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Abstract

The methods to measure vocabulary size vary adissgplines. This heterogeneity
hinders direct comparisons between studies andsstimmwn the understanding of
research findings. A quick, free and efficient t&sSEnglish language proficiency,
LexTALE, was recently developed to remedy this pgob LexTALE has been
validated and shown to be an effective tool fotidgaiishing between different levels
of proficiency in English. The test has also beerenavailable in Dutch, German,
and French. The present study discusses the dewefdmf a Spanish version of the
test: Lextale-Esp. The test discriminated welhathigh and the low end of Spanish
proficiency and returned a big difference betwdenvocabulary size of Spanish

native and non-native speakers.

Keywords: Spanish proficiency test, vocabulary siizst language, and second

language



Resumen

Los métodos para medir el tamafio del vocabulani@maegun las disciplinas. Esta
heterogeneidad dificulta las comparaciones entrtal®s y enlentece la comprension
de los hallazgos. Para remediar este problemantecnente ha sido desarrollado un
test de competencia linglistica en inglés quemdaaeficaz y gratis, el LexTALE.

El LexTALE ha sido validado y ha demostrado ser hier@amienta eficaz para
distinguir entre distintos niveles de competeniciglistica en inglés. El test también
se ha realizado en holandés, aleman y francésekédpte estudio presenta la version
espafiola del test; Lextale-Esp. El test mostroburgaa discriminacion entre los
niveles altos y bajos de competencia en espaf®leld grandes diferencias entre el

tamano de vocabulario de nativos y no nativos.

Palabras clave: Test de competencia linglistiaspafiol, tamafio del vocabulario,

primer idioma y segundo idioma.



Introduction

Measuring language proficiency is important for @ators and researchers. Two
critical aspects are vocabulary size and grammdticavledge. As vocabulary size
provides valuable information for teaching (e.garhing progress, motivation, best
level to start a program with, etc.), is ratherygasmeasure, and is particularly
interesting for researchers interested in wordgeitmn, many existing language

tests focus on this variable.

Schmitt (2000) gives a review of the vocabularyseeveloped over the years
including those that were not validated. Argualblg best known test for English
vocabulary is the Vocabulary Levels Tests (VLT,iblat 1990). It is a test based on
word frequency. It estimates language proficiencyhe basis of the number of
words correctly identified at five different frequey levels, defined by ranking the
words from most frequent to least frequent and girggithem in bands of 1000
words. The VLT includes words from the second,tthel, the fifth, and the tenth
band, together with a group of words typical inderaia. It comprises 60 words per
level, which are presented in sets of six. Thenleiahas to match three out of the six
presented words with one of the three definitior/ioled. The test works well but

loses some discriminatory power at the high preficy end.

Another well-known test for English vocabulary saaaong second language teachers
is The Eurocentres Vocabulary Size Test (EVST; Méadones, 1987, 1990). The

EVST is a computerized test based on ten frequkangs of 1000 word each (from



Thorndike & Lorge, 1944). The test uses the lexasdision paradigm and consists of
150 items. Two thirds of the items are real wonad ane third invented nonwords.
Test items are intermixed randomly. Participantgeha indicate which words they
know. The nonwords are used to correct for respbrase(i.e., saying one is familiar
with a word that cannot be known). The variationofd frequencies in the EVST is
large enough to include words that are unfamihemeto native speakers (such as
myosote, leatandalgorism). The final score is automatically generated &y th
programme following a relatively complex assessimestause the test gauges word
knowledge in a gradual way. It starts with the estsfmost frequent) words
presenting a sample of 10 words and 5 nonwordkelparticipant’'s performance is
high enough, the programme goes on to assess wowdédge from the next
frequency band and so on until accuracy falls belqwe-specified criterion. When
that happens, a rough score is computed basecactturacy observed in the last
two frequency bands (e.g. if the participant’s aacy is 100% up to frequency band
5 and then decreases drastically, the assumptide mahat the participant knows
between 5,000 and 6,000 words). At that pointwthag of testing changes towards a
more detailed assessment by presenting words fierfréquency band at which

accuracy started to decline.

The equation used in the EVST also considers otreratson of the number of words
known by adjusting the final score for the numbemanwords that were responded to
positively, following signal detection theory (Zinemman, Broder, Shaughnessy, &
Underwood, 1977). The test was commissioned lypapgof schools that provided

short and intensive courses of English as secarglige (L2) and that needed a



quick placement test. The high correlations betwherEVST scores and measures of
reading comprehension, listening comprehensiongaachmatical accuracy indicated
that the test was able to correctly classify sttglenthe appropriate proficiency

levels. The results of EVST correlated highly with VLT (Mada & Harrington,

2006; but see Cameron, 2002; Meara & Jones, 1888pMme cautionary notes).

As observed by Lenttier and Broersma (2012), vocabulary tests do remse be
well-known among psycholinguistic language researzhMost studies on word
recognition do not include information about thegaage proficiency of their
participants. This is particularly the case fordsts in the native language (L1),
which seem to be based on the assumption that/Best students form a
homogeneous population without interesting varra{see Andrews & Hersch, 2010;
Chateau & Jared, 2000; Diependaele, Lemhofer, &Bagrt, 2013; Yap, Balota, Tse,
& Besner, 2008, for counterevidence). Proficienidietences are acknowledged
more in research on second-language (L2) proceddmgever, the standard way to
assess proficiency here is to make use of selsassmts or language history

guestionnaires (e.g., Dunn & Fox Tree, 2009; Lp&weski, & Zhao, 2006).

Lemhofer and Broersma (2012) presented the LeXiesl for Advanced Learners of
English (LexTALE) as a new and validated test afalmulary knowledge in English
at rather high proficiency levels. It is based lo@ EVST and includes 60 items (40
words and 20 nonwords) for which the test takexeha indicate whether or not they

know the word. Both EVST and LexTALE aim to measlanguage proficiency by



estimating vocabulary size, but at different levEBI¥ST is meant to place beginning
students in the right grade; LexTALE was designed atandard tool to assess
language proficiency of participants in psycholiisgic experiments. Both tests use
word frequency as the basic criterion for wordsaious difficulty levels. Words
were selected in such a way that some should berktm participants with low
proficiency levels, whereas others are known oalgarticipants with high

proficiency levels. Because it is expected thattrpasticipants will not know all
words, the number of nonwords is smaller than tialver of words (typically in a
ratio of 1 to 2). To compute the final score, bisis take into account the number of
words correctly identified and the number of fgiesitives, that is the nonwords that

are “recognized” as existing words.

A difference between EVST and LexTALE is that iuter is easier to administer.
Participants are simply given the full list of stilinand their score is calculated on the
basis of the number of words and nonwords sele&¥8&.T requires access to the
computer program for the adaptive presentationiofudus materials. The LexTALE
scores have been validated by correlating them wwittd translation scores and the
scores of a commercial language test (the Quickelrlent Test; Lemhdfer and

Broersma, 2012).

Further evidence for the usefulness of LexTALE wawided by Diependaele et al.
(2013). They observed that participants with lowrss on the test had a much steeper
word frequency effect in a visual word recognitexperiment than participants with

high scores (see Yap et al., 2008, for a simitadifig). Furthermore, differences in



vocabulary size entirely accounted for the obseyaahat people have a larger word
frequency effect in L2 than in L1 (i.e., once diffaces in vocabulary size were taken
into account, there was no distinction in the wivedjuency effect between L2 and L1
any more). In a related study, Khare, Verma, Kanigsan, and Brysbaert (2013)
used the LexTALE scores in an attempt to replieaig extend a finding reported by
Colzato, Bajo, Wildenberg, Paolieri, Nieuwenhuig, Heij and Hommel (2008).
These authors investigated the attentional blinslpegnomenon (i.e., the finding that
when participants are asked to identify two targets rapid series of visual stimuli,
they often fail to report the second target ifators between 100-500 ms after the
first target). They observed that the attentiohialdmess effect was stronger in
bilinguals than in monolinguals. Khare et al. (2D&8amined whether this implied
that the effect would also be stronger in highlgfmient Hindi-English bilinguals

than in less proficient bilinguals. The authorsded observed the expected
correlation, but only when English proficiency waeasured with LexTALE, not

when it was measured with a self-assessment quesire.

Lemhofer and Broersma (2012) further developed 14 tests for Dutch and

German (seaww.lextale.con), which has the advantage of the potential

standardization across languages. Unfortunatedgethests have not yet been normed
or validated. Inspired by the findings with the Eslg LexTALE, Brysbaert (2013)
compiled an analogue test for French, which heeddlEXTALE_FR. This test
included 84 items (56 words, 28 nonwords) rathanttne original 60, to further
increase the reliability of the test and to bettarer the entire range of language

proficiencies, so that the same test could be faedl and L2 speakers. The latter



was checked by presenting the test to L1 and Laksgye of French. Both groups
showed a healthy variance in performance, withigiessof a floor effect for the L2

speakers or a ceiling effect for the L1 speakers.

There are several advantages to the LexTALE testafiguage researchers. First, it
is a fast and effective way of measuring vocabusazg. It takes three to five minutes
to complete, is free, and can easily be adminidterdine or in pen and paper format.
Second, the use of LexTALE tests as the standaesune of vocabulary size allows
direct comparisons between studies. At preserdt jshrirtually impossible given the
heterogeneity of measures used (or not used) inuslabs. Third, it will make it
easier for researchers to investigate individuiédinces both in language processing
(Andrews & Hersch, 2010; Chateau & Jared, 2000p&melaele et al., 2013; Yap et
al., 2008) and in language-related skills suchogmitive control (Bialystok, Craik, &

Luk, 2012; Khare et al., 2013).

In the present study we join the effort of stangang) the way in which language
proficiency is measured across languages by piiegahie Spanish version of
LexTALE. We take into account the suggestions ofsBaert (2013) on how to
improve the quality of the test by starting off vé slightly larger number of stimuli,
which are tested by presenting them to a groupla$ieakers and a group of L2
speakers. Only the stimuli that score well areineth Brysbaert (2013) noticed that
in particular constructing suitable nonwords idallenge. If they are too easy, one
can do the test without knowing what the words m@ mainger, Dufau, Montant,

Ziegler, & Fagot, 2012; Keuleers & Brysbaert, 2010 the other hand, if the



nonwords are too difficult, they create confusiod are more likely to be selected as
words by L1 speakers than by L2 speakers. Thiarnsqolarly the case for
pseudohomophones of low-frequency words (sudittas in English or adesivo in
Spanish). These are misspellings of words thairrét@ phonology and that can only
be rejected by participants with very good spelbkdls. Because the L1 speakers
know the meaning of the wortlythmor adhesivareferred to by the phonology but
do not know the precise spelling, they are morelyito select this nonword as an
existing word than L2 speakers who do not knowhed. In order to be able to
make a good selection of stimuli, we started othvi0 words and 90 nonwords, to

end up with 60 good words and 30 good nonwords.

Method

Materials. Ninety words were selected from a Spanish datatiaserd frequencies
based on film subtitles, Subtlex-Esp (Cuetos, GlezzBosti, Barbon, & Brysbaert,
2011). The frequency of the words ranged from Veg, that is words likely to be
known by new learners of Spanish (eganar (to win), matar (to kill), playa (beagh)
to very low, which are words only familiar to pront native speakers (e.genefa
(edging), laud (lute), alpiste (birdsegdpverall, 26 words had a frequency of less
than one occurrence per million words (pm), 23 &&ekquency from one to five
occurrences pm, 14 words had a frequency rangitvgele® 6 to 10 occurrences pm,
17 words had frequencies from 11 to 20 pm, 8 wbetkfrequencies between 21 and
100 pm, and two wordgénar (to win)andmatar (to kill)) had frequencies above 100
occurrences pm. The majority of words were nouns $2), followed by verbs (n =

26) and adjectives (n = 12).



Next, a list of 90 nonwords was compiled. A numbienonwords came from
previous lexical decision experiments we ran inrfsgfa(Gonzalez-Nosti, Barboén,
Rodriguez-Ferreiro, & Cuetos, F (under revisioWg selected nonwords that in
general elicited some 10% errors. To fully matah tbnwords to the words, we had
to create some new stimuli. This was done on tkeslzd suggestions provided by the
Wuggy algorithm (Keuleers & Brysbaert, 2010). Cases taken to include nonwords
with similar endings to Spanish words from differepntactic categories; for
instance, nonwords ending as Spanish vezhsa,ir) or as Spanish adjectivessQ,
ado. To ensure that the letter combinations of thewards could not be
distinguished from the letter combinations of theraé without lexical knowledge,
we ran an LD1NN test on our stimulus list (Keule&mBrysbaert, 2011). The

LD1NN algorithm calculates whether the letter conalions of the nonwords
resemble those of the other nonwords more tharetbbthe words. Such was not the

case for the stimuli we selected.

A random permutation was made of the list of wadd nonwords. This permutation

was presented to all participants in the same order

Procedure. Following the procedure of Brysbaert (2013) wespreaed the stimulus
list to a group of highly proficient Spanish L1 sgers and a group of Spanish L2
speakers. The L1 speakers were predominantly mstsigents of psychology at the

University of Oviedo in Spain, though a few othartipants took part after hearing



about the study through word of mouth. This groaptained 91 L1 speakers with a
mean age of 24 years (range 20-50). The secong gamsisted of 123 Spanish L2
speakers mainly taking courses at the Universitpwéansea and the Artesis
University College Antwerb(mean age was 25 years; range 16-59). The first
language of these participants varied as follo@ssfioke English as L1, 19 Dutch, 8
French, 4 German, 7 Italian, 3 Romanian, 2 Portsguk Polish, 1 Slovakian, 1

Lithuanian, 1 Finnish, 1 Albanian, 1 Catalan, ardhinese.

Words and nonwords were presented online usingeguvionkey software

(http://www.surveymonkey.comFor each stimulus, participants were asked védreth
this was a Spanish word they knew. The instructwweie as shown below. They were
available in English for those participants for wh&panish was the second language

and in Spanish for the native speakers.

“Hi, this is a test of Spanish vocabulary. You wiit 180 sequences of letters
that look “Spanish”. Only some of them are real d®rPlease, indicate the
words you know (or of which you are convinced daeySpanish words, even
though you would not be able to give their precmsaning). Be careful,
however: Errors are penalised. So, there is no pmintrying to increase your

score by adding tallies to “words” you’'ve never sdgefore!

All you have to do is to tick the box next to tloeds you know. If, for
instance, in the example below you recognise “Sacapuntas”, “bien”,

and “casa”, you indicate this as follows:

! The authors thank Maria Fernandez-Parra, RociezPEattam, Alicia San Mateo, Anne Verhaert and

Katrien Lievois for their kind cooperation.
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Estimulo Palabra?| [Estimulo Palabra?
depiste priba

si v pelasula

coné bien v

calpar casa v

joten lejo

sacapuntas |V pretantas

The results of this test are only useful if yondbuse a dictionary and if you

work on your own! “

In addition each participant provided informatidooat their gender, number of years
they had taken Spanish courses in school, anddbkirated proficiency in Spanish

(from 1 “nearly non-existent” to 10 “perfect”).

Results

The quality of the test items was assessed firsebgwing the responses to the items
using point-biserial correlation and Item Respohiseory. A second series of
analyses looked at the participants” responsegesug, providing us with a
Cronbach alpha measure of reliability and a measuceterion validity by

comparing the performance of L1 and L2 speakerssé&hesults are described

successively.

Item Assessment
The quality of each word and nonword was examiirst by computing the point-

biserial correlation between the responses totéme and the participants’ total
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scores. This type of correlation varies betweed ahd +1.0. A positive point-biserial
correlation is expected, as it indicates that adgest performer also performs better
on the item than a bad test performer. In conteasggative correlation signals an
anomaly, because good participants are doing leow the item than weak
participants. All items tested, except one, hadsitive correlation (going from r =
0.04 for the non-wordial to r = .80 for the woranusgo (moss)). The exception was
the non-wordbotezar which yielded a negative correlation, meaning thaas more
likely to be selected as a “word” by participantshwa high proficiency score than
participants with a low score. In order to achibigh test reliability, it is

recommended to remove such negative items befateefuanalyses are run.

A good test contains items equally spread acrasenitire difficulty range and with
good discrimination power. An ideal technique fusf when all items are assumed to
measure the same competence (language proficiaadgsed on item response
theory (IRT). An IRT analysis allows researcherseae how items are responded to
throughout the ability range. This gives an ideghefdifficulty and the discrimination
power of an item (the discrimination power refersite steepness of the item
response curve going from not-known at the low @nthe ability range to known at
the high end of the ability range). It takes intc@unt both the performance levels of
the individuals and the difficulty of the item anberefore, is more powerful than the
point-biserial correlation, because it providesemsure of item difficulty in addition
to item quality.We used the R packaten (Rizopoulos, 2006). Figure 1 shows the
outcome for a few stimuli. On the basis of the I&&lysis, 60 words and 30

nonwords of various difficulty levels with good disnination power were selected



12

(see under Availability). This was done by ordering items according to difficulty
level and taking the items with the best discrirtiorapower at approximately each
1/30" of the range covered by the items. Descriptiverimation related to the final

selection of words and nonwords can be found irlel'ab

Item Characteristic Curves

=R
w |
L]
=
= @
'_E (]
P .
o = .
6: acantilado
o ==~ alegre
= — alfombra
o | =+ asesinato
L ]
[ [ [ [ [
4 2 0 2 4
Ability

Figure 1. Outcome of an IRT analysis provides interestirfgnmation to select
stimuli. In this figure, the abscissa represengsl@imguage proficiency level (going
from low to high), and the ordinate shows the eated probability of participants
knowing the item. Easy items are already known dxypte with low proficiency
levels; hard items require higher proficiency lsv&o, the wordlegre(cheerful) is
easier thamcantilado(cliff). The steepness of the curve indicates igh the
discrimination power of the item is. The discrintioa power is larger foalfombra
(carpet) tharasesinatdmurder), possibly because some people at thestalv
recognize the cognasssassinn asesinato
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Table 1: Lexical information of the final set of 60words and 30 nonwords
selected to be part of the Lextale-Esp.

Words Nonwords
Mean number of letters 6.41 6.63
Mean number of syllables 2.67 2.83
Mean number of phonemes 6.16 6.49
Mean number of orthographic neighbours 6
Levenshtein’s distance 1.70
Word frequency (Logarithm +1) 1.85

Note: Mean number of orthographic neighbours angehshtein’s distance from
EsPal (Duchon, Peréa, Sebastian-Gallés, Marti, &@as, in press). Word
frequency from Subtlex-Esp (Cuetos, Gonzalez-N&stipon, & Brysbaert, 2011).

Comparison between groups

Scoring the Lextale-Esp

In line with recommendations made by Lemhdfer anoeBsma (2012) and Brysbaert

(2013), the test score was defined as:

Score = Nes to words— 2 * Nyes to nonwords

So, a person with 38 Spanish words correct anchvaads erroneously selected as
known words, would get a score of 38 — 2*5 = 28sHtore accurately penalizes for
guessing behaviour, as a test taker who respondsmaly (i.e. saying yes to half of
the words and half of the nonwords) is expectduatee a score around 0. A zero
score would also be the outcome of someone respgriges” to all the items. As it
happens, test takers can even obtain a negative ¢bey are more likely to select

nonwords from the list as “known” Spanish wordsitleaisting words (a score some
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of our L2 participants obtained). Only someone \bse all the words correct and did

not selected any nonword, gets the maximum sco8® bf

The L1 group had a mean score of 53.9 (SD = érgje@a 34 to 60). The L2 group
had an average score of 11.9 (SD = 17.9; rangéo-38). This difference is in line

with the difference observed by Brysbaert (2013jfenFrench test.

Figure 2 shows the correlation between the scardbeLextale test and the self-
assessment ratings. Although the correlation istamiial (r = .82, N = 214, p <.001),
there are some large divergences for individuai@pants. Particularly noteworthy
are the L2 speakers who give themselves ratingseahdut still score rather low
compared to L1 speakers with the same proficieatiggs. This suggests that L2
speakers use a different criterion for self-assessithan L1 speakers. Similarly,
among the L1 speakers participants gave themsedtiegs from 6 to 10 although
their performance on average was quite similar. ddreelation between the Lextale
scores and self-assessmentwas r = .73 (N = 12&#)dd_2 group and .10 (N = 91)
for the L1 group. The low value of the latter gromas due to the fact that the L1

speakers were a homogeneous group, all having lojigitescores.

2 For those who like to convert this score to 100easy equation is %8 t wordss Yyes to nonworad 38 Out
of 60 words correct is 63.33%; 5 out of 30 nonwomdsng is 16.67%; so the total score is 63.33-16.67

= 46.66%, which equals 28/60)
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Figure 2: Correlation between self-rating of praicy in Spanish and the Lextale-
Esp score obtained. L2 speakers who rated thdiicoacy lower than 5 indeed did
not know many words; L1 speakers giving themsetagags of 9 and 10 in general
scored well (even though some had less than 40f6@etween there was more
variability.

The reliability of the test was measured with Craxtids alpha. This gave a valueoof
=.96. This is a high value, although it must destainto account that two extreme
groups were compared. Still, when the data wergddhrto the L1 group, reliability
remained at a high level af= .88, and it stayed at= .96 if the analysis was limited

to the L2 group.

To make sure that our findings were not contamaohaiethe items that were deleted
after the IRT analysis, we administered the seteltse of 90 stimuli again to a group

of L1 speakers and a group of L2 speakers. Thertdpyconsisted again of
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psychology students from the University of Ovietlo102; mean age = 22 years;
range 17-58). The L2 group was a group of studesweng had 2.5 months of
Spanish courses at Ghent University at the tintesifng (N = 100). So, they were
really beginning Spanish L2 speakers, althoughrsé¢wéthem had taken some
Spanish lessons in secondary education or in ega@isses. The vast majority rated
their proficiency between 1 and 3. Most had Dutsli® a few had Russian (2),

Bosnian (1), and English (1).

The L1 group completed the online version. The tdug was given the pen and

paper version in a lecture.

Performance of the L1 group was very comparabtbaoof the initial study (M =
53.8, SD = 6.5, range: 33 to 60), indicating trexf@rmance on the list of 90 selected
items did not differ depending on when these wevdee presented alone or in the
presence of the 90 items that did not make it). @édréormance of the L2 group was
slightly lower than that of the initial study (M%=2, SD = 8.9, range = -17 to 56), as
could be expected given that the proficiency levas quite low. Despite the fact that
they attended an introductory class of Spanisterse¥ the L2 participants gave
themselves a rating of 6 and three even a rating ©he participants with a rating of
6 had Lextale scores of 7, 22, 24, 9, 5, 20, anth«¢®e with a rating of 7 had Lextale
scores of 7, 21, and -2. An analysis of their pennce indicated that they selected

more words than students who gave themselves &aliimg, but at the same time

% The authors thank llse Logie for her kind coogerat
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were much more prone to false alarms to the nonsvdndother words, for a few L2
participants thinking they were good Spanish spealexerything that looked

Spanish was a “known” Spanish word.

Discussion

Lemhofer and Broersma (2012) made a convincing ttedeesearchers should
measure the proficiency level of their participantth an objective test. Their
message was primarily aimed at L2 researchersg bumilar argument can be made
for L1 researchers (Andrews & Hersch, 2010; Chagdared, 2000; Diependaele et
al., 2013; Yap et al., 2008). To ameliorate theatibn, Lemhdofer and Broersma
(2012) presented an English vocabulary test, Lex@Abhat allows researchers to get
a reliable and valid estimate of vocabulary sizeegs than four minutes. Subsequent
research (Diependaele et al., 2013; Khare et@L3Pattested to the usefulness of the

test.

Although a proficiency test in English is goodwibuld be better if equivalent tests
existed for other languages as well. Lemhofer arméBma (2012) developed similar
tests for Dutch and German, but did not test ada#t them yet. Brysbaert (2013)
compiled a test for French, which has good psychioogroperties due to careful

selection and testing of the stimulus materials.
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In the present study, we present the efforts weent@@ompile a good Spanish test of
vocabulary knowledge. Indeed, the combination aflish and Spanish is one of the
most frequent language pairs examined in researdliogualism. In addition, much
Spanish word recognition research takes place,iwauld profit from a good and
easy-to-use vocabulary test. The test construédibowed a paradigm very similar to
that employed in the creation of the English LexEA(land previously the EVST)

and consequently has been named Lextale-Esp (Lé&esafor Advance Learners of

Spanish).

Our data show that we were able to compile sudsta Two important aspects in the

construction were:

1. The selection of good words (from a wide rangeefdiencies, going from
known to nearly everyone to known only by speakatis a very high
proficiency level) and the creation of good nonvgofdot too easy, not too

underhand).

2. Further improvement is possible by presenting timeudi to groups of
different proficiency levels. This allowed us tesehich items discriminate
well and which create confusion. It also allowseaeshers to reduce the
number of stimuli, because redundancy can be prwordd create extra
stimuli if gaps need to be filled. Given that a abualary test measures a single

construct (number of words known), an IRT analysiwell indicated.
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Although the high reliability of the test suggetstat some further reduction in

number of items is possible, we think this would @ a good idea. First, the test as it
is now, is quite short (below 5 min administratione). So, the gain in time would be
small. Second, we deliberately sought to develtgsathat was not prone to floor or
ceiling effects, so that it can be used for alblaage research. This is only possible if
the test contains items of various difficulty levegjoing from very easy to very
difficult. Finally, when the test is used to measundividual differences in more

homogeneous groups, it is important to be abledkeniine-grained distinctions.

Our test shows the big difference in vocabularg &iegtween native speakers and L2
speakers (as in Brysbaert, 2013). There is viguadl overlap in the scores of L1 and
L2 speakers. To some extent this is because weatdidave very proficient Spanish
L2 speakers. Another factor, however, is that theabulary size of native speakers
across all possible topics and language regigamrely attained by L2 speakers.
Indeed, someone is considered very proficient invb2n 8,000 word families are
known, whereas the total number of word familiea language is estimated to be

more than 30,000 (Laufer & Ravenhorst-Kalovski, @01

LexTALe-Exp scores can be used to compare partitspaithin and between studies.
For the latter, it would be ideal to have more nogrdata. On the basis of our
findings we can be quite confident that Spanistpgyichology students will on
average have scores around 54/60 (90%). Similaglginning L2 learners with
unrelated native languages such as Dutch and Braylesexpected to have averages

of less than 12/60 (20%). It will be interestingsee how other groups are doing in
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this respect. Two variables are likely to be imaott Spanish proficiency and the
similarity between L1 and L2. As for the latter, made sure that none of the words
used were cognates with the English language atdhtne of the nonwords were
words in Spanish or English. However, a number @fds are likely to be cognates
with other languages, particularly those languadese to Spanish such as Catalan,
French, Portuguese, or Italian. Although it maydrapting to try to avoid the words
that may be problematic in the various languages,ust be careful not to construct
a test that is too artificial. If two languages adlkie same root, they are likely to share
many everyday words and people who know one largyfiag it easier to learn the

other. Taking out these everyday words risks tonhitee validity of the test.

Because we do not know how participants with variblis will perform on the test, it
is advised to collect some extra norms if the scofdhe Lextale-Esp test are to be
used. We are confident that the test, as preséeted is suitable for English-Spanish
and Spanish-English bilinguals (in addition to Du&panish bilinguals), because
there is as little overlap between English and &baas between Dutch and Spanish.
Some caution may be warranted, however, when onéwa interpret the absolute

scores of bilinguals with other language combinegio

A different but related issue is the potentialuefhice of the other language on the
nonword decisions. This issue was discussed by M@&90) in an overview report
of the EVST. He argued that a nonword in Engligl LOYALMENT could cause
particular problems to speakers of Spanish as klpidposed two reasons for this

difficulty: First the fact that LOYAL is a cognaté LEAL in Spanish, and second the
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fact that Spanish adverbs are formed by addinguffec MENTE. Therefore the
existing Spanish word LEALMENTE (meanihgyally) may induce Spanish speakers
to accept LOYALMENT as an English word. Meara (1p6bBserved, however, that
although EVST had different problems for particiggawith different L1

backgrounds, the overall scores did not seem ferdirfiuch. Further research with
beginning learners of Spanish in various countigs regions will have to indicate

whether the same is true for Lextale-Esp.

An objective proficiency test is better than subjecratings, because it is less
susceptible to response biases (at least whenraotest properly). Response biases
are particularly a problem when participants areivated to take part in the study
(e.g., because they are paid) or when they wantpoess the experimenter. In
addition, subjective self-assessments suffer frootreer problem, as illustrated in
Figure 2. Whereas very low ratings are an indicatiblow proficiency and very high
ratings an indication of high proficiency, in-betvethere is a band of ratings that
give rise to quite different levels of performanPartly, this has to do with response
biases in individual participants (too modest ar daring). However, in our
experience it also has to do with the fact thadrsatarely take into consideration the
complete range of proficiency. Beginning L2 leamm®ometimes give themselves a 6
or 7, because they have the impression they argdell relative to the other
members of their (L2) group. For the same reasativenspeakers sometimes give
themselves a rating of 6 — 7, because they pertie@éraselves as performing less well

than other proficient L1 speakers. This makesnbatextreme ratings are a mix of
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different perceptions about what language proficyeentails. Such is not the case for

objects scores such as those of LexTALe.

Availability

The test is very easy to implement in whatevewngi one wants to use to present
stimuli and collect responses (on a desktop, onmntieenet, on smartphones or tablets,
on paper, etc.). The sequence of stimuli we us#ueifollowing (words are translated

in English; nonwords are indicated as NW):

terzo (NW), pellizcar (pinch), pulmones (lungs)tilién (NW), zapato (shoe),
tergiversar (distort), pésimo (abysmal), cadefia [NVicha (axe), antar (NW), cenefa
(edging), asesinato (murder), helar (freeze), yer(@uvil), regar (water), abracer
(NW), floroso (NW), arsa (NW), brecedad (NW), avigwid), capillo (NW), lacayo
(lackey), lampera (NW), latigo (whip), bisagra (), secuestro (kidnapping),
acutacion (NW), merodear (prowl), decar (NW), ala(@W), pandilla (gang),
fatacidad (NW), pauca (NW), aviso (notice), romp{tiwV), loro (parrot), granuja
(rascal), estornudar (sneeze), torpe (clumsy)ndfa (carpet), rebuscar (rummage),
cadallo (NW), canela (cinnamon), cuchara (spodaigygro (goldfinch), martillo
(hammer), cartinar (NW), ladrén (thief), ganar (Jyitamida (NW), candado
(padlock), camisa (shirt), vegada (NW), fomentaopote), nevar (snow), musgo
(moss), tacafio (stingy), plaudir (NW), besar (kissatar (kill), seda (silk), flaco
(skinny), esposante (NW), orgulloso (proud), bizem¢cake), hacido (NW), cabello
(hair), alegre (cheerful), engatusar (cajole), tenfl\W), polvoriento (dusty),
pemicién (NW), hervidor (kettle), cintro (NW), yaodie), atar (tie), tiburén (shark),

frondoso (leafy), tropaje (NW), hormiga (ant), pdraell), empirador (NW), guante
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(glove), escuto (NW), laud (lute), barato (chegpddo (NW), acantilado (cliff), prisa

(hurry), clavel (carnation).

In addition, we provide paper versions of LEXTALESE in the supplementary
materials, both with instructions in Spanish ané&mglish. In this way the test is easy

be use and understand.
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