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ABSTRACT 
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This study evaluates the knowledge professionals in the justice system have related to 

Developmental Language Disorders (DLD). One hundred and thirty-six adults in Texas with 

law-enforcement jobs, primarily police officers, participated in this study. Participants completed 

a survey consisting of 78 questions about their background, experiences with DLD and beliefs 

about communication. Results indicate that 69% of law enforcement officers were unfamiliar 

with DLD or its characteristics. At least 25% of respondents connected a person’s credibility 

with communication, and 30% responded that they were not sure that accommodations should be 

made for struggles with language. However, 90% of respondents wanted to learn how to better 

serve people with DLD.  This data demonstrates a substantial need for interprofessional 

collaboration between the fields of speech-language pathology and the criminal justice system. 

and provide a basis for the development of collaborative training programs.  
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Introduction 
 
 Every day thousands of men, women and children come into contact with the United 

States (US) Criminal Justice System. In 2018, over 1.4 million people were incarcerated in US 

prisons (Carson, 2020) and another 738,400 people were incarcerated in US jails (Zeng, 2020).  

Over 10 million arrests were made in 2016 (O’Toole & Neusteter, 2019).  In 2019, over 48,000 

youths were in confinement, with 1 in 10 held in adult facilities (Sawyer, 2019).  The estimated 

number of juvenile arrests in 2018 was 728,280 (OJJDP Statistical Briefing Book, 2019).  People 

who experience incarceration have diminished educational (Couloute, 2018) and professional 

future outcomes (Visher, Debus-Sherrill & Yahner, 2011) as compared to their peers who have 

no history of incarceration (Couloute, 2018; Couloute & Kopf, 2018;). In addition to these 

challenges, extant research indicates that incarcerated men and youths are at risk for high rates of 

undiagnosed communication and or language impairment (e.g., Bryan, Freer, & Furlong, 2007; 

Snow & Powell, 2004).  

The criminal justice system involves a multitude of processes that require high levels of 

language knowledge, including providing statements to police officers, understanding one’s legal 

rights, meeting with lawyers, court appearances, and possible incarceration. If an offender has a 

communication impairment (diagnosed or undiagnosed), there may be communication 

breakdowns in one or all of these processes between the offender and the professionals involved. 

A limited body of work considers how communication impairments manifest in prisoners. 

However, to address the impact of communication disorders on individuals in the justice system, 

it is also important for researchers to address what knowledge professionals working in the 

justice system (e.g. police officers, lawyers, judges) have about communication disorders. The 
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purpose of this preliminary investigation is to survey professionals within the justice system 

about their knowledge and perceptions of developmental language disorders (DLD).  

Profiles of Prisoners  

People come in contact with the justice system for a variety of reasons. Some have been 

arrested and will eventually go to court for alleged crimes, which may result in imprisonment. 

Others may be arrested and questioned, but then released with no charges held against them. 

Additionally, people who serve as witnesses or victims to crimes also interact with the justice 

system, albeit differently. To date, there is no research that has studied whether communication 

skills or language impairment has any impact on if a suspect who encounters the police are more 

or less likely to walk away from the encounter versus being arrested. The present study will 

focus mostly on offenders, while acknowledging that persons with DLD may come into contact 

with police and other justice-system professionals for many different reasons.    

Persons who have been in prison face poor educational and professional achievements 

prior to and post- incarceration. Thirty percent of adult prisoners list their education level as 

“below high school,” which is double the amount within the general population. Only two 

percent of the prison population has a four-year (or higher) degree, whereas 28 percent of the 

general population has a bachelors or graduate/professional degree (Rampey et al., 2016). 

Women prisoners are less likely than male prisoners to report having full time employment prior 

to incarceration, 28% for women versus 51% of men (Rampey et al., 2016). According to 

Mumola (2000), nearly one in five women in prison reported being homeless at some point 

within the past twelve months. In the month before their arrest, nearly 70% of women in state 

and federal prison reported earning less than $1,000 (Mumola, 2000). A 2010 study of Ohio 

parolees found that fewer than 20% of men and women had stable employment within the first 
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year after being released from prison and they faced unstable housing situations, putting them at 

a higher risk for recidivism (Makarios, Steiner & Travis, 2010). These patterns of behavior could 

be related to a variety of factors, including past trauma or educational history. Poor educational, 

professional and social outcomes could also be linked to the presence of an undiagnosed 

language disorder, a possibility that remains largely unexplored. Currently, a small body of 

literature indicates men/juvenile delinquents have a higher rate of communication disorders than 

those not in the justice system.  

Youth offenders and men in the corrections system are more likely to have speech and 

language disorders (often also embedded in learning disabilities) than their peers who remain 

outside of the prison system (Bryan, Freer, & Furlong, 2007; Snow, Woodward, Mathis, & 

Powell, 2016). Additionally, the disorders are largely undiagnosed (Winstanley, Webb, & Conti‐

Ramsden, 2018). For example, a small study (N = 50) of juvenile offenders found 50% presented 

signs of dyslexia, which occurs in 5-10% of the overall population (Kirk & Reid, 2001). 

Dyslexia is often co-morbid with speech and language disorders; as many as 53% of children 

with dyslexia also meet the criteria for having a language disorder (McArthur et al., 2000). 

Language disorders frequently occur in the absence of dyslexia as well (McArthur et al., 2000). 

Diagnosis of language disorders is necessary for the provision of appropriate interventions. 

Speech-language pathologists represent professionals who can and should be involved in 

screening and diagnosis of language disorders, and they traditionally have not been (Snow, 

2018). 

Developmental Language Disorder 

Developmental Language Disorder (hereafter DLD; also referred to in literature as 

specific language impairment and primary language impairment) refers to a deficit in one or 
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more area of language (e.g. grammar) that is not explained by a known neurological, sensory, 

intellectual or emotional deficit (Ervin, 2001). DLD manifests in a variety of “behaviors that are 

complex, multifactorial and which vary on a continuum” (Bishop, 2017, p. put page number 

since it is a quote). DLD affects an estimated 12% of kindergarteners (Tomblin et al., 1997), with 

7.6% of those children demonstrating nonverbal thinking skills that are well within the range of 

normal. It is a genetic disorder that does not spontaneously resolve with age. If a child is 

diagnosed with DLD, there is a one and five chance a family member is also affected by DLD 

(Ervin, 2001). Johnson et al. (1999), in a longitudinal study, found that over 70% of five-year-old 

children diagnosed with a language impairment continued to have deficits into early adulthood.  

In 2002, Nippold and Schwarz presented empirical evidence that DLD does not result in 

natural recovery, and that without proper intervention children with DLD will continue to fall 

behind their peers in academic and social achievement (Nippold & Schwarz, 2002).  Clegg, 

Hollis, Mawhood, and Rutter (2005) similarly found a variety of long-term negative 

consequences for men who had been diagnosed with DLD as children. Many of these men 

struggled to find and to maintain employment, and the jobs they did have tended not to require 

higher education other than possibly trade school. Consequently, many received welfare benefits 

(Clegg et al., 2005). Participants also reported struggling to make and maintain social 

relationships with others, including romantic relationships (Clegg et al., 2005). The control group 

within this study was made of siblings who did not have DLD. Those siblings attained higher 

education, obtained and maintained jobs and social relationships better than those diagnosed with 

DLD (Clegg et al., 2005). Because sibling pairs grew up in the same household, this 

investigation clearly demonstrated that DLD has negative academic, professional and social 
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consequences beyond the consequences created by a supportive or unsupportive family 

environment.  

DLD is a disorder most often diagnosed in children, but a lack of knowledge and 

awareness, combined with the varying ways DLD manifests, leads to general underdiagnosis of 

DLD (e.g. Tomblin et al., 1997; Prelock, Hutchins, & Glascoe, 2008). DLD persists into 

adulthood as there is no “cure,” and intervention focuses on teaching strategies to help minimize 

the negative effects of the disorder (Nippold & Schwarz, 2002). Individuals who are not 

diagnosed as children have a low chance of being diagnosed later in life (Fidler, Plante, & 

Vance, 2011). A child is typically diagnosed as having DLD when he or she has language 

abilities (primarily grammatical abilities) that are below the range of normal, but has cognitive 

abilities that are broadly within the range of normal (i.e., does not have an intellectual disability).  

Across the lifespan, a hallmark characteristic of DLD includes difficulty with 

communication, particularly in complex situations. Above and beyond those communication 

difficulties reported by people diagnosed with DLD, peers of people with DLD also notice 

difficulties with atypical social interactions (Rice & Hoffman, 2015). In a study of elementary 

students comparing DLD students with their non-DLD peers, Fujiki, Brinton, and Todd (1996) 

found that students with DLD were more likely to have problem behaviors and have poorer 

social skills. Additionally, students with DLD rated themselves as feeling lonelier as compared 

to their typical developing peers. If DLD goes undiagnosed, any language, behavioral or social 

problems that also exist will also not be addressed. This is particularly problematic for adults, 

who face societal and cultural expectations regarding communication and behavior. Even 

amongst those diagnosed with DLD these behaviors and lack of social skills affect the type of 
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jobs a person might be able to get as prospective employers might infer incompetence based on 

poor linguistic or social skills (Clegg, Hollis, Mawhood, & Rutter, 2005).    

Communication within the Justice System 

 The justice system has multiple tiers in which due process is owed to all who encounter 

it. A study by Talbot (2010) in the United Kingdom interviewed prisoners who were identified 

by staff (wardens and other professionals such as psychologists or speech therapists) as having 

learning disabilities or difficulties (including but not limited to low intelligence (IQ), dyslexia, 

speech/language disorders, etc.) to engage with them about their experience with the justice 

system. Over two-thirds of the responded as having “difficulties in reading prison information 

and filling out forms” as well as “experienced difficulties in verbal comprehension skills,” 

(Talbot, 2010, p. ). The effect of these difficulties included prisoners not being able to be 

understood as well as ineffective interactions led to negative feelings such as depression and 

isolation (Talbot, 2010). Additionally, prisoners did not know prison rules, their rights, and even 

how long they would have to remain in prison (Talbot, 2010).  

Early-stage research suggests juvenile offenders and young adults who have DLD may 

not fully understand the Miranda Rights (Lieser, Van der Voort, & Spaulding, 2019; Rost & 

McGregor, 2012). The Miranda Rights are a statement provided by police upon a person’s arrest 

advising that person of his or her rights. If a person cannot understand or comprehend his or her 

rights from the very beginning of the judicial system, one can infer many additional 

misunderstandings would follow.  These findings are concerning and the etiology of the 

difficulties as well as accurate diagnoses of language disorders should be a goal of the justice 

system to maintain a person’s right to due process. Additionally, the legal system is a complex 

process that involves a lot of linguistically-based, high-level communication, from 
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communicating with police and providing narratives, to understanding one’s rights and the courts 

systems which may be made more difficult to understand for those who have speech, language, 

and communication disorders.  

Although there are no studies regarding DLD and related knowledge of professionals in 

the justice system, research has been conducted regarding individuals with other communication 

difficulties (e.g. Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD), intellectual disability (ID)). A 2012 study of 

229 police officers from Australia showed that police officers on average had contact with 

persons with ID an average of almost three times a week (Henshaw & Thomas, 2012). One of 

the most common challenges reported was communicating with a person with ID and in 

particular figuring out how to best communicate and whether or not the police officer and the 

person with ID understood each other (Henshaw & Thomas, 2012). In a 2017 survey conducted 

in Canada by Tint and colleagues (DATE), 63% of parents reported being satisfied or highly 

satisfied of police encounters with their children with ASD. This is a stark contrast to a Crane 

and colleagues (2016) survey of police and the autism community in England and Wales. 

Twenty-six adults with ASD were surveyed and 69% reported their encounters with police to be 

unsatisfactory (Crane et al., 2016). Additionally, parents of children with ASD reported an 

unsatisfactory rating of 74% of their children’s encounters with police (Crane et al., 2016). 

Interestingly, police officers surveyed answered questions regarding how they approached 

persons with ASD; 92% reported avoiding long winded questions or multiple part questions, 

91% reported allowing extra time for questions to be processed, and 89% reported being mindful 

of vocabulary used (Crane et al., 2016). Nearly half of officers responded that they had 

knowledge about ASD and that they were equipped to work with individuals with ASD (Crane et 

al., 2016). Only 37% of officers reported formal training regarding ASD (Crane et al., 2016). 
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Despite officers reporting changing how they approached persons with ASD, most of the officers 

had received no formal ASD training and majority of persons with ASD and parents of children 

with ASD had unsatisfactory experiences with police officers.  

Furthermore, a 2017 study completed by Maras and colleagues surveyed judges, 

barristers and solicitors regarding their contact with persons with ASD in criminal courts. 

Seventy-five percent of respondents felt knowledgeable about ASD (Maras et al., 2017). Seven 

out of twenty-two legal professionals reported receiving formal training, which for half of the 

participants included learning aspects of the criminal justice system that may pose challenges to 

those with ASD (Maras et al., 2017). Yet, only half of respondents felt satisfied with how they 

dealt with witnesses, victims or defendants with autism (Maras et al., 2017). Additionally, both 

parents and adults with ASD reported legal professionals did not understand difficulties related 

to ASD, including the ability to provide a narrative account or the ability to recall 

memories/events (Maras et al., 2017). 

In the previous studies (i.e., Maras, Crane, Henshaw, & Thomas, 2017) the professionals 

overwhelmingly reported knowing or being told that the person they were in contact with had an 

ID or ASD. When a disorder is identified, or identifiable protocols can be into motion in order to 

protect the person’s rights. Because DLD is a “silent disorder” that may not be easily identifiable 

or even diagnosed in the person, it is even more important that professionals receive formal 

training, so that these persons know their rights and receive due process in the justice system. In 

order to preserve people’s rights to due process, professionals working within the justice system 

should be trained in understanding and recognizing language and communication disorders. 

Despite preliminary evidence showing increased rates of language disorders amongst prisoners 

(e.g., Bryan 2004; Bountress & Richards, 1979), there are no current studies looking at what 
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knowledge professionals in the justice system have regarding DLD. It would be unreasonable to 

expect these professionals to recognize these disorders in individuals if they themselves have had 

no prior training or knowledge about language disorders.  

Research Questions  

What is the state of knowledge of DLD within the criminal justice system? 

Does knowledge of DLD vary by profession within the criminal justice system?  

What demographic characteristics of professionals in the criminal justice system predict higher 

levels of knowledge of DLD? 

For open-ended questions, what are consistent themes related to knowledge of DLD among 

professionals in the criminal justice system?  

Methods 

Participants 

This study was approved by the Texas Christian University Institutional Review Board.  

Participants were recruited via flyers emailed to various agencies (predominately law 

enforcement) in Texas that work with victims, witnesses, and/or offenders. In all, 136 people 

participated in this study. Twenty-nine participants were female, 101 were male, and 6 preferred 

not to answer. Two participants identified as American Indian/Alaskan Native, one identified as 

American Indian/Alaskan Native, White, one identified as Asian, eleven identified as Black or 

African American, 116 identified as White, one identified as Black or African American and 

White and four preferred not to answer. Sixteen participants identified as being ethnically 

Hispanic or Latino, 115 reported that they were not Hispanic or Latino, and 5 preferred not to 

report. Eighteen participants reported high school as their highest degree, 21 participants 

attended some college, 16 participants held an associate’s degree, 53 reported having a 
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bachelor’s degree, 23 have a master’s degree, one participant held a Juris Doctor degree, 2 

participants had a doctorate/Ph.D., and 2 participants’ education level was not determined. One 

hundred thirteen respondents reported being in the law enforcement profession (e.g., detective, 

police officer, K-9 handler, fifteen reported being in law enforcement with a supervisory or 

administrative status (e.g. Chief of police, police sergeant, police supervisor), 2 reported being 

clinical therapists, one reported working in “legal”, one was a Licensed Professional Counselor – 

Intern, 3 are in social work, and one is a telecommunicator.  

Procedures  

Survey Development. The investigators developed a survey that consisted of 78 

questions about participants’ background, experiences with DLD, and beliefs about 

communication. The initial sets of questions asked about professional and educational 

background features and demographic characteristics (e.g., race, ethnicity, gender). Additional, 

open-ended questions asked about the participant’s experience with DLD. Specifically, questions 

asked about knowledge of terminology, the deficits associated with DLD, the prevalence of 

DLD, and whether or not participants had experiences with victims, witnesses or offenders who 

had self-identified as having DLD.  

The investigators also developed questions designed to measure perceptions related to 

DLD-associated behaviors that may influence decision-making within the justice system. Those 

questions concerning beliefs about communication asked participants to rate two statements on a 

7-point scale (e.g., a person who can’t tell you what happened is likely lying versus a person who 

can’t tell you what happened is as likely to be truthful as someone who can). See Appendix for 

questions. A review of relevant literature led investigators to question whether professionals in 

the justice system would (a) relate credibility with behaviors that are also associated with 
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language difficult (e.g., not being able to relate all details of a narrative; Wetherell, Botting, & 

Conti-Ramsden, 2007), (b) relate other, sometimes DLD-associated characteristics (e.g., 

education and employment) with employment (Clegg et al., 2005), (c) view accommodating 

language level as appropriate or as treating people as unequal. Additionally, participants were 

asked questions related to knowledge of DLD, including its prevalence related to Autism 

Spectrum Disorder (a disorder with strong awareness campaigns; Tomblin et al, 1997; Maenner, 

et al., 2020), related to Down Syndrome (a disorder that is associated with physical features; 

Tomblin et al., 1997; Mai et al., 2019), whether individuals can outgrow DLD and whether DLD 

can be “cured” with intervention. Within scaled questions, some scales used a high value (7) 

associated with responses that were sensitive to DLD (e.g., knowing that not being able to tell 

narrative details, in order, does not necessarily reflect whether someone is lying), and other 

scales used a low value (1) to associated responses sensitive to DLD. Finally, participants were 

asked about their perception of SLP roles, which professionals they would approach if they had 

difficulty understanding a victim, witness, or offender, and whether they wanted additional 

training related to communication disorders.  

Additional participants, adults who were not law-enforcement professionals, were 

recruited to validate the survey. These participants received an individual link to the survey 

without the demographic questions related to victims, witnesses, and offenders, and then two 

weeks later were given a link to the same survey. Forty-two adults completed both surveys.  

Administration and Scoring. The entire survey was administered to participants via the 

Qualtrics computer program. Scaled questions on the survey were randomized and presented to 

participants in varying orders. The survey took approximately 20 minutes to complete.  
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 To score the survey, participant ratings were reversed for those questions where a low 

score indicated a high sensitivity to DLD (e.g., Persons with a history of DLD/SLI are more 

likely to find work in less skilled job vs Having a language disorder like DLD/SLI does not 

affect ability to get a job). That is, 7 was transformed to a 1, 6 to a 2, etc. These transformations 

created question responses where all responses that were highly sensitive to DLD were high-

point (7) responses, and less sensitive responses were low-point responses (1).  

 Analysis. Several analyses were planned to validate the items used in this study. First, 

investigators planned to explore whether the non-law enforcement participants (n = 42) 

responded to demographic, professional and educational background questions consistently 

across the survey both times that it was administered. Then, investigators planned to compare 

participant responses to rating-scale survey items via correlation analysis for Time 1 and Time 2 

rating. Finally, investigators evaluated individual items using an iterative process. Evaluators 

planned to evaluate correlations between items responses to determine which items demonstrate 

convergent validity (i.e., correlated with other items at r = .30 or greater; DeVellis, 2012). 

Groups of items that demonstrated convergent validity were then to be considered as possible 

“subscale” items and tested to determine if they demonstrated discriminant validity (r < .20) with 

other possible “subscales.” Those items that met “subscale” criteria would then be evaluated with 

Cronbach’s alpha in the sample of interest, professionals in the criminal justice system, to verify 

validity.  

 To answer the primary research questions, descriptive and inferential analyses were 

planned. Number of responses (e.g., “yes” or “no” for individual questions, estimates of DLD 

prevalence) for questions requiring a text response, and means and standard deviations for scaled 

responses were calculated for each of the individual items to report on the state of knowledge of 
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DLD within the criminal justice system. For the second and third research question, the 

dependent variable included any subscales with sufficiently high Cronbach’s alpha and 

individual questions that did not fit an individual subscale. To determine if knowledge and 

perceptions of DLD varied by position in the justice system, comparative analyses were planned 

(a one-way analysis of variance if more than one professional group emerged, or an independent 

samples t-test if only two groups were available for comparison). To determine if demographic 

characteristics correlated with knowledge and perceptions of DLD, those demographic variables 

that could be considered continuous were entered into a planned Pearson correlation. For 

demographic variables that were not continuous (e.g., race), one-way analysis of variance 

analyses were planned, with follow-up linear contrasts for significant findings.  

Qualitative Analysis 

Open-ended question responses were reviewed by the first author and coded by their 

content to then make a second pass review and identify themes. Identification of themes was 

used to triangulate results from the quantitative areas of the project. Exploration of qualitative 

results was primarily descriptive and observational. 

Results 

Survey Validation 

 Initial analyses related to the survey created for this study were calculated from the 

responses of non-justice-system professionals, who took the survey two times. First, participant 

responses to demographic, professional and educational items were evaluated to determine if 

responses differed from survey Time 1 to survey Time 2. As expected, these responses varied 

minimally, with exception of responses to the question “Have you ever heard of Developmental 

Language Disorder (DLD) or Specifical Language Impairment (SLI)?” A high percentage of 
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respondents (45%) who indicated “no” on that question at Time 1 indicated “yes” at Time 2. The 

follow-up question asked “How have you heard of SLI/DLD” and participants marked “on the 

first version of this survey.”  

Next, test-retest reliability was calculated across all participants and items, comparing 

responses to scaled questions from Time 1 to Time 2. A Pearson correlation indicated that 

individual responses were significantly correlated, r =.722, p < .001. A correlation above .70 is 

considered acceptable test-retest reliability (Cicchetti, 1994).  

Using the non-justice-system professional sample, item responses were then evaluated, 

via Pearson correlations, for convergent and divergent validity. Items that met criteria to create a 

hypothetical subscale (i.e., correlated with other items in the same scale at least r = .30 and did 

not correlate with other items above r = .20) included the following sets. A first subscale, named 

the Credibility and Behavior subscale, included items 1, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15 

(correlations within scale between .304 and .579; see Appendix for designated item numbers). 

Each item referenced a possible language-related behavior (e.g., not being able to tell the details 

of a narrative in order) and an interpretation of that behavior related to credibility (e.g., is likely 

lying). A second subscale also emerged, named the Perspectives on Accommodations subscale, 

and included items 3, 4, 5, 6, and 22 (correlations ranged from .365 to .459). These items 

included those asking about whether explanations should be given to everyone the same way, or 

whether they should be changed to match victim/offender/witness language level. One item in 

this group also asked whether individuals who self-report language difficulties are likely to be 

telling the truth. All remaining questions did not associate with a particular subscale.  

To further explore the validity of these subscales, Cronbach’s alpha was computed for 

each of the identified subscales using responses from justice-system professionals (N = 136). For 
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the Credibility and Behavior subscale, Cronbach’s alpha was .732. For the Perspectives on 

Accommodations subscale, Cronbach’s alpha was .747. Thus, both analyses were considered 

acceptably high to interpret these items as measuring a similar construct for the purposes of 

further analysis.  

State of Knowledge of DLD within the Criminal Justice System  

 Questions about DLD that required a text response were analyzed by the first author by 

counting numbers of responses. Of primary importance to this work was the first question, 

whether or not participants had heard of DLD or SLI before. Although some respondents 

reported having knowledge of DLD, the majority of participants have limited to no knowledge of 

DLD. Figure 1 shows that nearly 69% of respondents (N = 136) have never heard of DLD or 

SLI. When asked if they have ever encountered victims, witnesses or offenders who had self-

reported DLD (Figure 2), the majority of respondents reported they have not had contact with 

people who self-reported DLD. For the few respondents who have had contact with person’s 

with DLD, they reported that in most instances’ accommodations were made (Figure 3). Even 

though accommodations were made in the majority of instances, the respondents did not feel like 

they were adequately trained for working with a person with DLD, (Figure 4). Lastly, when 

asked if they would benefit from training about DLD the overwhelming majority, 90% of 

respondents (n=114), reported that they believed that they would benefit (Figure 5).  

 

Figure 1. DLD/SLI Knowledge  
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Figure 2. Self-Reported DLD/SLI 

 

Figure 3. Victim, Witness and Offender Accommodations 
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Figure 4. DLD/SLI Preparedness  
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Scaled response questions were also analyzed according to number of responses at each rating. 

Ten items did not fall into a specific subscale during reliability/ validity analyses, and those 

items are reported on individually.  

 Education and reliability. Question 2 asked whether individuals with college degrees 

were more reliable, or if education level was unrelated to reliability. Participant responses ranged 

from 2 (those with degrees are more reliable) to 7 (education does not relate to reliability). 

Nineteen participants had a response in the lower half of the range (13.9 percent of the sample), 

and all other responses were between a 5 and 7 rating (44.1 percent of the sample indicated a 7, 

that education and reliability are unrelated).  

 Employment, work ethic and language skills. Three questions were related to the 

theme of employment and communication. Question 7 had participants indicate whether they 

believed persons with DLD/SLI would have trouble finding high-paying jobs or whether 

DLD/SLI was unlikely to affect employment. Responses ranged from 1 (persons with DLD/SLI 

may have trouble finding employment) to 7 (having a language disorder does not affect 
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employment). Eleven participants rated these statements at 1, 2, or 3, 29 participants rated these 

statements as “4” (exactly in the middle), and the rest of the sample indicated scores of 5, 6 or 7. 

In other words, approximately a third of the sample believes language disorders do not affect 

employment (or are unsure if they affect employment). Question 16 similarly asked whether 

language skills might affect getting a high-paying job. Responses ranged again from 1 to 7, with 

18.5 percent of the sample rating at 3 or below (indicating belief a low-paying job might be 

related to DLD/SLI), 12 participants indicating a “4” response, and 59.3% of the sample 

indicating a 5, 6 or 7, more strongly towards the belief that “language skills does not affect a 

person’s ability to get a higher paying job.” Finally, Question 8 asked whether work ethic or 

communication skills are more likely to affect a person’s ability to get a good job. Responses 

ranged from 1 (work ethic is most important) to 7 (communication skills are most important), 

with 36.2 percent of the sample indicating a 1, 2, or 3, another 30.2 percent of the sample rating a 

4, and 33.6 percent of the sample indicating a 5, 6, or 7.  

 Prevalence of DLD. Two questions (17 and 18) asked participants to hypothesize about 

the prevalence of DLD in relation to other well-known diagnoses associated with communication 

disorders. Asked whether DLD was less prevalent than Down Syndrome (a low score) or more 

prevalent than Down Syndrome (a higher rating), 21% of the sample indicated a 1, 2 or 3, 29.4% 

indicated a 4 (an I-don’t-know response), and 49.6% indicated that DLD was more prevalent. 

The same question was asked about Autism Spectrum Disorder: in this case, 28.6% of 

participants indicated that Autism Spectrum Disorder was likely more prevalent, 31% chose a 4, 

and 40.3% of the sample indicated that DLD was probably more prevalent.  

 Change in DLD status. Two questions (19 and 20) addressed whether participants 

thought DLD could be cured or whether children might outgrow DLD. Thirty percent of the 
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sample indicated a belief that DLD could be cured, with another 54.7 % marking a 4, and 14.5 

percent did not believe that DLD could be cured. Approximately 14.7% of respondents indicated 

that children were likely to outgrow DLD, 55.7% marked a 4, and 30.2% indicated a belief that 

children would not outgrow DLD.  

 DLD and Incarceration. Finally, Question 21 addressed whether language disorders 

were a risk factor for incarceration. Twenty-two percent of the sample did not think language 

disorders were more prevalent in prison populations, 31.8% rated this question a 4, and 46.6% 

were inclined to see language disorders as a risk for incarceration.  

 Credibility and Behavior Subscale. Participant ratings on this overall subscale could 

range from 7 (rating a 1 on all scales) to 56 (a 7 on all scales). All ratings were flipped so that 

responses that did not equate credibility with communication-related behaviors were high ratings 

(7) and responses that did equate credibility and communication were low ratings (1). The mean 

score on this subscale was 39.68, with a standard deviation of 7.12 and a range in scores from 20 

up to 56.  

 Perspectives on Accommodations Subscale. Participant ratings on this subscale ranged 

from 5 to 35, with responses that favored accommodation being on the high end of the scale. The 

mean score on this subscale was 27.59, with a standard deviation of 5.18 and a score range from 

12 to 35.  

Perceptions of DLD and Professional Role  

The second research question addressed whether knowledge and perspectives of DLD 

vary by profession within the criminal justice system. The majority of participants identified as 

law enforcement, so our ability to compare law enforcement versus non-law enforcement 

professions within the justice system was limited. Participants were coded however, for having a 
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leadership role versus not. Leadership roles were roles considered to have a more supervisory or 

administrative status and tend to currently have limited contact with victims, offenders and 

witnesses (e.g., chief of police, first line supervisor, police captain). Those considered not in a 

leadership were separated due more often having direct and frequent contact with offenders, 

witnesses, and victims (e.g., police officer, detective, K-9 handler).   

Independent samples t-tests were run comparing law enforcement officers without a 

leadership role with law enforcement officers with a leadership role Credibility and Behavior and 

Perspectives on Accommodation variables. Results indicated that scores did not significantly 

vary by leadership role (t (106) = -.725, p = .470; t(106) = -.851, p = .397) 

Demographic Characteristics and Professional Role 

Demographic characteristics of participants collected in this data set included years of 

experience, highest level of education, area of work (rural, urban or suburban), and gender. 

Unfortunately, there was not high enough variability in our sample of where officers worked (as 

many worked across many locations) to complete an analysis. Because years of experience is a 

continuous variable, this was run against the Credibility and Behavior and Perspectives on 

Accommodation variables in a Pearson correlation. Years of experience did not correlate 

significantly with any of the variables (r = .059, p = .532; r = .105, p = .262 respectively).  

A one-way analysis of variance for highest level of education also yielded non-significant results 

(p = .071-.458). An independent samples t-test compared responses by gender and found no 

significant influence (t(109) = .851, p =.396 for Credibility and Behavior, and t(109) = 1.18, p 

=.242 for Perspectives on Accommodation).  

Additionally, the survey asked whether participants knew the term DLD prior to taking 

the survey. We evaluated whether those who knew the term scored higher on Credibility and 
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Behavior and Perspectives on Accommodation than participants who did not. For the Credibility 

and Behavior subscale, participants who had heard of DLD linked behavior and language in way 

that was sensitive to DLD more so than participants who had not heard of DLD (t(113) =-2.321, 

p = .022). There was not a significant group difference on performance for Perspectives on 

Accommodations (t (114) = -.943, p = .347).  

Themes related to open-ended questions 

Open ended questions were grouped into three categories(a) fact-based knowledge about 

DLD/SLI, (b) experience with accommodations, and (c) the role of SLPs and the justice system. 

A fourth section will review some of the final thoughts that were given by the respondents at the 

end of the survey.  

Knowledge about DLD/SLI. Of the respondents who reported knowing about DLD/SLI, 

fourteen said they have heard about it either because they have children or know children with 

DLD/communication difficulty, or they have a family member, colleague or friends who has 

talked about language/communication disorders. Some responded that they know about 

DLD/SLI because they have been around children who had difficulty communicating due to an 

Autism Spectrum Disorder or Dyslexia diagnosis. Twelve respondents reported they learned 

DLD/SLI either through departmental- or non-departmental related trainings.  

Professionals who did and did not report having heard about DLD/SLI before provided a wide 

range of thoughts about what DLD/SLI might possibly mean. Some respondents connected DLD 

to children who had difficulty communicating. Some thought it only related to a child’s verbal 

output, whereas others thought it involved both understanding and use of language. A few 

respondents thought DLD/SLI referred to the difficulty using words because of a stutter or 

because a person comes from a different language/dialect background. Some respondents 
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generalized DLD to the communication difficulties often seen in other disorders such as ASD. 

But there were also officers who understood DLD to be a communication impairment in the 

absence of any other diagnosis.  

“To have a language disorder outside of another disability such as autism.  What it means 

with any kind of language impairment is the inability to communicate fully and express 

oneself.  This creates obstacles to a normally functioning adult through development of 

the child's life.” 

The majority of respondents reported that, when they encounter someone who is having trouble 

using language, they attributed communication difficulties to a person’s environment, 

intoxication, or some kind of impairment or disorder. Relative to environment, respondents 

reported considering and attributing difficulty to factors such as low socioeconomic status, lack 

of education, or cultural differences. Many reported that those who are intoxicated from illicit 

substances or alcohol also display impairments in communications. Lasty, many recognized that 

an impairment or disorder, including mental illness plays a role in communication abilities.  

 Accommodations. The majority of respondents reported that they alter their approach to 

people who are having difficulty communicating with them. Many respondents reported that 

their approaches may begin all the same, but then are tailored to meet the needs of the person 

they are communicating with.  

“It depends on the situation at hand, as police officer we do not always have the 

time/ability to do so based on how dangerous/serious the situation is. Once the situation 

is at a safe enough point I have changed my approached to get a better response from the 

person. I have also dealt with individuals with learning disabilities on multiple occasions 

and after the initial contact and I once I recognize who I am dealing with I go back to the 
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previous methods/language used that worked prior. As a police officer we deal with 

people from all different backgrounds, education levels, disabilities and language 

barriers, which make our job even more challenging and dangerous because we never 

know what we are dealing with until make contact and investigate.”  

Altering their approach was defined by respondents as talking slower, changing the words they 

are using so that the person understands them, providing outside resources, providing assistance 

to those who have difficulty writing, or offering to letting someone write their statement if 

having difficulty verbally communicating, increasing time spent with the interaction with the 

person, and using nonverbal communicative gestures. Ten respondents reported that they 

approach all people in the same way instead of making accommodations. For respondents who 

reported making accommodations for persons (witnesses, offenders, or victims), who self-

reported DLD/SLI, some accommodations mentioned included assisting with written statements, 

including rereading what was written to make sure the person said what they were trying to say, 

contacting other specialists such interpreters, advocates or forensic interviewers or contacting 

family members to help. Many reported interview tactics they changed, such as changing how 

they approached the person in the interview (e.g. not “fishing or digging”), or allowing someone 

to come back at a different time to make a statement. Five respondents reported that when 

making accommodations for offenders, they brought in another person as a resource. One person 

specifically mentioned that they provided accommodation specifically to make sure the offender 

understood their rights. In one instance, a respondent reported that a speech therapist was 

contacted and communicated with the witness who had reported having DLD/SLI   

SLPs and the Justice System. Twelve participants reported that they have minimal or no 

knowledge of what a speech language pathologist (SLP) does. The majority of respondents were 
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able to provide a guess or limited thoughts on this topic though, e.g., help with speech and 

language disorders, help with communication, and correct speech impediments. A couple of 

participants appeared to have a good understanding of SLPs, including that they assess, diagnose 

and treat speech and language disorders or that they treat communication and swallowing 

disorders. Only one person reported that they had prior experience with working with a speech-

language pathologist as a child.  

Six participants see the role of the SLPs in the justice system as being able to help make 

sure that persons with communication disorders are treated fairly and understand their rights 

within the system.  Four respondents talked about SLPs having a role working with persons 

already in the justice system, such as in prisons or persons on parole. Eight respondents believe 

SLPs could be useful in court settings, providing expert witness services to courts and attorneys 

as well as help a person be able to tell their story in the trial setting. The majority of participants 

see SLPs helping with interviews in some capacity. They could be called on similarly to 

interpreters/translators when a person is not understood or having difficulty understanding 

police/investigators.  

A few respondents believe that SLPs roles would not have an impact in the justice 

system, and that the SLP role should only take place outside of the justice system as in as in the 

education system. Respondents did mention there could be a role for SLPs in the prison system 

or possibly in interviews with investigators, but did not know what support an SLP could 

provide, and that they might have a role if the respondent knew more about what SLPs could 

offer as a resource. Three officers opined that crimes are not committed because of language 

difficulties, therefore there does not seem to be a need for SLPs to work with officers.   
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Respondents reported interest in trainings about DLD. Many would like trainings on what 

DLD is and how to recognize a person who might have it. They would like the resources to be 

able to reach out for help communicating with the person, as well as resources related to who to 

refer the person to. Additionally, respondents would like information on how to alter their 

practice in order to enhance communicative interactions with persons with DLD.   

Respondents who do not see needs for training reported that trainings are hard to 

implement in the field, and that they already are already expected to deal with the mental health 

crisis on top of criminal activities. However, there were comments that the trainings may be 

useful in the court room or during questioning. Others believe it is only common sense needed to 

deal with communication disorders or that there are already officers/resources in place to help 

necessary information.  

Final thoughts from participants. A common theme among many respondents in the 

open comments section at the end of the study was that communication with all people should 

make sure that the person is understood, is approached with empathy or compassion, and 

accommodations (without limitations) are made when necessary. 

“There is a very broad spectrum to communication abilities and skills.  Every interaction 

we have is impacted by both our own, and the other persons, communication abilities and 

skills.  It takes time to learn how to communicate effectively with each person we find 

ourselves interacting with.  To me the ability to give each person time is extremely 

important.  If we rush through these interactions, we will inevitably fail to learn all that 

we could have from our interviewee.” 

There was also the recognition that communication might factor into a person’s appearance of 

guilt or innocence.  
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“This in itself will help me realize that when someone is having trouble getting their 

point across or listening, that they aren’t necessarily guilty or untruthful, but rather they 

could have some sort of DSD or other speech disorders.”  

“I would dare say that a person's inability to express their thoughts or actions verbally or 

in writing or an inability to recount an event in chronological order has had bearing on 

interactions between police and citizens.”       

Additionally, final thoughts included the need for resources for police officers to turn to, as they 

cannot become experts in all fields related to all different types of people that they will 

encounter. Many noted that their current budgets do not allow for having a dedicated person on 

staff to be this resource.  

“In my experience I deal with someone that suffers from some sort of speech problem or 

mental disability at least twice a week sometimes more. Law enforcement trains officers 

how to deal with individuals that suffer from this issue, however we can only do so much. 

We need have a special person that dedicates to treat this people, unfortunately police 

budgets wouldn't allow it.” 

Lastly, comments regarding how trainings would be beneficial included providing speech 

pathologists or a formal training for those completing forensic interviews. There were varying 

views of how trainings should be conducted, such as an add-on to current trainings about special 

populations or as a separate 8-hour class complete in the police academy.  A concern that was 

brought up was making sure that any trainings created conform to current police practices.  

“To be of maximum benefit, any training would have to conform to applicable rules of 

evidence (statements, state of detention/arrest, chain of custody) and either mesh with or 
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account for existing, industry-standard modalities for interview/interrogation (Reid, 

Kinesic, statement analysis, etc.).”  

Discussion and Implications 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the knowledge of DLD from professionals 

within the justice system. The results of the survey show that professionals in the justice system 

have limited knowledge of DLD. Most respondents had not heard of, or knowingly encountered 

someone with DLD. Many were unsure whether they should link credibility with language-

related behaviors (as indicated by mid-range scores on the subscale). A majority did agree with 

giving accommodations to individuals who struggle with language. However, there were also 

respondents in our pool who strongly disagreed with giving individuals accommodations. 

Finally, respondents did indicate interest in learning more about DLD and ways to work with 

individuals who may have it.  

Prior research has speculated that many people in the criminal justice system have 

undiagnosed DLD (e.g., Bryan, Freer, & Furlong, 2007; Snow & Powell, 2004). If this 

hypothesis is true, then the data from this study may support that: the majority of respondents 

have never encountered a person who reported having DLD, despite it being prevalent in 12% of 

the population (Tomblin et al., 1997) and with estimates that it is much greater within those who 

are incarcerated (Bryan, Freer, & Furlong, 2007; Snow, Woodward, Mathis, & Powell, 2016). If 

victims, witnesses, and offenders aren’t reporting their language disorders or have undiagnosed 

language disorders they are at risk for not receiving any accommodations when making contact 

with the justice system. Although the role of current professionals within the justice system 

would not be to diagnose communication disorders, this leaves an opening for SLPs to work in 

partnership with the justice system. SLPs are trained to recognize and work with those who have 
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communication disorders. If many people are entering the system with unreported or unknown 

communication disorders, then it is the responsibility of SLPs to step up and offer support such 

as possibly offering language screenings or being called in as a resource (similar to interpreters) 

if other professionals are having difficulty understanding a person and suspect they may have a 

communication disorder. SLPs could also be placed within the prison system to further diagnose 

and provide intervention to those who are incarcerated and have communication disorders.  

Even though accommodations were made for majority of individuals (victims, witnesses 

and offenders) who reported DLD, respondents did not feel like they were adequately prepared 

for working with persons with DLD. There appeared to be no streamlined protocol for offering 

accommodations for those who had difficulty communicating. Respondents reported many 

different ways they tried to offer accommodations, such as written statements, bringing in 

interpreters or family members, or having a forensic interviewer complete the interview with the 

persons. Respondents appeared to offer accommodations based on their knowledge, limited 

experiences with persons with DLD, and resources available to them, but still did not feel like 

they were adequately trained. This seemingly lack of protocol/training is concerning because 

even with the accommodations that were reported to have been given, persons with DLD may 

not have received the resources and support they needed for understanding their rights and the 

processes of the legal system. With early-stage research suggesting Miranda Rights may not be 

fully understood by juvenile and young adult offenders who have DLD (Lieser, Van der Voort, 

& Spaulding, 2019; Rost, & McGregor, 2012), it is important that each person who comes in 

contact with the system is provided with accommodations to meet their needs and to make sure 

their rights remain intake from the very beginning.  
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All of the quantitative and qualitative evidence highlights the need and interest from 

individuals in law enforcement to participant in training that teaches them about DLD (what it is, 

recognizing signs of DLD, etc.), and providing them resources to turn to when they encounter 

person’s with DLD or suspected DLD. Evidence shows that youth offenders and men in the 

corrections system are at a higher risk of language impairment than their peers not in the 

corrections system (Bryan, Freer, & Furlong, 2007; Snow, Woodward, Mathis, & Powell, 2016) 

that often times the disorder is not diagnosed (Winstanley, Webb, & Conti‐Ramsden, 2018). This 

study highlights the importance that not only will trainings empower professionals working with 

persons with DLD within the system, but that in turn may result in a more equitable distribution 

of justice that is a fundamental right for every person who encounters the system whether they 

have a disorder or not. 

Both the qualitative and quantitative data results showed that nearly a third of individuals 

associated language-associated behavior with credibility. The results of the scaled questions also 

showed there is variability in understandings and beliefs about DLD, communication and 

reliability. Research indicates that persons with DLD may have lower educational outcomes in 

life (Clegg et al., 2005), so if a person relates reliability to education a person with DLD may be 

assumed to not be credible simply by the nature of their educational status. These people in turn 

may not be fully heard when trying to report a crime as a victim or witness, or they may be more 

likely to be thought of as suspects of a crime. Interestingly, for the Credibility and Behavior 

subscale, those respondents who had heard of DLD linked behavior and language in a way that 

reflected understanding of DLD. Thus, those professionals who had heard of DLD were more 

likely to believe that language ability does not affect credibility. To tie in qualitative responses, 

many respondents who had heard of DLD learned of it from outside of their job (e.g. family or 
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friends, having children with DLD or communication disorders). This shows that experiencing 

DLD in the justice system is not enough as majority of respondents have not encountered 

persons at work with DLD and by encountering others who have DLD or know about DLD, 

persons may build knowledge and empathy about the disorder. This knowledge may provide a 

basis for possible future trainings regarding DLD by professionals outside of the justice system 

(i.e., SLPs). Furthermore, it is important that those who may have difficulty with language are 

still seen as credible reporters compared to persons who do not have any language difficulty. It’s 

also important that those within the justice system, particularly law enforcement have the skills 

and resources needed to discern possible communication disorders versus communicative 

impairments due to underlying problems (e.g., mental illness, substance use/abuse, English 

language learners etc.).   

Fortunately, most of the participants do not connect level of education to reliability. 

However, 13.9% of respondents did report that a person is more reliable if they have college 

degree. This finding could be problematic for persons with DLD as they tend to have lower rates 

of higher education than persons without DLD (Clegg et al., 2005). Even though only a small 

portion of respondents believed education equates with reliability, that small portion still 

potentially represents law-enforcement officers who are working with victims, witnesses and 

offenders.  Additionally, although research shows that person’s with DLD may struggle gaining 

or maintaining employment (Clegg et al., 2005), the participants in this study were more likely to 

think that work ethic, rather than language, led to having a well-paying job. A natural inference 

then, may be that individuals with DLD may be judged by law enforcement professionals as not 

having a good work ethic, if their communication skills have kept them from getting a job. This 

again, is problematic if a law enforcement officer encounters a victim, witness or offender with 
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DLD. These quantitative results are reflected in the qualitative responses where respondents 

attribute environmental circumstances, such as low socioeconomic status or lack of education, as 

primary reasons as why victims, witness and offenders may have difficulty communicating with 

the professionals.  

Although many respondents were in favor of giving accommodations for communication 

disorders, our results also show that some respondents do not believe in giving individuals 

accommodations. In other words, there was again a limited subset of justice-system professionals 

who believed treating everyone exactly the same was more important than changing services to 

ensure equal understanding (accommodations). This is problematic because within the many 

processes within the justice system, at some point the majority of people are asked to answer 

questions and to tell their story, whether they are victims, witnesses, or offenders. Persons who 

have DLD may not be able to tell their story in the same way as persons who don’t have DLD. If 

the persons with DLD do not receive accommodations their stories may not be or may not appear 

complete or fully clear to those asking them questions. This may be a result of not understanding 

the questions or the difference in narrative abilities that persons with DLD display (Wetherell, 

Botting, & Conti-Ramsden, 2007). This could lead to cases not being investigated due to lack of 

clarity or evidence of a victim’s story or person’s being assumed suspects because their alibi 

seems unclear.   

This study provides a framework for how SLPs may start to increase their presence and 

roles within the justice system. With majority of respondents in agreement to receive trainings 

regarding DLD, SLPs should begin working with agencies and professions in the justice system, 

particularly law enforcement, to create trainings about speech and communications disorders and 

how they are recognized and what to do once you suspect or know a person has a disorder. 
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Additionally, these trainings need to provide resources for officers to turn to and utilize when 

trying to communicate with persons with DLD. SLPs should begin looking at how to implement 

screenings or diagnoses of language disorders among people in the system particularly those who 

are offenders in the prison system. Furthermore, for persons who are in the criminal justice 

system and have a diagnosis of DLD, SLPs could act as court advocates or professional 

witnesses in cases where persons’ rights may have been violated or are at risk of being violated 

due to the presence of a language disorder and not understanding the many processes of the 

system.    

Limitations and Conclusions 

Limitations of this preliminary study show that more research is needed in the area of 

DLD and the justice system. The limited number and limited diversity of the respondents of the 

study do not allow for a full picture of the knowledge of DLD from professionals within the 

justice system. Future studies should consider a larger number of participants as well as diversity 

in gender, race/ethnicity, profession (e.g. lawyers, judges, child protective service (CPS) 

professionals) and geographical location. Future studies should consider how language trainings 

may be implemented within the justice system. Additionally, studies considering the impact of 

language disorders from the point of view of witnesses, offenders, and victims are needed to 

holistically address DLD within the justice system.  

This was an important first study that looked at the attitudes and knowledge of DLD from 

within the criminal justice system, particularly among law enforcement. In conclusion based on 

the results of this small study, knowledge of DLD is limited and varied amongst professionals 

within the criminal justice system. The majority of respondents are open to receiving training 

about language disorders and learning how to identify if a person is having difficulty 
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communicating due to a presence of a language disorder and having resources to know how to 

approach persons with DLD. SLPs have a responsibility to work with criminal justice 

professionals to establish their role within the justice system and to make sure all persons have 

equal access and understanding to their rights. Knowing the level of knowledge and attitudes 

towards persons with communication disorders from law enforcement, helps to provide a basis 

for creating future trainings regarding DLD with a focus on the criminal justice system and in 

particular those within law enforcement.   
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Appendix 

 
 

3/26/21, 10:28 AMQualtrics Survey Software

Page 1 of 25https://tcu.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurvey…xtSurveyID=SV_cIPQC4T3qPPhYbj&ContextLibraryID=UR_00tDMcLPJHqFaW9

Block 1

Your identity and answers to the survey questions will remain anonymous and participation in the

following survey is voluntary. By clicking the arrow, the subject agrees to participate in the study.

You are free to refuse to participate in this research project or to withdraw your consent and

discontinue participation in the project at any time without penalty or loss of benefits by exiting the

survey. Your participation will not affect your relationship with the institution involved in this

project. 

By clicking the arrow to continue, you agree to participate in the research study. 

I understand what the study is about and my questions so far have been answered. I agree

for to take part in this study.

What is your profession? 

How many years of experience working in your particular field do you have?  

I agree

I do not agree
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3/26/21, 10:28 AMQualtrics Survey Software

Page 2 of 25https://tcu.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurvey…xtSurveyID=SV_cIPQC4T3qPPhYbj&ContextLibraryID=UR_00tDMcLPJHqFaW9

What is your educational background (e.g. high school diploma, or Bachelor of Education and

Master of Social Work degree)?

What professional training do you have? 

Who do you typically work with? Select all that apply: 

What state do you work in? 

Victims

Witnesses

Offenders

Other
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3/26/21, 10:28 AMQualtrics Survey Software

Page 3 of 25https://tcu.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurvey…xtSurveyID=SV_cIPQC4T3qPPhYbj&ContextLibraryID=UR_00tDMcLPJHqFaW9

Do you primarily work in: a rural, urban, or suburban area?

What is your gender?

What is your race?

What is your ethnicity? 

Rural

Urban

Suburban

Other

Male

Female

Prefer to identify as

Prefer not to answer

American Indian/Alaskan Native

Asian

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

Black or African American

White

Prefer not to report

Hispanic or Latino
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3/26/21, 10:28 AMQualtrics Survey Software

Page 4 of 25https://tcu.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurvey…xtSurveyID=SV_cIPQC4T3qPPhYbj&ContextLibraryID=UR_00tDMcLPJHqFaW9

The following questions are about Developmental Language Disorder (DLD) which has also been

known by other terms including Specific Language Impairment (SLI)

Have you ever heard of Developmental Language Disorder (DLD) or Specific Language

Impairment (SLI)?

How have you heard of DLD/SLI?

What do you believe it means to have DLD/SLI? 

Not Hispanic or Latino

Prefer not to report

Yes

No
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3/26/21, 10:28 AMQualtrics Survey Software

Page 5 of 25https://tcu.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurvey…xtSurveyID=SV_cIPQC4T3qPPhYbj&ContextLibraryID=UR_00tDMcLPJHqFaW9

Please refer to the following definition to help you answer the next set of questions. 

 
DLD/SLI DEFINITION:  People with DLD have language problems that are severe enough to

interfere with daily life, have a poor prognosis, and are not associated with a medical condition.

They may present with difficulty in vocabulary (using and understanding words), morphology (not

using past tense ed, -ing), difficulty in producing grammatically correct sentences, word finding

problems, difficulty having conversations, and difficulty with verbal learning and memory.

What percentage of the population do you think has DLD/SLI? 

Have you ever come into contact professionally with victims who have self-reported having

DLD/SLI? 

Were any accommodations made for them? 

Yes

No
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3/26/21, 10:28 AMQualtrics Survey Software

Page 6 of 25https://tcu.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurvey…xtSurveyID=SV_cIPQC4T3qPPhYbj&ContextLibraryID=UR_00tDMcLPJHqFaW9

What accommodations were made for them? 

Did you understand what they were communicating?

Did the person with the DLD/SLI appear to understand what you were communicating? 

Did you feel that you were well trained for working with someone with DLD/SLI?

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No
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3/26/21, 10:28 AMQualtrics Survey Software

Page 7 of 25https://tcu.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurvey…xtSurveyID=SV_cIPQC4T3qPPhYbj&ContextLibraryID=UR_00tDMcLPJHqFaW9

What characteristics did you notice that you don’t experience with people who don’t have

DLD/SLI? 

Have you ever come into contact professionally with witnesses who have self-reported having

DLD/SLI? 

 

Were any accommodations made for them? 

What accommodations were made for them? 

Yes

No

Yes

No
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3/26/21, 10:28 AMQualtrics Survey Software

Page 8 of 25https://tcu.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurvey…xtSurveyID=SV_cIPQC4T3qPPhYbj&ContextLibraryID=UR_00tDMcLPJHqFaW9

Did you understand what they were communicating?

Did the person with the DLD/SLI appear to understand what you were communicating? 

Did you feel that you were well trained for working with someone with DLD/SLI?

What characteristics did you notice that you don’t experience with people who don’t have

DLD/SLI? 

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No
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3/26/21, 10:28 AMQualtrics Survey Software

Page 9 of 25https://tcu.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurvey…xtSurveyID=SV_cIPQC4T3qPPhYbj&ContextLibraryID=UR_00tDMcLPJHqFaW9

Have you ever come into contact professionally with offenders who have self-reported having

DLD/SLI? 

Were any accommodations made for them? 

What accommodations were made for them? 

Did you understand what they were communicating?

Yes

No

Yes

No
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Page 10 of 25https://tcu.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurvey…tSurveyID=SV_cIPQC4T3qPPhYbj&ContextLibraryID=UR_00tDMcLPJHqFaW9

Did the person with the DLD/SLI appear to understand what you were communicating? 

Did you feel that you were well trained for working with someone with DLD/SLI?

What characteristics did you notice that you don’t experience with people who don’t have

DLD/SLI? 

What percentage of victims have you come into contact with where you have noticed the features of

DLD/SLI, but they did not report having DLD/SLI?

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No
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3/26/21, 10:28 AMQualtrics Survey Software

Page 11 of 25https://tcu.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurvey…tSurveyID=SV_cIPQC4T3qPPhYbj&ContextLibraryID=UR_00tDMcLPJHqFaW9

What percentage of witnesses have you come into contact with where you have noticed the features

of DLD, but they did not report having DLD/SLI?

What percentage of offenders have you come into contact with where you have noticed the features

of DLD/SLI, but they did not report having DLD/SLI?

In your line of work, when you notice that someone has low vocabulary and/or doesn’t speak in

grammatically correct sentences, why do you usually think the person sounds that way? 

Do you alter your professional practice when you come into contact with someone who has

difficulty communicating with you, or do you approach all people the same? 
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Block 2

 

 

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

Credibility is related
to a person’s ability

to answer questions
 

Credibility is
unrelated to a
person’s
ability to answer
questions

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

A person who has a
college degree is a

more reliable
witness than a

person who does
not

 
Education does not
relate to
witness reliability

1 

2 
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1    2    3    4    5    6    7

A victim who has
difficulty

communicating
should receive

accommodations

 

All victims should
receive the same
treatment within my
workplace,
regardless of
communication
ability

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

A witness who has
difficulty

communicating
should receive

accommodations

 

All witnesses
should receive the
same
treatment within my
workplace,
regardless of
communication
ability

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

An offender who has
difficulty

communicating  

All offenders should
receive the same
treatment within
my workplace,

3 

4 

5 
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should receive
accommodations

regardless of
communication
ability

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

Explanations about
legal rights should

be given to
everyone in the

same way

 

Explanations about
legal rights should
accommodate a
person’s language
level

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

Persons with a history
of DLD/SLI

are more likely to find
work

in less-skilled jobs

 

Having a
language disorder
like DLD/SLI
does not affect
ability to get a job

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

Work ethic is more
important for getting  

Communication
skills are more
important for getting

6 

7 

8 
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a good job than
communication skills

a good job
than work ethic

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

A child/person with no
response to a conflict

may have difficulty
communicating

 

If a child/person
shuts down in the
presence of
conflict, it probably
isn’t
related to language
skills

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

A child/person who
uses physical

retaliation in response
to conflict may have

difficulty
communicating

 

Physical retaliation
to conflict is not
affected by a
person’s language
abilities

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

9 

10
. 
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A child/person who
is submissive in

conflict may have
difficulty

communicating

 

Submissiveness
during conflict does
not reflect language
abilities

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

A child/person who
can’t tell you

what happened is
likely lying 

 

A child/person who
can’t tell you what
happened is as likely
to be as truthful
as someone who
can

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

A child/person who
leaves out details

in telling what
happened is likely

to be lying 

 

A child/person who
leaves out details
in telling what
happened is as likely
to be as truthful as
someone who
includes details

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

11
. 

12
. 

13 
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A child/person who
can’t tell you

what happened in
order is likely

to be lying 

 

A child/person who
can’t tell you what
happened in order is
as likely to be as
truthful as someone
who can tell
you what happened
in order

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

A child/person who
uses a lot of pauses

or says “um/uh” in
response to

questions is likely to
be lying

 

A child/person who
uses a lot of pauses
or says “um/uh” in
response to
questions
is as likely to be as
truthful as someone
who
does not use pauses
or “um/uh” in
response to
questions

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

Having a low-paying
job might be an
indication that a  

Language skills do
not affect a person’s
ability to get a higher

14 

15 

16 
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person has trouble
with language skills

paying job

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

I am more likely to
encounter people

with DLD/SLI than
with Autism

Spectrum Disorder

 

I am more likely to
encounter people
with
Autism Spectrum
Disorder than with
DLD/SLI

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

I am more likely to
encounter people

with Down syndrome
than with DLD/SLI

 

I am more likely to
encounter people
with DLD/SLI than
with Down syndrome

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

People can outgrow
DLD/SLI  People do not

outgrow DLD/SLI

17 

18 

19 
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1    2    3    4    5    6    7

Therapy/intervention
cures DLD/SLI  

Therapy/intervention
does not cure
DLD/SLI

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

There is a high
number of people in

prison with language
disorders

 

Language disorders
are not a
risk factor for going
to prison

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

In my experience
people who self-

report a
disorder/medical

condition are being
truthful

 

In my experience
people who self-
report
a disorder/medical
condition are not
truthful

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

20 

21 

22 
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If a person has
difficulty

communicating, it
means that their

thinking skills are
also affected

 

Communication
skills do not
reflect thinking
ability

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

I have what it takes
to help the people I

work with
 

I don’t have what it
takes to help
the people I work
with

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

Each day is
uniquely stressful in

this job
 Each day is new and

interesting in this job

1    2    3    4    5    6    7

The fact that I am
impacted by my

Sometimes I think I’m
too sensitive

23 
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Do speech language pathologists have a role in the justice system?

What do you see as their role being?

Why not? 

Yes

No
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Which professional would you go to if you needed help dealing with a victim/witness/offender you

couldn’t understand (couldn’t tell what the person is talking about, has difficulty communicating

with you, etc.)? 

Do you feel like you would benefit from training about language/communication disorders?

What training would you like to have?

Why not? 

Your Supervisor Interpreter

Social Worker Colleague

Victim Advocate Other 

Psychologist None of the Above

Speech Language Pathologist   

Yes

No
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Please write any thoughts or comments you would like to add about your experiences or opinions

you may have about communication and communication disorders in your field.


