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Purpose: There remain few available tools to assess language development in
Spanish–English dual language learner (DLL) toddlers in the United States. Of
interest is the development of early sentences as children move from producing
single words to producing multiword utterances. This study is the first to extend
sentence diversity to the context of Spanish–English DLLs by describing devel-
opment from 24 to 30 months of age in children with and without language
delays (LDs).
Method: Spontaneous language samples were collected from Spanish-
dominant DLL children and their mothers as they were observed during a free-
play interaction. Existing sentence diversity protocols were adapted for the DLL
context to describe children’s flexibility in combining subjects and verbs to form
utterances in Spanish and English.
Results: Children maintained an accurate separation in their grammars for
subject–verb combinations in Spanish versus English. There was an overwhelm-
ing preference for Spanish subject–verb combinations with null subjects. The
emergence of sentence diversity distinguished children with and without early
LD unlike the emergence of word combinations.
Conclusions: Consistent with prior research, findings showed that DLLs did not
confuse grammatical structures across languages. Instead, they showed a dif-
ferential pattern of results in each language, such that the strongest grammati-
cal skills were evinced first in the dominant language. Sentence diversity shows
promise for assessment and progress monitoring in Spanish–English DLLs in
the United States.
Spanish is the second most spoken language in the
United States, making the population of Spanish–English
dual language learners (DLLs) a large and growing group
of children in the country. U.S. DLLs are typically defined
as children learning the majority language (English) in
addition to a second language at home. Most DLLs have
parents who report speaking Spanish at home (59%; Park
et al., 2017). Despite the size of this population, speech-
language pathologists (SLPs) often report low confidence
in delivering appropriate assessment and interventions in
culturally and linguistically diverse populations from
non–English-speaking contexts, including Spanish–English
uoregon.edu. Dis-
financial or non-

Vol. 32 • 576–591 • March
learners (e.g., Guiberson & Atkins, 2012; Williams &
Mcleod, 2012). Practitioners point to a lack of access to
measures and assessment tools that are validated for cul-
turally and linguistically diverse populations, a dearth of
data on developmental trajectories in diverse linguistic
communities, uncertainty in selecting appropriate tools
and guidance on bilingual assessment, and concern about
the bias of existing measures as among those contributing
to service delivery challenges including in DLL popula-
tions (Arias & Friberg, 2017; Guiberson & Atkins, 2012;
Hardin et al., 2009; Kohnert et al., 2003; Kritikos, 2003;
Roseberry-McKibbin et al., 2005). These service delivery
challenges have real consequences for the lives of children
and in part contribute to the inequitable service provision
for children from Spanish-speaking backgrounds (Cycyk
et al., 2022; Huerta et al., 2021). This study seeks to
2023 • Copyright © 2023 American Speech-Language-Hearing Association
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provide researchers and practitioners with a measure of
early basic sentence structure that extends to Spanish–
English DLLs with and without language delays (LDs).

Measures of Early Syntax

Children’s early syntactic skills are an important
domain of measurement for both practitioners and
researchers given that deficits in the acquisition of sen-
tence structure (i.e., syntax) are a core diagnostic feature
of developmental language disorder (DLD; Bedore &
Leonard, 1998; Bishop, 2017; Rice & Wexler, 1996),
including among children who speak Spanish and English
(i.e., Bedore & Peña, 2008; Restrepo & Kruth, 2000).
Indeed, challenges with basic sentence structure are well
documented in children with DLD from diverse language
backgrounds (Leonard, 2014). However, there remains a
need for measures that extend to Spanish-learning children
in the United States. DLD is a neurodevelopmental dis-
ability that can emerge in early childhood as LD and
often persists into adulthood. Our best estimates suggest
that DLD is one of the most common neurodevelopmen-
tal disorders with a prevalence rate of 7% (Norbury et al.,
2016; Tomblin et al., 1997), making it at least 3 times
more likely than autism spectrum disorder (prevalence =
2.3%; Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2021).
DLD is associated with increased risk of poor academic
outcomes, as well as long-term employment placement
and challenges across social, emotional, and behavioral
domains (Conti-Ramsden & Durkin, 2012; Law et al.,
2013; Tomblin, 2008; Yew & O’Kearney, 2013).

At present, a widely used measure of syntax in lin-
guistically diverse children under 3 years of age captures
the mean length of utterance (MLU) produced. At around
24 months of age, typical learners regularly produce two-
word utterances, such that by the third birthday, they are
combining three words (or morphemes) into a single utter-
ance. Although MLU is helpful as a global measure of
utterance length, it provides limited information about the
underlying sentence structure and diversity of word combi-
nations. Moreover, some recent evidence suggests that
MLU has less reliability as a marker of grammatical
development in Spanish speakers compared with English
monolinguals (Baron et al., 2018) and is a weak measure
of change in grammatical development among Spanish–
English bilinguals (Bedore et al., 2020). Sentence diversity
has been proposed as a complementary measure to MLU
for describing development of basic sentence structure as
children transition from one-word productions to multi-
word utterances (i.e., Hadley, 2020). For typical learners,
the transition from one- to two-word utterances happens
during the second year of life, whereas children with early
LD often show significant delay in the emergence of word
combinations (Rudolph & Leonard, 2016; Zubrick et al.,
De
2007) in addition to low diversity in the types of combina-
tions that they eventually produce (e.g., Hadley, 2020;
Rispoli et al., 2018). However, as described below, sen-
tence diversity has not been examined in Spanish-speaking
children.

Sentence Diversity

Sentence diversity is intended to capture the increas-
ing flexibility with which children combine subjects and
verbs to produce utterances (e.g., Hadley, 2020). Thus,
whereas MLU captures the average length of utterances,
sentence diversity describes the emergence and flexibility of
children’s word combinations. Healthy language develop-
ment involves increasing utterance length while also dem-
onstrating the ability to combine the same verb with differ-
ent subjects (e.g., “She wants X,” “The teacher wants X”).
In contrast, research shows that children with early LDs
who are at greatest likelihood for DLD diagnosis demon-
strate an overreliance on a few sentence frames during
early toddlerhood (e.g., “I want X”; McKenna & Hadley,
2014). Sentence diversity describes the unique subject–verb
combinations children produce as they transition from one
to multiword sentence structures. Sentence diversity is cal-
culated by counting the unique combinations of different
subjects with different verbs. The measure informs our
understanding of early sentence structures.

To the authors’ knowledge, published peer-reviewed
sentence diversity research has been entirely conducted in
populations of monolingual English speakers from non-
Latino/a and primarily White backgrounds from college-
educated homes (e.g., Hadley, 2006, 2020; Hadley et al.,
2016, 2017; Hsu et al., 2017; McKenna & Hadley, 2014;
Rispoli et al., 2018). Within this population, a series of
studies examining sentence diversity have demonstrated
great promise for the measure in children with early LDs.
Specifically, for assessment purposes, studies of English
monolinguals have shown a developmental progression of
sentence subjects, such that sentences with first-person
subjects emerge before sentences with third-person subjects
(Lee, 1974). Furthermore, children’s growth in sentence
diversity with third-person subjects is a significant predic-
tor of growth in the emergence and productivity of tense
and agreement morphemes (Hadley et al., 2017). For
English monolinguals, capturing grammatical skill with
tense and agreement morphemes is especially important
for assessment and ongoing progress monitoring given
that deficits in such morphosyntactic structures are hall-
marks of DLD in this specific language community (Rice,
2003; Rice & Wexler, 1996; Rice et al., 1998, 2009). In
particular, the tense and agreement morphemes that are
especially difficult for English-speaking children with DLD
include present third-person singular –s, past tense –ed, and
both copula and auxiliary BE (is, are, am, was, and were).
Anda et al.: Sentence Diversity in Spanish–English Bilinguals 577



The hypothesis is that diverse subject–verb combinations in
early sentence production provide a foundation for learning
language-specific grammatical rules about tense and agree-
ment (Hadley et al., 2018; Rispoli & Hadley, 2011).

Prior studies have also provided developmental
expectations for English monolinguals (Hadley et al.,
2018): By 30 months of age, approximately 27% of utter-
ances produced by English monolingual speakers were
sentences, with a rate of approximately one unique
subject–verb combination produced per minute. Sentence
diversity was also positively correlated with MLU, such
that sentences become longer while also increasing in
diversity. Furthermore, in a retrospective study of children
with a high likelihood of DLD at 36 months of age,
McKenna and Hadley (2014) showed that, although these
children were combining words (as indexed by MLUs >
1), there were clear challenges in sentence diversity as
early as 30 months of age. Although further research is
needed, this suggests that limited sentence diversity may
support the identification of children with LD and who
are more likely to have persistent challenges with language
production and DLD.

Extensions of Sentence Diversity to
Spanish–English DLLs

It is well established that deficits in sentence struc-
ture are a hallmark of DLD across languages (e.g.,
Leonard, 2014). Extensions of sentence diversity as a mea-
sure to other culturally and linguistically diverse commu-
nities are therefore warranted. However, there are several
gaps that limit the applicability of extant findings to the
Spanish–English DLL population. It would not be appro-
priate to extend prior research conducted in English
monolinguals to DLLs, even when they are exposed to
English in addition to another language. First, languages
interact and influence each other in bilingual contexts.
This means that English may show influence of Spanish
and vice versa (Paradis & Genesee, 1996). Developmental
trajectories describing sentence diversity must be refined and
examined independently in Spanish–English DLLs as single-
language milestones would lead to inappropriate compari-
sons across groups. Language interaction similarly influ-
ences production, such that bilinguals can produce word
combinations in one or two languages. Research on mono-
linguals would therefore not provide information to describe
how sentence diversity differs when produced in English
only, in Spanish only, or in a code-switched context (i.e.,
with language alternation; mixed Spanish and English).

Second, the sentence diversity coding protocol was
developed with the rules of English grammar. Recall that
sentence diversity is calculated by counting the unique com-
binations of different subjects with different verbs. Apply-
ing this protocol without modifications and adaptations
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would undercount subject diversity in languages such as
Spanish where null subjects are permitted. For example, in
Spanish, the single word “cantamos” (“we sing”) provides
information about both the verb (cantar; “to sing”) and the
subject (−amos indicates a first-person plural subject). The
morphemes appear in a single word. This is different from
the English translation (“we sing”), which provides two sep-
arate words (one for each morpheme) to indicate the sub-
ject and the verb. Such differences in the grammars of
Spanish and English would also influence the associations
among different grammatical measures such as MLU.
Adapting grammatical measures to accommodate null sub-
jects in Spanish is consistent with extant approaches in
older bilingual children for identifying DLD (Peña et al.,
2020) and consistent with best practice for adaptation
(Peña, 2007).

Third, the specific features, parameters, and charac-
teristics of sentence diversity may differ in Spanish–
English DLLs compared with English monolinguals.
Whereas English monolingual children with DLD have
specific difficulty with tense and agreement, Spanish-
speaking children tend to have less difficulty with these
structures (Bedore & Leonard, 2005). Instead, articles;
clitics; and agreement among person, number, and gender
are notably challenging for Spanish speakers (Anderson &
Souto, 2005; Bedore & Leonard, 2001, 2005). In addition,
the degree of difference in grammatical skills among typi-
cal learners and those with DLD from Spanish-speaking
backgrounds may be smaller than those documented in
the English monolingual group. Specifically, research
shows that the difference in MLU between kids with and
without language disorders is greater for children learning
English compared with those learning Spanish (Bedore &
Leonard, 2001; Hewitt et al., 2005; Jacobson & Schwartz,
2002; Klee, 1992; Leonard, 1998). That is, English mono-
lingual children with DLD have lower MLU than their
typically developing (TD) English monolingual peers,
whereas this gap in MLU between DLD and TD groups
is smaller in Spanish speakers.

Fourth, in addition to language and grammar differ-
ences, there are cultural contexts that differ between the
White English monolingual population of children from
college-educated homes and that of Spanish–English DLL
children in the United States (e.g., Hoff, 2006). These cul-
tural contexts may influence developmental trajectories as
well as the nature of associations between parental input
and child language outcomes. Indeed, cultural contexts
influence parenting practices, including characteristics of
the language environment and parent–child interactions
(e.g., Prevoo & Tamis-Lemonda, 2017). In turn, child lan-
guage trajectories are known to vary across cultures and
languages (Frank et al., 2017), which necessitates research
in culturally and linguistically diverse populations to
understand similarities and differences across populations.
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This Study

There are three primary research aims in this study.
First, this study will describe the development of sentence
diversity at 24 and 30 months of age in Spanish–English
DLL children with and without LD. Prior research sug-
gests that subject–verb combinations are reliably pro-
duced by 30 months of age in Spanish speakers (Clahsen
et al., 2002; Montrul, 2004; Mueller Gathercole et al.,
1999). Importantly, this study seeks to describe the relative
development of sentence structures in each language (i.e.,
Spanish vs. English). In this way, this study will be the first
to provide preliminary developmental expectations in order
to examine the degree to which the available English
monolingual research will apply to Spanish–English DLLs.
We expect that the development of sentence diversity will
indeed differ given that the hallmarks of DLD are also dif-
ferent across English monolinguals and Spanish–English
DLLs. For example, growth trajectories in MLU are atten-
uated in Spanish versus English monolingual contexts
given that Spanish permits null subjects among other mor-
phemes when the context provides sufficient information,
whereas English requires an overt subject as illustrated pre-
viously (Bedore, 2001; Gutiérrez-Clellen et al., 2000). Fur-
thermore, the comparison across typical learners (TD) and
those with LD will inform future studies examining assess-
ment for DLL toddlers. We expect that those children with
LD will show significantly weaker sentence diversity skills
compared with their TD peers.

Second, this study aims to provide preliminary infor-
mation about the utility of sentence diversity as a measure
of early sentences in Spanish–English DLLs with and
without LDs. MLU of age is a recommended measure in
assessment as children with LDs demonstrate late emergence
of word combinations. Indeed, late emergence of word com-
binations after 24 months of age is a better diagnostic
marker of DLD than delayed onset of word production
(Rudolph & Leonard, 2016). This suggests that measures of
early morphosyntactic skill are indeed better for early iden-
tification. However, a significant proportion of children
with DLD are not late word combiners or delayed word
producers (Leonard, 2013). Furthermore, recall that MLU
is less likely to differentiate children with and without lan-
guage disorders in Spanish speakers compared with English
speakers (Bedore & Leonard, 2001; Hewitt et al., 2005;
Jacobson & Schwartz, 2002; Klee, 1992; Leonard, 1998).
Similarly, growth trajectories in MLU are attenuated in
Spanish versus English monolinguals and are less likely to
show change over time (Bedore, 2001; Gutiérrez-Clellen
et al., 2000). Sentence diversity may offer a complementary
measure at early ages compared with length of word com-
binations (i.e., MLU). Sentence diversity provides detail
about the earliest use and flexibility of word combination
skills, which may therefore capture additional variability
De
associated with LDs. This study will test this hypothesis in
Spanish–English DLLs. We expect that the emergence of
flexibility in early sentence structures (as measured by sen-
tence diversity scores > 1) will be more closely associated
with LD compared with the emergence of word combina-
tions (as measured by MLU > 1).

Third, this study seeks to examine the associations
between sentence diversity and other common measures of
early language output. Such analyses provide a preliminary
test of the construct validity of sentence diversity in Spanish–
English DLLs. We expect to replicate prior English monolin-
gual findings such that sentence diversity will be positively
associated with other child outcome measures that are typi-
cally used in language assessment of toddlers, such as the
number of different words (NDW) produced and MLU.
Together, this research will support practitioners who report
a lack of knowledge about development, assessment, and
diagnosis of DLLs (e.g., Guiberson & Atkins, 2012).
Method

Participants

Children formed part of a larger longitudinal study
of language development in Spanish–English DLLs. Chil-
dren were required to have at least 20% exposure to Spanish
since birth and have a mother who identified as Latina/x or
Hispanic. Children who had developmental concerns or
diagnoses for which communication was a secondary con-
cern or that impacted other areas of development in addition
to communication or language were excluded from partici-
pating (i.e., autistic children). A total of 52 children partici-
pated in this study (there were two sets of twins). A subgroup
of children were invited to participate at 24 months of age
and again 6 months later at 30 months of age (n = 35). An
additional subgroup (n = 17) was invited to participate only
at 30 months of age. The Center for Early Care and Educa-
tion Research–Dual Language Learners (CECER-DLL)
Child and Family Questionnaire was used to collect key
demographic data about the children and their families
(Hammer et al., 2020). The questionnaire was selected for
this study, because it was systematically validated through
an iterative process within the Spanish–English DLL popu-
lation and represents one of the few available questionnaires
for capturing key demographic information from such fami-
lies (see Table 1).

Children were divided into groups based on the
presence of LD. The LD group (n = 19; 24 months of
age: n = 12, 30 months of age: n = 7) was composed of
children who were receiving special education services for
communication (n = 3) or had parental concerns for com-
munication development (n = 16), which were corrobo-
rated by low vocabulary scores on the English and
Anda et al.: Sentence Diversity in Spanish–English Bilinguals 579



Table 1. Child (N = 52) and family characteristics.

Variable n (%) M (SD)

Child characteristics
Age in months 26.58 (2.86)
Sex
Boy 23 (44%)
Girl 29 (56%)

Born in the United States 51 (98%)
Developmental concernsa 20 (38%)
Child language exposureb

% Exposure to Spanish 77.83 (22.69)
% Exposure to English 22.69 (21.19)
% Exposure other language 0.62 (2.87)

Maternal characteristics
Age in years 33.10 (6.23)
Ethnicity
Mexican 39 (75%)
Guatemalan 3 (6%)
Colombian 1 (2%)
Dominican 1 (2%)
Salvadoran 1 (2%)
Nicaraguan 1 (2%)
Chilean 1 (2%)
Argentine 1 (2%)
Other 4 (8%)

Education
Less than high school 18 (35%)
High school diploma or GED 16 (31%)
Vocational training or
some college

6 (12%)

Associate’s degree 1 (2%)
Bachelor’s degree 7 (13%)
Master’s or higher 4 (8%)

Born in the United States 42 (81%)
Annual family income
< $10k 6 (12%)
$10,001–$20,000 5 (10%)
$20,001–$30,000 11 (21%)
$30,001–$40,000 6 (12%)
$40,001–$50,000 2 (4%)
$50,001–$60,000 7 (13%)
$60,001–$70,000 2 (4%)
> $70,001 6 (12%)
Unknown 7 (13%)

Note. GED = General Educational Development.
aRefers to parent-reported concerns and/or participation in early
intervention or early childhood special education. bCumulative
exposure from birth as measured by the Language Exposure
Assessment Tool.
Spanish adaptations of the MacArthur–Bates Communi-
cative Development Inventories Words and Gestures form
(Inventario del Desarrollo de Habilidades Comunicativas
Palabras y Enunciados; Fenson et al., 2007; Jackson-
Maldonado et al., 2005). Consistent with best practices for
assessment in DLL contexts, children showed a vocabu-
lary delay across both languages (Spanish and English)
with scores below the 20th percentile (M = 3.76, SD =
3.46). The remaining children made up the neurotypical
learners with no identified LD and who were otherwise
TD at the time of the study (n = 33; 24 months of age:
n = 23, 30 months of age: n = 10).
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Nearly all children were born in the United States
(n = 51; one child born in Colombia). Across LD and TD
groups, children had greater cumulative exposure (birth to
present) to Spanish than English as measured on the Lan-
guage Exposure Assessment Tool (LEAT; MSpanish =
77%, MEnglish = 22%; De Anda et al., 2016). The LEAT
was preferred as the measure of language exposure as it is
the only language exposure questionnaire validated in
Spanish–English toddlers in the United States. LEAT
results showed that all children continued to have current
exposure to Spanish at the time of data collection, and
90% had current English exposure (n = 47). A small group
of children attended preschool or day care (n = 9), most
of which were described by mothers as English monolin-
gual environments (n = 5), as well as Spanish–English
bilingual (n = 3) and Spanish monolingual (n = 1) lan-
guage environments. The most common sources of Span-
ish input to children were mothers (n = 52), fathers (n =
44), and siblings (n = 44), followed by grandparents (n =
22), extended family (aunts, uncles, and cousins; n = 33),
child care providers (n = 9), and friends (n = 5). All
mothers identified as Latina/x or Hispanic. Most mothers
had a high school education or higher (65%), were born
outside of the United States (81%), and identified their
ethnicity as Mexican (75%). All participants were recruited
within the local radius of a metropolitan city in the Pacific
Northwest of the United States. Table 1 provides addi-
tional detail on child and family characteristics. The
methods of this study were approved by the institutional
review board at the University of Oregon; all participants
gave their informed consent to participate.

Measures

Language Sampling
Child spontaneous language production was col-

lected through observation of mother–child free-play. A
10-min semistructured observation was recorded while
dyads engaged with specific materials. Mothers and chil-
dren had access to a standard set of toys to facilitate lan-
guage production between dyads: (a) toy cookware and
plastic food items, (b) farm animals and farmhouse or
building blocks, and (c) the same book in Spanish and
English. The observation is similar to the Three Bags Task
commonly used in studying parent–child engagement
(Tamis-LeMonda et al., 2004). Mothers were required to
use all three sets of toys in any way that felt natural to
them. No instruction was given regarding the use of
English or Spanish. Instead, children and mothers were
permitted to use one or both languages to the extent that
this felt natural and typical to them. Language samples
were transcribed and coded in their original languages by
trained Spanish–English bilingual research assistants. All
transcription and coding occurred using the software and
591 • March 2023



conventions of the Systematic Analysis of Language Tran-
scripts (SALT; Miller & Iglesias, 2020). A second research
assistant reviewed transcripts alongside the video of the
dyad’s language sample to ensure transcription and coding
accuracy. In addition, SALT staff reviewed all coded tran-
scripts to ensure accuracy and reconciled discrepancies
through consensus with the first two authors.

Coding Variables
To capture child language output during the obser-

vation, three variables were extracted from the language
samples as described below: NDW, MLU, and sentence
diversity.

NDW and MLU. Both NDW and MLU measures
were extracted from the Standard Measures Report for
each child as calculated within SALT software. NDW is
intended to capture lexical diversity in child production,
whereas MLU in words (MLUw) describes the length of
children’s utterances in words. The use of words for calcu-
lating MLU was favored over the use of morphemes to
ensure relatively comparable estimation across English and
Spanish and following best practices (e.g., Gutiérrez-Clellen
et al., 2000). It is also important to note that NDW and
MLUw capture skills across Spanish and English as com-
posite measures of children’s skill given that the elicitation
instructions for the language sample allowed children and
mothers to use Spanish and English to any degree and in
such a way that it was natural and typical for them. A ran-
dom selection of 20% of the observations were transcribed
and coded by a different research assistant to ensure accept-
able reliability. Interrater reliability was determined by cal-
culation of intraclass correlation coefficients based on a
one-way random-effects models for NDW and MLUw.
The intraclass correlation coefficient was .94 for NDW
(95% CI [.82, .98]) and .95 for MLUw (95% CI [.82, .98]),
indicative of excellent interrater reliability.

Sentence diversity. The third variable extracted from
the coded language transcripts included sentence diversity.
The published sentence diversity protocol was adapted to
ensure validity for the present Spanish–English bilingual
Table 2. Examples of sentence diversity coding, adapted

Child utterance Sentence?

(a) Esto es doggie. (This is doggie) Yes
(b) Esto es tomate. (This is tomato) Yes
(c) Se despertó. (He awoke) Yes
(d) I want baby. Yes
(e) Ayuda. (Help) No – no sub
(f) Look. No – no sub
(g) Chico va aquí. (Boy goes here) Yes
(h) I want it. Yes
(i) Abrimos. (We open) Yes

De
context (e.g., Hadley et al., 2018). Specifically, trained
bilingual research assistants examined all of the child’s
productions to extract a subset of utterances that provided
information about a subject or subject agreement as well
as a lexical verb in a single utterance. The subject is the
noun phrase in the preverb position of a subject–verb or
subject–verb–object sentence. Subject noun phrases can be
pronouns, nouns, or elaborated noun phrases (e.g., “it,”
“dog,” and “the dog”). In English, subjects are obligatory
or overt. In Spanish, agreement marking on the verb
allows the subjects to be null. Therefore, utterances were
included if a subject–verb or subject–verb–object sentence
was produced (as required in English) or if the utterance
had a null subject but provided at least a verb with subject
agreement (as allowed in Spanish). All sentences that met
these criteria were included in the analysis even if the child
code-switched within the utterance. Tables 2 and 3 pro-
vide several examples of utterances and their analysis.

Having identified the subset of subject–verb combi-
nations produced by the child, several variables were
coded for these utterances only. First, to provide an over-
all sentence diversity score, research assistants counted the
number of unique subject–verb combinations produced by
the child as done in prior research. This means that lexical
variations of the same noun were treated as a single type.
Note that singular and plural nouns are treated separately
and include unique instances consistent with the original
sentence diversity coding protocol (e.g., Hadley et al.,
2018). The use of the same subject–verb combination in a
different language was counted as a unique production.

Second, for each unique subject–verb combination
included in the sentence diversity score, research assistants
applied study-specific codes to these utterances across sev-
eral parameters to describe the nature of children’s subject–
verb combinations in Spanish and English and in mixed
utterances. Assistants coded for (a) subject inclusion: This
captured whether the subject was null or included in the
noun phrase. Recall that we included utterances with overt
or null subjects, because Spanish permits such sentence
structures. Each utterance was also coded to describe the
from Hadley et al. (2017).

Unique subject–verb
combination? Points

Esto es 1
No, same as (a) 0
Se despertó 1
I want 1

ject 0
ject 0

Chico va 1
No, same as (d) 0
(Nosotros) abrimos. 1
Sentence diversity (total) 5

Anda et al.: Sentence Diversity in Spanish–English Bilinguals 581



Table 3. Examples of possible utterances and their coded parameters.

Subject–verb utterance Number Person Subject Language

nosotras comemos (we eat) First Plural Overt subject Spanish
gato duerme (cat sleeps) Third Singular Overt subject Spanish
cantan (they sing) Third Plural Null subject Spanish
comí manzana (I ate apple) First Singular Null subject Spanish
tú cantas (you sing) Second Singular Overt subject Spanish
baby dance Third Singular Overt subject English
car sube (car climbs) Third Singular Overt subject Code-switch
subject’s (b) person (first, second, or third) and (c) number
(singular or plural) consistent with prior research. Last, in
an approach unique to this study, each utterance was coded
to describe the (d) language(s) used: This captured whether
the utterance was produced entirely in English, entirely in
Spanish, or with a mix of languages (i.e., code-switching).
As with NDW and MLUw, a random subset of 20% of lan-
guage samples were coded by a second research assistant
and demonstrated strong interrater reliability (91.67%).

Procedure
Children and their mothers were invited to visit the

lab to participate in this study. Bilingual research assistants
interacted with mothers in their preferred language (English
or Spanish). Prior to the visit, mothers reported on the
child’s language exposure history on the LEAT (De Anda
et al., 2016) administered over the phone. Following con-
sent, the child and mother were escorted to a private room
where the toys for the Three Bags Task were available. The
research assistant then clarified with the child’s mother that
they were required to use all three sets of toys during the
10-min observation in any way that felt natural to them.
Recall that no instruction was given regarding the use of
English or Spanish. After the mother–child language sam-
ple was collected, the child’s mother completed the
CECER-DLL questionnaire (Hammer et al., 2020). Given
that the COVID-19 pandemic prohibited safe in-person
data collection during the study, language samples were col-
lected in the home for a subset of children (n = 2) through
video chat software. Extant research suggests that child lan-
guage production (as measured by MLU, NDW, grammati-
cal errors, and child speech intelligibility) and parent input
are comparable at home versus in an unfamiliar lab setting,
including when collected via video chat (Bornstein et al.,
2000; Manning et al., 2020; Stevenson et al., 1986).

Analysis Plan
We first sought to characterize the nature of chil-

dren’s sentence diversity productions over time as a func-
tion of key parameters (grammatical person, number, and
language[s] used) to answer the first research question of
interest aimed at describing the development of sentence
diversity at 24 and 30 months of age in Spanish–English
DLL children with and without LD. A series of analyses of
582 American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology • Vol. 32 • 576–
variance (ANOVAs) examined each parameter separately
(grammatical person, number, and language[s] used).
Results from each parameter and model are presented in
turn below. The results reflect all of the available data from
the full sample of children (N = 52). The pattern of results
did not change when compared with the subset of children
with data at both 24 and 30 months of age (n = 35).

In accordance with the second aim of this study, we
further examined how well the emergence of simple sen-
tences (as indexed by sentence diversity) differentiated
children with and without LD compared with using late
word emergence at 24 versus 30 months of age. Fisher’s
exact test was used to examine whether there was a signifi-
cant association between two categorical variables. Specifi-
cally, we evaluated the association between group (LD vs.
TD) and the emergence of word combinations (MLUw >
1 vs. MLUw ≤ 1) given that this is a widely used marker
of LD. For this analysis, MLUw was used as a categorical
variable indicating whether a child has started combining
words. As a point of comparison, we examined the associ-
ation between group (LD vs. TD) and the emergence of
simple sentences (sentence diversity score > 1 vs. sentence
diversity score ≤ 1). To facilitate comparison with MLUw,
sentence diversity was similarly examined as a categorical
variable to describe the emergence of diverse subject–verb
combinations.

Last, to answer the third research question and
provide preliminary findings to validate sentence diver-
sity as a measure in the present sample of Spanish–
English DLLs, we evaluated how sentence diversity pre-
dicted measures that are expected to be associated based
on extant research. Specifically, t tests were conducted to
examine whether there were significant differences in
NDW and MLUw as a function of the emergence of sim-
ple sentences (sentence diversity score > 1 vs. sentence
diversity score ≤ 1). Correlations were not appropriate as
the distribution of sentence diversity scores was not nor-
mally distributed.
Results

Table 4 provides descriptive statistics for DLL chil-
dren on the measures of interest including NDW, MLU,
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics for children (N = 52) on key lexical and syntax measures across groups at
24 and 30 months of age.

Variable

M (SD)

24 months 30 months

TD LD TD LD

MLUw 1.16 (0.31) 0.94 (0.43) 1.44 (0.45) 1.21 (0.21)
NDW 19.48 (16.02) 5.33 (19.48) 28.61 (27.94) 9.25 (6.31)
SD 1.61 (2.73) 0.08 (0.277) 4.72 (6.85) 0.42 (1.16)

Note. TD = typically developing group; LD = language delay group; MLUw = mean length of utterance in
words; NDW = number of different words; SD = sentence diversity total score.
and total sentence diversity. Both the TD and LD groups
showed an improvement from 24 to 30 months of age
across all variables, with the TD group noticeably demon-
strating higher scores at each occasion. In addition, corre-
lations revealed that children’s total sentence diversity
score at 24 months of age was strongly and positively
associated with their sentence diversity score at 30 months
of age, r(33) = .85, p = .0004. Table 5 disaggregates sen-
tence diversity by several key characteristics, which are
analyzed in detail below (i.e., person, number, and lan-
guage with and without subjects).
Table 5. Descriptives across sentence diversity paramete

Parameter

24 months

TD

Null subject
Number
Singular 1.26 (1.91) 0.0
Plural 0.04 (0.02)

Person
First 0.43 (0.90) 0.0
Second 0.26 (0.54)
Third 0.61 (1.08)

Language
English 0
Spanish 1.09 (1.83) 0.0
Mixed 0.09 (0.42)

Total 1.30 (1.99) 0.0
Overt subject
Number
Singular 0.30 (1.26)
Plural 0

Person
First 0
Second 0
Third 0.30 (1.26)

Language
English 0.04 (0.21)
Spanish 0.17 (0.83)
Mixed 0.09 (0.42)

Total 0.30 (1.25)

Note. TD = typically developing group; LD = language d

De
Differences in Number, Person, and
Language by Age

First, we evaluated the use of sentence diversity as a
function of grammatical person (first, second, and third).
An ANOVA with sentence diversity score as the dependent
variable was conducted, with age (24 vs. 30 months), subject
(null vs. included), and grammatical person (first, second,
third) as repeated variables and group as a between-subjects
variable. Results revealed no significant interactions but
instead several significant main effects. Specifically, there
rs.

M (SD)

30 months

LD TD LD

8 (0.29) 2.72 (4.17) 0.42 (1.16)
0 0.11 (0.32) 0

8 (0.29) 0.61 (1.29) 0.17 (0.58)
0 0.33 (0.84) 0.08 (0.29)
0 1.89 (2.91) 0.17 (0.39)

0 0 0
8 (0.29) 2.83 (4.19) 0.42 (1.16)
0 0 0

8 (0.29) 2.83 (4.19) 0.42 (1.16)

0 1.77 (4.71) 0
0 0.11 (0.32) 0

0 0.72 (2.37) 0
0 0.50 (1.54) 0
0 0.67 (1.64) 0

0 1.83 (5.01) 0
0 0 0
0 0.06 (0.24) 0
0 1.89 (5.02) 0

elay group.
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was a significant within-subject effect of age, F(1, 366) =
9.256, p = .003; subject, F(1, 366) = 4.338, p = .038; and per-
son, F(2, 366) = 3.545, p = .03, as well as a between-subjects
main effect of group, F(1, 366) = 14.986, p < .001. The main
effect of group and age indicates that sentence diversity dif-
fered across the TD and LD groups and over time, respec-
tively, but the lack of a significant interaction suggests the
gap between groups did not change over time. Furthermore,
the main effect of subject and person indicates that children
had a significant preference for null and first- and third-
person person subjects, respectively (see Table 5).

Next, we evaluated the use of sentence diversity as a
function of grammatical number (singular vs. plural sub-
ject). A second ANOVA with sentence diversity score as
the dependent variable was evaluated, with age (24 vs.
30 months), subject (null vs. included), and number (sin-
gular vs. plural) as repeated variables and group as a
between-subjects independent variable. Results showed a
significant Group × Number interaction, F(2, 244) =
3.688, p = .026, indicating that the use of grammatical
number differed between children identified with and with-
out LD. As shown in Table 5, children generally showed
a preference for singular compared with plural subjects,
but this preference was attenuated in children with LD
who produced fewer diverse subject–verb combinations
Figure 1. Change in sentence diversity across groups, languages, and su
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compared with their TD peers. A Subject × Number inter-
action was also significant, F(1, 244) = 3.976, p = .04,
showing that the use of grammatical number differed
depending on whether the subject was null or overt in the
noun phrase. Although first- and third-person person sub-
jects were generally preferred, the relative degree of this
preference changed depending on whether the subject was
null. Results also showed main effects of group, F(1,
244) = 8.486, p = .004; age, F(1, 244) = 5.24, p = .023;
and number, F(2, 244) = 8.096, p < .001. Furthermore,
there was an overall preference for singular subjects across
groups and an overall increase in the use of subjects from
24 to 30 months of age.

Last, the use of sentence diversity as a function of
language(s) used (English vs. Spanish vs. mixed) was
examined. A third ANOVA evaluated age (24 vs.
30 months), subject (null vs. included), and language
(English vs. Spanish vs. mixed) as repeated variables and
group as a between-subjects independent variable. A sig-
nificant four-way Subject × Language × Group × Age,
F(2, 372) = 3.351, p = .037, interaction was observed,
indicating differences in the use of pronouns as subjects
over time related to the language context across children
with and without early LD. As shown in Figure 1, there
was an overall preference for Spanish with null subjects in
bjects.
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the LD group, whereas the TD group additionally used
English when a subject was included by 30 months of age.
That is, by 30 months of age, the TD group relied on
English or English mixed with Spanish to produce subject–
verb combinations with a subject included, whereas they
used only Spanish in producing null subjects.

Comparing Children With and Without LD

The next analysis evaluated how well the emergence
of simple sentences differentiated children with and without
LD compared with using late word combinations. Results
revealed no statistically significant association between LD
and the emergence of word combinations as a function of
MLUw at 24 and 30 months of age (all ps > .07). As a
point of comparison, we examined the association between
group (LD vs. TD) and the emergence of simple sentences
(sentence diversity score > 1 vs. sentence diversity score
≤ 1). Results revealed a statistically significant association
between the LD group and the emergence of simple sen-
tences at 24 (p = .034) and 30 (p = .024) months of age. As
shown in Figure 2, there was a larger proportion of chil-
dren who had not yet demonstrated the presence of sen-
tence diversity compared with their TD peers at both ages.

Associations Between Child Language
Output Variables

Here, t tests revealed that children demonstrating
emergence of simple sentences (as indexed by sentence
diversity) also produced greater diversity in their vocabu-
lary (NDW) at 24, t(7.01) = 4.68, p = .002, and 30,
t(9.45) = 4.59, p = .001, months of age compared with
peers who did not demonstrate diverse subject–verb
Figure 2. Proportion of language delay and typically developing group
of age.

De
combinations. Similarly, children with sentence diversity
skills had longer utterances (MLUw) at 24, t(16.10) = 3.03,
p = .008, and 30, t(10.40) = 3.943, p = .003, months of age
compared with peers who were not yet using diverse
subject–verb sentences.
Discussion

This study was aimed at extending the measure of
sentence diversity to the Spanish–English DLLs to
increase understanding of language development in this
population. Sentence diversity specifically was assessed by
adapting existing protocols used in English monolingual
contexts to develop a valid approach for describing the
diversity of bilingual children’s simple sentences as they
move from one- to multiword productions around the sec-
ond birthday. The first aim was to describe sentence diver-
sity at 24 and 30 months of age in Spanish–English DLLs
with and without early LDs. Given the need for research
that supports early identification in linguistically diverse
populations, the second aim was to provide preliminary
evidence for the utility of sentence diversity for DLLs
compared with the emergence of word combinations
alone. The third aim investigated preliminary construct
validity findings by examining the association between
sentence diversity and other theoretically related measures
of child language production (MLUw and NDW).

Descriptive Findings About Sentence
Diversity

The first set of analyses described sentence diversity
in the present group of Spanish–English DLLs. As a
s demonstrating sentence diversity or not at 24 and 30 months
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group, children were more likely to produce subject–verb
combinations in Spanish and with null subjects compared
with English or mixed Spanish–English subject–verb com-
binations with overt subjects. Furthermore, this pattern
between language and subject inclusion differed signifi-
cantly as a function of group. Specifically, children with
early LDs produced all subject–verb combinations exclu-
sively in Spanish and always with a null subject. That is,
children with early LD never produced subject–verb com-
binations in English at 24 or 30 months of age. The LD
group had subject–verb combinations produced in Spanish
and as a single verb that included morphological markers
indicating subject information. The TD group also showed
a preference for Spanish and produced similar subject–
verb combinations with a null subject. However, the TD
group also used English or a mix of English and Spanish
to produce subject–verb combinations that included a sub-
ject separate from the verb. Furthermore, as a group, chil-
dren demonstrated a general preference for subjects in first
or third person, with this preference attenuated in children
with LD compared with their TD peers.

The pattern of findings across the TD and LD
groups highlights several key implications. First, the pref-
erence for Spanish overall replicates the language domi-
nance affects that are widely reported in DLLs. Indeed,
the pattern of results can be explained by the fact that the
present sample of children were primarily exposed to
Spanish compared with English, and there was no differ-
ence in Spanish language exposure across groups (TD:
M = 78%; LD: M = 78%). Children with greater exposure
to one language over the other demonstrate different pat-
terns of neural activity in response to words in the domi-
nant versus nondominant language as early as 19 months
of age (Conboy & Mills, 2006). Although dominance can
shift over development and across language domains
(Bedore et al., 2012), the present findings add to the large
body of literature documenting differential proficiencies in
the early expressive language abilities of bilingual toddlers
consistent with the input patterns of the environment. Fur-
thermore, children with LD relied more on the dominant
language than their TD peers, such that toddlers with LD
used subject–verb combinations in Spanish only whereas
TD toddlers used English as well. This difference between
groups in the relative reliance on the dominant language
(Spanish) may reflect the less robust grammatical skills in
toddlers with LD compared with TD toddlers. That is,
when toddlers with LD were able to demonstrate subject–
verb combination, this appeared first in their stronger lan-
guage relative to their weaker language. It is likely that
sentence diversity will therefore emerge later (after
30 months of age) in English for Spanish–English DLLs
with LD, and this is a direction for future research. Last,
it is important to note that although dominance effects
are common in early bilingual first-language acquisition,
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the nature of sentence diversity outcomes may be different
in children with more balanced exposure to Spanish and
English or for children with English-dominant exposure.

In addition to demonstrating differences in Spanish
versus English sentence diversity for children with and
without LD, the findings show the differential use of overt
and null subjects across Spanish and English even when
an LD is present in Spanish-dominant DLLs. Specifically,
the LD group produced subject–verb combinations in
Spanish with null subjects despite having significant
English language exposure where overt subjects are the
rule and null subjects are not permitted. Similarly, the TD
group produced null subjects in Spanish, whereas overt
subjects were included for sentences in English or those
that included both English and Spanish. Children could
have also chosen to use overt subjects in all places across
languages given that Spanish permits both overt and null
subjects depending on the pragmatic context (Contreras,
1991; Ordóñez & Treviño, 1999), but instead, children
maintained the well-documented preference for null sub-
jects in Spanish (Frascarelli, 2007).

Although research is limited in Spanish–English
bilingual toddlers in the United States with and without
LDs, there is related work in TD children or bilinguals at
older ages in the context of similar Romance languages
that is consistent with the acquisition of subjects as shown
in this study. For example, in one case study of a TD
Spanish–English bilingual child, researchers reported a
similar distinction in the use of null versus overt subjects
across Spanish and English and as early as the second
year of life (Silva-Corvalán & Sánchez-Walker, 2007).
Similarly, school-age Spanish–English bilingual children
continue to distinguish overt and null subject use across
Spanish and English (Montrul & Sánchez-Walker, 2015).
Although some studies show that simultaneous bilingual
children overproduce overt subjects in null-subject lan-
guages compared with monolinguals throughout early
childhood, this pattern is influenced by language domi-
nance. Specifically, children will continue to demonstrate
such cross-language interaction past early childhood if
they are dominant in the overt-subject language (i.e.,
English; Serratrice, 2007; Sorace & Serratrice, 2009). Con-
versely, in this study, children were Spanish-dominant and
therefore expressed a different pattern where null subjects
were always used in Spanish and overt subjects were used
when English was produced or used in combination
with Spanish (during code-switched utterances). We only
observed the production of overt subjects in Spanish in one
child and only at 24 months of age. Our findings extend
this literature base to the earliest stages of acquisition and
to the clinical domain by showing that Spanish–English
DLL toddlers with and without LD have the capacity to
separate sentence structures across each language and can
use null and overt subjects appropriately depending on the
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language context and including during code-switching.
Importantly, language dominance influences the acquisition
of null and overt subjects across languages.

To summarize, children in this study showed differ-
ential use of subject–verb sentence structures across Spanish
and English. These findings are consistent with a large
body of literature showing that DLLs do not confuse both
languages (e.g., Guiberson, 2013; Hoff & Core, 2015).
Indeed, most of the world’s children learn more than one
language, and dual language exposure does not cause or
exacerbate LDs (Paradis, 2016). It is well accepted that
children with and without early LDs can distinguish and
effectively deploy the grammars of their two languages
(Rice, 2016). As such, families and clinicians should con-
tinue to support all of DLLs’ languages, including when
children demonstrate delays or disorders.

There were also differences in the development of
sentence diversity in DLLs compared with monolinguals
described in prior work. For example, Hadley et al. (2018)
showed that TD English monolinguals at 30 months of
age had an average sentence diversity score of 28 during a
30-min language sample compared with the average sen-
tence diversity score of 4.1 during a 10-min language sam-
ple in the present DLL group. Even when controlling for
differences in sample length (30 vs. 10 min), the rate of
unique subject–verb production per minute is still different
across the English monolinguals and the present group of
Spanish–English bilinguals. In addition, Hadley et al.
(2018) reported that all English monolinguals at 30 months
of age produced at least two subject–verb combinations of
both first- and third-person singular subjects. In the cur-
rent group of Spanish–English DLLs at 30 months of age,
only two children met this criterion. Taken together, these
results show that English monolingual findings must be
extended cautiously to linguistically diverse communities.
Normative data in Spanish–English DLLs in the United
States must be examined independently as an area of
future research to develop criterion-referenced milestones
specific to this population. However, there were some sim-
ilarities between monolinguals and bilinguals: The overall
earlier preference for singular subjects and first- and third-
person subjects was observed in the Spanish–English
learners consistent with English monolingual speakers
(Hadley, 2020; Lee, 1974).

Associations With Sentence Diversity

This study sought to provide a preliminary evalua-
tion of the construct validity of the measure adapted for
Spanish–English DLLs in addition to providing a descrip-
tion of sentence diversity in this population. Sentence
diversity scores were significantly correlated at 24 and
30 months of age, indicating that the measure captures
individual variability as expected. Results also showed
De
that sentence diversity was associated with MLUw and
NDW. These findings point to acceptable construct valid-
ity in this population of children in sentence diversity is
associated with theoretically related measures and consis-
tent with extant research in monolingual groups.
Together, these findings suggest that the adapted sentence
diversity coding protocol captures variability as expected
in Spanish–English DLLs. This demonstrates the value in
the careful process of adaptation specific to the grammati-
cal rules of the language of interest for developing mea-
sures that are responsive to linguistically diverse children.

The comparisons between sentence diversity and
emergence of word combinations also point to promising
utility for assessment in DLLs. Recall that the emergence
of word combinations is a widely used diagnostic marker
for identification of children with LDs and language disor-
ders. In the present group of DLL toddlers, sentence
diversity at 24 and 30 months of age was associated with
LD status, such that there were significantly fewer chil-
dren with LD showing an emergence of simple sentences
(as indexed by sentence diversity) compared with their TD
peers. Conversely, the emergence of word combinations
was not significantly associated with LD. These findings
are therefore encouraging in that they suggest that sen-
tence diversity can distinguish those children with and
without LD better than monitoring word combination
emergence at 24 and 30 months of age. Given the dearth
of available measures of early language in Spanish–
English DLL toddlers (De Anda et al., 2020), sentence
diversity is a promising measure that can be extracted
from language samples in addition to other standard mea-
sures and assessments to triangulate diagnostic decisions
and tracking change. Findings showed that those children
who had begun using diverse subject–verb combinations
had more diverse vocabulary (as measured by NDW) and
longer utterances (as measured by MLU) compared with
children who had not yet used diverse subject–verb pro-
ductions. We reiterate the importance of collecting lan-
guage samples and ensuring clinicians have sufficient
training in their analysis. Language sampling in particular
is a central part of the assessment toolbox of DLLs (e.g.,
Castilla-Earls et al., 2021).

Clinical Implications

Sentence diversity is a relatively efficient measure to
calculate given that subject–verb combinations are emerg-
ing in the toddler period (at about one unique sentence
per 1–2 min across DLLs and monolinguals), and lan-
guage samples should be a routine part of clinical assess-
ment (Hadley, 2020). The findings of this study provide
preliminary support for the use of sentence diversity for
descriptive purposes. Sentence diversity is most applicable
to children who are beginning to demonstrate subject–verb
Anda et al.: Sentence Diversity in Spanish–English Bilinguals 587



combinations. For typical learners, we expect multiword
combinations to first emerge during the second year of life,
but this will emerge later for children with LDs. Never-
theless, sentence diversity offers a sensitive measure of
change as children expand both the length of their utter-
ances and the diversity of simple sentences. If word combi-
nations are an intervention target, or if grammar broadly
is to be measured, sentence diversity should be assessed
along with other key measures such as MLUw and NDW
for a more precise characterization of syntax. Unfortu-
nately, some findings suggest that language sampling is
not regularly employed in assessment with Spanish–
English DLLs ages 0–3 years (Huerta et al., 2021). The
findings presented here reiterate the importance of using
language samples and assessing both languages in DLLs,
consistent with best practice (i.e., De Anda et al., 2020).
Clinicians should monitor sentence structures separately in
each language (see Baron et al., 2018, for a summary of
age of acquisition of grammatical morphemes in Spanish
monolinguals and bilinguals) and consider how language
dominance and cross-language interaction influence acqui-
sition. Notably, although we gave children credit for pro-
viding information about the subject in inflecting the lexi-
cal verb in Spanish, multiword productions are still neces-
sary and must be evaluated as grammar develops.

Future Directions

There are several avenues for future research given
the preliminary nature of this study. Future research will
aim to determine the diagnostic accuracy of sentence
diversity in DLLs as a marker of early LD. A diagnostic
battery completed by an SLP to confirm language status
at older ages will be needed to provide a retrospective
examination of the markers that predict persistent delays
and DLD diagnosis. Sentence diversity used in conjunc-
tion with other measures may yield strong sensitivity and
specificity outcomes, thereby supporting practitioners who
have few culturally and linguistically responsive diagnostic
tools for Spanish–English DLLs at present. In addition,
future investigations should examine sentence diversity as
an intervention target for Spanish–English DLLs.

Future research should examine language samples of
greater length and in larger samples beyond 30 months of
age. Seminal studies of sentence diversity in English
monolinguals typically use language samples of approxi-
mately 30 min in duration compared with the 10 min used
in this study. Future research should examine whether the
rate of unique subject–verb combinations per minute dif-
fers significantly when collecting language samples of 10
versus 30 min to maximize assessment efficiency for prac-
titioners. Similarly, by examining larger samples beyond
30 months of age, developmental milestones and expecta-
tions can be developed for Spanish–English DLLs in the
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United States specifically. Toward that end, future
research will require larger sample sizes with a population
of Latino/a DLLs that represent greater variability in lan-
guage exposure. Given the relative Spanish dominance of
the present group of DLLs, future research must examine
balanced bilinguals and those children with English lan-
guage dominance as the pattern of cross-language interac-
tion will likely influence the acquisition of subject use.

Last, this study sought to examine early sentence
structures in each language separately. Future research
should investigate the extent to which children use unique
subject–verb combinations across languages and the best
cross-language measures to describe their emergence. For
example, further analyses may reveal whether children are
using the same verbs and subjects across languages despite
using different surface forms or whether they rely on rela-
tively separate semantic representations when acquiring
early sentences.
Conclusions

This study set out to extend sentence diversity mea-
sures to the Spanish–English DLL context. Findings show
that the adapted protocol can be used to describe develop-
ment of basic sentence structure in toddler-age Spanish–
English DLLs. This adaptation gives credit to subject–verb
morphology used across Spanish and English, even when
surface forms differ. The differential pattern of results
across Spanish and English shows that DLLs do not con-
fuse the grammars of their two languages, including those
children with early LDs. Furthermore, the preliminary
findings suggest that the adapted sentence diversity coding
demonstrates construct validity in that it is associated with
measures of child output consistent with prior research in
English monolinguals. Although further research is needed,
sentence diversity shows promise as an additional measure
to increase the validity and reliability of language assess-
ment in Spanish–English DLLs with early delays.
Data Availability Statement

The data in support of this article can be made
available upon reasonable request.
Acknowledgments

This work was supported in part by National Institute
on Deafness and Other Communication Disorders Grant
K23DC018033, awarded to Stephanie De Anda, and an
American Speech-Language-Hearing Foundation grant,
awarded to Lauren M. Cycyk. The content is solely the
591 • March 2023



responsibility of the authors and does not necessarily repre-
sent the official views of the National Institutes of Health.
References

Anderson, R. T., & Souto, S. M. (2005). The use of articles by
monolingual Puerto Rican Spanish-speaking children with
specific language impairment. Applied Psycholinguistics, 26(4),
621–647. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716405050332

Arias, G., & Friberg, J. (2017). Bilingual language assessment:
Contemporary versus recommended practice in American
schools. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools,
48(1), 1–15. https://doi.org/10.1044/2016_LSHSS-15-0090

Baron, A., Bedore, L. M., Peña, E. D., Lovgren-Uribe, S. D.,
López, A. A., & Villagran, E. (2018). Production of Spanish
grammatical forms in U.S. bilingual children. American Jour-
nal of Speech-Language Pathology, 27(3), 975–987. https://doi.
org/10.1044/2018_AJSLP-17-0074

Bedore, L. M. (2001). Assessing morphosyntax in Spanish-
speaking children. Seminars in Speech and Language, 22(1),
65–78. https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2001-13866

Bedore, L. M., & Leonard, L. B. (1998). Specific language impair-
ment and grammatical morphology: A discriminant function
analysis. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research,
41(5), 1185–1192. https://doi.org/10.1044/jslhr.4105.1185

Bedore, L. M., & Leonard, L. B. (2001). Grammatical morphology
deficits in Spanish-speaking children with specific language
impairment. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research,
44(4), 905–924. https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2001/072)

Bedore, L. M., & Leonard, L. B. (2005). Verb inflections and
noun phrase morphology in the spontaneous speech of
Spanish-speaking children with specific language impairment.
Applied Psycholinguistics, 26(2), 195–225. https://doi.org/10.
1017/S0142716405050149

Bedore, L. M., & Peña, E. D. (2008). Assessment of bilingual
children for identification of language impairment: Current
findings and implications for practice. International Journal of
Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 11(1), 1–29. https://doi.
org/10.2167/beb392.0

Bedore, L. M., Peña, E. D., Fiestas, C., & Lugo-Neris, M. J.
(2020). Language and literacy together: Supporting grammati-
cal development in dual language learners with risk for lan-
guage and learning difficulties. Language, Speech, and Hear-
ing Services in Schools, 51(2), 282–297. https://doi.org/10.1044/
2020_LSHSS-19-00055

Bedore, L. M., Peña, E. D., Summers, C. L., Boerger, K. M.,
Resendiz, M. D., Greene, K., Bohman, T. M., & Gillam, R. B.
(2012). The measure matters: Language dominance profiles
across measures in Spanish–English bilingual children. Bilin-
gualism: Language and Cognition, 15(3), 616–629. https://doi.
org/10.1017/S1366728912000090

Bishop, D. V. M. (2017). Why is it so hard to reach agreement on
terminology? The case of developmental language disorder
(DLD). International Journal of Language & Communication Dis-
orders, 52(6), 671–680. https://doi.org/10.1111/1460-6984.12335

Bornstein, M. H., Haynes, O. M., Painter, K. M., & Genevro,
J. L. (2000). Child language with mother and with stranger at
home and in the laboratory: A methodological study. Journal
of Child Language, 27(2), 407–420. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0305000900004165

Castilla-Earls, A., Pérez-Leroux, A. T., Fulcher-Rood, K., & Barr,
C. (2021). Morphological errors in Spanish-speaking bilingual
De
children with and without developmental language disorders.
Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 52(2),
497–511. https://doi.org/10.1044/2020_LSHSS-20-00017

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (2021, December 2). Autism
prevalence higher in CDC’s ADDM network [Press release]. https://
www.cdc.gov/media/releases/2021/p1202-autism.html

Clahsen, H., Aveledo, F., & Roca, I. (2002). The development of
regular and irregular verb inflection in Spanish child lan-
guage. Journal of Child Language, 29(3), 591–622. https://doi.
org/10.1017/S0305000902005172

Conboy, B. T., & Mills, D. L. (2006). Two languages, one devel-
oping brain: Event-related potentials to words in bilingual
toddlers. Developmental Science, 9(1), F1–F12. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1467-7687.2005.00453.x

Conti-Ramsden, G., & Durkin, K. (2012). Postschool educational
and employment experiences of young people with specific lan-
guage impairment. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in
Schools, 43(4), 507–520. https://doi.org/10.1044/0161-1461(2012/
11-0067)

Contreras, H. (1991). On the position of subjects. In S. Rothsten
(Ed.), Perspectives on phrase structure: Heads and licensing
(pp. 63–79). Academic Press.

Cycyk, L. M., De Anda, S., Ramsey, K. L., Sheppard, B. S. &
Zuckerman, K. (2022). Moving through the pipeline: Ethnic
and linguistic disparities in special education from birth
through age five. Educational Researcher, 51(7), 451–464.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X221120262

De Anda, S., Bosch, L., Poulin-Dubois, D., Zesiger, P., & Friend,
M. (2016). The Language Exposure Assessment Tool: Quanti-
fying language exposure in infants and children. Journal of
Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 59(6), 1346–1356.
https://doi.org/10.1044/2016_JSLHR-L-15-0234

De Anda, S., Larson, A., & Cycyk, L. M. (2020). Considerations
in the evaluation and assessment process for Latinx infants and
toddlers. Division for Early Childhood (DEC) Recommended
Practices Monograph Series (No. 7-Assessment), 7, 25–40.

Fenson, L., Marchman, V. A., Thal, D. J., Dale, P. S., Reznick,
S., & Bates, E. (2007). The MacArthur Communicative Devel-
opment Inventories–Second Edition (MCDI-2): User’s guide
and technical manual. Brookes.

Frank, M. C., Braginsky, M., Yurovsky, D., & Marchman, V. A.
(2017). Wordbank: An open repository for developmental
vocabulary data. Journal of Child Language, 44(3), 677–694.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000916000209

Frascarelli, M. (2007). Subjects, topics and the interpretation of
referential pro. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory, 25(4),
691–734. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11049-007-9025-x

Guiberson, M. (2013). Bilingual myth-busters series language con-
fusion in bilingual children. SIG 14 Perspectives on Communi-
cation Disorders and Sciences in Culturally and Linguistically
Diverse (CLD) Populations, 20(1), 5–14. https://doi.org/10.
1044/cds20.1.5

Guiberson, M., & Atkins, J. (2012). Speech-language patholo-
gists’ preparation, practices, and perspectives on serving
culturally and linguistically diverse children. Communication
Disorders Quarterly, 33(3), 169–180. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1525740110384132

Gutiérrez-Clellen, V. F., Restrepo, M. A., Bedore, L., Peña, E., &
Anderson, R. (2000). Language sample analysis in Spanish-
speaking children: Methodological considerations. Language,
Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 31(1), 88–98. https://
doi.org/10.1044/0161-1461.3101.88

Hadley, P. A. (2006). Assessing the emergence of grammar in
toddlers at risk for specific language impairment. Seminars in
Anda et al.: Sentence Diversity in Spanish–English Bilinguals 589

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716405050332
https://doi.org/10.1044/2016_LSHSS-15-0090
https://doi.org/10.1044/2018_AJSLP-17-0074
https://doi.org/10.1044/2018_AJSLP-17-0074
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2001-13866
https://doi.org/10.1044/jslhr.4105.1185
https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2001/072)
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716405050149
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716405050149
https://doi.org/10.2167/beb392.0
https://doi.org/10.2167/beb392.0
https://doi.org/10.1044/2020_LSHSS-19-00055
https://doi.org/10.1044/2020_LSHSS-19-00055
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728912000090
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728912000090
https://doi.org/10.1111/1460-6984.12335
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000900004165
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000900004165
https://doi.org/10.1044/2020_LSHSS-20-00017
https://www.cdc.gov/media/releases/2021/p1202-autism.html
https://www.cdc.gov/media/releases/2021/p1202-autism.html
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000902005172
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000902005172
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2005.00453.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2005.00453.x
https://doi.org/10.1044/0161-1461(2012/11-0067)
https://doi.org/10.1044/0161-1461(2012/11-0067)
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X221120262
https://doi.org/10.1044/2016_JSLHR-L-15-0234
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000916000209
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11049-007-9025-x
https://doi.org/10.1044/cds20.1.5
https://doi.org/10.1044/cds20.1.5
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525740110384132
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525740110384132
https://doi.org/10.1044/0161-1461.3101.88
https://doi.org/10.1044/0161-1461.3101.88


Speech and Language, 27(3), 173–186. https://doi.org/10.1055/
s-2006-948228

Hadley, P. A. (2020). Exploring sentence diversity at the bound-
ary of typical and impaired language abilities. Journal of
Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 63(10), 3236–3251.
https://doi.org/10.1044/2020_JSLHR-20-00031

Hadley, P. A., McKenna, M. M., & Rispoli, M. (2018). Sentence
diversity in early language development: Recommendations
for target selection and progress monitoring. American Jour-
nal of Speech-Language Pathology, 27(2), 553–565. https://doi.
org/10.1044/2017_AJSLP-17-0098

Hadley, P. A., Rispoli, M., & Holt, J. K. (2017). Input subject
diversity accelerates the growth of tense and agreement: Indi-
rect benefits from a parent-implemented intervention. Journal
of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 60(9), 2619–2635.
https://doi.org/10.1044/2017_JSLHR-L-17-0008

Hadley, P. A., Rispoli, M., & Hsu, N. (2016). Toddlers’ verb lexi-
con diversity and grammatical outcomes. Language, Speech,
and Hearing Services in Schools, 47(1), 44–58. https://doi.org/
10.1044/2015_LSHSS-15-0018

Hammer, C. S., Cycyk, L. M., Scarpino, S. E., Jury, K. A., &
Sawyer, B. E. (2020). Development of the CECER-DLL
Child and Family Questionnaire: A new tool for documenting
the language and literacy experiences of Latino/a dual lan-
guage learners. International Journal of Bilingual Education
and Bilingualism, 25(6), 2018–2040. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13670050.2020.1840507

Hardin, B. J., Mereoiu, M., Hung, H. F., & Roach-Scott, M.
(2009). Investigating parent and professional perspectives con-
cerning special education services for preschool Latino chil-
dren. Early Childhood Education Journal, 37(2), 93–102.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-009-0336-x

Hewitt, L. E., Hammer, C. S., Yont, K. M., & Tomblin, J. B.
(2005). Language sampling for kindergarten children with and
without SLI: Mean length of utterance, IPSyn, and NDW.
Journal of Communication Disorders, 38(3), 197–213. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jcomdis.2004.10.002

Hoff, E. (2006). How social contexts support and shape language
development. Developmental Review, 26(1), 55–88. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.dr.2005.11.002

Hoff, E., & Core, C. (2015). What clinicians need to know about
bilingual development. Seminars in Speech and Language,
36(2), 89–99. https://doi.org/10.1055/s-0035-1549104

Hsu, N., Hadley, P. A., & Rispoli, M. (2017). Diversity matters: Par-
ent input predicts toddler verb production. Journal of Child Lan-
guage, 44(1), 63–86. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000915000690

Huerta, L., Cycyk, L., Sanford-Keller, H., Busch, A., Dolata, J.,
Moore, H., de Anda, S., & Zuckerman, K. (2021). A retro-
spective review of communication evaluation practices of
young Latinx children. Journal of Early Intervention, 43(4),
295–313. https://doi.org/10.1177/10538151211012703

Jackson-Maldonado, D., Thal, D., Marchman, V., Newton, T.,
Fenson, L., & Conboy, B. (2005). Inventarios MacArthur–Bates
del Desarrollo de Habilidades Comunicativas: User’s guide and
technical manual [MacArthur–Bates Communicative Develop-
ment Inventories: User’s guide and technical manual]. Brookes.

Jacobson, P. F., & Schwartz, R. G. (2002). Morphology in incipi-
ent bilingual Spanish-speaking preschool children with specific
language impairment. Applied Psycholinguistics, 23(1), 23–41.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716402000024

Klee, T. (1992). Developmental and diagnostic characteristics of
quantitative measures of children’s language production.
Topics in Language Disorders, 12(2), 28–41. https://doi.org/10.
1097/00011363-199202000-00005
590 American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology • Vol. 32 • 576–
Kohnert, K., Kennedy, M. R., Glaze, L., Kan, P. F., & Carney, E.
(2003). Breadth and depth of diversity in Minnesota: Chal-
lenges to clinical competency. American Journal of Speech-
Language Pathology, 12(3), 259–272. https://doi.org/10.1044/
1058-0360(2003/072)

Kritikos, E. P. (2003). Speech-language pathologists’ beliefs about
language assessment of bilingual/bicultural individuals. Ameri-
can Journal of Speech-Language Pathology, 12(1), 73–91. https://
doi.org/10.1044/1058-0360(2003/054)

Law, J., Reilly, S., & Snow, P. C. (2013). Child speech, language
and communication need re-examined in a public health con-
text: A new direction for the speech and language therapy
profession. International Journal of Language & Communica-
tion Disorders, 48(5), 486–496. https://doi.org/10.1111/1460-
6984.12027

Lee, L. L. (1974). Developmental sentence analysis: A grammati-
cal assessment procedure for speech and language clinicians.
Northwestern University Press.

Leonard, L. B. (1998). Children with specific language impairment.
MIT Press.

Leonard, L. B. (2013). Alternative routes to language impair-
ment. In L. A. Rescorla & P. S. Dale (Eds.), Late talkers:
Language development, interventions, and outcomes (pp. 363–
376). Brookes.

Leonard, L. B. (2014). Specific language impairment across lan-
guages. Child Development Perspectives, 8(1), 1–5. https://doi.
org/10.1111/cdep.12053

Manning, B. L., Harpole, A., Harriott, E. M., Postolowicz, K., &
Norton, E. S. (2020). Taking language samples home: Feasi-
bility, reliability, and validity of child language samples con-
ducted remotely with video chat versus in-person. Journal of
Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 63(12), 3982–3990.
https://doi.org/10.1044/2020_JSLHR-20-00202

McKenna, M. M., & Hadley, P. A. (2014). Assessing sentence
diversity in toddlers at-risk for language disorders. SIG 1 Per-
spectives on Language Learning and Education, 21(4), 159–
172. https://doi.org/10.1044/lle21.4.159

Miller, J., & Iglesias, A. (2020). Systematic Analysis of Language
Transcripts (SALT) (Research Version 2012) [Computer soft-
ware]. SALT Software.

Montrul, S. (2004). The acquisition of Spanish: Morphosyntactic
development in monolingual and bilingual L1 acquisition and
adult L2 acquisition (Vol. 37). John Benjamins.

Montrul, S., & Sánchez-Walker, N. (2015). Subject expression in
bilingual school-age children in the United States. In A.
Carvalho, R. Orozco, & N. L. Shin (Eds.), Subject pronoun
expression in Spanish: A cross-dialectal perspective (pp. 231–
248). Georgetown University Press.

Mueller Gathercole, V. C., Sebastián, E., & Soto, P. (1999). The
early acquisition of Spanish verbal morphology: Across-
the-board or piecemeal knowledge? International Journal
of Bilingualism, 3(2–3), 133–182. https://doi.org/10.1177/
13670069990030020401

Norbury, C. F., Gooch, D., Wray, C., Baird, G., Charman, T.,
Simonoff, E., Vamvakas, G., & Pickles, A. (2016). The impact
of nonverbal ability on prevalence and clinical presentation of
language disorder: Evidence from a population study. The
Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 57(11), 1247–
1257. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12573

Ordóñez, F., & Treviño, E. (1999). Left dislocated subjects and the
pro-drop parameter: A case study of Spanish. Lingua,
107(1–2), 39–68. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0024-3841(98)00020-5

Paradis, J. (2016). The development of English as a second lan-
guage with and without specific language impairment: Clinical
591 • March 2023

https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2006-948228
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2006-948228
https://doi.org/10.1044/2020_JSLHR-20-00031
https://doi.org/10.1044/2017_AJSLP-17-0098
https://doi.org/10.1044/2017_AJSLP-17-0098
https://doi.org/10.1044/2017_JSLHR-L-17-0008
https://doi.org/10.1044/2015_LSHSS-15-0018
https://doi.org/10.1044/2015_LSHSS-15-0018
https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2020.1840507
https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2020.1840507
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-009-0336-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcomdis.2004.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcomdis.2004.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2005.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2005.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-0035-1549104
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000915000690
https://doi.org/10.1177/10538151211012703
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716402000024
https://doi.org/10.1097/00011363-199202000-00005
https://doi.org/10.1097/00011363-199202000-00005
https://doi.org/10.1044/1058-0360(2003/072)
https://doi.org/10.1044/1058-0360(2003/072)
https://doi.org/10.1044/1058-0360(2003/054)
https://doi.org/10.1044/1058-0360(2003/054)
https://doi.org/10.1111/1460-6984.12027
https://doi.org/10.1111/1460-6984.12027
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12053
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12053
https://doi.org/10.1044/2020_JSLHR-20-00202
https://doi.org/10.1044/lle21.4.159
https://doi.org/10.1177/13670069990030020401
https://doi.org/10.1177/13670069990030020401
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12573
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0024-3841(98)00020-5


implications. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing
Research, 59(1), 171–182. https://doi.org/10.1044/2015_JSLHR-
L-15-0008

Paradis, J., & Genesee, F. (1996). Syntactic acquisition in bilin-
gual children: Autonomous or interdependent? Studies in Sec-
ond Language Acquisition, 18(1), 1–25. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0272263100014662

Park, M., O’Toole, A., & Katsiaficas, C. (2017). Dual language
learners: A national demographic and policy profile [Fact sheet].
Migration Policy Institute. https://www.migrationpolicy.org/
sites/default/files/publications/DLL-FactSheet-US-FINAL.pdf

Peña, E. D. (2007). Lost in translation: Methodological consider-
ations in cross-cultural research. Child Development, 78(4),
1255–1264. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01064.x

Peña, E. D., Bedore, L. M., Lugo-Neris, M. J., & Albudoor, N.
(2020). Identifying developmental language disorder in school
age bilinguals: Semantics, grammar, and narratives. Language
Assessment Quarterly, 17(5), 541–558. https://doi.org/10.1080/
15434303.2020.1827258

Prevoo, M. J., & Tamis-LeMonda, C. S. (2017). Parenting and
globalization in Western countries: Explaining differences in
parent–child interactions. Current Opinion in Psychology, 15,
33–39. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.02.003

Restrepo, M. A., & Kruth, K. (2000). Grammatical characteristics
of a Spanish-English bilingual child with specific language
impairment. Communication Disorders Quarterly, 21(2), 66–
76. https://doi.org/10.1177/152574010002100201

Rice, M. L. (2003). A unified model of specific and general lan-
guage delay: Grammatical tense as a clinical marker of unex-
pected variation. In Y. Levy & J. C. Schaeffer (Eds.), Lan-
guage competence across populations: Toward a definition of
specific language impairment (pp. 63–94). Erlbaum.

Rice, M. L. (2016). Specific language impairment, nonverbal IQ,
attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder, autism spectrum disor-
der, cochlear implants, bilingualism, and dialectal variants:
Defining the boundaries, clarifying clinical conditions, and
sorting out causes. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing
Research, 59(1), 122–132. https://doi.org/10.1044/2015_JSLHR-
L-15-0255

Rice, M. L., Hoffman, L., & Wexler, K. (2009). Judgments of
omitted BE and DO in questions as extended finiteness clini-
cal markers of specific language impairment (SLI) to 15 years:
A study of growth and asymptote. Journal of Speech, Lan-
guage, and Hearing Research, 52(6), 1417–1433. https://doi.
org/10.1044/1092-4388(2009/08-0171)

Rice, M. L., & Wexler, K. (1996). Toward tense as a clinical
marker of specific language impairment in English-speaking
children. Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, 39(6),
1239–1257. https://doi.org/10.1044/jshr.3906.1239

Rice, M. L., Wexler, K., & Hershberger, S. (1998). Tense over
time: The longitudinal course of tense acquisition in children
with specific language impairment. Journal of Speech, Lan-
guage, and Hearing Research, 41(6), 1412–1431. https://doi.
org/10.1044/jslhr.4106.1412

Rispoli, M., & Hadley, P. (2011). Toward a theory of gradual
morphosyntactic learning. In I. Arnon & E. Clark (Eds.),
Experience, variation, and generalization: Learning a first lan-
guage (pp. 15–33). John Benjamins.
De
Rispoli, M., Hadley, P., & Simmons, H. (2018). Simple sentences
aren’t all the same: Variation in input and acquisition. In
A. B. Bertolini & M. J. Kaplan (Eds.), Proceedings of the
42nd Annual Boston University Conference on Language Devel-
opment (pp. 673–686). Cascadilla Press.

Roseberry-McKibbin, C., Brice, A., & O’Hanlon, L. (2005). Serv-
ing English language learners in public school settings: A national
survey. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 36(1),
48–61. https://doi.org/10.1044/0161-1461(2005/005)

Rudolph, J. M., & Leonard, L. B. (2016). Early language milestones
and specific language impairment. Journal of Early Interven-
tion, 38(1), 41–58. https://doi.org/10.1177/1053815116633861

Serratrice, L. (2007). Referential cohesion in the narratives of
bilingual English-Italian children and monolingual peers.
Journal of Pragmatics, 39(6), 1058–1087. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.pragma.2006.10.001

Silva-Corvalán, C., & Sánchez-Walker, N. (2007). Subjects in
early dual language development: A case study of a Spanish-
English bilingual child. In R. Cameron & K. Potowski (Eds.),
Spanish in contact: Policy, social and linguistic inquiries (pp.
3–22). John Benjamins. https://doi.org/10.1075/impact.22.03sil

Sorace, A., & Serratrice, L. (2009). Internal and external inter-
faces in bilingual language development: Beyond structural
overlap. International Journal of Bilingualism, 13(2), 195–210.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1367006909339810

Stevenson, M. B., Leavitt, L. A., Roach, M. A., Chapman, R. S., &
Miller, J. F. (1986). Mothers’ speech to their 1-year-old infants
in home and laboratory settings. Journal of Psycholinguistic
Research, 15(5), 451–461. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01067725

Tamis-LeMonda, C. S., Shannon, J. D., Cabrera, N. J., & Lamb,
M. E. (2004). Fathers and mothers at play with their 2- and
3-year-olds: Contributions to language and cognitive develop-
ment. Child Development, 75(6), 1806–1820. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00818.x

Tomblin, J. B. (2008). Validating diagnostic standards for specific
language impairment using adolescent outcomes. In C. F.
Norbury, J. B. Tomblin, & D. V. M. Bishop (Eds.), Under-
standing developmental language disorders (pp. 93–114). Psy-
chology Press.

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, Lan-
guage, and Hearing Research, 40(6), 1245–1260. https://doi.
org/10.1044/jslhr.4006.1245

Williams, C. J., & McLeod, S. (2012). Speech-language patholo-
gists’ assessment and intervention practices with multilingual
children. International Journal of Speech-Language Pathology,
14(3), 292–305. https://doi.org/10.3109/17549507.2011.636071

Yew, S. G. K., & O’Kearney, R. (2013). Emotional and behav-
ioural outcomes later in childhood and adolescence for children
with specific language impairments: Meta-analyses of controlled
prospective studies. The Journal of Child Psychology and Psychi-
atry, 54(5), 516–524. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12009

Zubrick, S. R., Taylor, C. L., Rice, M. L., & Slegers, D. W.
(2007). Late language emergence at 24 months: An epidemio-
logical study of prevalence, predictors, and covariates. Journal
of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 50(6), 1562–1592.
https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2007/106)
Anda et al.: Sentence Diversity in Spanish–English Bilinguals 591

https://doi.org/10.1044/2015_JSLHR-L-15-0008
https://doi.org/10.1044/2015_JSLHR-L-15-0008
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263100014662
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263100014662
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/sites/default/files/publications/DLL-FactSheet-US-FINAL.pdf
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/sites/default/files/publications/DLL-FactSheet-US-FINAL.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01064.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/15434303.2020.1827258
https://doi.org/10.1080/15434303.2020.1827258
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/152574010002100201
https://doi.org/10.1044/2015_JSLHR-L-15-0255
https://doi.org/10.1044/2015_JSLHR-L-15-0255
https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2009/08-0171)
https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2009/08-0171)
https://doi.org/10.1044/jshr.3906.1239
https://doi.org/10.1044/jslhr.4106.1412
https://doi.org/10.1044/jslhr.4106.1412
https://doi.org/10.1044/0161-1461(2005/005)
https://doi.org/10.1177/1053815116633861
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2006.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2006.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1075/impact.22.03sil
https://doi.org/10.1177/1367006909339810
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01067725
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00818.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00818.x
https://doi.org/10.1044/jslhr.4006.1245
https://doi.org/10.1044/jslhr.4006.1245
https://doi.org/10.3109/17549507.2011.636071
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12009
https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2007/106)

