may provide opportunities for improvement for all the professionals (Throneburg et al., 2000) but especially for the children and their families. For example, teachers may have the opportunity to observe the strategies being used by speech and language therapists. On the other hand, speech and language therapists by observing teachers may gain a better understanding of the skills a child needs to succeed in the classroom (Nippold, 2011).

Little is known about how teachers, outside English-speaking countries, conceptualize DLD and what challenges they experience in meeting children’s needs in their classrooms. In Greece there seems to be limited public awareness about DLD (Palikara and Ralli, 2013, 2017). In a small-scale study it was found that most of the Greek preschool teachers recognized their incomplete knowledge on issues of language disorders (Tzakosta and Stavrianidou, 2014). Furthermore, Georgali (2017) in her thesis showed that Greek primary school teachers reported that children generally face difficulties with morphology and syntax, both in oral and written language.

Mapping the views of both groups of professionals (KTs and PSTs) working with children who are at a critical age for exhibiting DLD, will allow for better comparisons between these two groups of participants, in terms of their understanding as well as their needs. To achieve this objective, the present study explores the views of different educational professionals’ (Kindergarten Teachers with Primary School Teachers) on DLD by: (a) mapping their understanding of DLD (knowledge of the term DLD, language and additional needs of the children with DLD); and (b) identifying their challenges and professional adequacy regarding training, identification and support of children with DLD as well as collaboration with others.

Based on the previous literature it was anticipated that teaching staff may not be very familiar with the term DLD, but on the other hand it was expected to be aware of children’s language and psychosocial difficulties (Dockrell and Lindsay, 2001; Dockrell and Howell, 2015; Wilson et al., 2016; Dockrell et al., 2017). It was also predicted that educators may face many challenges when working with children with DLD and feel inadequate regarding their training as well identification and support of this group of children (Dockrell and Howell, 2015; Dockrell et al., 2017). On the other hand, we expected educators to be willing to collaborate with other specialists (Hartas, 2004; Dockrell et al., 2017).



MATERIALS AND METHODS


Participants

Two hundred and thirty-two teachers took part in the present survey. A considerable number of the respondents omitted sections and were therefore removed from the sample. Following that, 122 educators from different schools in Greece participated in the study (KTs n = 37; PSTs n = 85). The vast majority of both KTs (94.6%) and PSTs (84.7%) were working in the public education sector. Respondents were experienced practitioners as over 89% of the KTs and 78% of the PSTs had worked in their role for more than 5 years. Further details for the sample are reported in Table 1.


TABLE 1. Demographics about gender, age, educational level, profession and work experience.
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Materials

Participants responded to an online survey which was based on previous relevant studies (Dockrell and Lindsay, 2001; Dockrell and Howell, 2015; Dockrell et al., 2015, Dockrell et al., 2017), the Greek curriculum and educational system. This researcher—based survey was part of a wider project, which aimed to raise awareness about DLD in Greece. The questionnaire was first piloted with a small group of 35 participants- who did not take part in the main study- (15 KTs and 20 PSTs) to evaluate the appropriateness of the items and hence the construct validity of the instrument. Relevant amendments were made to clarify questions considering teachers’ comments on the pilot version of the questionnaire. Regarding the validity of the questionnaire, there was a very high percentage of agreement (>95%) among the teachers to the extent the questions were clear for the readers as well as whether this questionnaire was in fact measuring what it was supposed to measure. The majority of the items required from the participants categorical responses, except from the last items which required respondents to rate their views about training, identification, support and collaboration on a Likert type scale (strongly disagree, disagree, neither disagree nor agree, agree, strongly agree), with Cronbach’s a = 0.70.

The survey consisted of three sections which included items drawn from previous relevant studies (Dockrell and Lindsay, 2001; Dockrell and Howell, 2015; Dockrell et al., 2015, 2017). In the first section, the respondents had to complete their demographic information, including five items (gender, age, education, working sector and experience). The second section examined teachers understanding of DLD. Teachers were asked in an open-ended question to provide a definition for DLD. This section also included three more items which required the teachers to refer what kind of language and other additional difficulties children with DLD face. More specifically the participants were asked to choose: (a) 3 out of 5 language domains (vocabulary, grammar, syntax, morphology, pragmatics) that children with DLD present the most difficulties in receptive language; (b) 3 out of 7 domains (vocabulary, grammar, syntax, morphology, pragmatics, articulation and phonology) that they present the most difficulties in expressive language, and (c) 3 out of 4 possible additional domains (emotional, behavioral, social problems). The participants could also reply other or don’t know that present the most difficulties. The third section referred to teachers’ challenges when working with children with DLD, in their classrooms as well as their professional adequacy and included 5 questions. The participants were specifically asked to choose 3 out of 6 possible challenges (language difficulties, learning difficulties, emotional problems, behavior problems, cooperation with parents, and cooperation with specialists) that they identify as the most prevalent in their work. The other 4 items required from teachers to provide information about their professional adequacy regarding training, identification, and support of children with DLD, as well as collaboration with other specialists. All the items of this section were rated on a Likert type scale (strongly disagree, disagree, neither disagree nor agree, agree, strongly agree).



Procedure

The questionnaire was created using Google Forms. Teachers across different geographical regions of Greece were reached by e-mail and agreed to participate in the study. The link of the questionnaire was disseminated to the head teachers and teachers at the primary schools and kindergartens. Completion of the questionnaire was voluntary and anonymous. The invitation explained the importance of collecting further information about DLD. In cases that the questionnaire was not completed, a reminder email was sent 2 weeks later. The time needed for the completion of the questionnaire was approximately 10–15 min. Data were collected in the first semester of 2019.




RESULTS

Teachers’ responses to the open-ended questions were analyzed both qualitatively and quantitatively. In order to compare Kindergarten and Primary School Teachers’ responses, we used χ2-test with group as the independent variable in all cases. The results are presented in the following sections.


Teachers Understanding of Developmental Language Disorder

The participants were asked to provide a short definition for DLD. Following a content analysis, the definitions provided by the whole sample were grouped into three categories: (a) don’t know if the teachers did not provide a definition, (b) a language-deficit focused definition (answers focusing on language deficits only, e.g., “any type of language impairment affects learning,” “difficulty in expression and communication”) and (c) a discrepancy-focused definition (answers focusing on discrepancy between non-verbal intelligence and language skills and/or additional difficulties, e.g., “we mean language difficulties that cannot be attributed to another cause such as autism, intellectual disability and other disorders.”

Table 2 presents teachers’ responses by the Grade they teach. As it can be seen, half of the educators in each group did not provide a definition (KTs: n = 19, 51.4%, and PSTs: n = 49, 57.6%). Among those who provided a definition, in both groups, most of them used a language-deficit focused definition (KTs: n = 17, 45.9%, and PSTs: n = 32, 37.6%), while only 1 KT (2.7%) and 4 PSTs (4.7%) provided a discrepancy-focused definition. The differences were not found to be significant between the two groups of educators.


TABLE 2. Teachers’ definitions of the term DLD.
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Language and Additional Needs of Children With Developmental Language Disorder

Kindergarten teachers and Primary School teachers were asked to describe the most prevalent language difficulties in receptive and expressive language (from a given list) of preschool and school aged children with DLD correspondingly. Regarding the difficulties in receptive language, KTs reported that children with DLD present most of the difficulties in vocabulary, syntax and morphology, while PSTs referred to difficulties in vocabulary, syntax and pragmatics for school age children. Nevertheless, the differences were not significant between the two groups of professionals.

Regarding difficulties with expressive language, KTs reported more difficulties with articulation, phonology and syntax for preschool children, while PSTs reported that school aged children face difficulties mostly with syntax, vocabulary and grammar. Between group comparisons showed that KTs reported that preschool children with DLD face statistically significantly more articulation (χ2 = 0.12.12, p = 0.000) and phonological difficulties (χ2 = 0.7.17, p = 0.007), than those reported by PSTs, while on the other hand, the PSTs reported that school age children face more difficulties with grammar than those reported by KTs (χ2 = 0.14.90, p = 0.000).

Teachers were also asked “What are the additional difficulties of children with DLD? (Identify three most important from a given list). Most of the KTs mentioned that children with DLD face mostly emotional problems and difficulties in their relations with others (e.g., teachers), while most PSTs reported that school age children face again emotional but also behavioral problems. No statistically significant differences were found between the two groups of respondents (Table 3).


TABLE 3. The language and additional needs of children with DLD according to kindergarten teachers and primary school teachers.
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Teachers’ Challenges and Professional Adequacy Regarding Training, Identification, Support of Children With Developmental Language Disorder and Collaboration With Others

The participants were also asked to report the challenges they experience while working with children with DLD in their classroom by choosing three among a list of six challenges. As it can be seen in Table 4, KTs reported emotional, language and behavioral difficulties as the main challenges when working with preschool children with DLD. A smaller percentage of KTs referred to learning difficulties, as well as difficulties in cooperation with parents and other specialists. On the other hand, most of the PSTs referred mostly to learning difficulties, while they also mentioned emotional difficulties and behavior problems. Fewer PSTs referred to language problems as a challenge as well as to cooperation with parents and other specialists. Between group statistical comparisons showed that more PSTs reported as a challenge the learning difficulties in comparison to KTs (χ2 = 0.11.14, p = 0.001). Also, more KTs reported another challenge “problems in cooperation with other specialists” than PSTs (χ2 = 0.6.02, p = 0.01).


TABLE 4. Mean (SDs) of teachers’ reported challenges (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = agree, 3 = disagree, 4 = strongly disagree 5 = strongly agree).

[image: Table 4]
Teachers’ professional adequacy regarding training, identification, support of children with DLD, as well as collaboration with other specialists was also examined. Looking at Table 5 we can see that both KTs and PSTs reported that they are not well trained and it is difficult for them to identify and support a child with DLD in their classrooms. Educators were also asked to mention ways of supporting children with DLD in an open-ended question. Only a few responded to this question and suggested “individualized teaching,” “encouragement for oral communication through conversations” and “creating a learning environment that provides opportunities for language development e.g., language games, storytelling.”


TABLE 5. Mean (SDs) of teachers’ professional adequacy (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = agree, 3 = disagree, 4 = strongly disagree 5 = strongly agree).

[image: Table 5]
Both groups of educators strongly agreed that they can cooperate with other specialists in order to respond to children’s needs. Those who responded positively were also asked to suggest ways of collaboration. Following a content analysis, all the answers were categorized into four categories: (a) no answer, (b) regular contacts, e.g., “frequent communication and phone contact with specialist,” (c) guidance from specialists, e.g., “specialist could provide the teacher with a plan to apply in the context of the classroom” and (d) dynamic cooperation in a way that both teachers and specialists exchange information about children’s abilities and difficulties and apply together methods of intervention e.g., “planning a joint intervention program with the specialist.” Figure 1 presents teachers’ suggestions for cooperation with other professionals. The statistical analysis for each group of professionals showed that KTs and PSTs suggested mostly dynamic cooperation as a way of cooperation with other specialists in comparison to the other types of collaboration [KTs, χ2(3) = 11.556, p = 0.099, PSTs, χ2 (3) = 10.253, p = 0.017].
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FIGURE 1. Proposed ways of cooperation by the teachers.





DISCUSSION

The present study explored the views of different educational professionals’ (Kindergarten Teachers with Primary School Teachers on DLD by: (a) mapping their understanding of DLD (knowledge of the term DLD, language and additional needs of the children with DLD); and (b) identifying their challenges and professional adequacy regarding training, identification, support of children with DLD and collaboration with others.


Teachers Understanding of Developmental Language Disorder

In the present study half of the participants, didn’t know the term while among those who provided a definition of DLD most of them used a language-deficit focused definition. The findings are quite encouraging given the fact that DLD is a term that was suggested in the field since 2017 (Bishop et al., 2017) and the data for the present survey were collected in 2019. Previous studies, before 2017, in English-speaking countries have also demonstrated that teachers use a varied terminology (e.g., Specific Language Disorder, Language Impairment, Primary Language Impairment, etc.) for which they have a lack of a clear understanding (Dockrell and Lindsay, 2001; Mroz and Hall, 2003; Dockrell and Howell, 2015; Dockrell et al., 2017). To our knowledge, the present study is the first investigating teachers’ familiarity and knowledge of the term DLD (and not SLI) in non-English speaking countries as well as in Greece. Further follow up research with larger samples across different countries could expand the above results.

Regarding teachers’ understanding of children’s language difficulties in the receptive domain, KTs reported, most difficulties in vocabulary, syntax and morphology for preschool children, while PSTs referred to difficulties in vocabulary, syntax and pragmatics for school age children. Previous research which has been based on the direct assessment of children with DLD, has also acknowledged the same pattern of problems in vocabulary, syntax, morphology (Stavrakaki, 2001; Wecherly et al., 2001; Marshall, 2014; Spanoudis et al., 2018; Jackson et al., 2019) and pragmatics (Andrés-Roqueta and Katsos, 2020). Regarding, in particular, children’s difficulties in pragmatics, previous studies have also shown that teachers while working with the children in real time communicative classrooms, have a good chance to identify their pragmatic difficulties (Farmer and Oliver, 2005) and this further enhances their important role in the process of identifying children with DLD.

Turning to the expressive language difficulties, KTs reported statistically significant more difficulties with articulation, and phonology for preschool children than the PSTs reported for school age children, while on the other hand, PSTs reported that school aged children face statistically significant more difficulties with grammar in comparison to the corresponding difficulties reported by the KTs. The different focus of the two groups of professionals may be due to two reasons: (a) the Greek curricula (preschool years, Primary school years) emphasize different language domains (Institute of Educational Policy, 2014a,b). For example, articulation, phonology and the use of appropriate syntactically sentences is the focus of the Greek curriculum for the preschool children (Institute of Educational Policy, 2014a), while for the Primary school children the focus of the curriculum is grammar, which for example is being taught since Year I of Primary school (Institute of Educational Policy, 2014b) and (b) most of the articulation and phonology deficits reported by KTs for preschool children with DLD usually disappear by the time they enter primary school (Lewis and Freebairn, 1992; McLeod and Crowe, 2018), hence primary school teachers identify difficulties in other more demanding language domains such as grammar (Hoff, 2009). Nevertheless, it has to be mentioned that the same pattern of problems has been identified by previous studies with direct assessments both in preschool (Stavrakaki, 2001, 2004; Ebbels et al., 2003; Diamanti et al., 2018; Spanoudis et al., 2018; Pigdon et al., 2020) and school age children with DLD (Snowling et al., 2019; Ralli et al., 2021a).

Furthermore, the majority of the educators recognized that both preschool and school aged children with DLD are likely to experience additional difficulties such as emotional, behavioral problems and difficulties in their relations with others, which is in line with findings from previous studies (e.g., Yew and O’Kearney, 2013; Dockrell and Howell, 2015; Dockrell et al., 2017; Conti-Ramsden et al., 2019).



Teachers’ Challenges and Professional Adequacy Regarding Training, Identification, Support of Children With Developmental Language Disorder and Collaboration With Others

Looking at the challenges that the educators face when working with children with DLD, KTs reported mostly the emotional, language and behavioral difficulties, while the PSTs focused mostly on their learning difficulties and less on their emotional and behavioral problems. Previous studies in different educational contexts have showed, similar results in which however, no comparison data exist between KTs and PSTs (Dockrell and Howell, 2015; Dockrell et al., 2017). A possible explanation of the above differences between the two groups of educators may again be the differences reflected in the Greek curricula according to which a basic aim of the preschool education is the social and emotional as well as language development while, PSTs are more concerned with reading and writing according to relevant aims of the Curriculum for Primary school children (Institute of Educational Policy, 2014b), therefore they mainly “notice” the learning difficulties children with DLD face.

Both groups of educators recognized their own limitations regarding background knowledge to cater for children with DLD and the need for further training in order to effectively apply the appropriate adjustments for the various difficulties experienced by this group of children. The above results regarding those challenges teachers face regarding their professional adequacy have also been reported in previous research in other countries (Dockrell and Lindsay, 2001; Mroz and Hall, 2003; Dockrell and Howell, 2015; Dockrell et al., 2017). This finding is important to be further explored in a larger national sample of Greek teachers in more depth in order to further clarify their needs for training.

Last, both groups of teachers acknowledged the need to collaborate with other professionals in order to respond to children’s needs. Most KTs and PSTs reported dynamic cooperation as a way of collaboration in which all the professionals have available time to work together as a team, to exchange knowledge and advice in order to meet children’s needs. This perception of the term dynamic cooperation resembles the term of “reciprocal consultation” proposed in previous studies in which “both teachers and SLTs are equal, with respect to decision making, exchanging advice and expertise and implementing language and learning support to achieve common goals” (Hartas, 2004, p. 47). Only two teachers out of the whole sample mentioned some barriers that could possibly prevent collaboration (e.g., different understanding of language development, professional status). Previous studies have also reported misunderstanding in the type of knowledge that teachers are looking for and the knowledge that SLTs “deliver” to them when working in schools (Dockrell and Lindsay, 2001; McCartney et al., 2011). This mismatch in how DLD is conceptualized and how the needs are prioritized and met by those working with this group of children it is important to be the focus of future research.

In the present study we tried to build an evidence-based research by investigating the views of Greek Kindergarten teachers and Primary school teachers on DLD. To date the needs of this group of children have been ill defined and the importance of the teacher’s role in first identification has been overshadowed by clinical diagnostic approaches (Dockrell et al., 2017). This is problematic, since teachers’ identification of these difficulties has an important impact in determining access to additional support (Dockrell and Hurry, 2018). Mapping the teachers’ understanding on DLD will contribute to the development of effective identification, teaching and support services (Dockrell et al., 2017).
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