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In 1962, Elizabeth Peal and Wallace Lambert of MoCGill University published
a monograph enthled “The Relation of Bilingualism 1o Intelligence.™ The re-
search, condiscied in Montreal with 10-year-old children, compared the per-
formance of monolinguals (o that of bilingual, French/English-speaking
subjecis on a variety of standard tests of intelligence. In t 1o previows

research on bilingualism and imelligence, Peal and Lambert (1962) discow- .

ered that their bilingual sample showed superior perfofmance on measure of
werbal intelligence and om nonverbal tests “involving concept-lormation or
symbolic Nexibility [p. 14)." What dilferentinted the study from its ancestral
relatives was the care with which Peal and Lambert exerclied control over
sample sebeciion. They drew adistinction between irue, “balanced bilingualy™
who are proficient in both their first (L1) and second language (L2) and
“pseudo-bilinguals™ who, for various reasons, have nol yei altained age-
appropedate abilities in their second language. According to Peal and Lam.
bert (1962) "The preudo-bilingual knows one language much better than the
other, and does not use his second language in communication. The true (o
balanced) bilingual masters both at an early age and has lacility with both as
means of communication [p. 6.~ Into their sample of bilinguals, only those
considered “balanced™ were admitned.

Peal and Lambert's study had substantial impact on two fronis. First, it
raised [he comscioutness of researchers on the problem of selecting appropri-
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tather than 1o a erious questioning of the validity of psychometric tests of in-
telligence for this population. Negative, and rather harsh, statements con-
d g bili lisen as a social plague (Epstein, 1905) or as "a hardship de-

void of apparent advantage”™ (Yoshioka, 1928) were common in the early
lieeature. In shogt, the ed language handicap of bilinguals was inter-
pmednl!imuinkmiwﬂmudﬂ-,plylﬂ'lntcdmllnlun‘:iuldlemr.ll de-
veloganent and academic performance up to the college years (Saer, 1940).

The majority of carly studics In the area, however, sulfered from a wide
range of methadological problems, and as a result, most current investiga-
tors in the ficld regard the findings of carly studies as totally unseliable (vee
Cummins, 1976). A good numbss of early studies, for example, falled o con-
el Tor group differences in socioeconomic status belween bilingual and
monolingual samples. Ascarly as 1930, McCarthy pointed out thal bilingual-
i in he U5 was striously confounded with low socive ic status. She
found that more than half of ihe bilingual school children could be classified
as belonging to familics from the unskilled labor occupational group, Along
\he same lines, Fukuda (1925) alerted researchers 1o the fact that high-scoring
English-speaking subjects were mostly bn the cccupational and executive
classes; he reported a comrelation of .53 between the Whittier (socio-
cconomic) Scale and the Binet 10 in his sample. Mevestheless, prior to |I_te
early 19605, most siudics investigating the effects of bilingualism on chil-
dren’s inielligence did not lake inte account group differences in socio-
eoonomic Slatus. .

A second major methodological Maw of early studies is that it was often
questionable whether the “bilingual” subjects were in fact Muent in both lan-
guages. Brunner (1929), for example, assumed that children's bilingualism
would be estimated by the foreignness of their parents. Bruaner divided his
bilingual sample into three categories: (1) both parents born in this country;
(2) one parent born here and the other abroad; and (3) both parents born
abroad, The classification was simply assumed 1o represent various degrees
of children’s bilingualism. In other studies, the sample's blingualism was ai-

seesed through family names or even place of resldence (see Darcy, 1953, for
mosmedend Ra messent bnvertlastare have renealedly atated. it is imoouible 1o
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aue bilingual samples 10 an extent such that the protodype of subsequent stud-
ies on bilingualism became group comparisons of balanced bilinguals 1o
monolingual counerpans maiched on appropeiate variables, Second, the re-
suls served 1o allay commonly held fears concerning the producis of bilin-
pual education, namely, thal it would produce retsrded, poodly educaled,
snomic individusly without alTiliation 1o either sthnolinguinke group and in-
capable of functioning in elther language (Tucker & d"Anglejan, 1971). Bilia-
gual educatbon would not create, the study asswred, & social or cogaitive
Frankensiein,

In this chapier, we provide a beiel review of rescarch prior 10 Peal and
Lambert's study and mare recent studies on bilingualivm and intelligence {for
an earlier review with a linguistic focus, see Lindholm, 1980; for an expanded
and detailed review of (he first & decades of research, see Diaz, 1983). In the
course of the review, we point out both theoretical and methodological weak-
messes inherent in the typheal bili d 1i 1 e won. In addi-
thof, we siress the pauciiy of longitudinal invesntigations thal allow for Uhe ag-
sessment of satements concerning (he cause-effet relations beiween
bilingualism and cognitive abilities. Then, we report preliminary results from
our gwn study, which attempts 1o correct for these weaknesses, We conclude
with some theoretical speculations regarding the nature of the relationship
between bilingualism and thought,

THE FIRST 4 DECADES OF RESEARCH

Piychological studies of the relation between bilingualism and cognitive
abilitics began in the carly 19205 oul of concern raised by ihe Mourishing of
piychometric tesis of intelligence. The concern was ihat bilingual childien
would sulfer from some linguistic disadvantages, which could, in i, pre-
wen [air asscssment of their intellectual abilities and potential. The Mect thai
the measurement of intelligence la heavily depehdent on verbal abilities made
pivchologists and educatory deeply concerned (and right Tully s0!) sbout the
walidity of such tests for bilingual children, As expected, the majoity of piud-
ies prior 1o Peal and Lambert’s (1962) study found that bilingush were lin.
guistically deficient in comparkion (o thelr monolingual counterparis,
Among other thingi, bilingualy were shown 1o have deficient articulation
(Camrow, 1957), lower siandards in wrbilen composithon, more grammatical
errors (Hagris, 1948; Saer, 1924), and a iderably reduced vocabulary
(Barke & Williams, 1938; Grabo, 1931; Saer, 1924). The consistent flinding
way that bilinguals sulTered from a so-called “linguage handicap™ (see re-
views by Arsendan, 1937; Darcy, 1953, 1963; Macnamara, 1966).
Unforunaicly, comsisient findings about bilinguaks® “language handicap™
led 100 quickly 1o stalements regarding the negative elfects of bilingualism
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scribed bricfy in the introduction, took steps 1o assure Uhe sebection of irue,
balanced bilinguals, In addition, it recruited whsdom lrom previous studics in

controlling for socioeconomic level, :

PEAL AND LAMBERT (1862 THE PUNCTUATION
POINT IN RESEARCH

Both bilingual and monolingusl samples Tor the Peal and Lambert study
were selected from the same school system in Montreal, Al 10-year-old chil-
dren in the system were included in 1 he initial screening by four meatures, the
composite of which was used 1o determine whether the child should be con-
sidered monolingual or balanced bilingual, The measures were: (1) the rela-
tive frequency of words provided in a word sstocistion task in L1 and L2; ()
the relative frequency of words in L1 and L2 deteoved in a series of betters; (3)
ihe frequency of words recognized in L2 (English) from a subset chosen from
the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test; and (4) subjective seil-mln;sh ahil-
ity in speaking, undersianding, reading, and writing in L2_ Children whao fell
in the extremes of these scales were defermined 1o be monolingual or bal-
anced bilingual. The final sample consisted of 75 monolinguals and 89 bilkn-
guals; all children were adminisiered a modified version of the Lavoie-
Larendeau Group Test of Oeneral Intelligence (Lavoie & Lavrendeau, 1960),
the Raven's Coloured Progressive Matrices (Raven, 1956; Raven, Courl, &
Raven, 19760, and a French version of selecied sublests of the Thurstone Pri.
mary Menial Abilitics Test {Thursione & Thurstone, 1934).

Contrary vo the Mndings of earlier studies, the resulis of the Peal and Lam-
bert study showed that bilinguals performed significamly better than mono-
lingualy on most of the cognitive tests and subests, even when group differ-
ences in sex, age, and sockoc ic slatus were appeopriately controlled,
Bilingual children performed significanily higher than monolinguals on tests
of both verbal and nonverbal abiliies; the bilinguals’ superiority in
noaverbal iests was more clearly evident in those sublesis that required men-
tal manipulation and reorganization of visual stimuli, rather than mere per-
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