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UMBEL, VIVIAN M.; PEARSON, BARBARA Z.; FERNANDEZ, MaRia C.; and OLLER, D. K. Measuring
Bilingual Children’s Receptive Vocabularies. CHILD DEVELOPMENT, 1992, 63, 1012--1020. Re-
ceptive vocabulary of Hispanic children in Miami was tested in both English and Spanish with
complementary standardized tests, the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT-R) and the Test
de Vocabulario en Im4genes Peabody (TVIP-H). 105 bilingual first graders, of middle to high
socioeconomic status relative to national norms, were divided according to the languagel(s) spo-
ken in their homes. Both groups, whether they spoke only Spanish in the home (OSH) or both
English and Spanish in the home (ESH), performed near the mean of 100 in Spanish receptive
vocabulary (TVIP-H means 97.0 and 96.5); in contrast, ESH group children scored more than 1
SD higher in English than OSH group children (PPVT-R means 88.0 and 69.7, respectively). It
appears, therefore, that learning 2 languages at once does not harm receptive language develop-
ment in the language of origin, while it does lay the groundwork for superior petformance in the
majority language. Furthermore, an analysis of translation equivalents, items shared by both
tests, shows that a statistically significant portion of bilingual children’s lexical knowledge does
not overlap in their 2 languages and is therefore not reflected in single-language scores.

In many parts of the world, bilingualism
is the norm~—a reflection of the need for in-
dividuals to participate in more than one lan-
guage community. In a context of communi-
cative need, it makes little sense to ask
whether bilingualism is “better” than mono-
lingualism or vice versa, as speaking only
one language is not a realistic option. For
many people, to speak only one language
would mean exclusion from a meaningful
portion of their life.

Nonetheless, in certain educational con-
texts it makes sense to question whether
people can leamn two languages as fully as
they generally learn one. Can individuals
who regularly use two languages achieve a
level of proficiency in at least one of them
that is equivalent to the norms for that lan-
guage? Or do we sacrifice a degree of flu-
ency in one language to allow for the other?
Is it better for the child to learn one lan-
guage well before taking on a second; or, if
circumstances permit, should the child be
exposed to two languages in the early stages
of acquisition?

The literature on bilingual language de-
velopment gives partial and contradictory
answers to these questions. On the one

hand, the Canadian experience shows bilin-
gual students outperforming monolingual
peers on various language measures (Cum-
mins, 1978; Hakuta, 1986; Lambert &
Tucker, 1972; Peal & Lambert, 1962}, while
reports from Scandinavia (Skutnabb-Kangas
& Toukamaa, 1976) show that bilinguals, es-
pecially those who migrate at the time they
start schooling in their first language, may
fail to acquire full fluency in either lan-
guage.

Many factors may give rise to the contra-
dictions between studies. One that is partic-
ularly salient is the degree of exposure to
each language. Although language experi-
ence is considered an important factor in bi-
lingual language development (Ben Zeev,
1977a; Rosenblum & Pinker, 1983), children
with various degrees of exposure to both lan-
guages are labeled “bilingual.” Some au-
thors, for example, count as bilingual anyone
with a minority language as a mother tongue,
regardless of exposure to or ability in the
second language.

The sociocultural context in which bi-
lingual experience occurs may also contrib-
ute to the inconsistency of results across bi-
lingual acquisition studies. Lambert (1977)
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Dunn, 1981). Independent studies have es-
tablished the concurrent validity and re]j.
ability of the PPVT.R with the Language As.
Sessment Scales (Hakuta, 1987) and other
language measures (Beck, Black, & Doles,
1985; D’Amato, Gray, & Dean, 1987). A
Spanish adaptation of the PPVT-R, the Test
de Vocabulario en Imdgenes Peabody—.
Adaptacién Hispanoamericana (TVIP-H),

ecame available in 1986 (Dunn, Padilla,
Lugo, & Dunn, 1986). Although the test is
shorter than its English counterpart, and
therefore a little less sensitive, it is a caye-

lly constructed instrument standardized
on a large number of children,

The existence of complementary stay.
dardized vocabulary tests, one 3 version of
the other, as js the case with the PPVT-R

gulewicz & Abel, 1984; Ben-Zeev, 1977a,
1977b; Doyle, Champagne, & Segalowitz,
1978; Rosenblum & Pinker, 1983; Serapig-
lia, 1978) shows young bilingual children
scoring in the Jow average range in English,
their second and generally weaker language.
However, homemade test translations with
no age norms or with only informal “partial
standardizations” (Ben Zeev, 1977a, 1977b,
Doyle et al., 1978) prevented adequate as-
sessment of the bilingual children’s ability
in their first language.

Additionally, the two related tests make
possible the evaluation of vocabulary items

covery of “singlets,” words known in one
language but pot the other. To the extent
that knowledge of translation equivalents is
restricted to only one language, the monolin-
gual score in one or both languages can be
Seen to underrepresent the ilingual child's
“total conceptual inventory,”

Doyle eta. ( 1978) attempted the assess.
ment of a total vocabulary by summing the

disjunction between the single language vo.-
cabularies. The greater the disjunction for
an individua] child, the greater the under-
representation of his or her lexicalized cop-
cepts by any single-language vocabulary
score, It is important to determine empiri-
cally whether the disjunction is of sufficient
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magnitude to significantly affect the proper
interpretation of standardized test results.

Coals of the Study

The present work is an attempt to fur-
ther our understanding of linguistic knowl-
edge in bilingual children by (a) evaluating
both the English and the Spanish vocabulary
knowledge of Hispanic children using stan-
dardized tests in each, (b) assessing the role
of language exposure in vocabulary acquisi-
tion by comparing children whose home en-
vironments differ in the extent of English
use, and {c) probing the possibility that bi-
lingual vocabulary knowledge includes an
additional dimension compared to monolin-
gual vocabulary, owing in part to the exis-
tence of items lexicalized in only one of the
two languages.

These goals are pursued in a metropoli-
tan setting unique in the United States. The
Hispanic children who are the subjects are
of middle to high socioeconomie status rela-
tive to national norms. Thus, the study offers
a rare opportunity to evaluate bilingual lin-
guistic skills with children who may be ex-

pected to be similar in environmental sup-.

port and linguistic talent to the monolinguat
comparison groups on which the tests were
standardized.

Method

Subjects

One hundred-five English-Spanish bi-
lingual first graders were recruited from four
Dade Couaty public schools in predomi-
nantly middle-class neighborhoods. The
children were divided into two sample
groups: first graders from families speaking
only Spanish at home (OSH, n = 31) and
first graders from families speaking both En-
glish and Spanish at home (ESH, n = 74).
Fifty-one percent of the ESH group children
had been exposed to both languages since
birth; only 14% had parents who had lived
in the United States fewer than 12 years. Ap-
proximately half of both the OSH and ESH
groups consisted of children of Cuban heri-
tage. Other nationalities represented were
Puerto Rican, Honduran, Chilean, Venezue-
lan, Costa Rican, Nicaraguan, Colombian,
Argentinean, Peruvian, Mexican, Panama-
nian, and Guatemalan.

The subjects ranged in age from 5 years
11 months to 8 years 6 months; the average
age was 6 years 7 months for both the OSH
group and the ESH group. None of the chil-
dren was repeating the first grade. There
were 45 males and 60 females, distributed

almost' equally across the two language
groups. The OSH group was 45% male and
the ESH group 42% male.

Procedure

All first graders were given a question-
naire printed in both Spanish and English to
be completed by their parents. The ques-
tionnaire provided information regarding
language(s) spoken at home and SES. Partic-
ipation exceeded 90% of the students satis-
fying all the requirements of the study. If
the parent(s) consented to having their child
participate in the study, and Spanish was
spoken in the home, the child was tested
individually in a quiet room at the school
on the PPVT-R and the TVIP-H (order of
presentation balanced across subjects). Both
tests were administered by the same bilin-
gual examiner in a singie testing session last-
ing about 20 min.

Tests/Measures Concerning Vocabulary
Knowledge

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test—
Revised (Dunn & Dunn, 1981)—The
PPVT-R, normed on American English
speakers, is a multiple-choice test designed
to evaluate receptive vocabulary knowledge.
The PPVT-R consists of 175 plates, each
containing four pictures. The child is asked
to peint to the picture that corresponds to
the word pronounced by the examiner.
Items are arranged in increasing levels of
difficulty.

Test de Vocabularic en Imdgenes
Peabody—Adaptacién Hispanoamericana
(Dunn et al., 1986).—The TVIP-H is a Span-
ish adaptation of the PPVT-R, normed on
Spanish speakers in Puerto Rico and Mex-
ico. Dunn and his associates attempted to
make the test as universal as possible for the
different groups that comprise what is con-
sidered “Hispanic.” The TVIP-H has 125
plates arranged in increasing levels of diffi-

culty.

For both the PPVT-R and the TVIP-H,
raw scores are converted into standard
scores, with a mean of 100 and a standard
deviation of 15.

Translation equivalent (TE) analysis.—
Since the TVIP-H was derived from the
PPVT-R, the two tests have many items in
common. Sixty-one words appear on both
forms. These items can be considered trans-
lation equivalents of each other. It is possi-
ble to get translation equivalent words right
in both English and Spanish, wrong in both
languages, right in Spanish only, or right in



English only. These last two represent “sin-
glet” vocabulary—words known in one lan-
guage but not the other.

Translation equivalent presentations for
the total sample numbered 1-176, 285 for the
OSH group and 891 for the ESH group. The
TE presentations per child ranged from 3 to
40 (M = 11.09, SD = 5.35). Only 9% of the
children had fewer than six. Analyses of TEs
were limited to the 91% of the sample hav-
ing six or more TE opportunities, 25 OSH
and 70 ESH children. Four percentage
scores were computed for each child: the
percent right in both English and Spanish
(PRES), wrong in both English and Spanish
(PWES), right in Spanish only (PRSO), and
right in English only (PREO). These per-
centages were derived by totaling the num-
ber of TE items the child got right or wrong
in each of the categories and dividing by the
titalil number of TE presentations for that
child.

Socioeconomic Statyus

Families were classified according to
the occupation of the major wage eamner, us-
ing the Occupational Levels (OL) set out by
Dunn in the PPVT-R standardization (see
Table ). Occupational Levels | through IV
were represented among both OSH and
ESH parents, but OSH parents as a group
held more of the lower-status occupations
than the standardization sample for the En-
glish Peabody, while the ESH group parents
held more of the higher-status occupations
than the standardizing sample. The differ-
ence in OL between OSH and ESH groups
was significant, F(1, 103) = 15.02, p < .001,
the coefficient of association being .36.
Therefore, this factor was controlled for in
the subsequent analyses of test scores and
translation equivalents.

As various occupations are differently
stratified by the PPVT-R and the TVIP-H, it
is impossible to compare the OSH and ESH
samples to the TVIP.H normalization sam-
ples without first reclassifying them ac-
cording to TVIP-H occupational levels. This
recategorization changed the classification
of 53% of the children in our samples., For
example, children of technical and kindred
workers classified as Level 1 according to
PPVT-R guidelines received Level I or
Level III classifications when categorized
by TVIP-H norms. Based on this reclassifi-
cation, the OSH group sample was roughly
comparable to the Spanish Peabody norming
sample, while the Parents of ESH group
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TABLE 1

A. OCCUPATIONAL LEVELS (in Percent) OF TRE
ONLY SeaNisH aT HoMe (OSH) aAND ENGLISH
AND SpanIsH AT HoMme (ESH) Group CHILDREN
COMPARED TO THE NORMALIZATION
SAMPLE FOR THE PPVT-R

Normali- OSH ESH
Zation Group Group
Sample (N=31}) (N=14)
Level I* ...... 25 18 36
Level I ... 23 16 18
Level IIT .... 14 32 12
Level 1V ... 29 a2 12
Level V ...... 7 0 0

B. OCCUPATIONAL LEVELS (in Percent) oF Tue
ONLY SeaNISH AT HoMmE (OSH) anp Encrisy
AND SPANISH AT HoMmE (ESH) Group CHILDREN
COMPARED TO THE NORMALIZATION
SAMPLE FoR THE TVIP-H

Normali- OSH ESH
zation Group Group
Sample (N=231) (N = 74)
Level I* ...
Level IT ... 19 22 43
Level III ..., 48 52 51
Level IV ..., 17 26 5
Level V ... 15 0 (1}

* Level I: professionals, technical, and kindred work-
ers, plus managers and administrators; Level II. sales
workers, plus clerical and kindred workers; Level I11:
craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers; Level [V: op-
eratives (including transport) plus service workers (in-
cluding private household); Level V: laborers, farm la-
borers, or farm foremen,

blevel I: high-ranking executives, large-scale pro-
prietors, and major professionals; Level 11 business man-
agers, medium-scale proprietors, and lesser profession-
als; Level li}: administrators, small-scale proprietors,
semiprofessionals, farm owners, clerical and sales work-
ers, skilled manual workers, machine opetators, and
housekeepers; Levei [V: unskilled workers and farmers;
Level V: unemployed. Levels Land !l were collapsed by
Dunn et al. (1986) to match 1980 U.S. census.

children were of generally higher status than
the TVIP-H standardization sample,

Results

PPVT-R and TVIP.H Performance

PPVT-R and TVIP-H scores were exam-
ined to determine any significant effects of
home language experience (OSH or ESH)
on the children’s receptive vocabulary per-
formance (see Table 2). Given the differ-
ences found in OL between the OSH and
ESH groups, it was necessary to assess the
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TABLE 2

PPVT-R anp TVIP-H Scorgs OF ONLY Spanisy AT Home

SPANISH AT

{OSH) anp ENGLISH anp

Home {ESH) CHiLprEN

OsH ESH F df
PPVT.R: .
Mean (original) ........... 66.94 89.23

..........................

L on the children’s vo.
a preliminary o these

possible effects of O
cabulary scores a5
analyses,

Pearson product-moment correlation co-
efficients were computed tg determine the
relations between OL and PPVT-R and
TVIP-H performance. QL was found to be
significantly related to PPVT.R
mance, {105} = 38, P < .001, but
TVIP-H performance, (103) = 00, N5,
Multiple regression techniques weye then
employed to test whether the relation be-
tween OL and FPVT.R performance was
similar in both groups. A product vector rep-
resenting the interaction term was created
by multiplying a coded home language ey.
Perience vecior indicating OSH
group membership by QL.

OL in the two Eroups were not
found to be significantly different from each
other, F(3, 101) = -85, N.S_, and F(3,101) =
57, NsS., respectively. i

FPVv T-R—PPVT-R performance of both
JSH and ESH group children wag found to

L, F(1,

1, p < .00). However,
can be seen in Table 2, even

after the

1,103

MeaN o 96.97 96.49 <1 1,104
{9.30) (15.54)
NOTE.—Standard deviations are in parentheses.
*p < .001. .

means were adjusted to control for differ.
ences on OL, the ESH group mean was st}
significantly higher than the OSH group
mean. The PPVT-R score for the ESH Broup
remained within 1 S of the mean for the
standardization sample, while the score for
H group reached 28D b
same mean.

TVIP-H —In contrast tp
the TVIP.H

the results on

Since both tests Were given at the same
sitting, it was of interest to confirm whether

owing to their com-

the children, The cognates were
right in both languages about 68% of the
time, compared to 67% for al] words, Since

© ellect was so smal] on test items where



it might be expected to have the most effect,
it is unlikely that the phonological similarity
of cognates played any role in test perfor-
mance.

Translation Equivalent (TE) Analysis

An item analysis of the TEs that OSH
and ESH group children encountered shows
that these groups of children knew TE
words in both languages 59% and 67% of the
time, respectively; knew words in neither
language 20% and 14% of the time; knew
only the English word 10% and 12% of the
time; and knew only the Spanish word 129
and 8% of the time (see Table 3),

TE performance was examined to deter-
mine whether there was an effect of home
language experience on the TE results,
Given the differences found between OSH
and ESH group children on OL, the possible
effect of this variable on TE performance
was examined first,

Pearson product-moment comrelation co-
efficients were run to determine the rela-
tions between OL and percent right in En-
glish and Spanish (PRES), percent wrong in
English and Spanish (PWES), percent right
in English Only {PREO), and percent right
in Spanish Only (PRSO) performance. OL
was found to be related to PRSO, r(95) =
—.18, p = .01, but not to PRES, r(95) = .04,
N.S., PWES, n95) = —.03, N.S., or PREO,
n(95) = .14, N.S. Using multiple regression
techniques, the relation between OL, and
PRSO was found to be similar in both lan-
Buage groups, F(3, 90) = 1.29, N.S. Analysis
of variance (TE x language group), and, in
the case of PRSO, analysis of covariance (TE
X language group with four levels of OL
treated as covariate), were then performed
to determine any significant effects of home
language experience on the children’s TE
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performance. As shown in Table 3, ESH
group children had significantly more TE
words right in both English and Spanish,
and OSH group children had significantly
more TE words wrong in both English and
Spanish. However, OSH and ESH group
children were found to be performing simi-
larly with regard to singlet vocabulary.

It was deemed important to verify that
the proportions of items that were answered
correctly in Spanish only (PRSO) and in En-
glish only (PREO) were significantly larger
than would have been expected by chance
(i.e., by subjects with no singlet vocabulary).
The probability of correct guessing on two
translation equivalent, four-choice items is
1/4 x 1/4 = 1/16. The probability of getting
an item right in Spanish but wrong in En-
glish is 3/16, and right in English but wrong
in Spanish, an additional 3/16. The probabil-
ity of missing both by guessing is 9/16.

When the TE data for the two groups
were combined, the following valyes were
obtained for each variable: words knewn in
neither language (PWES) 16%, English sin-
glets (PREOQ) 11%, Spanish singlets (PRSO}
8%, and “doublets” (PRES) 65%. The per-
cent right in English and Spanish (PRES) is
contrary to the chance expectation, indicat-
ing, not surprisingly, that the children have
vocabulary knowledge in the two languages.

The chance model (1:3:3:9 PRES:
PRSO:PREO: PWES) was then used to pre-
dict the relative number of items that would
by chance be wrong in one language or
wrong in both; that is, children with no true
singlet knowledge would be expected by
chance to get 3/16 of the remaining items
{those that were not among the doublets)
right in one language only, 3/16 right in the
other language only, and 9/16 wrong in both.

TABLE 3

TRANSLATION EQUIVALENT PERFORMANCE FOR ONLY SPANISH AT HoME (OSH) anp
ENGLISH AND Spantsy aT HoME (ESH) Cru pren

OSH ESH
Mean SD Mean  SD F df
PRES ..o, IR 59 19 67 15 438 194
PWES .oceeevcvvestroseomosem 20 13 i4 11 417¢ 194
PREO .......n........ retarsestensas 10 13 12 12 <1 1,94
PRSO ... 11 15 7 9 14 1,93

NOTE.—These data are for the 91% of the childr.

Bn who had six or more TE presentations
25 OSH group children and 70 ESH group

children, .A}cronyms refer to percent vight in English and Spenish, percent wrong in English
and Spanish, percent right in English only, and percent right in Spanish only.

*p < 05
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According to this reasoning, the expected ra-
tioc of PRSO or PREO to PWES is 6:9 (or
2:3).

Since the observed ratio of PRSO o
PREO to PWES is known (in.fact, 19% to

Jects do not conform to the mode] repre-
sented by chance performance (2:3) of sub-
jects without singlet knowiedge. Far too
many items were answered corvectly in just
one language, when compared with the
number answered incorrectly in both (z =
2.54, p = .0113), for the results to represent
chance performance. The conclusion is that
the subjects undeniably had singlet vocaby-

. The singlet performance thus suggests
that at least a portion of bilingual children's
lexical knowledge is distributed disjunc-
tively between two languages,

It is important to note that the procedure
used to demonstrate the existence of singlet
vocabulary did not ailow the bilingual chij.
dren in our study to exhibit the fu]) range
of such items in thejr repertories. Standard

ministration of the PPVT-R and the
TVIP-H called for the establishment of bgs.
als and ceilings, a translation equivalent pair

ing counted only if the child encountered
a translation equivalent op both tests. Had
children been shown all the same plates in
one language as in the other, they would
have undoubtedly had more singlets. The

Once again, the effect of cognates,
words of similar Pronunciation and meaning,
iti consid-

issue, singlets occurred Jesgs often with cog-
nates than with noncognates, 179, versus
23%. This suggests that the Presence of cog-
nates tends to decrease the occurrence of
singlets and would, therefore, if anything,
make the existence of singlets as g nonran-
dom phenomenon harder to demonstrate,

Discussion

Our evaluation of both the English and
the Spanish vocabulary knowledge of His-
panic children contradicts the Prevailing
view of bilingualism as a risk factor in
vocabulary development. Consistent with
the findings reported for bilingya] children
by other researchers utilizing the ppyT
(Argulewicz & Abel, 1984, Ben-Zeev, 1977a,
1977b; Rosenblum & Pinker, 1983, Serapig-

lia, 1978), the English vocabulary perfor.
mance of children in the ESH group, those
exposed to English and Spanish in the
home, was found to be in the low—average
range. However, the Spanish vocabulary
performance of these bilingual children was
comparable to that of the monolingual
Spanish-speaking TVIF-H norming sample,
Suggesting the importance of evaluating bi.
lingual children in both their languages.
The adequacy of the Spanish receptive vo.
cabulary was shown in both of our groups,
one roughly comparable in occupationa]
leve) and one higher in OL than € norming
sample for the test, Further, OL was not re-
lated to the Spanish vocabulary scores of our
samples, indicating that the expected advan-
tage conferred by OL was not a major factor
in these results,

Second, home language experience was
found to be an important variable in bilin-
gual vocabulary acquisition, Even though
OSH and ESH group children were found
to be functioning at the same level on the
the English vocabulary perfor.

ceiving only Spanish at home, the more bal-
anced language input experience of ESH
group children had the nefit of laying the
groundwork for Superior performance in En-
glish, These findings also serve as a re.
minder that investigators shoyld take spe-

cific account of the degree of exposure to the

The average performance of ESH group
children in both their anguages may be re-

bilingual experience oceurs jn Miami, Span.
ish is the first language of 499, of the popu-
Spanish-language media
compete favorably with English newspa-
pers, radio, and TV, People of Hispanic
background participate at high leve]s of gov-
émment, banking, and industry, and ai] so-
cioeconomic levels are represented in the
ispanie sector, Thus, the bilinguality dxpe-
rienced by Miamj Hispanics may be for the
“additive"—-that is, bili

encroach on the heritage language,
One might sti]] Question whethqr the



children in our study, especially ESH group
children, were not sacrificing some prof-
ciency in Spanish as a result of leaming En-
glish. Does the three-point deficit, while not
statistically significant, signify a trend to-
ward lower language performance in bilin-
gual children? Careful consideration of the
psychometric properties and assumptions of
the test suggests that the Spanish vocabulary
knowledge of both of our groups may in fact
be greater than their TVIP-H scores in-
dicate,

Tomayo (1987) has demonstrated that a
test translation that preserves the meaning
of the original items but not their relative
frequency has poor concurrent validity with
the original instrument. The same word may
exist in two dialects but occupy a different
frequency position in each. Ferndndez,
Pearson, Umbel, Oller, and Molinet-Molina
(1982) found evidence of Just such a con-
found while testing Hispanic children on
the TVIP-H in Miami. The order of difficulty
of the TVIP-H items was found to be sub-
stantially different for Miami Hispanics from
that derived from the norming sample {in
Mexico and Puerio Rico) by Duan. The or-
der of difficulty of items is critical to perfor-
mance on the TVIP-H. A ceiling is estab-
lished when the child misses six of the last
eight items tested, Thus, both OSH and
ESH group children were at a disadvantage
on the TVIP-H to the extent that harder
words preceded easier ones because of a
lack of equivalence across dialects,

Our discussion thus far has focused on
the use of the PPVT-R and the TVIP-H as
language achievement tests. Ag achievement
tests, vocabulary measures estimate the
knowledge of language-specific labels for
referents. Based on the mod
relations between vocabulary and fuller
tests of language (Doyle et al,, 1978; Hakuta,
1987), the vocabulary score becomes a more
general estimate of skil] in that language.
However, vocabulary measures are also
widely used as aptitude tests.

gence tests. Indeed, vocabulary subsections
of intelligence tests consistently show the
highest correlations to the full-scale scores

(Terman, 1918; Wechsier, 1974). As indica-

tors of aptitude, vocabulary tests estimate
e number of lexicalized concepts the child
as—the number of concepts for which the
child has a lexicalized representation. It fol.
lows, then, that any valid use of the bilingual
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child’s vocabulary as an indicator of aptitude
must include concepts known in both lan.
guages. Thus, inferences about aptitude that
derive from the comparison to age norms
will be compromised if the child knows
some words in only one language or the
other. Words lexicalized only in Language A
will not be counted in the standard score for
Language B, and vice versa,

Indeed, a statistically significant propor-
tion of the translation equivalent vocabulary
tested with the children proved to be words
known in one language but not the other,
suggesting that the children were in com.
mand of more vocabulary concepts than ei-
ther the PPVT-R or TVIP-H scores reflect.
Even children who were very weak in one
of the languages tended to know some words
in each language that they did not know in
the other. Further research with chiidren
through the sixth grade (Umbel, 1991) indj-
cates that the proportion of singlets in-
creases as children grow older and as their
language scores become more balanced. Qur
findings are consistent with those reported
by Swain (1972}, who showed that while the
bilingual children in her study had a smaller
range of options for expressing the negative
in each language compared to monolingual
development patterns, they actually had
more options from the two languages com-
bined.

These results answer the empirical
question of whether singlets, words lexi-
calized in only one language, exist for this
population. Using available instruments, we
have been able to point out a specific way
in which standardized tests do not fully as.
sess the knowledge of bilingual children, To
the extent that inferences about the bilin-
gual child’s cognitive functioning are to be
based on lexical knowledge, one must look

instruments will have to be devised, how-
ever, in order to assess total lexical knowl-
edge in bilingual children, Until such a mea-
sure is developed, one must interpret
standardized vocabulary scores with cau-
tion, knowing that even two single-language
scores give only part of the picture.
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i children in our study, especially ESH group

children, were not sacrificing some profi-
ciency in Spanish as a result of leaming En-
glish. Does the three-point deficit, while not
statistically significant, signify a trend to-
ward lower language performance in bilin-
gual children? Careful consideration of the
psychometric properties and assumptions of
the test suggests that the Spanish vocabulary
knowledge of both of our groups may in fact
be greater than their TVIP-H scores in-
dicate,

Tomayo (1987) has demonstrated that a
test translation that preserves the meaning
of the original items byt not their relative
frequency has poar concurrent validity with

e original instrument. The same word may
exist in two dialects byt occupy a different
equency position in each. Fernindes,
Pearson, Umbel, Oller, and Molinet-Molina
(1992) found evidence of just such a con-

of the TVIP-H items was found to be sub-
stantially different for Miam; Hispanics from
that derived from the norming sample (in
Mexico and Puerto Rico) by Dunn. The or-
der of difficulty of items is critical to perfor-
mance on the TVIP-H. A ceiling is estab-
lished when the child misses six of the last
eight items tested. Thus, both OSH and
ESH group children were at a disadvantage
on the TVIP-H to the extent that harder
words preceded easier ones because of a
lack of equivalence across dialects.

Our discussion thys far has focused on
the use of the PPVT-R and the TVIP-H as
language achievement tests. Ag achievement
tests, vocabulary measures estimate the

knowledge of language-specific labels for
referents. Based on th

relations between

general estimate of skil] in that language.

owever, vocabulary measures are also
widely used as aptitude tests,

Vocabulary tests become aptitude tests
on the strength of the well-documented link

child has a lexicalized representation, It fol.
lows, then, that any valid use of the bilingual
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child’s vocabulary as an indicator of aptitude
must include concepts known in both lan-
guages. Thus, inferences about aptitude that
derive frdm the comparison to age norms
will be dompromised if the child knows
some words in only one language or the
other. Words lexicalized only in Language A
will not be counted in the standard score for
Language B, and vice versa,

Indeed, a statistically significant propor-
tion of the translation equivalent vocabulary
tested with the children proved to he words

own in one language but not the other,
suggesting that the children were in com-
mand of more vocabulary concepts than ej-
ther the PPVT-R or TViP-H scores reflect,
Even children who were very weak in one
of the languages tended to know some words
in each language that they did not know in
the other. Further research with children
through the sixth grade (Umbel, 1991} ind;-
cates that the proportion of singlets in-
creases as children grow older and as their
language scores become more balanced. Qur
findings are consistent with those reported
by Swain (1972), who showed that while the
bilingual children in her study had a smaller
range of options for expressing the negative
in each language compared to monolingual
development Patterns, they actually had
more options from the two languages com-
bined.

These results answer the empirical
question of whether singlets, words lexi-
calized in only one language, exist for this
population. Using available instruments, we
have been able to point out a specific way
in which standardized tests do not fully as-
sess the knowledge of bilingual children, To
the extent that inferences about the bilin.
gual child’s cognitive functioning are to be
based on lexical knowledge, one must look
beyond performance in either language to a
union of skills in the two languages. New
instruments will have to be devised, how-
ever, in order to assess tota] lexical knowl]-
edge in bilingual children. Until such a mea-
sure is developed, one must interpret
standardized vocabulary scores with cau-
tion, knowing that even two single-language
scores give only part of the picture,
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