
International Journal of Psychophysiology 110 (2016) 1–17

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

International Journal of Psychophysiology

j ourna l homepage: www.e lsev ie r .com/ locate / i jpsycho
Relationships between quantity of language input and brain responses in
bilingual and monolingual infants
Adrian Garcia-Sierra a,⁎, Nairan Ramírez-Esparza b, Patricia K. Kuhl c

a Speech, Language and Hearing Sciences, University of Connecticut, 850 Bolton Road, Unit 1085, Storrs, CT 06269, USA
b Department of Psychological Sciences, University of Connecticut, 406 Babbidge Road, Unit 1020, Storrs, CT 06269, USA
c Institute for Learning & Brain Sciences, University of Washington, 1715 Columbia Road N., Portage Bay Building, Box 357988, Seattle, WA 98195, USA
⁎ Corresponding author at: University of Connecticut, 8
CT 06269, USA.

E-mail address: adrian.garcia-sierra@ucon.edu (A. Gar

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2016.10.004
0167-8760/© 2016 Published by Elsevier B.V.
a b s t r a c t
a r t i c l e i n f o
Article history:
Received 12 January 2016
Received in revised form 27 September 2016
Accepted 4 October 2016
Available online 6 October 2016
The present investigation explored the relation between the amount of language input and neural responses in
Englishmonolingual (N= 18) and Spanish-English bilingual (N= 19) infants.We examined themismatch neg-
ativity (MMN); both the positive mismatch response (pMMR) and the negative mismatch response (nMMR),
and identify a relationship between amount of language input and brain measures of speech discrimination for
native and non-native speech sounds (i.e., Spanish, English and Chinese). Brain responses differed as a function
of language input for native speech sounds in both monolinguals and bilinguals. Monolingual infants with high
language input showed nMMRs to their native English contrast. Bilingual infants with high language input in
Spanish and English showed pMMRs to both their native contrasts. The non-native speech contrast showed dif-
ferent patterns of brain activation for monolinguals and bilinguals regardless of amount of language input. Our
results indicate that phonological representations of non-native speech sounds in bilingual infants are dependent
on the phonetic similarities between their native languages.
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Keywords:
Bilingual infants
Event related potentials
Mismatch response
Language learning
Amount of language input
Speech discrimination
1. Introduction

During the first year of life, the brain undergoes a profound reorga-
nization that is dependent on input. The reorganization has been re-
ferred to as language neural commitment or perceptual narrowing.
Early in life infants are able to discriminate speech sounds from all lan-
guages, regardless of their language experience. As infants receivemore
language input they remain perceptually sensitive only to speech-sound
differences within their native language (Aslin et al., 1981; Eilers et al.,
1979; Eilers et al., 1977; Werker and Tees, 1984; Kuhl et al., 1992;
Kuhl et al., 2006). In recent years there has been an upsurge of studies
evaluating neural commitment in bilingual infants. The methods and
approaches used in these studies are diverse, but in general these stud-
ies indicate that bilingual experience leads to heightened perceptual
sensitivities (Byers-Heinlein et al., 2010; Gervain and Werker, 2013;
Shafer et al., 2011; Sebastián-Gallés et al., 2012; Krizman et al., 2014;
Weikum et al., 2007). Heightened perceptual sensitivities in bilinguals
have been interpreted as the result of “extrawork” involved in differen-
tiating and learning the speech-sounds from both of their native lan-
guages. In addition, the timing of neural commitment can differ in
bilinguals compared to that observed in their monolingual peers due
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to the increased computations associated with learning two languages
(see Werker, 2012; Werker and Hensch, 2015 for a review).

The present investigation explores neural commitment in monolin-
guals and bilinguals by relating brainmeasures of speech discrimination
to native and non-native speech sounds with the amount of language
input infants receive in their homes. Language input is assessed with
digital recordings of the speech infants hear in their everyday lives. Dis-
crimination of native and non-native speech sounds is assessed by ana-
lyzing mismatch negativity (MMN); both the positive mismatch
response (pMMR) and the negative mismatch response (nMMR). We
evaluated similarities and differences in the patterns of brain activation
to native and non-native speech sounds of monolinguals and bilinguals
of the same age, but with different language experience.

1.1. Electrophysiological measures of neural commitment

Brain responses associated with speech discrimination are reliable
neural markers of language development and cortical maturation. In
contrast to behavioral paradigms, brain measures provide a continuous
record of the response to a stimulus, allowing more detailed evaluation
of the effects of specific experimental manipulations (Luck, 2014;
Osterhout et al., 1999; Shtyrov and Pulvermüller, 2007). Brainmeasures
of neural commitment in infants have employed Event Related Poten-
tials (ERPs) in the form of the MMN (Näätänen, 1992). The MMN is an
excellent tool to explore infants' neural commitment because it is a
brain response that is elicited with passive listening and indicates the
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brain's ability to automatically detect a change in the auditory signal
(Cheour et al., 2000; Näätänen, 1986, 1990, 1992; Näätänen et al.,
1978; Näätänen and Michie, 1979; Näätänen et al., 1982). The MMN is
elicited by two sounds: a standard or background sound that establishes
an auditory memory trace and a deviant or target sound that differs
from the standard (e.g., in frequency, localization, duration, intensity,
etc.). The degree of perceived difference between the standard and the
deviant sound is reflected by the amplitude change of the MMN. The
amplitude of the response becomes larger as the acoustic difference be-
tween standard (memory trace) and deviant increase (Tiitinen et al.,
1994). The adult MMN is present approximately 200 ms after stimulus
onset. The MMN follows the same pattern of maturation as other ERP
measures; that is, the amplitude of the MMN increases and the latency
decreases with age (Gomes et al., 1999; Kushnerenko et al., 2002;
Morr et al., 2002; Shafer et al., 2000; Trainor et al., 2003). Infant studies
of auditory discrimination report MMNs approximately 350–550 ms
after stimulus onset.

Infant studies of speech perception have used theMMN to assess the
existence of language-specific phonemic memory traces in the brain.
For example, a strongMMN is elicitedwhen 12-month-old infants listen
to sounds of their native language, and it is reduced when they listen to
non-native speech sounds that do not represent phonemic categories in
their native phonology (Cheour et al., 1998a, 1998b; Näätänen et al.,
1997). The infant MMN to native speech sounds has been interpreted
as evidence that highly accurate sensory information for the native lan-
guage sounds has been processed and mapped onto the native phonol-
ogy (Cheour-Luhtanen et al., 1995; Cheour et al., 1997, 1998a, 1998b;
Froyen et al., 2008; Näätänen et al., 1997; Zachau et al., 2005). Simply
put, the infant MMN suggests neural commitment to the sounds of
the native language (Kuhl et al., 2008).

The infant MMN literature also reports a response with positive po-
larity occurring at a shorter latency (150–350 ms after stimulus onset).
The positivity has been interpreted as a brain response specific to early
discrimination, perhaps an acoustic form of analyses preceding phone-
mic representation (Rivera-Gaxiola et al., 2005a; Ferjan Ramírez et al.,
2016). For example, Ferjan Ramírez et al. (2016) recorded brain re-
sponses (MEG) from 11 month-old English monolingual and Spanish-
English bilingual infants to an English and Spanish contrast. Both groups
showed stronger brain responses to the English contrast, however, the
stronger response in monolinguals took the form of nMMRs while the
stronger response in bilinguals took the form of pMMRs. The results
were interpreted as monolinguals showing advanced commitment to
their native language while bilinguals show a slower transition from
acoustic to phonemic sound representation (Rivera-Gaxiola et al.,
2005a, 2005b). Ferjan Ramírez and colleagues found that monolinguals'
brain activity was widespread in the frontal areas of both hemispheres,
whereas bilinguals' brain activity was restricted to left auditory areas. In
other words, monolinguals showed a more complex processing of the
speech signal while bilinguals' processing involved a more acoustic
form of analysis.

The infant pMMR has also been interpreted as a special effort in pro-
cessing acoustic deviance (Friedrich et al., 2004). For example, Liu et al.
(2014) compared MMNs from Mandarin monolingual preschoolers
(3.5 y), school children (8.5 y), and adults (22.5 y) to a difficult Chinese
contrast (an alveolo-palatal affricate /tɕhi/ and an alveolo-palatal frica-
tive /ɕi/). The results showed positive MMRs (pMMR) for both groups
of children and adult-like MMNs for adults suggesting that children re-
quire longer periods of time to learn the acoustic properties of speech
sounds with complex acoustic properties. The pMMR response has
also been interpreted as a less mature response, when compared to
the adult MMN, since the positivity declines with age and the adult-
like MMN emerges later in development (Morr et al., 2002; Trainor et
al., 2003). Overall, the amplitude of the pMMRhas been shown to be de-
pendent on language experience (Cheour et al., 1997, 1998a, 1998b;
Dehaene-Lambertz and Dehaene, 1994; Dehaene-Lambertz and
Baillet, 1998; Ferjan Ramírez et al., 2016; Friederici et al., 2007;
Rivera-Gaxiola et al., 2005b) maturational factors (Kushnerenko et al.,
2002; Leppänen et al., 1997; Maurer et al., 2003; Morr et al., 2002;
Trainor et al., 2003) and discriminability of the signals (Lee et al.,
2012; Cheng et al., 2013, 2015).

Researchers have agreed to describe the long latency infantMMN as
the negative Mismatch Response (nMMR) and the positive MMN with
early latency as the positive Mismatch Response (pMMR) in children
(Friedrich et al., 2004; Liu et al., 2014; Lee et al., 2012; Cheng et al.,
2015; Shafer et al., 2012). The present investigationwill use these labels
going forward.
1.2. The role of attention in the MMR

Research on infants' auditory discrimination abilities has shown that
the pMMR andnMMR can coexist in the same group of participants sug-
gesting that cortical maturation is not the only factor explaining the
presence of the pMMR. For example, Lee et al. (2012) presented lexical
tones, vowels, and stop consonants to a group of 4–6-year-old Taiwan-
ese Mandarin-speaking children. The results showed nMMRs for the
lexical tones and vowels, but pMMRs for consonants; suggesting the
pMMR is also dependent on the characteristics of the stimuli. In a rele-
vant study, Cheng et al. (2015) investigated the interaction between
brainmaturation and stimulus characteristics by testing 3 groups of Chi-
nese monolinguals; newborns, 6 month-old infants, and adults. Partici-
pants were tested on a set of consonant-vowel contrasts that were easy
or hard to discriminate based on the length of the vowel (long and short
vowels, respectively). The newborns showed pMMRs for both types of
stimuli, while 6 month-olds showed pMMRs only for the difficult con-
trast and nMMRs only for the easy contrast. Adults, on the other hand,
showed MMNs for both types of stimuli. The coexistence of pMMRs
and nMMRs in the 6 month-old infants was interpreted as infants
being able to “automatically” process the easy contrast, but lacking the
resources to automatically engage in the processing of the difficult
contrast.

Jusczyk (2000) proposed the idea that speech perception becomes
more automated with development. It is well documented that lan-
guage learning in infants involves an interaction between language
input and the underlying perceptual capacities. Over time, as infants re-
ceivemore input and their brainsmature, their attentional abilities facil-
itate the development of native language speech perception, including
phonetic sequences (Jusczyk et al., 1993a, 1993b) and word prosody
(Jusczyk et al., 1993a), with attention to specific aspects of language be-
comingmore andmore automaticwith increased experience. For exam-
ple, Gomes et al. (2000) collected MMNs from adults and children (8–
10 y) in response to 3 deviant tones that were easy, medium, and
hard to discriminate from a standard tone. MMNswere collected during
a passive listening condition (e.g., while watching a movie) and during
an attending condition (i.e., participants pressed a button when detect-
ing deviants). The results showed comparable MMN-effects in children
and adults. However, children showed largerMMNs for the hard-to-dis-
criminate deviant during the attending than during the passive listening
condition. These results were interpreted as evidence that auditory dis-
crimination of difficult contrasts is initially a controlled, attention-de-
manding process that becomes automatic with experience. Similar
results were obtained by Hisagi et al. (2010) who recorded MMNs
from English monolingual and Japanese monolingual adults to changes
in vowel durations that are phonemic only in Japanese. TheMMNswere
collected during a passive listening and an attending condition. The re-
sults showedMMN amplitude differences across conditions only for the
English speakers. Namely, English speakers showed reduced MMNs
during the passive listening condition when compared with the attend-
ing condition. In contrast, Japanese speakers did not show amplitude
differences between conditions. Overall, these studies support the no-
tion that enhanced attentional demands are associated with difficult
discrimination tasks, such as discrimination of non-native speech
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sounds, but are reduced with increasing experience as discrimination
becomes more automated.

Strange (2011) proposes that infants rely on attentional mecha-
nisms to develop selective perceptual routines (SPRs) that allow for ef-
ficient and automatic detection of native-language speech sound
contrasts, in the same manner that adults experience extra attentional
demands in the perception of non-native speech sounds. It is assumed
that fully learned SPRs result in explicit cortical representation (i.e.,
nMMR) with low attentional demands while perceptual routines that
are not fully learned require increased attention and are manifested in
the form of pMMRs.

There are fewMMN studies exploring infant attention during speech
perception. Shafer et al. (2012) recorded MMNs from 6 month-old
English monolingual and Spanish-English bilingual infants in response
to an English vowel contrast (/ɪ/ as in “bit” and /ɛ/ as in bet) in an
attending vs. non-attending condition. The stimuli were presented in
sequences of ten stimuli (trains) with a 1500 ms pause between trains.
The deviant stimulus was presented in the 4th, 5th, 6th, 8th and, 10th
position. The assumptionwas that deviants occurring in the last positon
would be easier to perceive (attending condition);whereas deviants oc-
curring in middle position would be harder to perceive (non-attending
condition). Overall, infants showed a larger nMMRduring the attending
condition than during the non-attending condition, and during the non-
attending condition a pMMR was observed. These effects were present
in both language groups, suggesting that increased attention to deviants
during the attending condition lead to larger nMMRs, regardless of lan-
guage experience. Similar findings were reported by Shafer et al. (2011)
in a study which recorded MMNs from English monolingual and Span-
ish-English bilingual infants in response to the same vowel contrast de-
scribed above (Shafer et al., 2012).While stimulus presentationwas not
manipulated to create an attending condition vs. non-attending condi-
tion, an increased negativity of theMMRwas found for bilingual females
compared to bilingual males. The authors postulated that since the fe-
male brain develops more rapidly than the male (Shucard and
Shucard, 1990), and since bilinguals have heightened perceptual sensi-
tivities (Curtin et al., 2011), the bilingual females showednMMRs due to
having SPRs early in development. These findings support the idea that
attending to the signal over time results in an nMMR response; that is,
discrimination is initially a controlled attention-demanding process
(pMMR) that becomes automatic (nMMR) with experience.

1.3. nMMR as a function of language input

To our knowledge there is only one study that has analyzed the in-
teraction between neural commitment (in the form of ERPs) and lan-
guage input in infants exposed to two languages. Garcia-Sierra et al.
(2011) recorded MMNs from infants exposed to English and Spanish
(6–9 and 10–12-months of age) to an English speech contrast and a
Spanish speech contrast that is not phonemic in English. In this study,
bilingual infants showed increased nMMR amplitudes with increased
age. More interesting was the reported relationship between the
amount of language input (measured by parent reports) and neural
commitment. Infants with higher English or higher Spanish language
input showed differences in the amplitude of the nMMR response. Spe-
cifically, bilingual infants with high English input showed age effects for
the nMMR in response to the English contrast: at 6–9months of age the
nMMR response was less negative, and at 10–12months of age a strong
negative nMMR response was observed. However, the strength of the
nMMR to the English contrast did not change as a function of age in bi-
linguals with low English input. Similarly, bilingual infants with high
Spanish input showed age effects for the nMMR in response to the
Spanish contrast: at 6–9 months of age the nMMR response was less
negative, and at 10–12 months of age a strong negative MMR was ob-
served. Overall, a consistent neural pattern emerged for children in
the high language input groups. That is, the nMMR becomes more neg-
ative as a function of the amount of language input and age.
Garcia-Sierra et al. (2011) also replicated the previously reported re-
lationships between neural commitment and later word production
(Kuhl et al., 2008; Rivera-Gaxiola et al., 2005a). Bilingual infants who
showed stronger neural commitment to English speech sounds at later-
al-frontal electrode sites (i.e., a strongnMMRs) producedmorewords in
English as toddlers. Likewise, infants who showed stronger neural com-
mitment to Spanish speech sounds produced more words in Spanish as
toddlers.

While Garcia-Sierra et al. (2011) provided information about the
processes of neural commitment in bilinguals as a function of language
input, important questions remain unanswered. For example, while the
response to non-native speech sounds has been documented in mono-
lingual infants, the response to non-native speech sounds in bilingual
infants has not been examined. Furthermore, in previous studies, bilin-
gual infants' relative language input in the two native languages has
been assessed only by means of parental reports, not by direct observa-
tion, and there are no monolingual studies of MMN as a function of the
amount of language input. The present study addresses these questions
by including bothmonolingual and bilingual infants, collecting ERP data
in response to native speech contrasts and to a speech contrast that is
non-native for both monolingual and bilingual participants, and
assessing language input in amore systematic way by using a digital re-
corder to capture speechdirected to the infant by themother and the fa-
ther in a natural setting.

2. Study overview

The goal of the present study was to assess neural commitment as a
function of language input. We argue that increased language input to
monolingual and bilingual infants in their everyday lives facilitates com-
mitment to their native language or languages. In order to accomplish
this goal, we examined the pMMR and nMMR of English monolingual
and Spanish-English bilingual infants at 11 and 14 months of age as a
function of the amount of language input they receive in natural set-
tings, and in response to both native and non-native speech contrasts.
This required 3 contrasts; 1 native (i.e., an English contrast) and 2
non-native (i.e., a Spanish and Chinese contrast) formonolinguals, 2 na-
tive (i.e., an English contrast and a Spanish contrast) and 1 non-native
(i.e., a Chinese contrast) for bilinguals.

The present study reports ERP amplitudes in the following ways.
First, the amplitudes from the Standard and Deviant ERP responses in
the150–350 and 350–550ms timewindoware compared to investigate
increased attention to the speech signal (pMMR) and language commit-
ment (nMMR) for native speech sounds; respectively. Second, the dif-
ference waveforms (Deviant minus Standard) for the same time
windows are calculated and correlated with the amount of language
input infants receive at home. Third, we compare the amplitude of the
pMMR difference waves with the amplitude of the nMMR difference
waves (pMMR/nMMR amplitude differentiation) as a way to explore
the characteristics of the neural patterns associated with language
commitment.

2.1. Expected outcomes

2.1.1. Monolinguals and bilinguals brain responses to native speech sounds
We propose that the amount of language input infants receive in

their everyday lives influences the development of selective perceptual
routines for the native speech sounds. Therefore, infants will show dif-
ferent levels of attentional demand during native language syllable pro-
cessing depending on the amount of language input received at home.
Infants receiving high amounts of language input will have developed
efficient selective perceptual routines to differentiate native speech
sounds, reducing attentional demands. In this scenario, nMMRs are ex-
pected. On the other hand, infants with low amounts of language input
will experience high attentional demands during speech signal process-
ing, and pMMRs are expected. Therefore, we expect to find a
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relationship between the amount of language input and the amplitude
of the pMMR and nMMR.

2.1.2. Monolingual brain responses to non-native speech sounds
We expect that monolingual infants will show different brain re-

sponses to each of the non-native contrasts. The Spanish contrast tested
in the present investigation (/da-ta/; see methods) represents a single
phonemic category in the English language (i.e., /da/) and therefore,
monolingual infants are likely to assimilate it into a single phonetic cat-
egory (Antoniou et al., 2012; Best, 1992). Stop consonants are very fre-
quent in the English language and monolingual infants have likely
established selective perceptual routines for stop consonants. Therefore,
we predict reduced pMMRs and reduced nMMRs.

The Chinese contrast is composed of an alveolo-palatal affricate
(/tɕhi/) and an alveolo-palatal fricative (/ɕi/). These sounds are not
part of the English phonology and therefore will be perceptually assim-
ilated to the closest English phonemic category (perhaps the affricate
postalveolar or fricative palatal; [ʧ & ʃ] respectively; see Mines et al.,
1978). Unlike stop consonants, the English fricative and affricate conso-
nants are much less frequent in the English language. Consequently, in-
fants have less experiencewith these sounds and it is unlikely they have
established perceptual routines for affricate and fricative English
sounds. In accordance with Strange (2011) and Shafer et al. (2012),
the Chinese contrast should produce positive-MMRs with no observ-
able nMMRs.

Finally, we expect no relationship between the amount of language
input infants receive at home and the amplitude of the pMMR or
nMMR for the non-native Spanish and Chinese contrasts.

2.1.3. Bilingual brain responses to non-native speech sounds
Bilingual infants' perceptual assimilation of the Chinese contrast is

expected to differ from that of monolingual infants because bilinguals
have multiple categories to perceptually represent the Chinese contrast
based on their experience in English and Spanish: an affricate-fricative
contrast in English (i.e., [ʧ & ʃ]) and a postalveolar affricate in Spanish
(i.e., [ʧ]). Furthermore, in the Spanish language context, both [ʧ] and
[ʃ] speech productions would be members of the phoneme /ʧ/. There-
fore, bilinguals have more experience with affricates, and less experi-
ence with fricative-affricate contrasts which may result in bilinguals
having established perceptual routines for affricates. We hypothesize
that bilinguals will assimilate the Chinese fricative-affricate contrast
into a single category based on their experienceswith their 2 native lan-
guages, and no pMMRs or nMMRs are expected. In other words, bilin-
gual brain responses to the Chinese contrast are expected to be similar
to the brain responses obtained frommonolinguals to the Spanish con-
trast. Also, bilinguals' brain responses to the Chinese contrast is not ex-
pected to be related with the amount of language input infants receive
at home.

3. Methods

3.1. Participants

The participantswere 27monolingual (13 females, 14males) and 27
bilingual (14 females, 13 males) infants. Not all participants had usable
ERPs in all three conditions (see below); therefore, the final sample was
18 monolingual (9 females, 9 males) and 19 bilingual (10 females, 9
males) infants. Two age groups, 11 months (N = 9 monolinguals, and
N = 12 bilinguals; age range 11 months and 6 days to 11 months and
15 days) and 14 months (N = 9 monolinguals and 7 bilinguals; age
range 13months and 27 days to 14 months and 8 days), were recruited
as part of a large-scale study at the Institute for Learning & Brain Sci-
ences in Seattle, WA. Socioeconomic status (SES) was assessed using
the Hollingshead index (Hollingshead, 2011), a widely used measure
producing an overall SES score based on parental education level and
occupation (monolinguals' Mean = 57.06, SD = 5.94; bilinguals'
Mean = 43.03, SD = 17.70; Range = 16–66). Participants were full-
term (37–43 weeks) infants with normal birth weight (2.5–4.5 kg)
and no major birth/postnatal complications.

Participants were informed about the procedures, signed approved
consent forms, and participated in three ERP data collection sessions
(i.e., one data collection session for each contrast: English, Spanish,
and Chinese). The first speech contrast assessed was always English.
Spanish and Chinese ERP data collection sessions followed and were
counterbalanced across participants. All participants had 3 usable ERPs
except for one participant with 2 usable ERPs (a 14month-old bilingual
English contrast was missing).

3.2. Language and cultural characteristics of the bilingual families

Our English/Spanish bilingual background questionnaire
(Garcia-Sierra et al., 2009; Garcia-Sierra et al., 2012) assessed bilingual
parents' level of confidence in speaking and understanding English and
Spanish. Participants were asked to rate their overall confidence in
speaking and understanding English and Spanish using a 1–5 Likert
scale (1= “I cannot speak the language, I have a fewwords or phrases,
and I cannot produce sentences”; 5 = “I have a native-like proficiency
with few grammatical errors and I have good vocabulary”). The overall
mean for bilingual caregivers' confidence in speaking English was 4.4
(SD=0.72) and 4.7 (SD=0.63) for Spanish. The overall mean for bilin-
gual caregivers' in understanding English was 4.5 (SD = 0.72) and 4.7
(SD = 0.63) for Spanish.

3.3. Language input assessment

The language input was quantified based on digital first person
audio recordings of the infants collected over 4 consecutive days. Lan-
guage inputwas assessed bymeans of the Language Environment Anal-
ysis System (LENA foundation, Boulder Colorado) which includes a
digital language processor (DLP) that can store up to 16 h of digitally re-
corded sound. The DLP weighs 3 oz. and can be snapped into a chest
pocket in children's clothing, allowing the recorder to be “out of sight,
out of mind”. The audio recordings are downloaded to a computer and
analyzed by LENA software to characterize the acoustic environment
over time, allowing us to efficiently identify segments of language activ-
ity, which were then coded for the language in the environment
(English and/or Spanish). For the purposes of the present investigation,
parents received two DLPs and were instructed to record continuously
during 4 consecutive days (two weekdays and two weekend days),
8 h each day for a total of approximately 32 h of recorded audio data.

3.3.1. Data preparation
The audio datawere transferred from theDLP to a computer and an-

alyzed by LENA software employing advanced speech-identification al-
gorithms that automatically analyze audio files and produce reports of
language activity. The audio files were then further processed using
the LENA Advanced Data Extractor Tool (ADEX) in order to efficiently
identify short intervals with the language activity of interest (i.e., adult
speech) for transcribing, and eliminate intervals that did not qualify.
This tool provides outputs for individual speech segments as short as a
fraction of a second. It was used to segment each participant's large
dataset of recorded audio into 30-second intervals, and to automatically
calculate an adult word count for each interval. Intervals with zero adult
words are removed and40 intervals that are at least 3-minutes apart are
selected from the remaining intervals across the entire day, chosen from
those with the highest adult word counts (see Ramírez-Esparza et al.,
2014, for more information).

Six research assistants (3 monolingual and 3 Spanish-English bilin-
gual) were trained to transcribe the selected intervals for each partici-
pant. Transcribers were provided with basic information about each
selected interval (date, day of the week, time of day, and the time
stamp of the audio recording). Transcribing software played the specific
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30-second interval for transcribing based on the time stamp entered.
Coders produced word for word transcriptions of speech produced by
mothers and fathers during selected intervals. Speech produced by
other adults was not transcribed because other adults had not provided
informed consent. English and Spanish words were transferred to inde-
pendent files, and the words were counted using the word count tool,
yielding the total number of words spoken by the mother and/or father
in English and/or Spanish.

For the monolingual group the average word-count produced by
both parents during coded intervals in English was 5455.00 (SD =
1252.00). For the Spanish-English bilingual group the average word-
count of words produced by both parents in English was 2033.90
(SD= 1836.88) and in Spanishwas 2038.10 (SD= 1371.70). For Span-
ish-English bilingual group the average word-count of words produced
by both parents in English plus in Spanish was 4072.00 (SD= 1414.55).
Independent t tests showed thatmonolingual parents usedmore signif-
icantly words than bilingual parents (t(35) = 3.14, p = 0.003).1
3.4. Language input groups

Monolingual and bilingual infants were sorted into high or low lan-
guage input groups based on a median-split of parental word count in
each of their native language(s). For monolinguals, the median was
5458.5 for the English word count. For bilinguals, the median was
1246 for the English word count and 2105 for the Spanish word count.
The median split groupings revealed 2 bilinguals with high English
and Spanish language input, 7 bilinguals with high English input and
low Spanish input, 7 bilinguals with high Spanish input and low English
input, and 3 bilinguals with low input in both languages. Table 1 shows
the mean and standard deviation for the word-count obtained from
monolingual and bilingual caregivers as a function of language input
groups (high and low). Please note that the high and low Language-
Input groups are calculated from parental word-counts of infants in-
cluded in the ERP analyses.
3.5. Brain measurements of speech discrimination

Event-related potentials were recorded at the University of
Washington at the Institute for Learning & Brain Sciences. Infants
were tested with 3 different speech contrasts, each on a separate
day. In the first session, infants' ERPs were collected in response to
an English contrast (/ta/ vs. /pa/); in the second and third sessions,
Spanish (/ta/ vs. /da/) and Chinese (/ɕi/ vs. /tɕhi/) contrasts were pre-
sented in counterbalanced order.
3.6. Stimuli

The 3 speech stimuli usedwere synthesized using the cascade/paral-
lel model for speech synthesis (Klatt, 1980). Based on the fact that each
of the acoustic properties of the 3 speech contrast are very different, we
analyze and report group differences for each speech contrast
independently.
1 As a reliability test for word count selection,we usedmothers' perspective recordings.
As part of this study, infants' mothers also wore a digital recorder, and this data was also
transcribed as part of another study, using the same methods presented on this paper.
Specifically, 200 30-sec intervalswere selected and the speech of both themothers and fa-
thers in the selected intervals were transcribed. This comparative sample of intervals al-
lows reliability assessment. We correlated the number of words transcribed from the
infants' perspective with the number of words transcribed from the mothers' perspective
formonolingual and bilinguals. The results showed strong and significant Pearson correla-
tions for both monolinguals (r = 0.75, p b 0.001, N = 17, data was not available for 1
monolingual mother) and bilinguals in English (r = 0.84, p b 0.001, N = 19) and in
Spanish (r=0.72, p=0.001, N=19). These results show that the pattern ofword counts
is consistent in intervals that are independently selected from the infants' andmothers' re-
cordings, indicating that our approach is reliable.
3.6.1. English contrast
An English place of articulation stop consonant contrast (/pa/, /ta/)

was used (Deviant, Standard; respectively). The syllables differed in
the second through fourth formant transitions (F2, F3, and F4) from
the consonant onset; both syllables had a first formant (F1) of 350 Hz
at the consonant release. Beginning F2, F3, and F4 values for /pa/ were
850, 2400, and 3150 Hz, respectively; values for /ta/ were 2300, 3550,
and 4500 Hz, respectively. Thus, the formant transitions for F2, F3, and
F4 for /pa/ were rising toward the vowel, and these formants were fall-
ing toward the vowel for /ta/. Total syllable durationwas 285ms; steady
state vowel formant frequencies were 710, 1200, 2545, and 3290 Hz;
bandwidths were 110, 80, 175, and 360 Hz, respectively; and pitch con-
tours were identical, with a fundamental frequency of 135 Hz at the be-
ginning of the vowel and tapering down to 95 Hz. Tokens were
equalized in RMS amplitude and played to infants at a comfortable lis-
tening level of 67 dBA (see Kuhl et al., 2005).

3.6.2. Spanish contrast
A Spanish voicing stop consonant contrast (/da/, /ta/) that is not

phonemic in English was used (Deviant, Standard; respectively). The
syllables differed only in their voice onset time (VOT), the primary
acoustic cue for the voicing distinction, resulting in different vowel du-
rations for each sounds. The prevoiced speech sound had 50 ms of voic-
ing (negative VOT) and syllable duration of 175 ms. The voiceless
unaspirated speech sound (0 VOT) had a syllable duration of 225 ms.
Other than this, both speech tokens were identical. Syllables had a
first formant (F1) of 500 Hz at the consonant release. Beginning F2, F3,
and F4 values for both consonants were approximately 1550, 2500,
and 3800 Hz, respectively. The steady state vowel formant frequencies
for F1 to F4 were 800, 1280, 2200, and 3800 Hz, and bandwidths were
50, 60, 90, and 140 Hz, respectively. Pitch contours were identical dur-
ing the vowel portionwith a fundamental frequency of 110Hz at the be-
ginning of the vowel and tapering down to 95 Hz. Tokens were
equalized in RMS amplitude and played to infants at a comfortable lis-
tening level of 67 dBA.

3.6.3. Chinese contrast
An alveolo-palatal affricate (/tɕhi/) and an alveolo-palatal frica-

tive (/ɕi/) Mandarin Chinese consonant contrast that is not phonemic
in English or Spanish were used (Deviant, Standard; respectively).
The syllables were 375 ms in duration; had identical steady-state
vowel formant frequencies of 293, 2274, 3186, and 3755 Hz; band-
widths of 80, 90, 150, and 350 Hz, respectively; and a fundamental fre-
quency of 120 Hz (high-flat tone, Tone 1 in Mandarin). The syllables
differed only in the point of maximum rise in amplitude during the ini-
tial 130 ms frication portion. The affricate consonant had a fast ampli-
tude rise, with maximum amplitude occurring at 30 ms; the fricative
consonant had a slower amplitude rise time, with maximum amplitude
occurring at 100 ms. Tokens were equalized in RMS amplitude and
played to infants at a comfortable listening level of 67 dBA (Kuhl et al.,
2005, 2008; Kuhl et al., 2003; Tsao et al., 2006).

3.7. Design

A classic oddball paradigm was used to collect the ERPs. This para-
digm consists in delivering infrequent stimuli (physically Deviant)
within a repetitive homogeneous stimulus sequence (Standard stimu-
lus). The Standard sounds occurredwith a probability of 0.85 (850 stim-
ulus repetitions) and the Deviant sounds occurred with a probability of
0.15 (150 stimulus repetitions). Two rules governed stimuli presenta-
tion: 1) Deviant sounds could not occur consecutively, and 2) at least
three Standard sounds were presented between Deviant sounds. The
time between the offset of a stimulus and the onset of the next stimulus
(inter stimulus interval) was 705ms. The odd-ball paradigm used in the
present investigation does not control for infants' attention as reported



Table 1
Means and standard deviations for language input groups.

Language input

Monolinguals Bilinguals

English English Spanish

High Low High Low High Low

N 9 9 9 10 9 10
Mean 6363.11 4546,77 3398.88 805.40 3127.77 1057.40
SD 742.40 961.25 1871.01 310.52 1135.46 601.00
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by Shafer et al. (2011, 2012). There were no breaks during stimulation
and therefore, deviant sounds never occurred in the final position.

At the end of the classic odd-ball paradigm, the Deviant sound was
presented 200 times for use as a Control-Deviant to which the Deviant
response was compared during analysis. This approach is used to mini-
mize the so called “MMNN1-contamination” (King et al., 1995; Kraus et
al., 1992, 1995; McGee et al., 1997). The latency of the N1 closely ap-
proximates that of the MMN response (i.e., 100 ms after stimulus
onset), and its amplitude is sensitive to feature changes in the signal.
Therefore, acoustic differences between standard and deviant result in
amplitude change at the level of the N1 and MMN. The MMN N1-con-
tamination can be reduced by comparing the deviant stimulus when
presented “as a deviant” to the deviant stimulus when presented “as a
standard” because the sounds to be compared are acoustically identical
(for an extensive review on MMN N1-contamination see May and
Tiitinen, 2010).
3.8. Electrophysiological procedure

Infants were awake and tested inside a sound treated room. The
child sat on the parent's lap. In front of them, a research assistant
entertained the child with quiet toys while a muted movie played on
a TV behind the assistant. The research assistant and the parent wore
headphones with masking music during testing. The electroencephalo-
gram (EEG)was recorded using electro-caps (ECI, Inc.) incorporating 32
pre-inserted tin inverting electrodes. The EEGwas referenced to the left
mastoid from Fp1, Fpz, Fp2, F7, F3, Fz, F4, F8, FC5, FC1, FC2, FC6, T3, C3,
Cz, C4, T4, CP5, CP1, CP2, CP6, T5, P3, Pz, P4, T6, O1 Oz, O2, and RM in
the International 10/20 System. Infant eye-blinksweremonitored by re-
cording the electrooculogram from 1 infraorbital electrode placed on
the infant's left cheek. The EEG data was collected in DC mode and it
was re-referenced off-line to the right mastoid to obtain a more bal-
anced reference distribution. The electroencephalogram was recorded
using NeuroScan SynAmps RT amplifiers (24 bit A/D converter) using
Scan4.5 software. A 1 ms trigger was time-locked to the presentation
of each stimulus to accomplish the ERP averaging process (Stim2

Neuroscan Compumedics).
Electrode impedances were kept below 5 kΩ. EEG segments with

electrical activity ±150 mV at any electrode site were omitted from
the final average. EEG segments of 700mswith a pre-stimulus baseline
time of 100 ms were selected and averaged offline to obtain the ERPs.
Baseline correction was performed in relationship to the pre-stimulus
time. The ERP wave forms were band-pass filtered from 1 to 40 Hz
(12 dB roll off)2 using the zero phase shift mode function in NeuroScan
Edit 4.5. The ERP waveforms in Figs. 2 and 3 were band-pass filtered
from 1 to 30 Hz (12 dB roll off) for illustration purposes.
2 Sabri and Campbell (2002) recordedMMRs in awake and asleep infantswith different
filter settings; low-pass filters of 24, 12 or 6 Hz, and high-pass filters at either 1, 2, 3 or
4 Hz. Applying a low-pass filter down to 12 Hz had minimal impact on the waking or
sleeping MMR amplitude. In the same manner, applying high-pass filters up to 3 Hz has
minimal impact in the MMR amplitude. The high-pass filter of 4 Hz markedly attenuated
the amplitude of the waking MMN and thus is not recommended.
In the present investigation we report only the left frontal regions
(F7, F3, FC5, FC1, and C3), since previous research has shown that later-
al-anterior regions show a strong relationship between phonetic dis-
crimination and the amount of language input in bilingual infants
(Garcia-Sierra et al., 2011; Kuhl et al., 2008) and have been also used
to index degree of language commitment in monolingual infants
(Kuhl et al., 2014).

3.8.1. Control-Deviant and Deviant ERP amplitude analyses
The amplitudes for the Control-Deviant and Deviant responses were

calculated by averaging the voltage values from two ERP timewindows:
150–350 ms and 350–550 ms. The mean-amplitude of the Deviant ERP
response was compared with the mean-amplitude of the Control-Devi-
ant ERP response. The Deviant vs. Control-Deviant comparison in the
150–350 ms time-window range will be referred as pMMR while the
comparison in the 350–550 ms time-window range will be referred as
nMMR.

The left frontal electrode region was computed by averaging the
mean amplitude values for each electrode site for the Control-Deviant
and Deviant. Difference waveforms were calculated independently for
each speech contrast by subtracting the Control-Deviant ERP from the
Deviant ERP (Deviant minus Control-Deviant).

3.8.2. Difference waveforms
In order to explore the relationship between the pMMR and the

nMMR response associated with speech perception, we calculated the
difference waveform between Control-Deviant and Deviant ERPs for
all speech contrasts. Specifically, the Control-Deviant ERP response
was subtracted from the Deviant ERP response for each of the three
speech contrasts. For each difference waveform two time-windows of
interest were evaluated; 150–350 ms after stimulus onset associated
with the pMMR and 350–550 ms after stimulus onset associated with
the nMMR response. The amplitude from the pMMR and the nMMR
were compared as a function of language input for planned
comparisons.

3.8.3. Correlations between brain measures and language input
Infants' difference waveforms from left-anterior electrodes were

correlated with caregivers' word counts to investigate the relationships
among language input, pMMR, and nMMR (i.e., 150–350 ms and 350–
550 ms after stimulus onset; respectively). For monolingual infants,
pMMRs and nMMRs were independently correlated with caregivers'
word count in English. For bilingual infants the pMMR and nMMR re-
sponses for the English and Spanish contrasts were independently cor-
related with caregivers' word count in English and Spanish,
respectively. For bilingual infants the sum of caregivers' word count in
both languages was also correlated with infants' pMMRs and nMMRs
for English and Spanish. The pMMR and nMMR brain responses associ-
ated with the Chinese contrast were independently correlated with
caregivers' word count in English for monolinguals and in English and
Spanish for bilingual infants.

3.8.4. Amplitude differentiation between pMMR and nMMR
Researchers have reported that the latency of the nMMR response

decreases with increasing age and therefore the pMMR can partially
or fully overlap with the nMMR (He et al., 2007; Morr et al., 2002). In
the present investigation we explore whether this pattern of brain acti-
vation can be seen in bilingual and monolingual infants as a function of
language input and speech contrasts type (native vs. non-native). In
order to accomplish this aim, the pMMR difference wave amplitude
(obtained by subtracting deviant minus control-deviant in the 150–
350ms timewindow) is statistically compared to the nMMR difference
wave amplitude (obtained by subtracting the deviant and control-devi-
ant in the 350–550 ms time window).



Table 2
Average number of ERP trials accepted for Control-Deviant and Deviant stimuli.

Speech contrast

Group English Spanish Chinese

Control-Deviant Deviant Control-Deviant Deviant Control-Deviant Deviant

Monolingual Mean 169 98 174 100 167 94
(SD) (55) (22) (48) (18) (44) (17)

Bilingual Mean 156 99 172 108 167 99
(SD) (62) (19) (58) (13) (53) (16)
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3.8.5. The number of ERP trials accepted
ERPs for the 3 speech contrasts were recorded in three separate ses-

sions, and the number of ERP Control-Deviant andDeviant trials accept-
ed differed across stimulus condition (Table 2), yielding variable signal-
to-noise ratios which, in turn, could bias the ERP statistical analyses.
Consequently, the number of Control-Deviant andDeviant trials accept-
ed for ERP averaging was compared in a 3 (Language: English, Spanish,
and Chinese speech contrasts) by 2 (ERP type: Control-Deviant and
Fig. 1. ERP mean-amplitudes for English, Spanish and Chinese speech con
Deviant) repeated measures ANOVA using Group (monolingual vs. bi-
lingual) as between subjects factor. Greenhouse- Geisser epsilon (ε)
was used for non-sphericity correction. Our interest was specific to
the Group × ERP × Language interaction, which was found to be non-
significant, F(1.95, 66.28) = 0.72: p = 0.50, ηp

2 = 0.021, indicating
any significant mean-amplitude difference between Control-Deviant
and Deviant is unlikely to be caused by differences in the number of
trails accepted across language conditions.
trasts in monolinguals as a function of English language input group.

Image of Fig. 1
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4. Results

The goal of the present study was to assess neural commitment as a
function of language input. In order to accomplish this goal, ERP mean-
amplitudes were obtained in response to Control-Deviant and Deviant
stimuli in two time windows: 150–350 ms after stimulus onset (i.e.,
pMMR), and 350–550 ms after stimulus onset (i.e., nMMR). This analy-
sis was completed for each of the three speech contrasts (i.e., Spanish,
English, and Chinese). Deviant and Control-Deviant mean-amplitudes
were analyzed as a function of language input groups based on amedian
split of parental word-count in English and in Spanish (i.e., high and
low).

Initial analyses employing participant age (i.e., 11 months and
14 months) as a between subjects factor did not yield significant main
effects or interactions for age. Analyses reported below were collapsed
across participants' age. Also preliminary analysis comparing both
hemispheres did not show significant differences. The analyses reported
below are specific to the left frontal electrodes as described in the
methods section.

We first compared Deviant and Control-Deviant amplitudes inde-
pendently for pMMR and nMMR as a function of language input. Specif-
ically, Repeated measure ANOVAs examining ERP type (Deviant ERP vs.
Control-Deviant ERP) as a within subjects factor and language input
group (high and low) as a between subjects factor were completed in-
dependently for English, Spanish and Chinese speech contrasts in the
pMMR (150–350ms) and the nMMR (350–550ms)measurementwin-
dows formonolinguals and bilinguals. The focus of the analyseswas ERP
type by language input group interactions, with planned comparisons of
ERP type for each English language input group. Second, we correlated
the difference waveforms independently for each time window with
amount of language input and third, we compared the difference
wave form amplitudes for the pMMR and nMMR (amplitude differenti-
ation) as a function of language input.

4.1. ERP response as a function of English language input in monolinguals

4.1.1. Native English speech contrast
The ERP type by English language input group interaction was not

significant at the pMMR time window, F(1, 16) = 1.47, p = 0.24,
ηp
2 = 0.08. However, the planned comparison of ERP type was signifi-

cant for the low English input group, F(1, 16) = 4.52, p = 0.049,
ηp
2 = 0.22, with the Deviant significantly more positive (Mean =

6.86 μV, SE = 1.61) than the Control-Deviant (Mean = 4.07 μV, SE =
1.05) (Fig. 1, left bottom panel and Fig. 2 panel B). The ERP type by lan-
guage input group interaction was significant for the nMMR, F(1, 16)=
6.40, p = 0.02, ηp

2 = 0.29. Furthermore, the planned comparison of ERP
type was significant for the high English language input group, F(1,
16) = 4.80, p = 0.043, ηp

2 = 0.23), with the Deviant significantly
more negative (Mean=−3.22 μV, SE=1.32) than the Control-Deviant
(Mean = .36 μV, SE = 1.31) (Fig. 1, right bottom panel and Fig. 2
panel B).

4.1.2. Non-native Spanish speech contrast
The ERP type by language input group interactionwas not significant

at the pMMR timewindow, F(1, 16)= 0.90, p= 0.356, ηp
2 = 0.05), and

planned comparisons of ERP type were not significant for either the
high or low English language input groups (Fig. 1, left middle panel
and Fig. 2 panel A). The ERP type by language input group interaction
was also non-significant at the nMMR time window, F(1, 16) = 1.09,
p = 0.31, ηp

2 = 0.06, and planned comparisons of ERP type for both
high and low English language input groups were also not significant
(Fig. 1, right middle panel and Fig. 2 panel A).

4.1.3. Non-native Chinese speech contrast
Main effects for ERP type were significant (F(1, 16) = 19.00, p =

0.004, ηp
2 = 0.5) with the deviant significantly more positive
(Mean = 5.52 μV, SE = 0.69) than the control deviant (Mean =
2.14 μV, SE = 0.63). The ERP type by language input group interaction
was not significant at the pMMR time window, F(1, 16) = 0.248, p =
0.63, ηp

2 = 0.02), and the planned comparisons of ERP type were signif-
icant for both the low, F(1, 16) = 11.79, p = 0.003, ηp

2 = 0.42) and high
English language input groups, F(1, 16) = 7.45, p = 0.015, ηp

2 = 0.32).
Specifically, the Deviant was significantly more positive than the Con-
trol-Deviant in both the low English language input group (Deviant
Mean = 5.51 μV, SE = 0.98, and Control-Deviant Mean = 1.73 μV,
SE = 1.73) and the high English language input group (Deviant
Mean = 5.55 μV, SE = 0.90, Control-Deviant Mean = 2.55 μV, SE =
0.90) (Fig. 1 left top panel and Fig. 2 panel A). The ERP type by language
input group interaction was not significant at the nMMR time window,
F(1, 16) = 0.86, p = 0.37, ηp

2 = 0.05), as were planned comparisons of
ERP type for both high and low English language input groups (Fig. 1,
right top panel and Fig. 2 panel A).

4.1.4. Correlations between MMRs and amount of language input
Monolingual caregivers' word count was not significantly correlated

with infants' pMMRs (r (16) = −0.392, p = 0.108), but were
significantly and negatively correlated with infants' nMMR (r
(16) = −0.551, p = 0.018). For the native language, the more words
monolingual infants hear in their everyday lives, the more robust
nMMR (Fig. 2 panel B). This relationship was not found with the brain
responses associated with the non-native speech contrasts (see
Table 3 for more details).

4.2. ERP responses as a function of English language input in bilinguals

4.2.1. Native English speech contrast
The ERP type by English language input group interactionwas signif-

icant in the pMMR timewindow, F(1, 16)= 6.14, p= 0.025, ηp
2 = 0.28.

The planned comparison of ERP type was significant only for the high
English language input group, F(1, 16) = 7.30, p = 0.016, ηp

2 = 0.31,
with the Deviant significantly more positive (Mean = 5.44 μV, SE =
1.30) than the Control-Deviant (Mean = 2.07 μV, SE = 1.11) (Fig. 3,
left bottom panel and Fig. 5 panel B). The ERP type by English language
input group interaction was not significant at the nMMR time window,
F(1, 16)= 1.19, p = 0.291, ηp

2 = 0.07, and planned comparisons of ERP
typewere not significant for either the high or the low English language
input group (Fig. 3, right bottom panel and Fig. 5 panel B).

4.2.2. Non-native Chinese speech contrast as a function of amount of
English input

The ERP type by English language input group interaction was not
significant at the pMMR time window, F(1, 17) = 0.48, p = 0.49,
ηp
2 = 0.03), and planned comparisons of ERP type were not significant

for either the high or the low English language input group (Fig. 3, left
top panel and Fig. 5 panel A). The ERP type by English language input
group interaction was not significant at the nMMR time window, F(1,
17) = 0.13, p = 0.72, ηp

2 = 0.08), and planned comparisons of ERP
typewere not significant for either the high or the low English language
input group (Fig. 3, right top panel and Fig. 5 panel A).

4.3. ERP responses as a function of Spanish language input in bilinguals

4.3.1. Native Spanish speech contrast
Main effects for ERP type were significant (F(1, 17) = 16.37, p =

0.001, ηp
2 = 0.5), with the deviant significantly more positive

(Mean = 6.80 μV, SE = 0.82) than the control deviant (Mean =
4.70 μV, SE = 0.94). The ERP type by Spanish language input group in-
teraction was significant at the pMMR time window, (F(1, 17) = 6.71,
p = 0.019 ηp

2 = 0.28). The planned comparison of ERP type was signif-
icant only for the high Spanish language input group (F(1, 17) = 20.92,
p = 0.0001, ηp

2 = 0.55), with the Deviant significantly more positive
(Mean = 8.89 μV, SE = 1.19) than the Control-Deviant (Mean =



Fig. 2.ERPs to English, Spanish andChinese speech contrasts inmonolingual infants. Panel A showsnon-native speech discrimination as a function of English language input. Panel B shows
native speech discrimination as a function of English language input. Dotted lines in the bottomfigures fromPanel B show themeasurement timewindows for the pMMR(dotted line) and
nMMR (straight line).
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5.46 μV, SE=1.37) (Fig. 4, left bottompanel and Fig. 5 panel B). The ERP
type by Spanish language input group interaction was not significant at
the nMMR time window, (F(1, 17) = 0.025, p = 0.87, ηp

2 = 0.00), and
planned comparisons of ERP type were not significant for either the
high or the low Spanish language input group (Fig. 4, right bottom
panel and Fig. 5 panel B).
Table 3
Correlations between ERP mean-amplitude and native language word-count in monolin-
gual infants.

Speech contrast

Group English Spanish Chinese

pMMR nMMR pMMR nMMR pMMR nMMR

Monolingual
caregivers'
word count

Pearson −0.392 −0.551 0.087 −0.151 −0.091 −0.118
p-value 0.108 0.018* 0.732 0.551 0.718 0.64
N 18 18 18 18 18 18

Note: Bold numbers represent significant correlations * p b .05; ** p b .01
4.3.2. Non-native Chinese speech contrast as a function of amount of Span-
ish input

The ERP type by Spanish language input group interaction was not
significant at the pMMR time window, F(1, 17) = 0.66, p = 0.43,
ηp
2 = 0.04, and planned comparisons of ERP type were not significant

for either the high or the low Spanish language input group (Fig. 4,
left top panel and Fig. 5 panel A). The ERP type by Spanish language
input group interaction was not significant at the nMMR time window,
F(1, 17) = 0.46, p = 0.51, ηp

2 = 0.03, and planned comparisons of ERP
typewere not significant for either the high or the low Spanish language
input group (Fig. 4, right top panel and Fig. 5 panel A).
4.3.3. Correlations between MMRs and amount of language input
Bilinguals exhibited significant positive correlations between word

count and pMMR in each of their native languages. Specifically, English
language word count was significantly and positively correlated with
the difference waveform amplitude of the English contrast pMMR,

Image of Fig. 2


Fig. 3. ERP mean-amplitudes for English and Chinese speech contrasts in bilinguals as a function of English language input group.

Fig. 4. ERP mean-amplitudes for Spanish and Chinese speech contrasts in bilinguals as a function of Spanish language input group.
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Image of Fig. 3
Image of Fig. 4


Fig. 5. ERPs to English, Spanish and Chinese speech contrasts in bilingual infants. Panel A
shows native speech discrimination as a function of English language input and Spanish
language input. Panel B shows non-native speech discrimination. Dotted lines in the
bottom figures from Panel A show the measurement time windows for the pMMR
(dotted line) and nMMR (straight line).
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(r(16)= 0.569, p = 0.014), and Spanish language word count was sig-
nificantly and positively correlated with the difference waveform
mean-amplitude of the Spanish contrast pMMR, (r(17) = 0.509, p =
0.026). For each of their native languages, the more words bilingual in-
fants hear in their everyday lives, the stronger the more robust pMMR
(Fig. 5). Correlationswere not significant for nMMR in bilinguals' native
languages (English and Spanish) or for either response to the non-na-
tive speech contrast (see more details in Table 4).

4.4. Further analyses for bilinguals

We explored whether hearing more words in any language would
influence language processing in a specific language. We added the
number of words used by caregivers in English and in Spanish and cor-
related the sum with the pMMR in English and in Spanish and the
nMMR in English and in Spanish. None of the correlations were
significant.

4.5. pMMR/nMMR amplitude differentiation as a function of language input

We examined the relationship between pMMR and nMMR (1) in re-
sponse to native language contrasts as a function of language input, and
(2) in response to non-native contrasts. In order to accomplish this goal,
we compared the amplitude of the pMMR vs. the amplitude of the
nMMR (Deviant minus Control-Deviant difference waveforms) for the
3 speech contrasts by mean of paired t-tests.

The top panel of Fig. 6 shows brain responses to native speech
sounds in monolinguals and bilinguals as a function of language input.
Monolingual and bilingual infants with high language input in their na-
tive language(s) showed an amplitude differentiation between the
pMMR and the nMMR response (see Table 1 for the number of partici-
pant in each group). The nMMR is significantly more negative than
the pMMR for the English contrast in high language input groupmono-
linguals, t(8) = 3.13, p = 0.014, and in high English language group bi-
linguals, t(7)= 2.85, p= 0.025; recall one bilingual did not have usable
ERP data for the English contrast). Bilinguals showed the same pattern
for the Spanish contrast,where the nMMR is significantlymore negative
than the pMMR in the high Spanish language input group, t(8) = 2.74,
p= 0.026. No significant differences were found in the groupswith low
amounts of language input.

The bottom panel of Fig. 6 shows brain responses to non-native
speech sounds in monolinguals and bilinguals. Note that correlations
with language input are not relevant or represented in thefigure.Mono-
linguals did not show an amplitude differentiation between the pMMR
and nMMR for Spanish or Chinese non-native contrasts. In contrast to
monolinguals, bilinguals did show a significant amplitude differentia-
tion between the pMMR and nMMR for the Chinese non-native con-
trast: nMMR was significantly more negative than pMMR, t(18) =
4.17, p = 0.001.

5. Discussion

The present study investigated language commitment by means of
brain responses in monolingual and bilingual infants using an innova-
tive approach to characterize language input in natural settings as in-
fants go about their everyday lives. Furthermore, we evaluated brain
responses to both native and non-native speech sounds in both groups.

The primary focus of the present investigation was acquisition of
speech sound representation in monolingual and bilingual infants. We
postulated that the amount of language input infants receive from
their caregivers is strongly related to specific patterns of brain activation
in the infant. We evaluated 2 brain responses: the pMMR associated
with attentional mechanisms associated with establishing specific per-
ceptual routines (Shafer et al., 2012; Strange, 2011) and the nMMR as-
sociated with “neural commitment” to the native language (Kuhl et
al., 2008). We also report the relationship between the pMMR and
nMMR amplitudes as a way to explore the characteristics of the neural
patterns associated with language commitment as a function of lan-
guage input in monolinguals and bilinguals.

In general, our findings are consistent with the hypothesis that
monolinguals are fully committed to their native language at the end
of the first year of life (Kuhl et al., 1992; Moon et al., 2013; Werker
and Tees, 1984). However, the inclusion of language input data in the
analysis revealed full commitment only in monolingual infants with
high language input. In contrast, monolinguals with low language
input showed a neural pattern similar to that observed in bilingual in-
fants with high input in a specific language. The similar neural pattern
in brain response observed in both monolingual infants with low lan-
guage input and bilingual infants with high language input may be

Image of Fig. 5


Table 4
Correlations between ERP mean-amplitude and native language word-count in bilingual
infants.

Speech contrast

Group English Spanish Chinese

pMMR nMMR pMMR nMMR pMMR nMMR

Bilinguals'
English
word
count

Pearson 0.569 0.262 −0.381 −0.305 −0.123 −0.162
p-value 0.014* 0.293 0.110 0.205 0.616 0.508
N 18 18 19 19 19 19

Bilinguals'
Spanish
word
count

Pearson −0.392 −0.269 0.509 0.042 −0.068 −0.037
p-value 0.108 0.281 0.026* 0.863 0.782 0.880
N 18 18 19 19 19 19
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due to the fact that both groups received similar amounts of language-
specific input in their everyday lives.
5.1. Brain responses to native speech sounds in the monolingual infants

We hypothesized that monolingual infants receiving low amounts of
language input may not be committed to their native language due to re-
duced language experience, and therefore would exhibit pMMRs to their
native speech sounds without nMMRs. On the other hand, monolingual
infantswith high amounts of language inputwere expected to showcom-
mitment to their native language in the form of nMMRs. Our results con-
firmed our expectations. Monolinguals from the low English language
input group showed brain responses interpreted as representing atten-
tional mechanisms that precede automatic speech perception (pMMR;
Deviant more positive than Control-Deviant) while monolingual infants
with high amounts of English input showed commitment to their native
language in the form of a significant nMMRs (Deviant more negative
than Control-Deviant). We also predicted significant correlations be-
tween infants' brain responses and the amount of language input received
(as indicated by adult word count). The results showed a significant cor-
relation between caregivers' word count and infants' nMMRs: high lan-
guage input is associated with a more robust (i.e., negative) nMMR
brain response, indicating stronger neural commitment to the native lan-
guage. Monolingual infants receiving lesser amounts of language input in
their everyday lives are still developing perceptual routines that will ulti-
mately contribute to efficient speech perception (Shafer et al., 2012;
Strange, 2011; Strange and Shafer, 2008).We argue that infants receiving
lesser amounts of language input will transition to full neural commit-
ment later in life, consistent with previous findings of the emergence of
nMMR as a function of age and language input (Cheour et al., 2000;
Čeponiene et al., 2002, 2004; Kuhl et al., 2008; Kushnerenko et al., 2002;
Garcia-Sierra et al., 2011; Gomes et al., 1999; Rivera-Gaxiola et al.,
2005b; Rivera-Gaxiola et al., 2005a; Morr et al., 2002; Shafer et al.,
2000; Trainor et al., 2003).

The subtraction of the Control-Deviant response from the Deviant
response (creating a difference waveform) allowed exploration of the
relationship between the pMMR and nMMR as a function of language
input and speech contrast. The amplitude differentiationwas not signif-
icant for the 2 non-native speech contrasts (Spanish andChinese). How-
ever, we found that monolingual infants in the high language input
group showed significant differentiation between the pMMR and the
nMMR difference wave amplitudes only in response to their native
English speech sounds. The transition from pMMR to nMMR/MMN
has been described as a function of age (Shafer et al., 2010; Shafer et
al., 2011) but has rarely been evaluated in terms of the amount of lan-
guage input (i.e., Garcia-Sierra et al., 2011). The results of the present in-
vestigation indicate that infants who receive high amounts of language
input show nMMRs earlier in development than infants who receive
lower amounts of language input. Nevertheless, infants in the low lan-
guage input group are expected to continue to develop their specific
perceptual routines as a function of language input and cortical develop-
ment and, with time, these perceptual routines will result in language
commitment (Kuhl et al., 2008; Shafer et al., 2012; Strange, 2011).
5.2. Brain responses to non-native speech sounds in the monolingual
infants

In this investigation we used 2 non-native speech contrasts as con-
trols in English monolingual infants (Spanish and Chinese). We postu-
lated that neural patterns in response to non-native speech sounds are
dependent on the frequency of occurrence of similar native language
speech sounds and by the amount of language input. For example,
stop consonants are quite common in the English language and the
acoustic properties of the Spanish contrast represent a single phonemic
category in the English language (Spanish /da-ta/ are both perceived as
English /da/). With this in mind, we hypothesized that monolingual in-
fantswould perceive the Spanish contrast as two variants of English /da/
(single category assimilation see; Best, 1992). Our results confirmed our
expectations. Specifically, monolingual infants did not show amplitude
difference between Deviant and Control-Deviant ERP responses overall
or as a function of language input, suggesting the Spanish contrast was
perceived as the same speech sound.

The Chinese contrast, on the other hand, is not part of the
English phonology (alveolo-palatal affricate and alveolo-palatal frica-
tive; /tɕhi-ɕi/, respectively) and it was hypothesized that monolingual
infants would perceptually assimilate into the closest English phonemic
category (affricate postalveolar or fricative palatal; [ʧ & ʃ], respectively;
see Mines et al., 1978). Note that in contrast with stop consonants, the
English fricative and affricate consonants are infrequent in the English
language. Hence infants have had little experience with these sounds
and may be still developing specific perceptual routines (Shafer et al.,
2012; Strange, 2011). For these reasons, the Chinese contrast would
be difficult to assimilate into English phonology and pMMRswith noob-
servable nMMRs were expected. Our results confirmed our expecta-
tions. We found similar significant differences in pMMRs in both the
high and low English language input groups for the non-native Chinese
contrastwithDeviant-ERPs significantlymore positive than Control-De-
viants in both English language input groups. In addition, correlations
between language input and the pMMRs or nMMRs were not signifi-
cant. This indicates that the significant differences between Deviant
and Control-Deviant are not related to amount of language input and
therefore are better explained in terms of the difficulty of the discrimi-
nation task in the absence of specific perceptual routines (Hisagi et al.,
2010; Shafer et al., 2011; Shafer et al., 2012; Strange and Shafer,
2008). We postulate that as monolingual infants gain more experience
in the English language they will assimilate the Chinese contrast to
the closest English phonemic category and, as in the case of the Spanish
contrast, a positive-MMR would not be expected.

Finally, monolingual infants did not show a pMMR/nMMR differen-
tiation for the Chinese contrast. The lack of an amplitude relationship
between the pMMR and the nMMR indicates that the Chinese contrast
is not exhibiting neural patterns associated with native language com-
mitment. Interestingly, the Chinese contrast resulted in a pattern of
brain activation that was very different from the Spanish contrast. Spe-
cifically, the perception of the Chinese contrast resulted in an overall
positivity for the pMMR and nMMR, whereas the Spanish contrast re-
sulted in more negative brain responses. We postulate the Chinese
contrast required more attentional process than the Spanish contrast
since infants had not yet formed perceptual routines for the low fre-
quency English affricate / fricative. Therefore, the pMMR reflected en-
hanced attentional process for sounds that are more difficult to
discriminate (Cheng et al., 2015; Kuo et al., 2014; Lee et al., 2012;
Hisagi et al., 2010).



B: Non-Native speech discrimination

A: Native speech discrimination

Fig. 6. Panel A. Difference waveformmean amplitudes for monolingual and bilingual infants for native speech contrast(s) as a function of amount of language input. The left panel depicts
the English contrast for monolinguals and bilinguals, and the right panel depicts the Spanish contrast for bilinguals. Panel B. Difference wave formmean amplitudes for monolingual (left
panel) and bilingual (right panel) infants for non-native speech contrast(s).
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5.3. Brain responses to native speech sounds in the bilingual infants

Understanding the relationship between neural commitment and
language input in bilingual participants is more challenging. Although
we recruited families who identify themselves as Spanish-English bilin-
guals, few bilingualswere exposed to 50% Spanish and 50% English. This
is consistent with recent studies that demonstrated that although si-
multaneous bilinguals are exposed to two languages in the home, one
of these languages is dominant in terms of quantity (e.g., Hoff et al.,
2012; Song et al., 2012; Ramírez-Esparza et al., in press).
Our results demonstrate that more language input in a given lan-
guage is associated with advances in the process of neural commitment
to that language in bilinguals. We postulated that bilingual infants with
low amounts of language inputwould showpMMRswith no observable
nMMRs, while bilingual infants receiving high amounts of language
input would only show nMMRs. In contrast, our results demonstrated
that bilinguals with high language input to their native language are
not yet fully committed. We observed significant pMMRs (but not
nMMRs) for both the high English and high Spanish language input
groups. Therefore, infants with relatively high English or Spanish input

Image of Fig. 6
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are not fully committed to their native language, consistent with find-
ings showing that the pMMR likely represents attentional mechanisms
guiding speech perception (Shafer et al., 2012; Strange, 2011). Bilin-
gualswith low input to English or to Spanish, in the other hand, showed
no significant pMMRs or nMMRs suggesting no clear pattern in lan-
guage commitment. These different patterns of neural activation were
confirmed by a significant positive correlation between specific
amounts of language input and the size of the pMMR. The correlation in-
dicated a relation in which themore language input infants receive, the
more robust the pMMR response. These correlations were language
specific and the total word count in English and Spanish did not corre-
late with the brain responses of interest in either language.

Recall thatmonolingual infants in the low language input group and
bilingual infants in the high English language input group showed sim-
ilar word counts. Therefore, the present study shows that monolingual
and bilingual infants with similar amounts of language input show par-
allel neural patterns associated with phonetic learning. Previous re-
search has shown that monolingual and bilingual infants have
different timelines for neural commitment to the native language(s)
(Garcia-Sierra et al., 2011). The present study demonstrates the differ-
ential timeline for neural commitment is a function of language input.
Furthermore, we extend the findings of Garcia-Sierra et al. (2011) by
demonstrating that bilingual and monolinguals infants with similar
amounts of language input show similar neural trajectories associated
with language commitment. Therefore, it is likely that monolinguals
with low input and bilinguals with high input will transition to full neu-
ral commitment later in life, exhibiting similar timing in language
learning.

Regarding the pMMR/nMMR amplitude differentiation for the English
and Spanish contrasts, we found that bilinguals showed a pattern of
relationships between amount of language input and pMMR/nMMR
amplitude differentiation similar to that observed inmonolingual infants.
Specifically, bilinguals in the high language input groups show a signifi-
cant amplitude differentiation between pMMR and nMMR for the rele-
vant native language contrasts (i.e., English and Spanish). In contrast,
bilinguals in the low English and Spanish input group showed no ampli-
tude differentiation between pMMR and nMMR. These results indicate
that the consideration of two brain measures (i.e., pMMR/nMMR ampli-
tude differentiation) may be more sensitive to language commitment
than individual ERP responses (i.e., Deviant ERP vs. Control-Deviant ERP
in specific time windows).

5.4. Brain responses to non-native speech sounds in the bilingual infants

To our knowledge, this is the first study that has included a non-na-
tive speech contrast as a control for bilingual participants. As anticipated,
and as observed in monolinguals, brain responses to non-native speech
contrasts did not differ with the overall amount of language input in bi-
linguals; therefore, overall language input is not considered in this dis-
cussion. We expected that the perception of the Chinese speech
contrast in bilingual infants would differ from that of monolingual in-
fants. Since bilingual infants are developing phonological representa-
tions for two languages, they are able to assimilate the Chinese
contrast into the phonetic space of either of their native languages
(i.e., English or Spanish phonetic space) (Antoniou et al., 2012; Best,
1992). Our results confirmed this expectation, revealing a different pat-
tern of brain activation for the Chinese contrast in bilinguals andmono-
linguals. Bilinguals did not show a significant amplitude difference
between Deviant and Control-Deviant for the pMMR or nMMR, while
monolinguals showed significant pMMRs for the Chinese contrast
with no significant nMMRs.We interpret the lack of a significant ampli-
tude difference between Deviant and Control-Deviant as evidence that,
as hypothesized, bilinguals are able to represent the Chinese contrast in
terms of a single Spanish or English phonetic category.

As noted above, monolingual infants may not have sufficient experi-
ence to develop phonemic representations for the English affricate
postalveolar and fricative palatal speech sounds ([ʧ & ʃ]; respectively)
that aremost similar to the Chinese contrast. Consequently, the acoustic
properties of the Chinese contrast were processed without specific per-
ceptual routines and not perceptually assimilated into their native
English phonology. In contrast, bilinguals are developing phonemic rep-
resentation with more complex input. English has two possible catego-
ries to perceptually represent the Chinese contrast (i.e., [ʧ & ʃ]) while
Spanish has only one phonetic category to perceptually assimilate the
Chinese contrast (Spanish postalveolar affricate [ʧ]). In other words,
Spanish [ʧ] is phonetically unique and therefore mastered earlier than
English [ʧ & ʃ] with equivalent amounts of relevant language input.
Therefore, the acoustic properties of the Chinese alveolo-palatal affri-
cate (/tɕhi/) and alveolo-palatal fricative (/ɕi/) were likely mapped on
to the Spanish postalveolar affricate (i.e., [ʧ]) as indicated by no
amplitude difference between Deviant and Control-Deviant ERPs. A
similar pattern was observed in monolingual infants for the Spanish
contrast in which monolingual infants likely assimilated the Spanish
contrast /da-ta/ as a single English phonetic sound (i.e., /da/). In other
words, bilingual infants revealed a pattern of brain responses to the
non-native Chinese contrast that was very similar to that seen inmono-
lingual infants in response to the non-native Spanish contrast.

We did not anticipate our finding of a significant pMMR/nMMR am-
plitude differentiation without significant amplitude differences be-
tween Deviant and Control-Deviant for the Chinese contrast in
bilingual infants. In the case of monolingual infants, all measures were
non-significant for the non-native Spanish contrast (i.e., amplitude dif-
ferences between Deviant and Control-Deviant in both time windows
and amplitude differentiation between pMMR and nMMR), suggesting
the assimilation of two different sounds onto a single phonemic catego-
ry. In the case of bilinguals, we postulate that bilingual infants with
more Spanish than English input accounted for the group level ampli-
tude differentiation between the pMMRand nMMR for the Chinese con-
trast. Recall that the Spanish phonology can assimilate both speech
sounds of the Chinese contrast into a single phonetic category ([ʧ]),
while the English phonology can assimilate the speech sounds of the
Chinese contrast into two categories ([ʧ & ʃ]). Therefore, differences in
the relative amounts of language input in English and Spanish may af-
fect assimilation of the non-native Chinese contrast. Still, more research
needs to be done to better understand whether different amounts of
language input in bilinguals result in different patterns of brain activa-
tion to non-native speech sounds.

Overall, these results indicate that phonological representations of
non-native speech sounds in bilingual infants are dependent on the ex-
istent phonetic similarities between their native languages and the
amount of input in each of their native languages. Future studies should
include a speech contrast that is non-native and also has acoustic prop-
erties that are similar in terms of frequency in the native languages of
the monolingual or bilingual sample. In fact, we are now collecting
brain responses associated with a Hindi stop consonant contrast from
English monolingual and English-Spanish bilingual infants to further
elucidate the relationship of language input and neural commitment
for non-native speech sounds.

5.5. pMMR/nMMR amplitude differentiation

In the present investigation we assessed the relationship between
the pMMR and nMMR as a function of language input. We postulate
that the amplitude relationship between the pMMR and nMMR is a
more integrative measure that is a better representation of the time
course of language commitment than the independent exploration of
these individual brain responses. However, the reader should note
that evaluation of the relative contribution of the pMMR and nMMR
components to a significant pMMR/nMMR amplitude differentiation
provides insight into underlyingmechanisms in language commitment.
We propose that the pMMRmay indicate 2 different phases in language
commitment depending on the presence of a significant pMMR/nMMR
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amplitude differentiation: (1) an observable pMMR that is not accom-
panied with a significant pMMR/nMMR amplitude differentiation sug-
gests that infants still rely on attentional mechanisms to develop
selective perceptual routines that will allow for efficient and automatic
detection of speech sound contrasts with additional language input
(Shafer et al., 2012; Strange, 2011); (2) a pMMR accompanied with a
significant pMMR/nMMR amplitude differentiation suggests the pres-
ence of a specific perceptual routine that guides speech categorization.
Therefore, the interpretation of the pMMR differs as a function of the
pMMR/nMMR amplitude differentiation. In one configuration, infants
are sensitive to any acoustic variation without showing language com-
mitment (pMMR with no MMR/nMMR differentiation), while in the
other infants show sensitivity to the phonetic detail of their native lan-
guage(s) and therefore language commitment (Kuhl et al., 2008)
(pMMR with MMR/nMMR differentiation). Our results confirm this in-
terpretation, demonstrating that significant correlations between care-
givers' word count and both pMMRs and nMMRs were observed most
often in the high language input groups that showed pMMR/nMMR am-
plitude differentiations. As mentioned above, we are collecting data for
a Hindi speech contrast from English monolingual and English-Spanish
bilingual infants to further elucidate the relationship between pMMR
and pMMR/nMMR amplitude differentiation by controlling for frequen-
cy of occurrence across native and non-native contrasts.

5.6. Limitations and future directions

Our approach codes only a small fraction of the complete recording,
and intervalswere chosenbased on highest adultword count in order to
maximize intervals with language input. This approach does not allow
us to capture language input in a continuous way. Furthermore, this in-
vestigation does not include speech directed to the child from other
adults or children. Although the method is not an ideal assessment of
language exposure, it does have advantages compared to othermethods
of assessment (e.g., short recordings in the home/laboratory or self-re-
ports). For example, our method is non-obtrusive (see Mehl and
Holleran, 2007) and it captures natural everyday language that is not
available in shorter video-recorded interactions. We also use the LENA
software to locate segments distributed across the dataset that are suit-
able for estimating language input. Importantly, our method avoid
biases since caregivers can overestimate or underestimate their usage
of English or Spanish in self-reports (e.g., Heine et al., 2002; Heine &
Renshaw, 2002; Ramírez-Esparza et al., 2008). Finally, our method can
be used to assess language input in monolingual populations without
falling in the shortcomings of ceiling effects that are commonly found
in self-reports.

It is important to note that ourmeasure of language inputwas signif-
icantly lower for bilinguals than monolinguals. This may be related to
differences in socioeconomic status (SES) or to specific cultural differ-
ences across samples. Since SES of bilingual families was lower than
monolingual families, and SES has been shown to be related to language
input to children, it is possible that the lower word count for bilingual
caregivers is related lower SES (e.g., Hoff, 2003). In addition, since lan-
guage from other adults was not transcribed due to limits of informed
consent, word count might have been underestimated in bilinguals
due to cultural characteristics (e.g., Ramírez-Esparza et al., in press).
For example, Latinos spend more time engaged in group interactions,
whereas European-Americans spend more time alone (Ramírez-
Esparza et al., 2009). Therefore, it is possible that the Latino bilingual in-
fants in the current studyweremore likely to be exposed to polyadic sit-
uations and multi-party conversations due to their cultural background
(Lieven, 1994).

Another important limitation of this study is the sample size. Divid-
ing monolinguals and bilinguals into low and high language exposure
groups reduced the number of participants in each cell. Although the
analyses were significant, it is important for future work to replicate
these findings in a larger sample to improve the effect size (Funder et
al., 2014). Furthermore, a larger sample, will allow control for socio-de-
mographic variables, such as SES, ethnic background, education, the
number ofmembers living in the household. A follow-up study, control-
ling for these socio-demographic variables would evaluate the role of
language input on speech perception above and beyond the cultural
characteristics of the families.

6. Conclusion

The present investigation evaluated neural commitment as a func-
tion of language input by measuring two types of ERP brain responses;
one that is associated with an attentional mechanism preceding auto-
matic processing in the development of speech perception (pMMR)
and another that is associated with neural commitment (nMMR).
Monolingual infants with high amounts of language input showed a
neural pattern associated with commitment to their native language.
Monolingual and bilingual infants with comparable amounts of lan-
guage input (i.e., monolinguals with low language input and bilinguals
with high language input in one of their native languages) showed a
neural pattern associated with the attentional mechanism preceding
automatic processing of speech sounds. The neural patterns associated
with the non-native speech contrasts suggested that both groups utilize
their native phonologies to assimilate the foreign sounds. However, bi-
lingual infants seemed to assimilate the non-native Chinese speech con-
trast with greater ease, perhaps due to having 2 native phonologies. The
patterns of neural commitment associatedwith different degrees of lan-
guage input in monolingual and bilingual infants were more similar
when the relationship between the pMMR/nMMR was evaluated. The
pMMR/nMMR amplitude differentiation for the native speech sounds
showed similar patterns for monolingual and bilingual infants with
high language input and with low language input. It is proposed that
the pMMR/nMMR amplitude differentiation is a sensitive measure to
assess language commitment. However, non-native speech perception
in dual language learners is a complex area requiring additional study.
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