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significant effect, this factor was not included in the main analysis examining language
status and parent concern (ANOVA) due to missing data (i.e., 53 parents did not answer
this question). Instead, a corresponding ANCOV A was completed with maternal
education as a covariate in order to ensure that patterns were not altered by this factor

(see below).
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Table 2
Descriptive statistics for the sentence recall scores according to the factors of age (6, 7, 8, and 9 year olds), sex (male, female), and

mothers’ level of education (high school, college, and university)

Maternal Level of Education

High school College University

Sex of Male Female Male Female Male Female

child

Agev Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD n

Al 21.77 7.29 127 20.05 882 98 2285 7.27 213 22.64 7.57 226 2394 7.03 278 23.23 7.80 258
byrold 1681 9.02 27 1297 824 33 1839 7.29 56 17.07 885 74 2093 7.28 100 18.84 823 99
7yrold 2114 636 36 23.23 6.09 22 2236 659 56 23.85 521 53 23.61 741 74 23.57 6.86 67
8yrold 2334 598 38 22.64 7.04 22 2512 697 57 2477 484 60 2655 518 51 2691 525 55

gyrold 2550 531 26 2514 7.00 21 26.18 544 44 2828 354 39 2755 465 53 2892 382 37
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Group comparisons

Table 3 and Figure 2 provide descriptive statistics for the sentence recall raw
scores for the four groups of interest: monolingual with no parent concern about language
development, monolingual with concern, English Language Learners (ELL) without
concern, and ELL with concern. The groups without parental concern regarding language
development had higher scores, as did the monolingual groups. As well, scores increased

across developmental bands for both monolingual and ELL groups.
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Table 3.
Descriptive statistics for sentence recall scores across age groups showing a developmental increase in mean (SD) scores for both

monolingual and ELL groups with and without parental concern regarding language development

Participant Group

Age Monolingual- Monolingual-No ELL-Concerns  ELL-No Concerns

Concerns Concerns

M SD n M SD n M SD n M SD n All

All 21.00 7.84 201 2371 7.11 902 1636 9.45 58 20.65 827 92 2271
6yr.old 17.14 873 57 19.16 792 297 6.00 573 13 17.00 8.54 35 18.26
Tyr.old 1982 7.15 51 24.15 6.06 236 1740 7.66 15 20 6.29 18 2292
8yr.old 2318 6.79 60 2640 4.76 201 17.08 8.66 12 2226 872 23 25.05

9yr.old 2555 523 33 2790 443 168 2250 7.51 18 27.06 3.73 16 27.10
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Figure 2. The overall Mean sentences recall scores for the four groups: (1) monolingual,
no parental concerns; (2) monolingual, with concerns; (3) ELL, no concerns; (4) ELL,

with concerns.
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In order to compare the groups of interest, a mixed ANOVA with Bonferroni-
adjusted post hoc pairwise comparisons was completed on the raw sentence recall scores
as a function of home language (monolingual / ELL), parent concern (concern / no
concern), and age (6, 7, 8, and 9 year olds). All main effects were significant: home
language, F(1,1237) =46.47, p<0.05, n2p=.036; parent concern, F(1,1237) =49.98,
p<0.05, 1%,=.039; and age, F(3,1237) = 55.84, p<0.05, n’,=.119. Significant
interactions were found between home language and concern, F(1,1237) = 5.22, p<0.05,
n2p=.004, home language and age, F(3,1237) = 2.81, p<0.05, n2p=.007, and home
language, concern, and age, F(3,1237) = 3.44, p<0.05, n2p=.008. The interaction

between concern and age was not significant, F(3,1237) = 1.44, p>0.05.
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The main effects of home language and parental concern are evident in Figure 3
displaying the average sentence recall scores for the monolingual and ELL groups with or
without reported concerns about language. It is clear that the groups with no parental
concerns achieved significantly higher scores than those with parental concerns (no
concerns: M =22.99, SE = 0.37; concerns: M = 18.58, SE =.498). A significant
monolingual advantage as reflected by higher scores by the monolingual than ELL
groups is also apparent (monolingual: M =22.91, SE = .263; ELL: M = 18.66, SE = .263).
The main effect of age revealed a significant increase with each increase in age band (see
Table 3).

Figure 3. The overall mean (SD) sentences recall scores by monolingual and ELL

children with or without reported concerns about language.
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In order to unpack the significant interactions revealed in the ANOVA, simple
effects using t-tests were investigated to compare individual pairwise groups where
appropriate. Consider first the significant interaction between home language and
concern presented in Figure 3. This interaction is of particular interest to the present
thesis. Pairwise comparisons revealed that the scores of the monolingual no concern
group was significantly higher than all remaining groups (p <.001, all cases), and that the
scores of the ELL concern group were significantly lower than all remaining groups (p <
.003, all cases). There was no significant difference between the monolingual with
concern and ELL without concern groups (p > .05). This pattern reflects significantly
lower scores for children with parental concern who were also ELL, and conversely,
significantly higher scores for children without parental concern who were monolingual
English. Importantly, the monolingual concern and ELL no concern groups did not differ.

Table 4 and Figure 4 provide descriptive statistics for the sentence recall raw
scores for the significant interaction between home language and age. The increase with
age for the monolingual groups was examined first. A significant increase with each age
band was found (p <.016, all cases) with a diminishing effect size with each increment (6
vs. 7 years: d =-12.381; 7 vs. 8 years: d =-5.765; 8 vs. 9 years: d = -3.835). In contrast,
patterns for the ELL group showed a different result; there was no significant increase
between adjacent year increments (i.e., between 6 and 7 years, 7 vs. 8 years, and 8 vs. 9;
p > .005, all cases). Significant increases occurred with each increment of 2 years (i.e., 6
vs. 8 years, p =.003,d =-0.712; and 7 vs. 9, p = .023, d = -0.874). This pattern reflects
significant but somewhat diminishing improvement in sentence recall for monolingual

children across the ages in this study, and a slower improvement for the ELL group with
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greater effects at 6 and 9. This interaction was further examined by comparing across
monolingual and ELL groups at each year band. The monolingual group scored
significantly higher than the ELL group for each age band (p <.002, all cases) with the
greatest effect sizes happening at 7 and 8 years old (6 yrs: d = 0.556; 7 yrs: d = 0.679; 8
years: d = 0.719; 9 years: d = 0.520). Thus, the monolingual children showed a linear but
diminishing improvement each year whereas the ELL children showed greater
improvements at the youngest and oldest ages studied such that scores at 9 years

approached that of the monolingual group.

Table 4.
Descriptive statistics for age groups reflecting a developmental increase in mean (SD)

scores for both monolingual and ELL groups

Participant Group

Age Monolingual ELL
M SD n M SD n
6yr. old 18.84 8.07 354 14.02 9.25 48
Tyr. old 23.38 6.47 287 18.82 6.96 33
8yr. old 25.66 5.46 261 20.49 8.92 35

Oyr. old 27.52 4.64 201 24.65 6.38 34
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Figure 4. The overall Mean sentences recalled scores for the two groups: monolingual

and ELL across all age bands.
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Finally, consider the three-way interaction between home language, age, and
concern. In order to unpack this three-way interaction, groups of interest were examined
in pairwise comparisons. Consider first the monolingual groups with and without parental
concern about language (see Figure 5). Investigation of simple effects revealed that the
sentence recall scores of the monolingual no-concerns group increased with each age
band increment from 6 through 8 years (p < .002, all cases). There was no difference
between the scores of the monolingual no-concern 8 and 9 year olds (p > 05). In contrast,
the monolingual with parental concern group showed a different pattern than their
monolingual peers without parental concern. The 6-year-old monolingual concern group
scored significantly lower than the 8 year olds (p < .001), as did the 7 compared to the 9
year olds (p = .003). All remaining age band comparisons for the monolingual concern
group were not significant (p > .05, all cases). Comparing between groups, the
monolingual no-concern group had higher scores than the monolingual concern group at

7 and 8 year olds (p <.001), but there was no significant difference at age 6 (p > .05).
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The difference between the 9 year olds approached significance (p = .063). This pattern
reflects significant improvement in development for monolingual children without
concern that diminished for the oldest age group in the study (9 year olds). In contrast,
the monolingual with parental concern groups showed a smaller increases in sentence
recall scores than their monolingual peers without parental concern over the age groups
studied.

Figure 5. Mean sentence recall scores for the monolingual with and without concern

groups
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Next, the two ELL groups were compared (see Figure 6). Across the ELL no-
concern groups, both the 6-year-olds (p <.001) and the 7 year olds (p =.048) had
significantly lower scores than the 9-year-olds. All remaining pairwise comparisons
between age bands for the ELL no-concern group were not significant (p > .05, all cases).
For the ELL concern group, the 6-year-olds had significantly lower scores than all

remaining groups (p < .001, all cases). All remaining pairwise comparisons were not
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significant (p > .05, all cases). Comparing between groups, the ELL no-concerns group
had significantly higher scores than the ELL concern group at 6 and 9 years old. Thus,
the youngest ELL group (6 years old) had extremely low scores and showed
nonsignificant increases in the remaining years while the ELL no-concern group had low
scores to start with but did show a significant improvement in later year bands as well

(i.e., 6 vs. 9 years, and 7 vs. 9; p < .005, both cases).

Figure 6. Mean sentence recall scores for the ELL with and without concern groups
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Next, the monolingual and ELL groups without concern were compared; Table 5
and Figure 7 provide the descriptive statistics for the raw sentence recall scores across the
monolingual and ELL without concern groups. Between group analyses revealed
significant differences at 7 and 8 years (p < .005, both cases) but not 6 and 9 years (p >
.05, both cases). Interestingly, the numerical values of the means for the two 9-year-old

groups were within 0.84 of each other. Thus, the oldest and youngest children in the no



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 64
Concerns about Language Development

concerns group did not differ based on language status, although group differences based
on language status occurred for the middle groups (7 and 8-year-olds).

Table 5.

Descriptive statistics for age groups reflecting a developmental increase in mean (SD)
scores for both monolingual and ELL groups without parental concern regarding

language development

Age Participant Group
Monolingual-No Concerns ELL-No Concerns
M SD n M SD n
All 23.71 7.118 902 20.65 8.275 92
6yr. old 19.16 7.92 297 17.00 8.544 35
Tyr. old 24.15 6.068 236 20 6.297 18
8yr. old 26.40 4.769 201 22.26 8.724 23

Oyr. old 27.90 4.435 168 27.06 3.732 16
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Figure 7. Mean sentence recall scores for the monolingual group without concern and the

ELL group without concern
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Next, the developmental pattern for the monolingual and ELL groups with
concern were compared. Table 6 and Figure 8 provide the descriptive statistics for the
raw sentence recall scores across monolingual and ELL groups with concern. Between
group analyses indicated that there was a significant difference at ages 6 and 8 years (p <
0.05, both cases), but not 7 and 9 years (p >0.05, both cases). As can be seen in Figure 6,
the monolingual concern group showed a strong linear trend towards improvement

whereas the ELL concern group had a non-linear increase across the age bands studied.
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Table 6.
Descriptive statistics for age groups, developmental increase in mean (SD) scores for

both monolingual and ELL groups with parental concern regard language development

Age Participant Group
Monolingual-Concerns ELL-Concerns

M SD n M SD n
All 21.00 7.849 201 16.36 9.457 58
6yr. old 17.14 8.735 57 6.00 5.73 13
Tyr. old 19.82 7.152 51 17.40 7.661 15
8yr. old 23.18 6.796 60 17.08 8.66 12
9yr. old 25.55 5.239 33 22.50 7.517 18

Figure 8. Mean sentence recall scores for monolingual and ELL groups with parental

concern regarding language development
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Finally, the development pattern for the monolingual concern group and the ELL
no concern group was compared, which are the two groups of most interest in this thesis.
Table 7 and Figure 9 provide descriptive statistics for the raw sentence recall scores
across the monolingual concern group and the ELL no concern group. Between group
analyses indicated that there were no significant differences between groups for each age
band (p > 0.05, all cases). Numerically, the greatest difference in the two groups occurred
at age 9. This comparison was also associated with the greatest effect size (6 years: d =

0.016; 7 years: d =-0.027; 8 years: d = 0.119; 9 years: d = 0.337).

Table 7.
Descriptive statistics for age groups, developmental increase in mean (SD) scores for
both monolingual with parental concern regarding language development and ELL

without parental concern regarding language development

Age Participant Group
Monolingual-Concerns ELL-No Concerns
M SD n M SD n
All 21.00 7.84 201 20.65 8.27 92
6yr. old 17.14 8.73 57 17.00 8.54 35
Tyr. old 19.82 7.15 51 20 6.29 18
8yr. old 23.18 6.79 60 22.26 8.72 23

9yr. old 25.55 5.23 33 27.06 3.73 16
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Figure 9. Mean sentence recall scores for the monolingual group with concern and the

ELL group without concern
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To summarize the results for the group comparisons, monolingual Enlgish-
speaking children, those without parental concern regarding language, and older children
achieved higher sentence recall scores. Additionally, these three factors interacted such
that monolingual speakers showed a more linear increase in sentence recall scores across
age bands than ELL. The ELL group without parental concern regarding language
development also tended to show a linear increase in sentence recall scores across age
bands. As well, there were no significant difference based on language status for the
groups without parental concern in the youngest and oldest (6 and 9 year) groups only.
The group with both ELL and parental conern started with extremely low scores and
showed a nonlinear increase across age bands. Finally, the groups of particular interest,
the monolingual concern and ELL no concerns group did not differ at all age bands

studied, although the effect size was greatest for the oldest group.
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Group Comparisons with Maternal Education Included

As mentioned previously, because the data for mothers’ level of education was
incomplete, it was not included in the main analysis as a factor. Nevertheless, I wanted to
be sure that the patterns observed in the main analysis held even when differences in
maternal education were taken into account. Table 8 and Figure 10 provide the
descriptive statistics for the raw sentence recall scores for the four groups by age band
after I included mothers’ levels of education as a covariate. It is clear that the patterns in
the data are very similar. A corresponding ANCOV A was completed on the sentence
recall scores with home language (Monolingual / ELL), concern (Concern / No Concern),
and age (6, 7, 8, and 9 year olds) as factors, and mothers’ level of education as a
covariate. As in the previous analysis, all main effects were significant: home language,
F(1,1183) =35.18, p<0.05, nzp:.029; parent concern, F(1,1183) = 35.35, p<0.05,
nzp:.029; age was a significant, F(3,1183) = 56.08, p<0.05, n2p:.125. Significant
interactions were found between home language and concern, F(1,1183) =3.31, p<0.05,
nzp:.003, home language and age, F(3,1183) = 2.57, p<0.05, nzp:.006, and home
language, concern, and age, F(3,1183) = 5.33, p<0.05, n2p:.013. The interaction
between concern and age was not significant, F(3,1183) = 2.26, p>0.05. Mothers’ level
of education was a significant covariate, F(1,1183) =37.58, p<0.05, nzp:.031. It is clear
from the results that after adding mothers’ level of education as a covariate, the results
were not changed. The same pattern of results was observed as in the previous analyses

that did not include mothers’ level of education as a covariate.
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Table 8.
Descriptive statistics for age groups, developmental increase in mean (SD) scores for

both monolingual and ELL groups with and without parental concern regard language

development
Age Participant Group
Monolingual- Monolingual-No ELL-Concerns ELL- No
Concerns Concerns Concerns

M SD n M SD n M SD n M SD n

All 21,1 7774 196 23.69 7.16 871 17.1 9.71 50 2094 7.71 &3
6yrold 17.55 854 55 19.08 791 290 533 543 12 17.84 8.16 32
Tyrold 19.82 7.15 51 2428 6.07 228 1891 7.34 11 20 6.29 18
8yrold 23.16 6.84 58 2641 482 195 19 791 10 227 749 20

Oyrold 25.53 532 32 2793 444 158 23.12 726 17 27.15 395 13

Figure 10. The overall Mean sentences recalled correctly by the four groups of children:
(1) monolingual, no parental concerns; (2) monolingual, with concerns; (3) ELL, no

concerns; (4) ELL, with concerns.
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CHAPTER 4

Discussion

In this study, the performance of 6-to-9 year old monolingual children and
children learning English as a second (or other) language (English language learners;
ELL) with and without parental concern about language development were compared on
sentence recall tasks. The aim of this thesis was to address the diagnostic challenge to
distinguish between typically developing (TD) ELL and monolingual children with
language impairment. Of particular interest was whether the English sentence recall task
could distinguish between these two groups of children.

Across the large majority of languages represented in the current study, results
revealed clear advantages for those whose parents were not concerned about the child’s
language development. More accurate recall was also observed for monolingual speakers,
and older children. As well, these factors interacted in the way they influenced sentence
recall performance. The monolingual no-concern group showed a linear increase in
sentence recall scores across all but the oldest age group studied indicating continued
improvement in sentence recall during the early school years with more stable
performance after 8 years of age. Relative to the monolingual no-concern group, both the
monolingual concern and ELL with no-concern groups had significantly lower scores for
the 7 and 8 year olds only. At 6 years, groups tended to have greater variance in their
performance resulting in no difference for these three groups. The monolingual concern
group and ELL with no-concern groups showed score increases across nonadjacent age
bands including the oldest group (9 years) leading to a reduction in the performance gap

with the monolingual no-concern group at 9 years old. The ELL with concerns group had
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significantly lower scores at 6 years than all remaining age bands and participant groups.
Although the ELL with concerns group score increase was not significant across the 7-to-
9 year age bands, significant performance gaps were observed relative to other participant
groups for these age bands (with the monolingual concern group at 8 years, the ELL no-
concern group at 9 years, and the monolingual no-concern group for all age bands).
Maternal education also influenced sentence recall, however this factor did not alter the
patterns described here. Importantly, no differences were observed between the
monolingual concern and ELL no-concern group for any age band, although the greatest
effect size was observed for the oldest group.

Typically developing children who spoke only one language and whose parents
were not concerned about the child’s language development showed a pattern of
increasing accuracy in sentence recall in the early school years with more stable
performance after 8 years in the present study. These results replicate many previous
findings of a developmental trend in typically developing children in sentence recall (e.g.,
Briscoe, Bishop, & Norbury, 2001; Eadie, Fey, Douglas, & Parsons, 2002; Laws &
Bishop, 2003; Norbury, Bishop, & Briscoe, 2001; Redmond, 2003), and other measures
of phonological short-term memory (e.g., Bishop et al., 1996; Blake, Austin, Cannon,
Lisus, & Vaughan, 1994; Conti-Ramsden et al., 2001; Kamhi & Catts, 1986; Willis &
Gathercole, 2001). Summarizing a range of developmental findings, Gathercole (1999)
suggested that short-term memory performance increases steeply up to 8 years of age,
and shows more gradual improvement thereafter. It may be that the lack of a significant
difference between the 8 and 9 year olds in sentence recall in the present study reflects

this developmental trend for smaller increases after age 8.
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Children whose first language was not English, but who were learning English as
the language of instruction in school (ELL) and whose parents were not concerned about
the child’s language development showed a linear increase in sentence recall
performance with significant differences between the oldest group (9 year olds) and both
the 6- and 7-year olds. By 9 years, the sentence recall performance of this ELL group did
not differ from their monolingual peers without parental concern about language
development. These results suggest that it may take up to 4 years for sentence recall in
ELL to approach that of their monolingual peers. The finding that it may take more than
4 years for the language abilities of ELL groups to match those of their monolingual
peers is in agreement with previous finding (e.g., Hakuta, Goto Butler, & Witt, 2000).
However, Hyltenstam and Abrahamsson (2003) found that children who begin to learn
English between the ages of 6 and 8 years or older are typically not comparable to
English-native speakers in any aspect of their L2, even though in some cases the
differences can be very subtle.

Parental concern regarding language development was associated with a
significant reduction in sentence recall scores for almost all languages represented in the
present study. Monolingual English children with concerns regarding language
development had significantly (or almost significantly) lower scores at all ages studied
except the youngest age group (6 year olds). The 6-year-olds tended to be more variable
overall, which may account for the lack of a significant difference in this age band. This
variability in performance may be related to the well-known variability in language
performance in young children (Fenson, Dale, Reznick, Bates, Thal, & Pethick, 1994;

Goldfield & Snow, 2005; Shore, 1995). At 9 years (where there was a marginally
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significant effect), the reduced group effect may have been related to the stabilizing
performance of the no-concern group rather than an improvement in the concern group.
The finding of reduced sentence recall in language-impaired relative to typically
developing groups is consistent with many pervious findings (e.g., Briscoe, Bishop, &
Norbury, 2001; Eadie, Fey, Douglas, & Parsons, 2002; Lows & Bishop, 2003; Norbury,
Bishop, & Briscoe, 2001; Redmond, 2003). Nevertheless, the lack of (or reduced) group
effects at 6 and 9 years of age is somewhat surprising. It may be that the typically
developing sample in the present study included a broader range of performance than
previous studies. Or perhaps, this reduced effect may be related to factors associated
with the present study, such as the sample size or the parental report. For example, the
imbalance in the group size may have affected the results; there were 902 children
in the monolingual no-concern group, compared to 202 children in the monolingual
concern group. Secondly, it may be parent concern was not sensitive enough at
these age bands. Parents may be less concerned about a young child not talking well
thinking the child will improve. As well, older children may talk well enough for day-
to-day communication leading the parent to not be concerned about the child’s
language.

Children whose first language was not English and whose parents were concerned
about the child’s language development performed very poorly on a sentence recall task
in the present study. There was a significant increase in scores in this group between the
6 and 7 year olds, but no further reliable differences across age bands. This pattern
reflects an initial positive change in abilities, but no further reliable increases across the

remaining age groups spanning 3 years. At both 6 and 9 years, the ELL with parental



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 75
Concerns about Language Development

concern group had significantly lower scores than their ELL peers without parental
concern suggesting that the ELL with concern group arrives at school with lower
sentence recall abilities and does not show the same improvement as their ELL peers
without concerns. It may be that children in the ELL without parental concern group had
more experience with English prior to arriving at school leading to their higher scores at
6 years of age. Nevertheless, the ELL with parental concern group also failed to show a
pattern of consistent improvement across the age bands studied suggesting that at least
some of these children are struggling to learn English as well. It is likely that some of
these ELL also have a language impairment resulting in persistent linguistic differences
(see Paradis, 2007).
Clinical Implications

The developmental pattern for the monolingual concern group and the ELL no
concern group were compared, which are the two groups of most interest in this thesis.
The results indicated that there were no significant differences between the two groups
for each age band, although, the greatest effect size between the two groups occurred at
age 9 (with the average score of the ELL group being numerically higher). As a result,
the sentence recall measure did not reliably distinguish between the concern and no
concern groups in this multilanguage sample. Given the increasing effect size observed
for the group differences, it would be important to examine sentence recall differences
beyond age 9. Typically developing ELL should improve their L2 over time while
monolingual children with language impairment may continue to have linguistic deficits.
As aresult, linguistic tasks such as sentence recall may become more useful at

distinguishing between typically developing ELL and monolingual children with
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language impairment over time. The present results suggest that this may take more than
four years of English schooling.

The study findings also suggest profiles that may distinguish ELL who are or are
not struggling to learn English. ELL without parental concern regarding language
development showed a steady increase in sentence recall scores over the ages studied
with the oldest group (9 years) performing at a level that did not differ from their
monolingual peers. ELL with parental concern, on the other hand, did not show the same
increases after an initial change between the 6 to 7 year olds. This pattern suggests that
after an initial growth upon school entry, a pattern of increasing sentence recall
performance may distinguish ELL who are typically developing from those who are
language impaired. However, it needs to be noted that there is considerable individual
variation in the rate at which children acquire a second language. Notably, there are many
important factors that can lead to individual differentiation among ELL (e.g., Paradis,
2007; Saunders & O’Brien, 2006).

Study Limitations

There are several limitations to the present study. Foremost, parental report
measures were employed to identify monolingual speakers and ELL with and without
language impairment. There is little doubt that using English standardized tests for
monolingual children, and assessing ELL in their dominant language would provide a
more valid and reliable means of identifying children with and without language
impairment. However, there are no “gold standard” tests to assess ELL from multiple L1
backgrounds (e.g., Pefia & Fiestas, 2009). Further complicating the issue is that there was

a large heterogeneous sample of children in this study. Although the use of parental
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report was justified, the report was gathered through a single question on a written
questionnaire brought home by the child from school. It is possible that some parents had
difficulty reading the questionnaire, or interpreted the question differently than was
intended. Future research could provide translated questions administered by trained
personnel to be sure that parents understand the intent of the question.

Another limitation of the study is the lack of the information about important
factors that can affect L2 acquisition and ELL performance. For example, no information
regarding the children’s age when first exposed to English was collected. Studies show
that children’s age when exposed to English can affect performance in many aspects of
language, for example, vocabulary size (Golberg et al., 2008) and grammatical
morpheme development (Jia & Fuse, 2007).

Moreover, information about the ELL children’s previous experiences and daily
use of their L1 and L2 was also unavailable. Certainly, such information may affect ELL
performance. According to parental reports however, all members of the ELL group
spoke a different language at home than English, which suggests that most would have
started to learn English when they started their schooling.

Conclusion

The present study examined whether an English sentence recall task could
distinguish between school age ELL without parental concern about language
development and monolingual children with parental concern about language
development. The primary finding of this study was that the sentence recall performance
of ELL without parental concern about language development and monolingual children

with parental concern about language development overlapped throughout the 6-to-9 year
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old age range studied. Furthermore, the advantage that monolingual children have over
ELL with and without parental concern regarding language can be clearly seen from the
study results. As a result, sentence recall is not sufficient to act as a clinical marker of

language impairment among ELL. As a result, sentence recall is not a recommended

measure for identifying language impairment in multulanguage samples in this age range.

The results provide further evidence that the continued concern regarding potential
erroneous diagnosis of ELL as having language impairment is warranted when English

language tasks are employed.

78



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 79
Concerns about Language Development

References
Achenbach,T.M. (1995). Empirically based assessment and taxonomy: application to

clinical research. Psychological Assessment, 7, pp. 261-274.

Albertini, J. (1980). The acquisition of five grammatical morphemes: deviance ordelay?
Proceedings of the Symposium on Research in Child Language Disorders, 94-1111,

(Madison: University of Wisconsm).

Anderson, R. (1996). Assessing the grammar of Spanish-speaking children: A
comparison of two procedures. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in
Schools, 27, 333-344.

Aram, D. M., Hack, M., Hawkins, S., Weissman, B. M., & Borawski-Clark, E. (1991).
Very- low-birthweight children and speech and language development. Journal of
Speechand Hearina Research, 34, 1 169-1 179.

Aram, D. M., Ekelman, B. L. & Nation, J. E. (1984). Pre-schoolers with language
disorders: 10 years later. Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, 277, 232-244 .

Archibald, L.M.D. & Joanisse, M.F. (2009). On the sensitivity and specificity of nonword
repetition and sentence recall to language and memory impairments in
children. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 52, 899-914.

Armon-Lotem, S. (2010). Instructive bilingualism: Can bilingual children with SLI rely
on one language in learning a second one? Applied Psycholinguistics, 31(2), 29-

36.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 80
Concerns about Language Development

August, D., & Shanahan, T. (2006). Developing literacy in second-language learners:
Report of the National Literacy Panel on language-minority children and youth.
Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Baker, L., & Cantwell, D.P. (1982). Psychiatric disorder in children with different types
of communication disorders. Journal of Communication Disorders, 15, 113-126.

Bedore, L. M., & Leonard, L. B. (1998). Specific language impairment and grammatical
morphology: A discriminant function analysis. Journal of Speech, Language and
Hearing Research, 41, 1185-1192.

Bishop, D. V. M. & Edmundson, A. (1986). Is otitis media a major cause of specific
developmental language disorders? British Journal of Disorders of
Communication, 21, 321- 338.

Bishop, D. V. M. (1990). Handedness and Developmental Disorders. Clinics in
Developmental Medicine 110. Oxford: Blackwell Scientific and Philadelphia: J.
B. Lippinscott. UK edition reprinted in paperback by Erlbaum UK, 1990.

Bishop, D. V. M., & Clarkson, B. (2003). Written language as a window into residual
language deficits: A study of children with persistent and residual speech and
language impairments. Cortex, 39, 215-237.

Bishop, D. V. M., North, T. & Donlan, C. (1996a). Nonword repetition as a phenotypic
marker for inherited language impairment: evidence from a twin study. Journal of
Child Psychiatry and Psychology, 37, 391-403.

Bishop, D., Price, T., Dale, P., & Plomin, R. (2003). Outcomes of early language delay:
IL. Etiology of transient and persistent language difficulties. Journal of Speech,

Language, and Hearing Research, 46, 561-575.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 81
Concerns about Language Development

Bishop, D.V. M., North, T. & Donlan, C. (1996). Nonword repetition as a behavioural
marker for inherited language impairment: Evidence from a twin study. Journal of
Child Psychology and Psychiatry and Allied Disciplines, 37, 391-403.

Bishop, D.V.M. (1987). The causes of specific developmental language disorder
(“developmental dysphasia”). Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 28,
18.

Bishop, D.V.M., & Edmundson, A. (1987a). Language-impaired 4-year-olds:
Distinguishing transient from persistent impairment. Journal of Speech and
Hearing Disorders, 52, 156-173.

Blake, J., Austin,W., Cannon, M., Lisus, A., & Vaughan, A. (1994). The relationship
between memory span and measures of imitative and spontaneous language
complexity in preschool children. International. Journal of Behavioral
Development, 17. 91-107.

Botting, N.F., & Conti-Ramsden, G.M. (2003). Autism, primary pragmatic difficulties,
and specific language impairment: can we distinguish them using psycholinguistic
markers? Dev Med Child Neurol, 45 ( 8), 515-24.

Bowers, E., & Vasilyeva, M. (2011). The relation between teacher input and lexical
growth of preschoolers. Applied Psycholinguistics, 32, 221-241.

Brinton, B., Fujiki, M., & McKee, L. (1998). Negotiation skills of children with specific
language impairment. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 41,

927-940.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 82
Concerns about Language Development

Brinton, B., Fujiki, M., Spencer, J. C., & Robinson, L. A. (1997). The ability of the
children with specific language impairment to access and participate in an
ongoing interaction. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 40,
1011-1025.

Briscoe, J., Bishop, D.V.M., Norbury, C.F. (2001), Phonological processing, language
and literacy: A comparison of children with mild to moderate sensori-neural
hearing loss and those with specific language impairment. Journal of Child
Psychology and Psychiatry, 42: 329-340.

Campbell, T., Dollaghan, C., Needleman H,. & Janosky, J. (1997). Reducing bias in
language assessment: Processing-dependent measures. Journal of Speech,
Language and Hearing Research, 40, 519-525.

Candler, A. C., & Hildreth, B. L. (1990). Characteristics of language disorders in learning

disabilities. Academic Therapy, 25, 333-343.

Catts, HW., & Jensen, P. J. (1983). Speech timing of phonologically disordered children:
Voicing contrast of initial and final stop consonants. Journal of Speech & Hearing
Research, 26, 501-510.

Catts, HW., Fey, M.E., Tomblin, J.B., & Zhang, X. (2002). A longitudinal investigation
of reading outcomes in children with language impairment. Journal of Speech
Language and Hearing Research, 45, 1142-57.

Choudhury, N., & Benasich, A.A. (2003). A family aggregation study: The influence of
family history and other risk factors on language development. Journal of Speech,

Language and Hearing Research, 46, 261-272.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 83
Concerns about Language Development

Clifford, J., Reilly, J., & Wulfeck, B. (1995). Narratives from children with specific
language impairment: An exploration in language and cognition. University of
California, San Diego: Center for Research in Language.

Cobo-Lewis, A., Pearson, B. Z., Eilers, R. E., & Umbel, V. C. (2002a). Effects of
bilingualism and bilingual education on oral and written English skills: A
multifactor study of standardized test outcomes. In D. K.

Cole, K. N., Dale, P. S., & Mills, P. E. (1990). Defining language delay in young children
by cognitive referencing: Are we saying more than we know? Applied
Psycholinguistics, 11, 291-302.

Collier, V.P. (1987). Age and rate of acquisition of second language for academic
purposes. TESOL Quarterly, 21, 617-641.

Conti-Ramsden, G.M., Botting. N.F., & Faragher, B. (2001). Psycholinguistic markers
for specific language impairment (SLI). J Child Psychol Psychiatry, 42( 6), 741-8.

Conti-Ramsden, G.M. (2003). Processing and linguistic markers in young children
withspecific language impairment (SLI). J Speech Lang Hear Res, 46( 5), 1029-
37.

Carroll, J., & Sapon, S. (2000). Modern Language Aptitude Test (MLAT): Manual. San
Antonio, TX: Psycho- logical Corp. Republished by Second Language Testing,
Inc., http://www.2LTI.com

Craig, H. K. (1993). Social skills of children with specific language impairment: Peer
relationships. Language, Speech and Hearing Services in Schools, 24, 206 - 215.

Craig, H. K. & Washington, J. A. (1993). Access behaviors of children with Specific

Language Impairment. Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, 36, 322-337.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental
Concerns about Language Development

Crais, E. (1988). Language/learning disabled children’s storytelling compared with same-
age and younger peers. Paper presented at the Convention of the American Speech-

Language-Hearing Association, Boston.

Cummins, J. (2000) Language, Power and Pedgogy: Bilingual Children in the

Crossfire. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.

Dale, P.S., Price, T.S., Bishop, D.V.M., & Plomin, R. (2003). Outcomes of early
language delay I: Predicting persistent and transient delay at 3 and 4 years.
Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 46, 544-560.

De Jong, E.J. (2010). From models to principles: Implementing quality schooling for
ELLs. In Li, G., & Edwards, P. (Eds.), Best practices for ELLs. (189-206). New
York: Guilford Press.

Dollaghan, C. & Campbell, T. F. (1998). Nonword repetition and child language

impairment. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 41, 1136-1146.

Donovan, S., & Cross, C. (2002). Minority students in special and gifted education.
Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

Dulay, H., & Burt, M. (1973) Should we teach children syntax? Language Learning, 23,
95-123.

Dulay, H., & Burt, M. (1974). Natural Sequences in child second language acquisition.
Language Learning, 24. 37-53.

Dunn, M., Flax, J., Sliminski, M., & Aram, D. (1996). The use of spontaneous language

measures as criteria for identifying children with specific language impairment:

84



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental

85
Concerns about Language Development

An attempt to reconcile clinical and research incongruence. Journal of Speech and

Hearing Research, 39, 643-654.
Duursma, E., Romero-Contreras, S., Szuber, A., Proctor, P., & Snow, C. (2007). The role

of home literacy and language environment on bilinguals’ English and Spanish

vocabulary development. Applied Psycholinguistics, 28, 171-190.

Eadie, P. A., Fey, M. E., Douglas, J. M., & Parsons, C. L. (2002). Profiles of grammatical
morphology and sentence imitation in children with specific language impairment

and Down syndrome. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 45,

720-732.

Edwards, M., & Bernhardt, B. (1973). Phonological analysis of the speech of four
children with language disorders. Unpublished paper. Stanford University.
Eilers, R. E., Pearson, B. Z. & Cobo[]Lewis, A. B. (2006).The social circumstances of
childhood bilingualism: The Miami experience. In McCardle, P. & Hoff, E.
(Eds.), Childhood Bilingualism (pp. 68[]90). Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters.
Ellis-Weismer, S. (2000). Intervention for children with developmental language delay.
In Bishop, D., & Leonard, L. (Eds.), Speech and language impairments in

children: Causes, characteristics, intervention and outcome(pp. 157-

176). Philadelphia: Taylor and Francis.
Ellis Weismer, S., & Evans, J. (2002). The role of processing limitations in early

identification of specific language impairment. Topics in Language

Disorders, 22, 15-29.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 86
Concerns about Language Development

Eng, N., & O’Connor, B. (2000). Acquisition of definite article and noun agreement of
Spanish-English bilingual children with specific language impairment.
Communication Disorders Quarterly, 21, 114-124.

Erdos, C., Genesee, F., Savage, R., & Haigh, C. (in press). Predicting risk for oral and
written language learning difficulties in students educated in a second
language. Applied Psycholinguistics.

Fabiano-Smith, L. & Goldstein, B. (2010). Assessment and intervention in bilingual
children. In S. Levey (Ed.). Langauge Development, Disorders,
and Differences, Sage Publishing, Inc.

Farwell, C. (1972). A note on the production of fricatives in linguistically deviant
children. Pap. Rep. Child. Lang. Develop. 4:93-102.

Fee, E.J. (1995). The phonological system of a specifically language-impaired
population. Clinical Linguistics and Phonetics, 9:3, pp. 189-209.

Fenson, L., Dale, P., Reznick, J., Bates, E., Thal, D., & Pethick, S. (1994). Variability in
early communicative development. Monographs of the Society for Research in
Child Development, Serial No. 242, Vol. 59, No. 5.

Fey, M., Leonard, L., & Wilcox, K. (1981). Speech style modifications in language
disordered children. Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders, 46, 91-96.

Fey, M., Long, S., & Cleave, P. (1994). Reconsideration of IQ criteria in the definition of
specific language impairment. In R. Watkins & M. Rice (Eds.), Specific language
impairments in children (pp. 161-178). Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes Publishing.

Fey, M.E., Catts, H-W., Proctor-Williams, K., Tomblin, J.B., & Zhang, X. (2004). Oral

and written story composition skills of children with language impairment: A



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 87
Concerns about Language Development

longitudinal investigation. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research,
47, 1301-1318.

Flax, J.F., Realpe-Bonilla, T., Hirsch, L.S., Brzustowicz, L.M., Barlett, C.W., & Tallal, P.
(2003). Specific Language Impairment in families: Evidence from co-occurrence
with reading impairments. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research,
46, 530-543.

Fletcher, P., & Peters, J. (1984). Characterising language impairment in children: an
exploratory study. Language Testing, 1, 33-49.

Friel-Patti, S., & Finitzo, T. (1990). Language learning in a prospective study of otitis
media with effusion in the first two years of life. Journal of Speech and Hearing
Research, 33, 188-194.

Fujiki, M., Brinton, B., & Sonnenberg, E.A. (1990). Repair of overlapping speech in the
conversations of specifically language-impaired and normally developing
children. Applied Psycholinguistics, 11, 201-215.

Gallagher, T.M. (1993). Language skill and the development of social competence in
school-age children. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 24,
199-205.

Gallagher, T.M. (1999). Interrelationships among children’s language, behavior, and
emotional problems. Topics in Language Disorders, 19, 1-15.

Gathercole, S. E. (1999). Cognitive approaches to the development of short-term
memory. Trends in Cognitive Science, 3, 410-418.

Gathercole, V.C.M. (2006). Introduction to Special Issue: Language-specific influences

on acquisition and cognition. First Language. 26, (1) 5-17.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental
Concerns about Language Development

Gathercole, S. E., Pickering, S. J., Hall, M., & Peaker, S. J. (2001). Dissociable lexical
and phonological influences on serial recognition and serial recall. Quarterly
Journal of Experimental Psychology, 45A, 1-30.

Gauger, L., Lombardino, L., & Leonard, C. (1997). Brain morphology in children with
specific language impairment. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing
Research, 40, 1272-1284.

Genesee, F. (1976a). The role of intelligence in second language learning. Language
Learning, 26, 267-280.

Genesee, F. (1987). Learning through two languages: Studies of immersion and bilingual
education. Rowley, MA: Newbury House.

Genesee, F., & Hamayan, E. (1980). Individual differences in second language learning.
Applied Psycholinguistics, 1, 95-110.

Genesee, F., & Lindholm-Leary, K. (in press). The education of English language
learners. In K. Harris, S. Graham, & T. Urdan (eds), APA Educational
Psychology Handbook. Washington DC: APA Books.

Genesee, F., Lindholm-Leary, K., Saunders, W., & Christian, D. (2005). English
language learners in U.S. schools: An overview of research findings. Journal of
Education for Students at Risk, 10(4), 363-385.

Genesee, F., Paradis, J., & Crago, M. (2004). Dual Language Development and
Disorders: A Handbook on Bilingualism and Second Language Learning.
Baltimore: Brookes Publishing.

German, D. J. (1987). Spontaneous language profiles of children with word-finding

problems. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 18, 217-230.

88



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental
Concerns about Language Development

Gertner, B., Rice, M., & Hadley, P. ( 1994). Influence of communicative competence on
peer preferences in a preschool classroom. Journal of Speech and Hearing
Research , 37, 913-923.

Gilhoo, A., Burrows, L., Goldstein, B., & Paradis, J. (2009). English phonological skills
of English language learners. Poster presented at the annual meeting of the
American Speech and Hearing Association, New Orleans.

Gillam, R. B., & Johnston, J. R. (1992). Spoken and written language relationships in
language/learning-impaired and normally achieving school-age children. Journal
of Speech and Hearing Research, 35, 1303—-1315.

Golberg, H., Paradis, J., & Crago, M. (2008). Lexical acquisition over time in minority
L1 children learning English as a L2. Applied Psycholinguistics, 29, 1-25.

Goldfield, B. and Snow, C. (2005). Individual Differences: Implications for the Study of
Language Acquisition. In Berko Gleason, J., The Development of Language, 6"
edn. (pp. 292-323). Boston: Allyn & Bacon

Goldstein, B. (2004). Bilingual language development and disorders: Introduction and
overview. In B. Goldstein (Ed.), Bilingual language development and disorders in
Spanish—English speakers (pp. 3—20). Baltimore, MD: Brookes.

Graybeal, C. (1981). Memory for stories in language impaired children. Applied
Psycholinguistics, 2, 269-83.

Gresham, F. M., & Elliot, S. N. (1990). Social Skills Rating System manual. Circle Pines,

MN: American Guidance Service.

89



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 90
Concerns about Language Development

Gutiérrez-Clellen, V. F. (1996). Language diversity: Implications for assessment. In K.
N. Cole, P. S. Dale, & D. J. Thal (Eds.), Assessment of communication and
language (pp. 29-56). Baltimore, MD: Paul H. Brookes.

Gutiérrez-Clellen, V. F., & Kreiter, J. (2003). Understanding child bilingual acquisition

using parent and teacher reports. Applied Psycholinguistics, 24, 267-288.

Gutiérrez-Clellen, V.F., & Simon-Cereijido, G. (2010) Using Nonword Repetition Tasks
for the Identification of Language Impairment in Spanish-English-Speaking
Children: Does the Language of Assessment Matter? Learning Disabilities
Research & Practice, 25(1): 48-58.

Hadley, P. A., & Rice, M. L. (1991). Conversational responsiveness in speech and
language-impaired children. Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, 34,1308-
1317.

Hakansson, Gisela. (2001). Tense morphology and verb-second in Swedish L1 children,
L2 children and children with SLI. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 4, 85-
99.

Hakuta, K., Goto Butler, Y., & Witt, D. (2000). How long does it take English Learners
to attain proficiency? Policy Report for the University of California Linguistic
Minority Research Institute, Retrieved March 31, 2004.

Haznedar, B. (2001). The acquisition of the IP system in child L2 acquisition. Studies in

Second Language Acquisition, 23, 1-39.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental
Concerns about Language Development

Hoar, N. (1977). Paraphrase capabilities of language impaired children. Paper presented
at Boston University Conference on Language Development, Boston,
Massachusetts.

Hodson, B., & Paden, E. (1981). Phonological processes which characterize unintelligible
and intelligible speech in early childhood. Journal of Speech and Hearing

Disorders, 46, 369-373.

Hyltenstam, K. & Abrahamsson, N. (2003). Maturational constraints in SLA. In: C. J.
Doughty & M. H. Long (eds.), The Handbook of Second Language Acquisition (pp.
539-588). Oxford: Blackwell.

Ingram, D. (1972a): The acquisition of the English verbal auxiliary and copula in normal
and linguistically deviant children. Papers and Reports on Child Language
Development, 4, 79-92.

Ingram, D. (1976). Phonological disability in children. London: Edward Arnold, 167 pp.

Ingram, D. (1981). Procedures for the phonological analysis of children's language.
Baltimore, Md.: University Park Press, 167 pp.

Jacobs, T. (1981). Verbal dominance, complexity and quantity of speech in pairs of
language- disabled and normal children. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
University of Southern California.

Jerome, A., Fujiki, M. Brinton, B. and James, S. (2002). Self-esteem in children with
specific language impairment. Journal of Speech, Language and Hearing

Research, Vol. 45, 700-714.

91



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 92
Concerns about Language Development

Jia, G. (2003), The acquisition of the English plural morpheme by native Mandarin
Chinese-speaking children, Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research,
46, 1297-1311.

Jia, G. & Aaronson, B. (2003). A longitudinal study of Chinese children and adolescents
learning English in the US. Applied Psycholinguistics, 24, 131-161.

Jia, G. & Fuse, A. (2007). Acquisition of English grammatical morphology by native
Mandarin-speaking children and adolescents: Age-related differences. Journal of
Speech, Language and Hearing Research, 50, 1280-1299.

Johnson, C., Beitchman, J.H., Young, A.R., Escobar, M., Atkinson, L., Wilson, B,
Brownlie, E.B., Doublas, L., Taback, N., Lam, 1., & Wang, M. (1999). Fourteen-
year follow-up of children with and without speech/languageimpairments:
Speech/language stability and outcomes. Journal of Speech, Language, and
Hearing Research, 42, 744-760.

Judrez, M. (1983). Assessment and treatment of minority-language-handicapped children:
the role of the monolingual speech-language pathologist. Topics in Language
Disorders, 3, 57-65.

Kambhi, A., & Catts, H. (1986). Toward an understanding of developmental language and
reading disorders. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 51, 337-
347.

Klee, T. (1987). Clinical Assessment of Oropharyngeal Motor Development in Young

Children. Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders. 52, 271-277.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 93
Concerns about Language Development

Klee, T. (2008). Considerations for appraising diagnostic accuracy studies of
communication disorders. Evidence-Based Communication Assessment and
Intervention, 2, 34-45.

Klingner, J., & Artiles, A. (2003). When should bilingual students be in special
education? Educational Leadership, October, 66-71.

Kohnert, K. & Bates, E. (2002). Balancing bilinguals II: Lexical comprehension and
cognitive processing in children learning Spanish and English. Journal of Speech,
Language, and Hearing Research, 45, 347-359.

La Paro, K., Kraft-Sayre, M., & Pianta, R. (2003). Preschool to kindergarten transition
activities: Involve-ment and satisfaction of families and teachers. Journal of
Research in Childhood Education, 17 (2), 147-158.

Lahey, M. (1990). Who shall be called language disordered? Some reflections and one
perspective. Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders, 55, 612-620.

Laws, G., & Bishop, D.V.M. (2003). A comparison of language abilities in adolescents
with Down syndrome and children with specific language impairment. Journal of
Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 46, 1324—13309.

Lee, L. L. (1966). Developmental sentence types: A method of comparing normal and
deviant syntactic development. Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders, 311-
330.

Leonard, L., Steckol, K., & Schwartz. (1978). R: Semantic Relations and Utterance
Lengths in Child Language, in Peng F, von Raffler Engel P (eds): Language

Acquisition and Developmental Kinesics. Tokyo, University Tokyo, pp 93-105.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 94
Concerns about Language Development

Leonard, L. (1982b). Language disorders in preschool children. In G. Shames & E. Wiig
(Eds.), Human communication disorders: An introduction. Columbus, Ohio:
Charles Merrill. (Second Edition, 1986, Third Edition, 1989, Fourth Edition,
1994).

Leonard, L. B., Miller, C., & Gerber, E. (1999). Grammatical morphology and the
lexicon in children with specific language impairment. Journal of Speech,
Language, and Hearing Research, 42, 678—689.

Leonard, L., Bortolini, U., Caselli, M. C., McGregor, K., & Sabbadini, L. (1992).
Morphological deficits in children with specific language impairment: The status
of features in the underlying grammar. Language Acquisition, 2, 151-179.

Leonard, L.B. (1989). Language learnability and specific language impairment in
children. Applied Psycholinguistics, 10, 179-202.

Leonard, L.B. Children with Specific Language Impairments. Massachusetts: MIT Press.

Leonard, L.B., Camarata, S., Rowan, L., & Chapman, K. (1982a). The communicative
functions of lexical usage by language impaired children. Applied
Psycholinguistics, 3, 109-125.

Leonard, L.B., Eyer, J. M., Bedore, L. M., & Grela, B. G. (1997). Three accounts of the
grammatical morpheme difficulties of English-speaking children with specific
language impairment, Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, 40, 741-753.

Skehan, P. (1998). A cognitive approach to language learning. Oxford: Oxford University

Press.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 95
Concerns about Language Development

Loeb, D. & Leonard, L. (1991). Subject case marking and verb morphology in normally
developing and specifically language-impaired children. Journal of Speech and
Hearing Research, 34, 340-346.

Loeb, D. F., & Leonard, L. (1988). Specific language impairment and parameter theory.
Clinical Linguistics and Phonetics, 2, 317-327.

Long, S. H. (1994). Language and bilingual-bicultural children. In V. A. Reed (Ed.), An
introduction to children with language disorders (2nd ed., pp. 290-317). New
York: Maxwell Macmillan.

Mackie, C., & Dockrell, J.E. (2004). The writing skills of children with SLI. Journal of
Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 47, 1469-1483.

Mackworth, N., Grandstaff, J. & Pribram, K. (1973). Orientation to pictorial novelry
by speech disordered children. Neuropsychologia, 1 J, 443-450.

MacLachlan, B. G., & Chapman, R. S. (1988). Communication breakdowns in normal
and language learning-disabled children’s conversation and narration. Journal of
Speech and Hearing Disorders, 53, 2-7.

MacWhinney, B., Feldman, H., Sacco, K., & Valdés-Pérez, R. (2000). Online measures

of basic language skills in children with early focal brain lesions. Brain and Language,

71, 400-431.

McCauley. R. & Swisher, L. (1984). Psychometric review of language and articulation
tests for preschool children. Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders, 49,338-
348.

McConnell, S. R., & Odom, S. L. (1986). Sociometrics: Peer-referenced measures and

the assessment of social competence. In P. S.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 96
Concerns about Language Development

McGregor, K.K., & Leonard, L.B. (1995). Intervention for word-finding deficits in
children. In M. Fey, J. Windsor & S. Warren, (Eds.), Language intervention:
Preschool through the elementary years, (pp. 85-105). Baltimore, MD : Paul H.
Brookes.

Mcnyuk, P. (1978). What's wrong and why. In M. Rutter & E. Schopler (Eds.), Autism:
A reappraisal of concepts and treatment (pp.105-116). New York: Plenum.

Menyuk, P. (1964). Comparison of grammar of children with functionally deviant and
normal speech. Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, 7, 109-121.

Menyuk, P. (1975). Children with language problems: what’s the problem? In Dato, D.
(ed.). Developmental Psycholinguistics: Theory and Application. District of
Columbia: Georgetown University Press.

Morehead, D., & Ingram, D. (1973). The development of base syntax in normal and
linguistically deviant children. Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, 16, 330-
52.

Morehead, D., & Ingram, D. (1970). The development of base syntax in normal and
linguistically deviant children. Pap. Rep. Child Lang. Develop. 2:55-75.

Muma, J. (1986). Language acquisition: A functionalist perspective. Austin, TX: Pro-Ed.

Nelson, N. W. (1993). Childhood language disorders in contet. Infancy through
adolescence. New York: Macmillan Publishing Company.

Neuman, S.B., & Dickinson, D.K. (2003). Handbook of early literacy research, New
York: Guilford Press.

Newcomer, P., & Hammill, D. (1991). Test of language development-primary 2. Austin,

TX: Pro-Ed.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental
Concerns about Language Development

Newcomer, P., & Hammill, D. (1997). Test of Language Development-Primary
3" Edition. Austin, TX: PRO-ED.

Newcomer, P., Barenbaum, E., & Nodine, B. (1988). Comparison of the story production
of learning disabled, normal achieving and low achieving children under two
modes of production. Learning Disabilities Quarterly, 11, 82-96.

Norbury, C., Bishop, D.V.M. & Briscoe, J. (2001). Production of English finite verb
morphology: a comparison of SLI and mild-moderate hearing impairment.
Journal of Speech, Language and Hearing Research, 44, 165-178.

Noterdaeme, M., Amorosa, H., Ploog, M., & Scheimann, G. (1988). Quantitative and
qualitative aspects of associated movements in children with specific
developmental speech and language disorders and in normal pre-school children.
Journal of Human Movement Studies, 15: 151-167.

Oetting, J., Rice, M., & Swank, L. (1995). Quick incidental learning (QUIL) of words by
school-age children with and without SLI. Journal of Speech and Hearing
Research, 38, 434-445.

Oller, D. K., & Eilers, R. E. (2002). Language and Literacy in Bilingual Children.
Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters.

Oller, D. K., Pearson, B. Z., & Cobo-Lewis, A. (2007). Profile effects in early bilingual
language and literacy. Applied Psycholinguistics, 28, 191-230.

Paradis, J. (2005). Grammatical morphology in children learning English as a second
language: Implications of similarities with Specific Language Impairment.

Language, Speech and Hearing Services in the Schools, 36, 172-187.

97



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental
Concerns about Language Development

Paradis, J. (2007a). Bilingual children with specific language impairment: Theoretical
and applied issues. Applied Psycholinguistics, 28, 551-564.

Paradis, J. (2007b). Early bilingual and multilingual acquisition. In P. Auer & L. Wei
(Eds.), Handbooks of applied linguistics: Vol. 5. Multilingualism (pp. 15-44).
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Paradis, J. (2008). Tense as a clinical marker in English L2 acquisition with language
delay/impairment. In E. Gavruseva & B. Haznedar (Eds.), Current trends in child
second language acquisition: A generative perspective (pp. 337-356).
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Paradis, J. (2009). Oral language development in French and English and the role of
home input factors. Report for the Conseil Scolarie Centre-Nord, Edmonton,

Alberta.

Paradis, J. (2010). The interface between bilingual development and specific language.
Keynote article for special issue with peer commentaries. Applied
Psycholinguistics, 31, 3-28.

Paradis, J., Emmerzael, K., & Sorenson Duncan, T. (2010). Assessment of English
Language Learners: Using Parent Report on First Language
Development. Journal of Communication Disorders, 43, 474-497.

Paradis, J., Rice, M., Crago, M., & Marquis, J. (2008). The acquisition of tense in
English: Distinguishing child L2 from L1 and SLI. Applied Psycholinguistics, 29,

1-34.

98



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 99
Concerns about Language Development

Patterson, J. (2002). Relationships of expressive vocabulary to frequency of reading and
television experience among bilingual toddlers. Applied Psycholinguistics, 23,
493-508.

Paul, R. (1991). Profiles of toddlers with slow expressive language development. Topics
in Language Disorders, 11, 1-13.

Paul, R., & Shriberg, L. (1982). Associations between phonology and syntax in speech-
delayed children. Journal of Speech and Hearing Research 25, 536-47.

Paul, R., & Smith, R. (1993). Narrative skills in four year olds with normal, impaired,
and latedeveloping language. Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, 36, 592-
598.

Pearson, B., Fernandez, S., Lewedg, V., & Oller, D.K. (1997). The relation of input
factors to lexical learning by bilingual infants, Applied Psycholinguistics, 18, 14-
58.

Pena, E., & Fiestas, C. (2009). Talking across cultures in early intervention: Finding
common ground to meet children’s communication need. Perspectives on
Language, Learning, and Education, 16,79-85.

Pena, E. D., Gillam, R. B., Bedore, L.M., & Bohman, T. (2011). Risk for Por
Performance on a Language Screening Measure for Bilingual Preschoolers and
Kindergarteners. American Journal of Speech Language Pathology, 20,302-314.

Peters-Johnson, C.A., & Taylor, O. L. (1986) Speech, language, and hearing disorders in
black populations. I n O.L. Taylor (Ed.) Nature of Communication Disorders in
Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Populations (College Hill Press, San Diego,

CA), pp. 157-179.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 100
Concerns about Language Development

Powell, R. P., & Bishop, D. V. M. (1992). Clumsiness and perceptual problems in
children with specific language impairment. Developmental Medicine and Child
Neurology, 34(9), 755-765.

Prinz, P. (1982) An investigation of the comprehension and production of requests in
normal and language-disorderd children. Journal of Communication Disorders,
15:75-93.

Prinz, P.M., & Ferrier, L.J. (1983). “Can you give me that one?”: The comprehension,
production and judgement of directives in language-impaired children. J. Speech
Hear. Dis., 48, pp. 44-54.

Ranta, L. (2002). The role of learners’ language analytic ability in the communicative
classroom. In P. Robinson (Ed.), Individual differences and instructed language
learning (pp. 159-180). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Rapin, L., & Wilson, B. (1978). Children with developmental language disability.
Neurological aspects and assessment. In M. Wyke (Ed.), Developmental
dysphasia (pp. 13-41). New York: Academic Press.

Redmond, S.M. (2003). Children's productions of the affix -ed in past tense and past
participle contexts. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 46,
1095-1109.

Redmond, S.M. (2005). Differentiating SLI from ADHD using children's sentence recall
and production of past tense morphology. Clinical Linguistics and Phonetics, 19,

109-127.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 101
Concerns about Language Development

Rebolledo, R.C., Prieto, M.G., Henao, L.H., Restrepo, F.L., & Salvador, D.A.P. (2004).
Specific developmental language disorder: A theoretical approach to its diagnosis,
aetiology, and clinical symptoms. Revista de Neurologia, 39, 1173-1181.

Records, N., and Tomblin, J.B. (1994). Clinical decision making: Describing the decision
rules of practicing speech-language pathologists. Journal of Speech and Hearing
Research, 37, 144-156.

Rescorla, L., & Schwartz, E. (1990). Outcomes of toddlers with expressive language
delay. Applied Psycholinguistics, 11, 393-407.

Rescorla, L., & Schwartz, E. (1992). Outcome of toddlers with specific expressive
language delay. Applied Psycholinguistics, 11, 393-408.

Restrepo, M. A. (1998). Identifiers of predominantly Spanish-speaking children with
language impairment. Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, 1398-1411.

Restrepo, M. A., & Silverman, S. W. (2001). Validity of the Spanish Preschool Language
Scale-3 for use with bilingual children. American Journal of Speech-Language
Pathology, 10, 382-393.

Restrepo, M. A., & Kruth, K. (2000). Gramma tical characte ristics of a Spanish —
English bilingual child with specific language impairme nt. Communication
Disorders Quarterly , 21 , 66- 76.

Rice, M. & Wexler, K. (2001). Test of Early Grammatical Impairment: Examiner’s
Manual. San Antonio, TX: The Psychological Corporation.

Rice, M. L., & Wilcox, K. A. (1986). LAP: A model preschool for language-disordered
and ESL children. [Federal grant]. Washington, D.C.: Handicapped Children's

Early Education Program.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 102
Concerns about Language Development

Rice, M. L. (2003). A unified model of specific and general language delay: Grammatical
tense as a clinical marker of unexpected variation. In Y. Levy & J. Schaeffer
(Eds.), Language competence across populations: Toward a definition of specific
language impairment (pp. 63-95). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Rice, M. L., Sell, M. A., & Hadley, P. A. (1991). Social interactions of speech-and
language-impaired children. Joumal of Speech and Hearing Research, 34,1299-
1307.

Rice, M., & Wexler, K. (1996). Toward tense as a clinical marker of specific language
impairment in English-speaking children. Journal of Speech and Hearing
Research, 39, 1239-1257.

Rice, M., Taylor, C., & Zubrick, S. (2008). Language outcomes of 7-year-old children
with or without a history of late language emergence at 24 months. Journal of
Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 51, 394-407.

Rice, M.L., Buhr, J., & Nehmeth, M. (1990). Fast mapping word-learning abilities of
language-delayed preschoolers. Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders, 55, 33-
42.

Rice, M.L., Oetting, J., Marquis, J., Bode, J., & Pae, S. (1994). Frequency of input effects
on word comprehension of children with specific language impairment. Journal of
Speech and Hearing Research, 37, 106-122.

Rice, M.L., Wexler, K., & Cleave, P. (1995). Specific language impairment as a period of
extended optional infinitive. Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, 38, 850-

863.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 103
Concerns about Language Development

Rispens, J. E. (2004). Suntactic and phonological processing in developmental dyslexia.
Groning: Grodil.

Robinson, R. (1987). The causes of language disorder: Introduction and overview.
Proceeding of the First International Symposium on Specific Speech and
Language Disorders in Children (pp. 1-19). London: Association for All Speech
Impaired Children.

Roessing, H., Kover, P., & Watt, D. (2005). Developing cognitive acadmic language
proficiency: the journey. TESL Canada Journal, 23, 1-27.

Roulstone S, Peters TJ, Glogowska M, Enderby P. A 12-month follow-up of preschool
children investigating the natural history of speech and language delay. Child:
Care, Health & Dev, 2003;29(4):245-255.

Rubin, H., & Liberman, 1. (1983). Exploring the oral and written language errors made by
language disabled children. Annals of Dyslexia, 33, 110-120.

Ruscello, D. M., St. Louis, K. O., & Mason, N. (1991). School-aged children with
phonological disorders: Coexistence with other speech/language disorders.
Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, 34, 236-242.

Saunders, W. M., & O’Brien, G. (2006). Oral Language. In F. Genesse, K. Lindholm-
Leary, W.M. Saunders, & D. Christian (Eds.), Educating English language
learners: A synthesis of research evidence, 14-63. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Saville-Troike, M. (1987). Dilingual discourse: The negotiation of meaning without a

common code. Linguistics, 25, 81-106.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 104
Concerns about Language Development

Schaeffer J. (2003) Pragmatics and SLI. In: Levy Y and Schaeffer J (eds) Language
competence across populations: Toward a definition of specific language
impairment. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum , 135-50.

Schelletter, C. (1990). Pronoun use in normal and language impaired children. Clinical

Linguistics and Phonetics, 4, 63-75.

Schiff-Meyers, N.B. (1992). Considering arrested language development and language
loss in the assessment of second language learners. Language, Speech and
Hearing Services in Schools, 23, 28-33.

Schmauch, V.A., Panagos, J.M. & Klich, R.J. (1978). Syntax influences the accuracy of
consonant production in language-disordered children. Journal of Communication
Disorders, 11, 315-23.

Schwartz, E., & Solot, C. (1980). Response patterns characteristic of verbal expressive

disorders. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 11, 139-144.

Schwartz, R.G., Leonard, L.B., Folger, M.K. & M.J. Wilcox (1980). Early phonological
behavior in normal-speaking and language disordered children: evidence for a
synergistic view of linguistic disorders. Journal of Speech and Hearing
Disorders, XLV, pp. 346-356.

Semel, E., Wiig, E., & Secord, W. (1987). The clinical evaluation of language function —

revised. The Psychological Corporation, San Antonio, TX.

Sheppard, A. (1980). Monologue and dialogue speech of language impaired children in
clinic and home settings. Master's thesis, University of Western Ontario.

Shore, C. M. (1995). Individual Differences in Language Development. Thousand Oaks,

CA: Sage Pub.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 105
Concerns about Language Development

Shriberg, L., Kwiatkowski, J., Best, S., Hengst, J., & TerslicWeber, B. (1986).
Characteristics of children with phonological disorders of unknown origin.
Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders, 51, 140-161.

Siegel, L., Cunningham, C. and van der Spuy, H. (1979). Interactions of language
delayed and normal pre-school children with their mothers. Paper presented at
the Meeting of the Society for Research in Child Development, San Francisco.

Snowling, MJ., Adams, J.W., Bishop, D.V., & Stothard, S.E. (2001). Educational
attainments of school leavers with a preschool history of speech-language
impairments. Int J Lang Commun Disord, 36 (2): 173-83.

Snowling, M.J., Bishop, D.V.M., & Stothard, S.E. (2000). Is pre-school language
impairment a risk factor for dyslexia in adolescence? Journal of Child Psychology
and Psychiatry, 41, 587-600.

Snyder, L. (1975). Pragmatics in language deficient children: prelinguistic and early
verbal performatives and presuppositions. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
University of Colorado.

Snyder, L. (1978). Communicative and cognitive abilities and disabilities in the
sensorimotor period. M P Q 24.161-80.

Snyder, L. (1982). Defining language disordered children: Disordered or just “low
verbal” normal? Proceedings from the Symposium on Research in Child
Language Disorders, 3, 197-209. Madison: University of Wisconsin, Madison.

Sorenson Duncan, T., Tessier, A.M., & Paradis, J. (2009). Preferences for Vowel
Epenthesis and Child ESL Cluster Reduction. Poster Session presented at the

Child Phonology Conference, Austin, Texas.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 106
Concerns about Language Development

Sparks, R., Ganschow, L., & Patton, J. (2008). L1 and L2 literacy, aptitude, and affective
variables as discriminators among high- and low-achieving L2 learners. In J.

Stanton-Chapman, T.L., Justice, L.M., Skibbe, L.E., & Grant, S.L. ( 2007). Social and
behavioral characteristics of preschoolers with specific language impairment.
Topics in Early Childhood Special Education, 27, 98-109.

Stark, R., & Tallal, P. (1988). Language, speech and reading disorders in children:
Neuropsychological studies. Boston: Little, Brown.

Steckol, K., & Leonard, L. (1979). The use of grammatical morphemes by normal and
language impaired children. Journal of Communication Disorders, 12, 291-302.

Stein, A. (1976). A comparison of mothers' and fathers' speech to normal and language-
deficient children. Paper presented at the Boston University Conference on
Language Development, Boston.

Stokes, S. F., Wong, A. M.Y., Fletcher, P., & Leonard, L. B. (2006) Nonword repetition
and sentence repetition as clinical markers of SLI: The case of Cantonese. Journal
of Speech Language and Hearing Research 49, 219-236.

Stothard, S. E., Snowling, M. J., Bishop, D. V. M., Chipchase, B. B., & Kaplan, C. A.
(1998). Language-impaired preschoolers: A follow-up into adolescence. Journal
of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 4, 407-418.

Strong, C.J., & Shaver, J.P. (1991). Modifying attitudes toward persons with hearing
impairments: A comprehensive review of the literature. American Annals of the
Deaf, 136(5), 252-260.

Strong, M. (1983). Social styles and the second language acquisition of Spanish-speaking

kindergartners. TESOL Quarterly, 17, 241-258.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 107
Concerns about Language Development

Tabors, P. (2008). One Child, Two Languages (2nd Ed.). Baltimore, MD: Paul Brookes
Publishing.

Tabors, P.O. (1997). One child, two languages: A guide for preschool educators.
Baltimore, MD: Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co.

Tager—Flusberg, H., & Cooper, J. (1999). Present and future possibilities for defining a
phenotype for specific language impairment. Journal of Speech, Language, and
Hearing Research, 42,1275-1278.

Tallal, P., Dukette, D., & Curtiss, S. (1989). Behavioral/ emotional profiles of preschool
language-impaired children. Development and Psychopathology,1, 51-67.

Terrell, S. L., & Terrell, F. (1993). African-Amencan cultures. In D. E. Battle (Ed.),
Communication disorders in multicultural populations (pp. 3-37). Stoneham, MA.
Butterworth-Heinemann.

Thal, D., & Bates, E. (1988). Language and gesture in late talkers. Journal of Speech and
Hearing Research, 31, 115-123.

Thordardottir, E., Rothenberg, A., Rivard, M.E., Naves, R. (2006). Bilingual assessment:
Can overall proficiency be estimated from separate measurement of two
languages? Journal of Multilingual Communication Disorders, 4, 1-21.

Thorn, A. S. C., & Gathercole, S. E. (1999). Language-specific knowledge and short-
term memory in bilingual and non-bilingual children. Quarterly Journal of
Experimental Psychology, 52A, 303-324.

Tomblin, J. B. (1996b). The big picture of SLI: Result of an epidemiologic study of SLI
among kindergarten children. Paper presented at the Symposium on Research in

Child Language Disorders, University of Wisconsin, Madison.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 108
Concerns about Language Development

Tomblin, J.B. (1989). Familial concentration of developmental language impairment.
Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders, 54, 287-295.

Tomblin, J.B., Records, N.L., Buckwalter, P., Zhang, X., Smith, E. & O’Brien, M. (1997)
Prevalence of specific language impairment in kindergarten children. Journal of
Speech, Language and Hearing Research, 40, 1245-1260.

Tomblin, J.B., Zhange, X., Buckwater, P., & O’Brien, M. (2003). The stability of primary
language disorder: Four years after kindergarten diagnosis. Journal of Speech,
Language, and Hearing Research, 46, 1283-1296.

Townsend, J., Wulfeck, B., Nichols, S., & Koch, L. (1995). Attention deficits in children
with developmental language disorder. Technical report CND-9513, Center for
Research in Language, University of California at San Diego.

Trauner, D., Wulfeck, B., Tallal, P., & Hesselink, J. (1995). Neurologic and MRI profiles
of language impaired children. Technical Report CND-9513, Center for Research
in Language, University of California at San Diego.

Umek, L. M., Socan, G., Bajc, K., & Peklaj, U. F. (2008), Children’s intellectual ability,
family environment, and preschool as predictors of language competence for 5-
year-old children, Studia Psychologica, 50(1), 31-48.

Unsworth, S. (2005). Child L2, adult L2, child L1: Differences and similarities. A study
on the acquisition of direct object scrambling in Dutch (doctoral dissertation).
Utrecht, The Netherlands: LOT.

Van der Lely, H. K. J., & Ullman, M. T. (1996). The computation and representation of

past-tense morphology in specifically language impaired and normally developing



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 109
Concerns about Language Development

children. Proceedings of the 20th Annual Boston University Conference on
Language Development (pp. 804-815).

Van Lier, L. (1999). All hooked up: An ecological look at computers in the classroom.
Unpunished manuscript, National Foreign Language resorce Center, Washington,
DC.

Vaughn-Cooke, F. B. (1986). The challenge of assessing the language of nonmainstream
speakers In O. L. Taylor (Ed.), Treatment of communication disorders in
culturally and linguistically diverse populations (pp. 23-48). Boston: College-
Hill Press.

Vicari, S., Caselli, M.C., Gagliardi, C., Tonucci, F., Volterra, V. (2002). Language
acquisition in special populations: A comparison between Down and Williams
syndromes. Neuropsychologia, 40:2461-2470.

Volterra, V., Caselli, C., Capirci, O., Tonucci, F., & Vicari, S. (2003). Early linguistic
abilities of italian children with Williams syndrome. Developmental
Neuropsychology, 23 (1&2), 33-59.

Watkins, R., Rice, M., & Molz, C. (1993). Verb use by language-impaired and normally
developing children. First Language, 37, 133-143.

Watson, L. (1977). Conversational participation by language deficient and normal
children. Paper presented at the Convention of the American Speech-Language-
Hearing Association, Chicago.

Wechsler, D. (1944). The measurement of adult intelligence (3ed.). Baltimore: Williams

& Wilkins.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental
Concerns about Language Development

Weiner, P. S. (1974). A language-delayed child at adolescence. Journal of Speech and
Hearing Disorders, 39, 202-212.

Wiig, E., Semel, E., & Nystrom, L. (1982). Comparison of rapid naming abilities in
language-learning-disabled and academically achieving eightyear-olds. Language,
Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 13, 11-23.

Willis, C. S., & Gathercole, S. E. (2001). Phonological short-term memory contributions
to sentence processing in young children. Memory, 9, 349-364.

Windsor, J., Kohnert, K., Lobitz, K., & Pham, G. (2010). Cross-language nonword
repetition by bilingual and monolingual children. American Journal of Speech-
Language Pathology, 19, 298-310.

Wong-Fillmore, L. (1979). Individual differences in second language acquisition. In C.
Fillmore, D. Kempler, & W. S. Wang (Eds.), Individual differences in language
ability and language behavior (pp. 203-227). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Wong-Fillmore, L. (1983). The language learner as an individual: Implications of
research on individual differences for the ESL teacher. In M. Clarke & J.
Handscombe (Eds.), On TESOL ’82: Pacific perspectives on language learning
and teaching (pp. 157-173). Washington, DC: Teachers of English to Speakers of
Other Languages.

Waulfeck, B., & Bates, E. (1991). Differential sensitivity to errors of agreement and word
order in Broca’s aphasia. Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience, 3, 258-272.

Zdorenko, T., & Paradis, J. (2008). The acquisition of articles in child L2 English:
Fluctuation, transfer or both? Second Language Research, 24, 227-250

Zdorenko, T., & Paradis, J. (2009). The development of auxiliaries BE and DO in child

110



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 111
Concerns about Language Development

L2 English. Paper presented at the International Symposium on Bilingualism,
University of Utrecht.
Zehar., & Mary Ann. (2005). English-Learners Need More Help. Education Week, 14,

p30-30, 1/3p.



Sentence Recall in Monolingual and ELL with and without Parental 112
Concerns about Language Development

Appendix A

Parental Questionnaire

LANGUAGE, READING, AND MATHEMATICAL SKILLS IN CHILDREN
OPTIONAL ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Dear parent(s),

Thank you for your interest in our study! In addition to the attached consent form, we
would be grateful if you would please answer the following questions and return this form with
the consent form to your child’s school. Completion of this questionnaire is optional. You may
choose not to complete these questions and your child may still participate in our study.

The information collected here will help us to better understand how home factors such
as native language and parent education are related to the language, reading and mathematical
skills we are studying.

(PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY WHEN COMPLETING THIS FORM)

Questionnaire

Please feel free to complete as many or as few of the questions as you wish.

Does your child wear eyeglasses? Yes No
Is your child left-handed or right-handed? Left Right
Is English the first language your child learned? Yes No

If no, what other languages are spoken in this child’s home (please list):

Have you ever been concerned about this child’s language development?  Yes No
Have you ever been concerned about this child’s ability to learn to read? = Yes No

Have you ever been concerned about this child’s ability to do math? Yes No

Has this child been diagnosed by a doctor as having any of the following:

[J Hearing Impairment [J Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder
[J Autism Spectrum Disorder [J Other

please continue on reverse
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Involving Humans and the applicable laws and regulations of Ontario has granted approval to the above named research study on
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documentation,
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a) changes increasing the risk to the participant(s) and/or affecting significantly the conduct of the study;
b) all adverse and unexpected experiences or events that are both serious and unexpected;
¢) new information that may adversely affect the safety of the subjects or the conduct of the study.

If these changes/adverse events tequire a change to the information/consent documentation, and/or recruitment advertisement, the
newly revised information/consent documentation, and/or advertisement, must be submitted to this office for approval.

Members of the NMREB who are named as investigators in research studies, or declare a conflict of interest, do not participate in
discussion related to, nor vote on, such studies when they are presented to the NMREB.
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Appendix C
Language groupings
Language grouping, and the numbers of children with or without reported concerns

across each language group

Language No Concerns (n) Concerns (n)

English 904 202
Chinese-Mandarin-Cantonese 6 10
Arabic 11 7
Farsi-Persian-Kurdish 6 4
German 8 4
Gujarati-Bengali-Punjabi-Telugu-Hindi-Malayalam- 9 6
Gojri

Serbian- Albanian- Croatian- Bosnian 8 2
Spanish 7 3
Korean 5 11
European Minority Languages (French-Greek- 16 4

Finnish-Dutch-Swedish-Romanian)
Asian and African Minority Languages (Ukrainian- 12 5
Indonesia- Pilipino-Vietnamese-Urdu- Somali-

Tigrigna- Russian)
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