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Introduction Purpgse
O Children with Specific Language Impairment (SLI) fail to develop language as O Differentiating these two groups of children (SLI and ELL) with language differences O This study investigated cognitive and
expected IS challenging, as the groups tend to perform at similar levels on many measures of linguistic markers that may differentiate
oral language knowledge (Kohnert et al. (2006)
O School age children receiving English instruction whose first language is not OELL without SL|
English (ELL) also fall below their peers in language abilities O Cognitive measures may be valid assessment tools that minimize the role of Oage-matched monolingual children
linguistic knowledge and experiences, and aid in distinguishing between ELL and with SLI
O ELL from minority ethnolinguistic communities often lose their L1 in the process of  children with underlying language impairment OAge-matched monolingual children
learning their L2; this process of L1 loss is referred to as L1 afttrition (Genesee et without SLI
al. 2004)
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