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Conceptual Scoring of Receptive and
Expressive Vocabulary Measures
in Simultaneous and Sequential

Bilingual Children

Megan Gross,a Milijana Buac,a and Margarita Kaushanskayaa
Purpose: The authors examined the effects of conceptual
scoring on the performance of simultaneous and sequential
bilinguals on standardized receptive and expressive
vocabulary measures in English and Spanish.
Method: Participants included 40 English-speaking
monolingual children, 39 simultaneous Spanish–English
bilingual children, and 19 sequential bilingual children, ages
5–7. The children completed standardized receptive and
expressive vocabulary measures in English and also in
Spanish for those who were bilingual. After the standardized
administration, bilingual children were given the opportunity
to respond to missed items in their other language to obtain
a conceptual score.
Results: Controlling for group differences in socioeconomic
status (SES), both simultaneous and sequential bilingual
children scored significantly below monolingual children
Wisconsin—Madison

ce to Margarita Kaushanskaya:
@wisc.edu

Wilkinson
tor: Elizabeth Peña

ch 11, 2013
ived November 13, 2013
il 23, 2014
/2014_AJSLP-13-0026

an Journal of Speech-Language Pathology • Vol. 23 • 574–586 • N

p://ajslp.pubs.asha.org/pdfaccess.ashx?url=/data/journals/ajslp
bs.asha.org/ss/rights_and_permissions.aspx
on single-language measures of English receptive
and expressive vocabulary. Conceptual scoring
removed the significant difference between monolingual
and simultaneous bilingual children in the receptive
modality but not in the expressive modality; differences
remained between monolingual and sequential bilingual
children in both modalities. However, in both bilingual
groups, conceptual scoring increased the proportion
of children with vocabulary scores within the average
range.
Conclusion: Conceptual scoring does not fully ameliorate
the bias inherent in single-language standardized
vocabulary measures for bilingual children, but the
procedures employed here may assist in ruling out
vocabulary deficits, particularly in typically developing
simultaneous bilingual children.
“The bilingual is not two monolinguals in one
person” (Grosjean, 1989 p. 4). Grosjean is-
sued this cautionary note to neurolinguists,

but the message is equally important for speech-language
pathologists and other educational professionals working
with bilingual children. Expecting a bilingual child to show
the same vocabulary knowledge as a monolingual child in
each language is not realistic because bilingual children
generally show distributed vocabulary knowledge; there
are some concepts for which they know the corresponding
word only in Language A and other concepts they know
only in Language B (Pearson, 1998). For example, a child
may know the word frijoles in Spanish, but not its transla-
tion equivalent beans in English; similarly, a child may
know subtraction in English, but not its translation equiv-
alent resta in Spanish. If, during a language assessment, a
speech-language pathologist considers a bilingual child’s
single-language skills only, there is a risk of overidentifica-
tion of language impairment (e.g., Bedore, Peña, Garcia,
& Cortez, 2005; Kohnert, 2010; Pearson, 1998; Teoh,
Brebner, & McCormack, 2012). Conceptual scoring has
been suggested as a less-biased alternative to single-language
measures for bilinguals (Pearson, Fernandez, & Oller, 1993).

Conceptual scoring considers the total number of
concepts for which a child has a word in at least one lan-
guage. For example, on a conceptual vocabulary measure,
a child would receive three points for knowing frijoles, sub-
traction, mano, and hand because these words reflect knowl-
edge of three concepts (“beans,” “subtraction,” “hand”),
even though one word is known only in Spanish and one is
known only in English. Although conceptual scoring has
Disclosure: The authors have declared that no competing interests existed at the
time of publication.

ovember 2014 • © American Speech-Language-Hearing Association

/931141/ by a ReadCube User  on 02/07/2017



Downloa
Terms o
received general support from empirical work as a method
to obtain a more complete picture of a bilingual child’s lex-
ical knowledge (Atkins-Burnett & Aikens, 2008; Bedore
et al., 2005; Hemsley, Holm, & Dodd, 2010; Junker &
Stockman, 2002; Kan & Kohnert, 2005; Mancilla-
Martinez, Pan, & Vagh, 2011; Mancilla-Martinez & Vagh,
2013; Marchman & Martinez-Sussmann, 2002; Paez, 2008;
Pearson et al., 1993; Sheng, Lu, & Kan, 2011; Sheng, Peña,
Bedore, & Fiestas, 2012; Wang, Castilleja, Sepulveda, &
Daniel, 2011), there remain some uncertainties (e.g.,
Thordardottir, Rothenberg, Rivard, & Naves, 2006) as to
the utility of conceptual scoring across different bilingual
populations, across different testing modalities (receptive vs.
expressive), and across different languages. In the current
study, we examine the use of conceptual scoring with stan-
dardized measures of receptive and expressive vocabulary
in Spanish and English in both simultaneous and sequential
typically developing bilingual children. The study addresses
two main goals. First, we investigate whether conceptual
scoring can close the gap in vocabulary scores between bi-
lingual children and their monolingual peers. Second, we
consider test-specific factors (i.e., language and modality)
and child-specific factors (i.e., acquisition history and socio-
economic status [SES]) that may affect the performance of
bilingual children when conceptual scoring procedures are
used. An understanding of these factors and how they inter-
act with conceptual scoring can assist speech-language
pathologists in reducing the risk of overidentifying deficits
when measuring vocabulary skills in typically developing
bilingual children.

Monolingual–Bilingual Gap on Single-Language
Vocabulary Measures as a Reflection of Distributed
Vocabulary Knowledge in Bilinguals

Bilingual children have repeatedly been found to
score below their monolingual peers (e.g., Ben-Zeev, 1977;
Bialystok, Luk, Peets, & Yang, 2010; Hemsley, Holm, &
Dodd, 2006; Leseman, 2000) or below monolingual norms
(e.g., Fernandez, Pearson, Umbel, Oller, & Molinet-Molina,
1992; Mancilla-Martinez et al., 2011; Teoh et al., 2012;
Uccelli & Paez, 2007; Uchikoshi, 2006; Umbel, Pearson,
Fernandez, & Oller, 1992) on single-language vocabulary
measures in one or both of their languages. Oller and col-
leagues (2007) highlighted the distributed nature of lexical
knowledge in bilinguals as a key contributor to their lower
single-language vocabulary scores when compared to mono-
linguals. Due to context-specific learning, there may be
certain areas of vocabulary to which children are only ex-
posed in one of their languages, resulting in “singlet” vocab-
ulary knowledge. For example, a child who is exposed to
cooking vocabulary in a home where Spanish is spoken
may know the word sartén in Spanish, but not frying pan
in English. Conversely, a child who speaks English at
school may know the word desk in English, but not escri-
torio in Spanish. In this case, sartén and desk would be
singlets in the child’s vocabulary. Other areas of vocabu-
lary may be experienced in both languages, and as a result
ded From: http://ajslp.pubs.asha.org/pdfaccess.ashx?url=/data/journals/ajslp
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children may possess “doublet” vocabulary knowledge
(e.g., they know both mano and hand ). Bilingual children
often exhibit a greater proportion of singlets than doublets,
especially in their productive vocabularies (Conboy &
Thal, 2006; Deuchar & Quay, 2000; Hemsley et al., 2010;
Junker & Stockman, 2002; Kan & Kohnert, 2005; Mancilla-
Martinez et al., 2011; Pearson, Fernandez, & Oller, 1995;
Peña, Bedore, & Zlatic-Giunta, 2002; Sheng et al., 2011).
Because of this distributed nature of lexical–semantic knowl-
edge, measuring bilinguals’ vocabulary skills in only one of
their languages is likely to underestimate their knowledge,
even if the language being tested appears to be their domi-
nant language (Kan & Kohnert, 2005; Pearson et al., 1993).
Therefore, measures of bilingual vocabulary knowledge
need to take into account the child’s vocabulary knowledge
across both languages.

Conceptual Scoring as a Measure of Lexical–
Semantic Knowledge Across Languages

Conceptual scoring, which considers the number of
concepts for which a child has a word in any language
instead of counting language-specific lexical items, has
been suggested as a tool for a more accurate assessment of
bilinguals’ vocabulary performance. This approach was
first described by Pearson and colleagues (1993), who
demonstrated that whereas single-language scores for ex-
pressive vocabulary were lower for bilingual than for
monolingual toddlers, the conceptual scores did not differ,
suggesting that these scores may be a better way to assess
vocabulary knowledge in bilinguals. Conceptual scoring
has been implemented for a variety of language assessment
procedures, including parent report measures in toddlers
(Junker & Stockman, 2002; Mancilla-Martinez et al., 2011;
Mancilla-Martinez & Vagh, 2013; Marchman & Martinez-
Sussmann, 2002; Patterson, 1998; Pearson et al., 1993;
Rescorla & Achenbach, 2002; Thordardottir et al., 2006),
criterion-referenced measures of vocabulary (Hemsley
et al., 2010; Kan & Kohnert, 2005; Sheng et al., 2011) and
semantic skills (Bedore et al., 2005; Sheng et al., 2012),
and standardized assessments (Atkins-Burnett & Aikens,
2008; de Abreu, Baldassi, Puglisi, & Befi-Lopes, 2013;
Paez, 2008; Wang et al., 2011). The standardized assessments
that incorporate conceptual scoring include the Receptive
and Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Tests –
Spanish Bilingual Edition (Brownell, 2000), the Bilingual
Verbal Ability Tests (BVAT; Muñoz-Sandoval, Cummins,
Alvarado, & Ruef, 1998), and the Preschool Language
Scales—5th Edition Spanish (PLS–5; Zimmerman, Steiner,
& Pond, 2012).

In previous studies, conceptual scoring has been
shown to boost the vocabulary scores of bilingual children
to the level of their monolingual peers (Hemsley et al.,
2010; Junker & Stockman, 2002; Pearson et al., 1993;
Thordardottir et al., 2006; but for an exception see de Abreu
et al., 2013), to improve the classification accuracy of
lexical–semantic measures used with bilingual children
(Bedore et al., 2005; Mancilla-Martinez et al., 2011; Sheng
Gross et al.: Conceptual Scoring in Bilingual Children 575
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et al., 2012), and to result in significant score improve-
ments relative to single-language scoring (Atkins-Burnett &
Aikens, 2008; Bedore et al., 2005; de Abreu et al., 2013;
Hemsley et al., 2010; Kan & Kohnert, 2005; Paez, 2008;
Sheng et al., 2011; Wang et al., 2011). However, these posi-
tive findings must be qualified depending on whether the
measure under consideration was designed for use with the
child’s first (L1) or second language (L2; Atkins-Burnett &
Aikens, 2008; Bedore et al., 2005; Hemsley et al., 2010;
Mancilla-Martinez & Vagh, 2013; Sheng et al., 2011;
Thordardottir et al., 2006), and depending on the modality
of the measure (i.e., receptive vs. expressive; Hemsley et al.,
2010; Sheng et al., 2011). In addition, characteristics of the
bilingual samples in these prior studies, including acquisition
history (sequential vs. simultaneous) and socioeconomic
background, have varied across studies. Thus, it is important
to consider test-specific and child-specific factors that may
influence outcomes of conceptual scoring.

Factors Influencing the Vocabulary Performance
of Bilingual Children

Test language. The benefits of conceptual scoring over
single-language scoring have been shown to vary depending
on the language under consideration. Bedore and colleagues
(2005), who used the Bilingual English Spanish Assessment
(BESA; Peña, Gutiérrez-Clellen, Iglesias, Goldstein, & Bedore,
2013), and Atkins-Burnett and Aikens (2008), who used the
Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test, found greater
gains when the base language of the measure was Spanish
and conceptual scoring allowed the child to switch into En-
glish. Similarly, Sheng and colleagues (2011) found that the
conceptual scores of Mandarin–English bilinguals in their
sample represented a significant improvement over their
single-language scores in Mandarin, but not over their single-
language scores in English. In contrast, Kan and Kohnert
(2005) found significant gains from conceptual scoring over
single-language scores in both Hmong and English. These
patterns could reflect the dominance profiles of the children,
social prestige issues surrounding the perceived acceptability
of responding in the minority language, or a combination of
the two. In the present study, we administered both English
and Spanish measures of vocabulary to English–Spanish
bilingual children. This enabled us to contrast the impact of
allowing for Spanish responses during testing in English and
allowing for English responses during testing in Spanish.

Modality. In the majority of available studies on the
utility of conceptual scoring, researchers have focused on
the expressive modality (e.g., Atkins-Burnett & Aikens, 2008;
Bedore et al., 2005; Junker & Stockman, 2002; Patterson,
1998; Rescorla & Achenbach, 2002). Those studies that have
examined both receptive and expressive skills have varied
in whether gains from conceptual scoring were observed in
both modalities (Kan & Kohnert, 2005) or only in recep-
tive skills (Hemsley et al., 2010). In the study of Samoan–
English bilinguals by Hemsley and colleagues, the children’s
conceptual expressive vocabulary scores did not differ sig-
nificantly from their single-language expressive abilities in
576 American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology • Vol. 23 • 574–
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English. However, for receptive vocabulary, the children
did know words in Samoan that they did not know in
English; as a result, conceptual scoring resulted in signifi-
cant gains over single-language scoring and removed the
statistically significant difference between bilingual and
monolingual receptive vocabulary scores. Because concep-
tual scoring can have differential effects depending on the
modality, in the present study we implemented conceptual
scoring for both receptive and expressive vocabulary mea-
sures in both English and Spanish.

Acquisition history. Studies of language development
in bilingual children often distinguish simultaneous bilin-
guals, who begin acquiring both languages in infancy, from
sequential bilinguals, who receive exposure to their second
language after infancy, often at school entry (Kohnert,
2010). Differences have been identified in the language
acquisition patterns of these two groups. For example,
Hammer, Lawrence, and Miccio (2008) documented differ-
ences between simultaneous and sequential bilinguals in
their English and Spanish receptive vocabulary scores at the
beginning and end of a 2-year period in Head Start. During
the school-age years, a phenomenon of shifting dominance
has been documented in sequential bilinguals such that a
gap emerges between their receptive and expressive skills in
the home language, with continued receptive development
and plateaued expressive skills (Gibson, Oller, Jarmulowicz,
& Ethington, 2012; Hemsley et al., 2010; Kan & Kohnert,
2005; Oller et al., 2007; Sheng et al., 2011). However, authors
of previous studies of conceptual scoring have generally
investigated either simultaneous or sequential bilinguals
rather than drawing direct comparisons between the two
groups. Specifically, studies of conceptual scoring using
parent checklists have generally been conducted with young
simultaneous bilinguals (Junker & Stockman, 2002;
Mancilla-Martinez et al., 2011; Mancilla-Martinez &
Vagh, 2013; Marchman & Martinez-Sussmann, 2002;
Pearson et al., 1993; Thordardottir et al., 2006), whereas
studies of conceptual scoring using criterion-referenced and
standardized measures in preschool- and school-age children
have generally been conducted with sequential bilinguals
(Atkins-Burnett & Aikens, 2008; de Abreu et al., 2013;
Hemsley et al., 2010; Kan & Kohnert, 2005; Sheng et al.,
2011). These differences in age and measures make it dif-
ficult to compare the outcomes for simultaneous and se-
quential bilinguals across studies. In the present study,
therefore, we examined the impact of conceptual scoring
on vocabulary performance in two groups of bilingual chil-
dren: those who had acquired both languages from infancy
and those who had acquired English only after age 3.

SES. Although the gap observed between the single-
language scores of monolingual and bilingual children can
be at least partially attributed to the distributed nature of
bilinguals’ lexical knowledge, the role of SES also needs to
be considered. The effect of SES on vocabulary develop-
ment has been long established in monolingual children
(e.g., Engel, Santos, & Gathercole, 2008; Hart & Risely,
1995; Rescorla & Achenbach, 2002) and has also been
documented in bilingual children (e.g., Hakuta, Butler, &
586 • November 2014
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Witt, 2000; Oller et al., 2007). In the United States, it is a
demographic reality that bilingual children from immigrant
families often have lower SES than their monolingual peers
and than the children included in the standardization sam-
ples for test norms (e.g., Mancilla-Martinez et al., 2011;
Uccelli & Paez, 2007; Umbel & Oller, 1994). However, some
studies that have controlled for SES have still found vocab-
ulary discrepancies between bilingual and monolingual
children (e.g., Fernandez et al., 1992; Hemsley et al., 2006;
Leseman, 2000; Umbel & Oller, 1994; Umbel et al., 1992).
When conceptual scoring was used with parent checklists
to examine the vocabulary growth of Spanish–English
bilingual toddlers from low-SES homes, their conceptual
scores were below both English and Spanish monolingual
norms (Mancilla-Martinez & Vagh, 2013). Thus, it is im-
portant to consider how SES and the use of conceptual
scoring may interact with each other to influence vocabulary
outcomes in bilingual children. Previous conceptual scoring
studies have varied in whether they focused on bilingual
children from low-SES families (Hemsley et al., 2010; Kan
& Kohnert, 2005; Mancilla-Martinez et al., 2011; Mancilla-
Martinez & Vagh, 2013), targeted bilingual children from
mid-SES families (Junker & Stockman, 2002; Pearson et al.,
1993; Sheng et al., 2011), or did not specifically consider
SES. In the present study, we included bilingual children
from diverse SES backgrounds and statistically controlled
for these differences in SES when examining the effects
of conceptual scoring on the performance of the bilingual
children in our sample.

The Current Study
Previous studies of conceptual scoring have yielded

mixed results depending on the language and the modality
of the measure used. Characteristics of the bilingual sam-
ples, including acquisition history and SES, have also varied
across studies. Therefore, the goal of the present study was
to examine the contributions of these factors to the effects
of conceptual scoring. We were especially interested in
examining the utility of conceptual scoring in the context
of standardized vocabulary assessment tools.

Although in many previous studies researchers have
applied conceptual scoring to different types of assessments,
only a few have examined conceptual scoring in the context
of standardized assessments frequently used with school-age
children. The practice policy statement from the American
Speech-Language-Hearing Association (ASHA) with regard
to the assessment of culturally and linguistically diverse chil-
dren highlights the need for “appropriate use of published
test materials in language assessment including standardized
norm-referenced tests and criterion-referenced tests, includ-
ing analyzing normative sampling limitations, general psy-
chometric issues . . . and inherent cultural and linguistic
biases in these test materials” (ASHA, 2004). However,
although clinicians may be aware that the monolingual
norms on standardized assessments are not appropriate
for use with bilingual children, they are often less certain
of what assessment procedures they should use instead,
ded From: http://ajslp.pubs.asha.org/pdfaccess.ashx?url=/data/journals/ajslp
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especially when measures are not widely available in both
languages (Thordardottir et al., 2006), as is the case for
some of the languages most commonly spoken in the United
States, including Chinese, Tagalog, Vietnamese, and Korean
(Ryan, 2013).

If a particular measure is not available in the child’s
home language, one option might be to implement concep-
tual scoring during the administration of a test originally
published in the majority language. However, using a test
designed for a single language, even in conjunction with
conceptual scoring, raises some concerns. First, the items
may not be culturally appropriate for use in two languages.
Second, translating the items into the other language for
use during conceptual scoring may not preserve the origi-
nal difficulty hierarchy on which the basal and ceiling
rules of the test are based. Third, test language effects may
interact with the other factors, including test modality,
child’s acquisition history, and SES. In order to understand
the possible benefits of conceptual scoring, it is necessary
to systematically consider how these different factors may
affect bilingual vocabulary performance within the context
of a single study. The current study was designed to fill this
need and to address the following two research questions:

1. When group differences in SES are taken into ac-
count, does conceptual scoring yield receptive and
expressive vocabulary scores among typically devel-
oping bilingual children that are statistically equiv-
alent to those obtained by their monolingual peers?

2. How do test language, modality, SES, and bilingual
acquisition history modulate the impact of concep-
tual scoring on the vocabulary performance of typi-
cally developing school-age bilingual children?

Method
Participants

The 98 participants in the current study were drawn
from a larger project on novel word learning and vocabu-
lary knowledge in monolingual and bilingual children be-
tween the ages of 5 and 7. The study took place in Madison,
Wisconsin, and Chicago, Illinois. The children were recruited
through the Madison public schools by distributing in-
formational flyers printed in Spanish and English and by
disseminating information through community centers, in-
cluding Latino cultural centers and churches. Three groups
of children were included in the current study: (a) 40 mono-
lingual1 English-speaking children with no more than
5% exposure to another language during a typical week;
(b) 39 simultaneous Spanish–English bilingual children who
began producing two-word phrases in both languages before
age 3, according to parent report; and (c) 19 sequential
Spanish–English bilingual children who began producing
Gross et al.: Conceptual Scoring in Bilingual Children 577
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two-word phrases in English after age 3, according to par-
ent report. We chose the production of word combinations
to index age of acquisition because this production mile-
stone would be a salient marker for parents to facilitate
consistency in reporting. The three groups did not differ
in age or nonverbal intelligence. They did, however, differ
in SES. Specifically, the sequential bilingual children came
from families with significantly lower SES than both the
monolingual and simultaneous bilingual children. SES was
indexed by the years of education completed by the primary
caregiver, in accordance with common practice in studies
of language development (e.g., de Abreu et al., 2013; Junker
& Stockman, 2002; Marchman & Martinez-Sussmann,
2002; Sheng et al., 2011) and in line with general trends for
measuring SES in recent child development and education
research (Ensminger & Fothergill, 2003; Sirin, 2005). In
addition to these differences in SES, the three groups came
from different racial/ethnic backgrounds; the majority of
monolinguals were Caucasian, the majority of simultaneous
bilinguals were Latino or multiracial/multiethnic, and the
majority of sequential bilinguals were Latino. Table 1 pre-
sents the demographic characteristics of the three groups.

The simultaneous and sequential bilingual groups
differed in their language background characteristics. On
average, compared to the simultaneous bilingual group,
the children in the sequential bilingual group were exposed
to Spanish more during a typical week and were more
likely to use mostly Spanish in the home. A clear majority
of the simultaneous bilingual children preferred English,
according to parent report, whereas the sequential bilingual
children were more divided between preferring English or
Spanish. Table 2 presents the language background charac-
teristics for the two bilingual groups.

Exclusion criteria included diagnosed language im-
pairment, learning disabilities, psychological/behavioral
disorders, neurological impairment, and other developmen-
tal disabilities. The majority of children passed a pure-
tone hearing screening at 25 dB at 1000 Hz, 2000 Hz, and
Table 1. Demographic characteristics for monolingual, simultane

Characteristic Monolingual

n 40
Age (years) 6.5 (0.87)
Gender 26 boys, 14 girls
Nonverbal intelligence (KBIT–2) 107 (14.5)
SES (parent years of education) 18.2 (3.1)a

Racial/ethnic background
Caucasian 77%
Latino 0%
African American 3%
Asian 3%
Multiracial/multiethnic 17%

Note. Values in parentheses are standard deviations. KBIT–2 = K
SES = socioeconomic status.
a,bSignificant group differences in SES are indicated by different s
children differed significantly from both the monolingual children (
controlling for multiple comparisons (Bonferroni). The monolingua
from each other.

578 American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology • Vol. 23 • 574–
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4000 Hz bilaterally. For eight children (four simultaneous
bilinguals, two sequential bilinguals, and two monolin-
guals), hearing screening equipment was not available at
the time of testing. However, their primary caregivers re-
ported no hearing-related concerns.
Measures
Vocabulary. To measure English receptive vocabu-

lary, all children completed the Peabody Picture Vocabu-
lary Test—III Form B (PPVT–III; Dunn & Dunn, 1997).
To measure Spanish receptive vocabulary, the bilingual
children completed the Test de Vocabulario en Imágenes
Peabody (TVIP; Dunn, Padilla, Lugo, & Dunn, 1986).
Following the recommendations in the technical manual,
the normas hispanas compuestas (composite Hispanic norms)
were used to derive standard scores. The PPVT–III was se-
lected over the more recent PPVT–IV because it is closer in
form to the TVIP, which was adapted from the PPVT–R
but still represents improvements over the PPVT–R in re-
ducing cultural bias. This combination of the PPVT–III
and the TVIP has been used in recent studies of receptive
vocabulary in Spanish–English bilingual children (e.g.,
Gibson et al., 2012; Hammer et al., 2008). To measure En-
glish expressive vocabulary, all children completed the Pic-
ture Vocabulary subtest of the Woodcock-Johnson III
Tests of Achievement Form A (Woodcock, McGrew, &
Mather, 2001). The norms used to derive standard scores
came from the normative update (Woodcock, McGrew,
Schrank, & Mather, 2007). To measure Spanish expressive
vocabulary, the bilingual children completed the Vocabu-
lario sobre dibujos subtest of the Batería III Woodcock-
Muñoz Pruebas de aprovechamiento (Muñoz-Sandoval,
Woodcock, McGrew, & Mather, 2005), which is an adap-
tation, rather than a translation, of the Picture Vocabulary
subtest in English from the Woodcock-Johnson III Tests of
Achievement. The English receptive and expressive measures
were normed on separate demographically representative
ous bilingual, and sequential bilingual groups.

Simultaneous Sequential

39 19
6.2 (0.75) 6.2 (0.89)

15 boys, 24 girls 7 boys, 12 girls
103 (13.2) 99 (9.2)
17.2 (4.5)a 12.7 (6.6)b

8% 0%
51% 84%
0% 0%
0% 0%

41% 16%

aufman Brief Intelligence Test (Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004);

uperscript letters. Specifically, the sequential bilingual
p < .001) and the simultaneous bilingual children ( p < .01),
l children and simultaneous bilingual children did not differ

586 • November 2014

/931141/ by a ReadCube User  on 02/07/2017



Table 2. Language background characteristics for simultaneous and sequential bilingual groups.

Characteristic Simultaneous (n = 39) Sequential (n = 19)

Age of acquisition (months)a

English 20 (7.4) 43 (10.3)*
Spanish 19 (7.2) 22 (10.7)

Current % of exposure (% waking hours in typical week)
English 49 (17.1) 35 (18.6)*
Spanish 51 (17.1) 65 (18.5)*

School languageb

English 49% 63%
At least 50% instruction in Spanish 51% 37%

Home languageb

Mostly English 39% 5%*
Mostly Spanish 46% 79%*
Both 15% 16%

Child’s preferred languageb

English 62% 21%
Spanish 18% 32%
Both 20% 47%

Note. Values in parentheses are standard deviations.
aAge of acquisition was indexed by the age in months at which the child began producing two-word phrases in
each language, according to parent report. bPercentages reflect the percentage of the sample in each category.

*p < .05 (t test for comparing means for age of acquisition and exposure; z test for comparing proportions for
school language, home language, and preferred language).
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samples based on the U.S. census, but the bilingual status
of the children in the samples is not stated. The Spanish
receptive and expressive measures were normed on separate
groups of monolingual Spanish speakers or, for a subset of
the Batería III sample, individuals who were clearly Spanish-
dominant at the time of testing.

For the bilingual children, both language-specific
and conceptual scores were obtained for each vocabulary
measure. The language-specific scores were obtained by
administering each assessment in its original language (i.e.,
English for English measures and Spanish for Spanish
measures) according to the standardized procedures. The
conceptual scores were obtained by returning to any items
the child had answered incorrectly and readministering them
in the opposite language. For example, after the standard
administration of the PPVT in English, the examiner told
the child, “Now we are going to do some in Spanish.” For
receptive measures, the child heard a translation of the
missed item and was asked to point to the matching picture.
For the expressive measures, the child was asked to name
the missed item in the opposite language (e.g., “¿Qué es
esto?” instead of “What’s this?”), and the response was
checked against acceptable translations for the test item.
Translations were obtained for all test items using a Spanish–
English dictionary (Rollin, Carvajal, & Horwood, 2005)
and SpanishDict (www.spanishdict.com), an online dictio-
nary, and were verified by consulting two native speakers of
Spanish. For each measure, items answered correctly dur-
ing conceptual scoring were added to the language-specific
raw score to obtain a conceptual raw score that reflected
word knowledge across languages. These conceptual raw
scores were in turn converted to standard scores using the
test’s norms. Although conceptual scoring was not part of
ded From: http://ajslp.pubs.asha.org/pdfaccess.ashx?url=/data/journals/ajslp
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the procedure used to develop these norms, standard scores
were derived as a point of comparison (Pearson et al., 1993)
to determine where the child’s conceptual scores would fall
relative to the monolingual normative sample.

Nonverbal intelligence. The children completed the
Visual Matrices subtest of the Kaufman Brief Intelligence
Test (KBIT–2, Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004) to assess their
nonverbal intelligence. In accordance with the KBIT–2
administration procedure, instructions to the children were
presented verbally in the child’s preferred language (English
or Spanish).

Hearing screening. The children’s hearing was screened
bilaterally at 25 dB at 1000, 2000, and 4000 Hz using a
GSI-17 audiometer in the testing room.
Procedure
The majority of the testing sessions took place in a

laboratory at the Waisman Center; however, six children
were tested in a quiet room in a community space and
four children were tested in a quiet room in their homes.
The measures of vocabulary and nonverbal intelligence
were administered to the children by trained research assis-
tants. The research assistants were instructed to vary and
record the order in which they administered the tasks so as
to avoid introducing consistent order effects. All Spanish
measures were administered by bilingual research assis-
tants. For the bilingual children, the conceptual scoring
procedure was employed after the standardized administra-
tion of each vocabulary measure. Parents filled out the
Language Experience and Proficiency Questionnaire
(LEAP-Q; Marian, Blumenfeld, & Kaushanskaya, 2007)
about themselves, and they were also interviewed face to
Gross et al.: Conceptual Scoring in Bilingual Children 579

/931141/ by a ReadCube User  on 02/07/2017



2When we conducted the group comparisons without controlling for
SES, the patterns of results were the same as those obtained from the
ANCOVA for the comparison between the monolingual and bilingual
groups. The only result that differed between the two analyses was
the comparison between simultaneous and sequential bilinguals on
conceptual scores from the English expressive vocabulary measure; the
group difference was significant without SES as a covariate, but it was
not significant once SES differences between the two bilingual groups
were controlled in the ANCOVA. Given that the comparisons of
interest in this section were between the monolingual group and each
bilingual group, we report the results from the ANCOVA.
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face in their preferred language about their child’s develop-
mental history. They provided information about their
own educational history, as well as information about their
child’s education, language use and exposure, relevant
medical history, and family background.

Analyses
In the first set of analyses, we focused on the com-

parisons among monolinguals, simultaneous bilinguals,
and sequential bilinguals on their vocabulary scores in
English. These analyses examined whether the use of con-
ceptual scoring procedures with standardized vocabulary
assessments could reduce differences between monolinguals
and bilinguals. To take into account the potential impact
of significant group differences in SES, we included SES
(as measured by total years of education completed by
the primary caregiver) as a covariate in analyses of covari-
ance (ANCOVA). First, we compared the groups on their
language-specific scores on the English receptive and ex-
pressive vocabulary measures. Second, we compared the
scores obtained by the monolingual group to the concep-
tual scores obtained by the simultaneous and sequential bi-
lingual groups. For all analyses, significant main effects
of group were further examined in pairwise comparisons
using the Bonferroni adjustment for multiple comparisons.

To examine the factors that modulate the effects of
conceptual scoring, we conducted a repeated-measures
ANCOVA with scoring method (language-specific vs. con-
ceptual), modality (receptive vs. expressive), and original test
language (English vs. Spanish) as within-subject factors and
group (simultaneous vs. sequential bilinguals) as the between-
subjects factor. Given the significant difference in SES be-
tween the two bilingual groups, SES served as a covariate.

Finally, to consider the clinical utility of conceptual
scoring for providing a more accurate picture of the per-
formance of typically developing bilingual children, we
implemented an analysis modeled on that of Bedore and
colleagues (2005). These authors identified the proportion
of children correctly classified as typically developing with
single-language versus conceptual scoring. They considered
classification below 80% as poor, 80%–90% as fair, and at
least 90% as good. We computed the proportion of chil-
dren in each bilingual group who obtained language-specific
scores of at least 85 (i.e., within or above average) on the
English and Spanish measures of receptive and expressive
vocabulary. Then we computed the proportions when con-
ceptual scoring procedures were employed. Finally, we
considered the proportion of children scoring within the
average range on receptive measures in at least one language
and on expressive measures in at least one language using
language-specific and conceptual scores.

Results
Monolingual–Bilingual Comparisons

Given the significant difference in SES among
groups, all group comparisons of language-specific and
580 American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology • Vol. 23 • 574–
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conceptual vocabulary scores from the English measures
were conducted as ANCOVAs with SES as the covariate.2

English receptive vocabulary language-specific scores.
The ANCOVA revealed a main effect of group, F(2, 94) =
19.9, p < .001, ηp

2 = .30. Follow-up comparisons revealed
that the monolinguals outperformed the simultaneous bi-
linguals (p = .002) and the sequential bilinguals (p < .001),
and the simultaneous bilinguals outperformed the sequen-
tial bilinguals (p = .001).

English expressive vocabulary language-specific scores.
There was a significant main effect of group, F(2, 94) =
15.8, p < .001, ηp

2 = .25. All follow-up comparisons be-
tween groups were significant. Monolinguals outperformed
simultaneous bilinguals (p = .002) and sequential bilinguals
(p < .001), and simultaneous bilinguals outperformed se-
quential bilinguals (p = .012).

English receptive vocabulary with conceptual scoring.
A significant main effect of group was obtained using con-
ceptual scores, F(2, 93) = 8.6, p < .001, ηp

2 = .16. Follow-
up comparisons revealed that the simultaneous bilinguals’
conceptual scores did not differ from the monolinguals’
scores (p = .375). Sequential bilinguals’ conceptual scores
were significantly lower than monolinguals’ scores (p < .001)
and simultaneous bilinguals’ conceptual scores (p = .008).

English expressive vocabulary with conceptual scoring.
A significant main effect of group was obtained using
conceptual scores, F(2, 93) = 13.7, p < .001, ηp

2 = .23.
Monolinguals outperformed both the simultaneous bilinguals
(p < .001) and the sequential bilinguals (p < .001), but the
difference between the two bilingual groups was not signif-
icant (p = .529). Figure 1 shows the language-specific and
conceptual scores for all three groups.
Factors Modulating the Effect of Conceptual
Scoring for Bilingual Children

A 2 (scoring method) × 2 (modality) × 2 (original
test language) × 2 (group) repeated measures ANCOVA
with SES as a covariate examined factors that may modu-
late the impact of conceptual scoring for the two bilingual
groups. There was a significant main effect of scoring
method, F(1, 47) = 28.2, p < .001, ηp

2 = .31. Overall, children
received significantly higher scores with conceptual scoring
(Madjusted marginal = 102.4, SE = 1.5) than with language-
specific scoring (Madjusted marginal = 90.5, SE = 1.6). There
was a main effect of language, F(1, 47) = 9.38, p = .004,
586 • November 2014
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Figure 1. Standard scores for English vocabulary measures obtained using language-specific and conceptual scoring procedures. Values
represent marginal means adjusted to control for group differences in socioeconomic status (SES). Error bars indicate two standard errors.
Asterisks indicate the presence of a significant difference from the monolingual group. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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ηp
2 = .17, with children receiving higher scores in English

(Madjustedmarginal = 97.5, SE = 1.7) than in Spanish
(Madjustedmarginal = 95.3, SE = 2.1). A significant inter-
action between language and modality, F(1, 47) = 8.58,
p = .005, ηp

2 = .15, reflected a greater effect of language in
the expressive modality (English Madjustedmarginal = 93.4,
SE = 1.6 vs. Spanish Madjustedmarginal = 88.5, SE = 2.3)
than in the receptive modality (English Madjustedmarginal =
101.6, SE = 2.2 vs. Spanish Madjustedmarginal = 102.2,
SE = 2.3). However, there was no main effect of modality,
F(1,47) = 1.71, p = .197, ηp

2 = .035, and there was no inter-
action between modality and group, F(1,47) = 1.55, p = .219,
ηp
2 = .032.

The interactions between scoring method and the
other variables under consideration (modality, language,
group) were not significant (all ps > .1), indicating that
these variables did not significantly modulate the effects
of conceptual scoring, once SES was taken into account.
Table 3 provides a summary of the language-specific
and conceptual scores for each bilingual group on all
four measures.

The clinical significance of the effect of conceptual
scoring is considered in Table 4. The proportion of children
Table 3. Means (and SEs) for language-specific and conceptual vocabular

Simultaneous

Language Language-specific Conceptual Differen

English
Receptive 103.0 (2.6) 110.9 (2.6) 7.8 (0.
Expressive 94.7 (2.4) 98.6 (1.6) 3.9 (1.

Spanish
Receptive 97.6 (3.0) 108.4 (2.7) 10.8 (1.
Expressive 75.9 (3.6) 99.7 (2.5) 23.8 (2.

Note. Values are marginal means adjusted for group differences in SES,
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in the simultaneous and the sequential bilingual groups
who scored within or above the average range on each
measure with and without the use of conceptual scoring is
shown. For each measure, conceptual scoring increased
the proportion of typically developing bilingual children
scoring within or above the average range. For the simul-
taneous bilinguals, conceptual scoring resulted in “good”
classification for all measures, with at least 90% of children
scoring in the average range. This represents an improve-
ment over single-language scoring, which yielded 90% clas-
sification only for the English receptive measure.

For the sequential bilinguals, single-language scoring
yielded scores within the average range for fewer than
75% of the children on each measure. Conceptual scoring
improved the percentage of children scoring within the
average range to 84% for the Spanish expressive measure
and 90% for the Spanish receptive measure. For the English
measures, these proportions still fell below 75%. However,
when considering conceptual scores derived from both
English and Spanish measures, all sequential bilinguals
scored within the average range on at least one receptive
measure and 89% scored within the average range on at
least one expressive measure.
y scores for simultaneous and sequential bilinguals.

Sequential

ce Language-specific Conceptual Difference

8) 91.3 (3.8) 101.3 (3.8) 10.0 (1.2)
5) 85.5 (3.4) 94.7 (2.2) 9.2 (2.2)

1) 97.4 (4.3) 105.3 (3.8) 7.9 (1.6)
9) 78.3 (5.2) 100.0 (3.7) 21.7(4.2)

with standard errors shown in parentheses.
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Table 4. Percentage of children obtaining a standard score of 85 or greater using language-specific versus
conceptual scoring.

Simultaneous (n = 39) Sequential (n = 19)

Language Language-specific Conceptual Language-specific Conceptual

English
Receptive 90% 95% 53% 68%
Expressive 82% 92% 42% 74%

Spanish
Receptive 85% 97% 74% 90%
Expressive 31% 92% 53% 84%

Both
Receptivea 100% 100% 79% 100%
Expressiveb 92% 100% 74% 89%

Note. For each measure, a standard score of at least 85 reflects performance within or above the average range
relative to monolingual norms.
aThe percentage of children receiving a standard score of at least 85 on either the English or the Spanish receptive
measure. bThe percentage of children receiving a standard score of at least 85 on either the English or the Spanish
expressive measure.

Downloa
Terms o
Discussion
The current study examined conceptual scoring in

the context of standardized assessments of receptive and
expressive vocabulary in English and Spanish with two goals:
(a) to determine whether conceptual scoring would reduce
the discrepancy in vocabulary performance between bilin-
gual and monolingual children in English, particularly
when controlling for group differences in SES, and (b) to
examine the effects of base language of the assessment, mo-
dality, SES, and acquisition history on the gains afforded
by conceptual scoring. Therefore, the current study addressed
both theoretical and clinical questions. From a theoretical
standpoint, given the phenomenon of distributed vocabulary
knowledge, we were interested in whether using conceptual
scoring, while statistically controlling for discrepancies in
SES, could close the gap in vocabulary scores obtained by
bilingual children and their monolingual peers. Clinically,
we were interested in whether conceptual scoring could be
used to reduce the risk of overidentifying vocabulary deficits
in typically developing bilingual children.
Monolingual–Bilingual Comparisons
Even controlling for differences in SES, both simul-

taneous and sequential school-aged bilingual children were
found to lag behind their monolingual peers on standard-
ized measures of English receptive and expressive vocabulary,
with sequential bilinguals also lagging behind simultaneous
bilinguals. However, the effects of conceptual scoring
diverged for the two bilingual groups. Specifically, concep-
tual scoring removed the significant difference between
simultaneous bilinguals and monolinguals for receptive,
but not expressive, vocabulary. This finding is similar to
that of Hemsley and colleagues (2010) and may reflect the
commonly documented gap between receptive and expressive
vocabulary skills that emerges when bilingual children enter
school (Gibson et al., 2012; Hemsley et al., 2010; Kan &
582 American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology • Vol. 23 • 574–
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Kohnert, 2005; Oller et al., 2007; Sheng et al., 2011; Uccelli
& Paez, 2007). If expressive vocabulary skills in Spanish
are limited, then allowing children to respond in Spanish
during conceptual scoring of an English expressive vocabu-
lary measure may not yield much benefit. Yan and Nicoladis
(2009) alternatively suggest that low expressive vocabulary
scores in bilinguals may not reflect small expressive vocab-
ularies, but rather difficulty accessing and retrieving the
appropriate word in the moment of the assessment.

Sequential bilinguals lagged behind both monolin-
guals and simultaneous bilinguals on receptive and expres-
sive vocabulary, even with the use of conceptual scoring.
This finding is similar to that of Bedore and colleagues
(2005), who observed that a significant difference remained
between Spanish-dominant bilinguals and primarily English-
speaking Latino children on the English subtest of the
BESA even when conceptual scoring was employed. More-
over, in the current study, significant differences between
the conceptual scores of sequential bilinguals and the
scores of monolinguals were observed even though differ-
ences in SES were controlled statistically. This finding is in
line with other studies (Fernandez et al., 1992; Hemsley
et al., 2006, 2010; Leseman, 2000; Umbel & Oller, 1994;
Umbel et al., 1992) in which group differences in vocabulary
scores persisted when differences in SES were accounted
for statistically or by careful group selection. However,
these studies left open the possibility that the persisting
vocabulary gap after controlling for SES was due to the
phenomenon of distributed vocabulary. The current study
demonstrated that even when conceptual scoring was imple-
mented to account for distributed vocabulary knowledge,
and differences in SES were statistically controlled, sequential
bilinguals still performed significantly worse than their
monolingual English-speaking peers on both receptive
and expressive vocabulary measures. Authors of previous
studies who have both implemented conceptual scoring and
equated monolingual and bilingual groups on SES have ob-
tained similar findings of persisting monolingual–bilingual
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gaps in expressive vocabulary in other language groups,
including French–English bilinguals (Thordardottir et al.,
2006) and Portuguese–Luxembourgish bilinguals (de Abreu
et al., 2013). This persisting gap could reflect genuine differ-
ences between bilingual and monolingual children, in that
bilingual children from lower SES backgrounds may know
fewer words overall, even across both languages. Alterna-
tively, it is possible that conceptual scoring does not fully
account for the phenomenon of distributed vocabulary knowl-
edge and/or that other factors (beyond SES and distributed
vocabulary knowledge) contribute to the discrepancies in vo-
cabulary observed between monolinguals and bilinguals.

Factors Modulating the Effects of Conceptual
Scoring for Bilingual Children

Previous studies have identified differential effects
of conceptual scoring depending on the language (i.e., L1
vs. L2; Atkins-Burnett & Aikens, 2008; Bedore et al., 2005;
Hemsley et al., 2010; Mancilla-Martinez & Vagh, 2013;
Sheng et al., 2011; Thordardottir et al., 2006) and modality
(i.e., receptive vs. expressive; Hemsley et al., 2010; Sheng
et al., 2011) of the measure under consideration. However,
these studies also varied in whether the authors included
sequential or simultaneous bilinguals, in the type of assess-
ment they used, in whether they considered the impact of
SES, and in how they measured the effects of conceptual
scoring. Thus, there was a need to examine all of these fac-
tors more comprehensively within the context of a single
study.

The analyses conducted on the two bilingual groups
revealed that the children received higher scores in English
than in Spanish, and that this was particularly true for
expressive vocabulary. This finding highlights the phe-
nomenon of reduced expressive vocabulary skills in the mi-
nority language in school-age bilinguals (Gibson et al.,
2012; Hemsley et al., 2010; Kan & Kohnert, 2005; Oller
et al., 2007; Sheng et al., 2011; Uccelli & Paez, 2007).
Further, these analyses revealed that conceptual scoring
resulted in a significant improvement in vocabulary scores
for the bilingual children in this study3 and that this effect
of conceptual scoring was not significantly modulated by
test language (English vs. Spanish), test modality (receptive
vs. expressive), or group (simultaneous vs. sequential). This
finding is consistent with Kan and Kohnert (2005), who
found a significant improvement from conceptual scoring
3For the simultaneous bilingual group, only one child (3%) showed
no improvement on the English receptive measure, but 27 children
(71%) showed no improvement on the English expressive measure. All
children showed improvement on the Spanish receptive measure. Four
children (11%) showed no improvement on the Spanish expressive
measure. For the sequential bilingual group, one child (5%) showed
no improvement on the English receptive measure, five children (26%)
showed no improvement on the English expressive measure, all
children improved on the Spanish receptive measure, and four
children (11%) showed no improvement on the Spanish expressive
measure. The majority of the children, therefore, benefited from the
opportunity to use both languages.
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in both Hmong and English and in both receptive and
expressive vocabulary. However, this finding stands in con-
trast to studies that identified differential effects of concep-
tual scoring depending on language and/or modality of
testing (e.g., Atkins-Burnett & Aikens, 2008; Bedore et al.,
2005; Hemsley et al., 2010; Mancilla-Martinez & Vagh,
2013; Sheng et al., 2011; Thordardottir et al., 2006). The
differences between prior studies (whose authors have ob-
served language and modality effects on conceptual scoring)
and the current study (in which we did not observe these
effects) may lie in the fact that, whereas in the present study
we considered the contributions of SES, authors of prior
studies had not. It is important to point out, however, that
future work in which SES is considered as an independent
contributor to conceptual-scoring effects rather than as a
covariate (as in the present study) is necessary in order to
fully delineate the contribution of SES to conceptual-scoring
effects across different languages and testing modalities.

Although in the current study we documented signifi-
cant score improvements as a result of conceptual scoring,
it is important to ask whether these score improvements
are of clinical significance in terms of reducing the risk
of overidentification of vocabulary deficits in typically de-
veloping bilingual children. Table 4 shows the proportion
of children in the two bilingual groups whose scores fell
within or above the average range on each measure with
single-language versus conceptual scoring. For the simul-
taneous group, when single-language scoring was employed,
only the English receptive measure exhibited “good” classifi-
cation (Bedore et al., 2005), with 90% of typically develop-
ing children scoring within the average range. However,
all measures exhibited at least 90% correct classification when
conceptual scoring was employed. This finding suggests
that the use of conceptual scoring in conjunction with fre-
quently used standardized measures may help in ruling out
the presence of a vocabulary deficit in typically developing
simultaneous bilingual children.

For the sequential bilingual group, single-language
scoring resulted in poor classification (less than 80%) on
all measures. With conceptual scoring, classification rose
to 90% for the Spanish receptive measure and 84% for the
Spanish expressive measure, but remained poor for the
English measures. Thus, although test language did not
modulate the effect of conceptual scoring in the ANCOVA,
it did affect the extent to which conceptual scoring boosted
the performance of sequential bilinguals into the average
range. This finding underscores the nonequivalence of tests
designed in different languages to test the same construct
(e.g., receptive vocabulary), because there may be differences
in the types of items included and in the characteristics
of the normative samples. This finding further demonstrates
that implementing conceptual scoring together with stan-
dardized English vocabulary measures would not be effective
in helping to rule out vocabulary deficits in typically devel-
oping sequential bilinguals; even using conceptual scoring
with standardized Spanish vocabulary measures has limited
utility for sequential bilinguals in the area of expressive
vocabulary. Thordardottir and colleagues (2006) similarly
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cautioned that conceptual scoring is not necessarily “an
accurate yardstick of bilingual children’s language devel-
opment when compared to monolingual norms” (p. 19)
and highlighted the need to conduct assessments in both
languages.

It is important to note that, in the current study,
when single-language measures were administered in both
English and Spanish, more than 20% of the sequential
bilinguals still scored below the average range in both
languages. When the tests were administered in both lan-
guages using conceptual scoring, however, all sequential
bilinguals obtained a score within the average range in
at least one language for receptive vocabulary and 89%
obtained a score within the average range in at least one
language for expressive vocabulary. Thus, administering
separate measures in each language may still overidentify
children as having vocabulary deficits, but allowing chil-
dren to respond in both languages during the administra-
tion of both English and Spanish measures may improve
classification.

Limitations
The methodology of the present study necessarily

limits the ability to generalize findings to other populations
of children and to instantiations of conceptual scoring
other than the very specific conceptual scoring approach
implemented here. First, the small sample size (especially
for the sequential bilingual group) may have limited our
ability to detect significant effects in comparisons involving
the sequential bilinguals. Second, similar to Pearson and
colleagues (1993), we used monolingual norms “for pur-
poses of illustration and comparison” (p. 104). Although
the use of monolingual norms is known to yield biased
outcomes with bilinguals (e.g., Pearson, 1998) and is not
in line with best practices (American Speech-Language-
Hearing Association, 2004), it is also the case that obtain-
ing meaningful bilingual norms would be unrealistic given
the great variability among bilinguals. Thus, we examined
whether conceptual scoring could be used in conjunction
with monolingual norms to counteract this exact bias.

Third, because we implemented conceptual scoring
within the context of standardized measures, we translated
the items on the tests into the language of conceptual scoring.
This method is inherently problematic because translation
equivalents often differ in difficulty level (driven by frequency
of use, age of acquisition, phonotactic properties, etc.) and
in cultural appropriateness. Therefore, the age-based hier-
archy of items in the original language does not carry over
to the translated items, and the rules for establishing basals
and ceilings among the translated items cease to be mean-
ingful. In the present study, the basal and the ceiling were es-
tablished in the language of administration, and conceptual
scores were derived based on the readministration of items
within that range. However, it is likely that the effects of
conceptual scoring could have been even greater if we had
established a new ceiling in the other language, especially
when the original language was the child’s weaker language.
584 American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology • Vol. 23 • 574–
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Procedures for implementing conceptual scoring in other
standardized tests, such as the PLS–5 Spanish and the BVAT,
have taken this approach in establishing a new ceiling. How-
ever, this alternative is also problematic given the non-
equivalent difficulty of items across languages.

A fourth issue is that of possible testing effects from
repeating items, particularly during receptive measures.
If children realize that they are being asked to repeat
missed items, this may allow them to eliminate their initial
response from the response set, thereby increasing the
probability of selecting the correct item by chance. We
attempted to reduce the likelihood of this testing effect by
waiting until the end of the standardized administration to
repeat missed items so that children would be less likely
to realize they had answered the item incorrectly and to
remember their initial response.

Conclusions and Clinical Implications
The best practices in the assessment of language

skills in a bilingual child entail a comprehensive set of pro-
cedures that involves gathering a detailed language history
from the parents, observing the child in the classroom
and other settings, and conducting direct assessments of
the child (e.g., Kohnert, 2008). With regard to direct assess-
ment, it is important to test both languages (e.g., Kohnert,
2010; Pearson, 1998). However, assessments are not always
available in the child’s home language. In addition, single-
language assessments in both languages may still underesti-
mate bilinguals’ skills because of the distributed nature of
lexical–semantic knowledge. Conceptual scoring, which
combines children’s lexical knowledge across their two lan-
guages, may serve to equalize the demands of vocabulary
tasks for monolingual and bilingual children and reduce the
risk of overidentification of deficits.

In the present study, we implemented a simple con-
ceptual scoring method within the context of frequently
administered standardized receptive and expressive vocab-
ulary measures with both simultaneous and sequential
bilingual children. Conceptual scoring removed the statisti-
cally significant difference between simultaneous bilinguals
and monolinguals for receptive vocabulary. Conceptual
scoring did not ameliorate the difference between sequen-
tial bilinguals and monolinguals, even when controlling for
SES. However, conceptual scoring did result in a signifi-
cant increase in the scores obtained by both bilingual groups.
For simultaneous bilinguals, this score increase translated
into improved classification. Allowing children to respond
in Spanish during the administration of the English assess-
ments yielded scores within the average range for over
90% of the simultaneous bilinguals. These results suggest
that if tests in both languages are not available, speech-
language pathologists may be able to use a standardized
English measure with the assistance of an interpreter to
readminister missed items in the child’s native language.
Although this approach would likely still overidentify some
bilingual children if used to rule in language impairment, it
may improve the accuracy with which clinicians can rule
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out vocabulary deficits in simultaneous bilinguals. How-
ever, this procedure may not be appropriate for sequential
bilinguals, because allowing them to respond in Spanish
during the administration of English assessments still yielded
below-average scores for over 25% of the children. Although
time intensive, the use of measures in both languages, in
combination with conceptual scoring, may be necessary for
assessing vocabulary in sequential bilinguals if standardized
vocabulary tests with monolingual norms are to be used
during an assessment.
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