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The aim of this essay is to introduce the main theoretical concepts of bilingualism studies while exploring the contention that attempts at defining ‘balanced’ bilingual proficiency have failed to reflect its multifaceted nature.
What is bilingualism? Who is bilingual?
The Oxford English Dictionary defines bilingual as an adjective meaning “speaking two languages fluently”. It is more than likely that most lay people would describe bilingualism in similar terms: the perfect use of two languages. However, read any introductory academic text on the subject and it quickly becomes clear that as a concept bilingualism is hard to pin down. On the one hand, there are the experts who define bilingualism in expansive terms. Haugen (1953: 7), for example, suggests “the point where a speaker can first produce complete meaningful utterances in the other language”. Or Diebold (1964) who “uses the term ‘incipient bilingualism’ to characterize the initial stages of contact between two languages” (Romaine 1995: 11). On the other hand, there are those who insist on a much narrower definition, such as Bloomfield’s (1933: 55) “native-like control of two languages”; or Thiery (1978: 146) who refers to the “true bilingual” as someone who “is taken to be one of themselves by the members of two linguistic communities”. In addition, there are those that offer up ambiguous definitions, such as Mackey (1962: 52) who states that bilingualism is “the ability to use more than one language” and Andersson and Boyer (1970: 12) who maintain that “it refers to the knowledge and use of two languages by the same person”. In an attempt to bring order to “the potential confusion that definitions can provoke” (Baetens Beardsmore 1986: 2), Baker suggests that a more useful approach is to treat bilingualism as a continuum, like the one below, suggested by Valdés: “A and B are the two languages. The first letter is the stronger language, and font sizes and case suggest different proficiencies” (Valdés 2003, in Baker 2011: 8). 
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[bookmark: _Hlk27731626]Criticisms of the plethora of terms available abound, from the “minimalist” to the “maximalist” (Baetens Beardsmore 1986: 7) end of the bilingual continuum. For instance, Romaine (1995: 11) demonstrates dissatisfaction with inclusive and loosely-defined definitions (e.g. Haugen’s above); while Hamers and Blanc (2000: 7) bemoan the use of ambiguous terms such as “native-like competence, which varies considerably within a unilingual population”. These criticisms highlight two very important issues within the field of bilingualism which can be encapsulated in the following questions. Firstly, where does bilingualism begin and end? Secondly, against what criteria should an individual’s bilingualism be measured? 
Baetens Beardsmore’s response to the first question – “bilingualism is a relative concept with no clear cut-off points” (1986: 41) – attempts to explain away any ambiguity and also alludes to the discipline’s complexity. His view is shared by Li Wei (2007: 22) who affirms that “bilingualism is not a static and unitary phenomenon” that fits neatly into one single definition. Baetens Beardsmore demonstrates, in general terms, how bilingualism can be variously defined along a minimalist-maximalist continuum:
…from the initial stages of incipient bilingualism, through such types as receptive and productive bilingualism, ascendant, to indicate a progressive development…additive and subtractive bilingualism dependent on the effect on the primary language, as well as equilingualism and ambilingualism which indicate different types of advanced ability (Baetens Beardsmore 1986: 42).
In more specific terms, Fantini offers a similar example relating to his son Mario, a developing bilingual in Spanish and English:
Mario…a “simultaneous” bilingual…an “incipient” bilingual at age two…“active” bilingual in that he continually uses both languages…a “co-ordinate” bilingual in that he learned each language from different people in different circumstances…an “ascendant” bilingual in that he is progressively developing in both languages…and finally…an “equilingual” in that he has a fairly balanced knowledge of two languages (Fantini: 1985: 37).
It is widely accepted that defining bilingualism is a compex issue. The field of study is multidisciplinary and a “wide range of social sciences contribute towards our understanding of bilingualism: sociology …anthropology, education, psychology…linguistics, including pragmatics” (Hoffman 1991: 6). Moreover, “the concept of bilingualism is a relative notion. Factors other than proficiency, itself a relative concept too, have to be taken into account” (Romaine 1995:22). The answer to the second question, concerning criteria, lies in the exploration of variables undertaken in the following section.
A word about variables
Variables are a researcher’s “guiding parameters” (Chin and Wigglesworth 2007: 134) and need to be identified and controlled for ahead of carrying out research. Chin and Wigglesworth (2007: 18) discuss the principal variables identified in the literature: “degree of competence, context, age, domain of use [and] social orientation”. They stress that “although these are crucial departure points when thinking about bilingualism, there are many more factors [such as] self-identity, attitude…and hypothetical mental organization of the two languages”. Baker’s discussion under the heading “An Individual’s Use of Bilingualism” (2011: 4) allows the uninitiated to bilingualism studies to understand the complexities of the subject matter and the importance of variables. He begins by introducing the concept of “functional bilingualism” and, in doing so, highlights an important area of bilingual language assessment which focuses not only on an individual’s language ability but also on function. That is to say, the different domains (“language contexts”) in which a language is used and the people (“language targets”) that the bilingual encounters in said domains (Baker 2011: 4). Typical language settings are the home and the school/workplace; and typical “role-relationships” (Fishman 1965, in Li Wei 2007: 60) within these contexts are parent-child and teacher-child/employee-boss respectively. As Baker explains, when a bilingual individual uses one of the languages in which s/he is proficient, s/he has a language choice – between L1 and L2, and often between a minority or a majority language – which depends on the context (domain) in which s/he wishes to communicate and the other person (target) involved. The language s/he chooses may involve questions of the individual’s language identity (Mexican or American) or the language’s prestige (minority/majority), as well as aspects pertaining to the political and socio-cultural context, or “to accommodat[ing] the perceived preference of the other participant in the conversation” (Baker 2011: 6). For example, a second generation Mexican teenager living in the US, whose L1 is Mexican Spanish (minority language, private domain) and whose L2 is American English (majority language, public domain), who runs into a popular American classmate (target, role-relationship) at the mall (social/community setting) has a language choice to make based on the context and the interlocutor, in addition to other conscious or subconscious factors discussed above (Baker 2011: 6). The italicised words are all related to possible variables which “in a research setting are determined by the type of bilingualism under investigation and the particular aspect to be considered” (Baetens Beardsmore 1986: 116). 
As has already been noted, a plethora of terms exists to define bilingualism along the minimalist-maximalist continuum. Many terms related to the circumstances in which an individual becomes bilingual are presented as dichotomies; however, most of these pairings are not opposed or entirely different, but rather are “used synonymously with more than one term for a certain aspect” (Lewis 2014: 16). The two main terms “relating to bilingual development” are primary bilingualism and secondary bilingualism. “Primary bilingualism refers to “dual competence…acquired at a relatively early age, whereas secondary bilingualism indicates that the second language has been acquired later” (Lewis 2014: 16). Lewis lists the main synonymous terms which denote primary / secondary bilingualism respectively: circumstantial / elective bilingualism; ascribed / achieved bilingualism; simultaneous / successive bilingualism; early / late bilingualism. As this list demonstrates, childhood bilingualism comes in many shapes and sizes. It can develop in the home domain (e.g. as a result of mixed bilingual parentage) and/or the school domain (e.g. an immigrant child being schooled in L2). Furthermore, there are differing opinions as to the optimum age for balanced bilingual language acquisition: for instance, either ‘early’ (which denotes the period before adolescence) or ‘simultaneous’ (which specifies the period before the child turns three) (Lewis 2014: 16). Shades of meaning aside, with reference to balanced bilingual proficiency, Baetens Beardsmore’s commentary explains why such categorizations are important:
It is generally accepted that early bilingualism has many advantages over late bilingualism from the viewpoint of linguistic competence in the two languages…both for the ease with which it can be achieved and the superior level of attainment when compared with late bilingualism, particularly with respect to the acquisition of a flawless, native-like accent and intonation patterns in more than one language (Baetens Beardsmore 1986: 32-33).
Balanced bilingualism
The term balanced bilingualism appears frequently in the literature. Also known as equilingualism, the term “refers to bilinguals who have an equal level of proficiency in both languages” with the understanding that this group will also have “equally ‘high’ proficiencies in both languages” (Bhatia and Ritchie 2014: 115). Baker questions the term’s usefulness. Firstly, he argues that it is an “idealized concept” that fails to reflect the fact that a typical bilingual uses each language in different domains (2011: 8-9). This criticism is echoed by Fishman et al (1971, in Baetens Beardsmore 1986: 9) who assert that “bilinguals…are rarely equally fluent in both languages about all possible topics”, a typical example of this being the individual’s use of different languages in the home domain and at school/in the workplace respectively. Secondly, Baker queries whether the term can or should be applied to “balance…at a low level of competence in the two languages (2011: 8). For instance, Fantini judges his young son Mario to be a ‘balanced’ bilingual at a point when his bilingualism is still developing. Moreover, second generation immigrant children being schooled in L2 can “pass through a period of seemingly balanced bilingualism” on the way to eventually becoming dominant in the majority language (L2) (Bhatia and Ritchie 2014: 172). These two examples could be termed ‘balanced, with a caveat’. Baker’s scepticism as to the term’s value extends to the widely discredited notion of semilingualism, “a negative label” (2011: 10) that denotes “someone with insufficient knowledge of either language” (Li Wei 2007: 7) and refers to ‘balance’ but not in the intended sense of the term [i.e. “that a speaker whose languages are in balance commands both well” (Skutnabb-Kangas 1981: 211)]. This pejorative designation has been applied to immigrant groups in Scandinavia and the US, and “invokes expectations of underachievement and failure” (Baker 2011: 10). As well as highlighting problems with the use of monoglot norms of reference when measuring a bilingual’s linguistic ability, the label also fails to recognise a temporary phase in which an immigrant may experience an attriting L1 and an ascendant L2. The consensus is that the term has more to do with the wider socio-economic problems facing many immigrants rather than being a problem of bilingualism (Baker 2011: 10-11).
So, where does the term balanced bilingualism appear on the minimalist-maximalist continuum? Rather ambiguously, Baetens Beardsmore explains that “balanced bilingualism occurs when a speaker’s mastery of two languages is roughly equivalent and where this ability may match that of monoglot speakers of the respective languages if looked at in broad terms of reference” (1986: 9, emphasis added). The words in italics emphasise the fluid nature of the term and the challenge posed by the question above. On the whole, society favours the pigeonholing of individuals; however, the orderliness of the outcome – in this case, the term ‘balanced bilingual’ – conceals the complex nature of the subject matter. 

Skills: How many languages do you speak? 
When it comes to defining language ability in an individual, it is widely recognised that there are four macro skills: reading, writing, speaking and listening (the last often being termed as ‘understanding’). These can be divided into two distinct groupings: either under the headings ‘oracy’ (speaking, listening) and ‘literacy’ (reading, writing); or ‘receptive skills’ (reading, listening) and ‘productive skills’ (writing, speaking). 
	                              LANGUAGE SKILLS

	
	oracy
	literacy
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	reading

	productive skills
	speaking
	writing


									(Lewis 2014: 10)
L2 language teaching and assessment has long been based on these four basic language skills. However, focusing solely on ‘the big four’ means that language ability is often assessed from a “fractional view[point], which evaluates the bilingual as ‘two monolinguals in one person’” (Baker 2011: 9). This approach is recognised as being problematic because “monoglot norms of reference…represent an idealized and often exceptional measure of ability” (Baetens Beardsmore 1986: 9). Baker argues for a “holistic” viewpoint, one that recognises that the bilingual individual has a “unique linguistic profile” (Baker 2011: 9). With reference to ‘balanced’ bilingual proficiency, the table has an important function in that it helps to explain why there is rarely ‘balance’ across an individual’s two languages. For example, a bilingual may have equivalent ability in their L1 and L2 receptive skills but not in their L1 and L2 productive skills, for whatever practical reason. In fact, it discredits another “idealized” (Baker 2011: 8) notion, that of balanced bilingualism. 
Mackey’s model – degree and function
Hamers and Blanc remonstrate that some definitions of bilingualism suffer from “unidimensionality” in that they “define the bilingual in terms of competence [alone], ignoring other important dimensions” (2000: 23). In his article ‘The description of bilingualism’, Mackey (1962) introduces a model which attempts to address this problem by differentiating “between two fundamental dimensions”: degree and function (Lewis 2014: 9-10). In his discussion of Mackey’s model, Grosjean (1982: 237) explains why this is such an important distinction, insisting that degree (language ability) is inexorably intertwined with function (language use). The first step in Mackey’s schema for describing bilingualism involves establishing the “person’s degree of bilingualism by testing” their receptive and productive skills in both languages (Grosjean 1982: 236) because, as Mackey stresses, “the bilingual may not have an equal mastery of all four basic skills in both languages” (Chin and Wigglesworth 2007: 136). Significantly, assessment at this stage also includes five sub-skills or “linguistic levels” introduced by Mackey: phonological, grammatical, lexical, semantic and stylistic (Chin and Wigglesworth 2007: 136). Consequently, all four macro skills are assessed in both languages in conjunction with all five sub-skills: for instance, the framework allows for the testing of receptive skills (listening, reading) in both L1 and L2 at the lexical level, and so on. The aim is to build a comprehensive picture of a bilingual individual which “allows for a wide difference in ability under each level and skill category” (Romaine 1995: 14). Having evaluated degree, Mackey’s system then focuses on “ascertaining the function of each language”. (Grosjean 1982: 236). This falls into two categories: the external functions, including the domains or contexts in which a bilingual person uses each of their two languages (such as home, community, work/school); and the internal functions (for example, the language in which s/he counts, dreams and swears) (1982: 236-7). According to Grosjean, there are two further stages in Mackey’s schema in which an individual’s bilingualism is evaluated in “relative” terms, that is, comparing “each of the bilingual’s languages with respect to the other” (Bialystok in Chin and Wigglesworth 2007: 158). The aim is to answer questions concerning aptitude in, and the relationship between, both languages (Grosjean 1982: 237). 
Maximalist definitions of bilingualism exclude those who do not “have native-like fluency” in a foreign language, while failing to include those who do possess foreign language ability in particular skills and contexts. Mackey’s paradigm presents a framework with which to eliminate said failing (Grosjean 1982: 232). Within Mackey’s model “bilingualism is treated as a series of continua which may vary for each individual” (Romaine 1995: 12) reflecting the fluidity of the term. Since “the point at which the speaker of a second language becomes bilingual is either arbitrary or impossible to determine” (Romaine 1995: 11-12), this model not only embraces minimalist definitions of bilingualism but also exposes the limitations of maximalist definitions and their insistence on the possibility of evenly matched ‘balance’ between an individual’s two languages. As Grosjean points out, the bilingual rarely needs to use two languages for similar purposes” (1982: 234) and proposes a more realistic label, that of “unequal” fluency (Grosjean 1982: 229).
Measuring bilingualism
Defining bilingualism is a way of “identifying different groups of bilinguals” (Chin and Wigglesworth 2007: 151) before measuring their bilingualism. Although Skutnabb-Kangas does not believe that either activity is based on solid enough theoretical foundations, she concedes that the former is the most “useful” of the two, while the latter is able to “assess features and abilities in individuals or communities” (1981: 194). With reference to the variables used in describing and measuring bilingualism, she insists that each activity requires a different set. For instance, when measuring bilingualism “the variables have to be very much restricted in number” with the aim of producing “one single measurement…an index of bilingualism” (Skutnabb-Kangas 1981: 201). In general terms, the aim of measuring is to “further our understanding of the range of effects of bilingualism on individuals” (Chin and Wigglesworth 2007: 19). In more specific terms, measuring enables researchers to: identify language-related disadvantage (and provide linguistic support); identify where bilingualism creates advantage (and provide opportunities); and assess ability or monitor progress (in language acquisition programmes, for example) (Skutnabb-Kangas 1981: 194-5). 
One context in which language testing is commonplace is that of education. In their discussion on measuring bilingualism, Chin and Wigglesworth focus on “developing bilinguals”, differentiating between two groups: elective bilinguals and circumstantial bilinguals (2007: 21). In doing so, they highlight the fact that important differences between the two groups will have a bearing on the types of tests to be used and the range of variables to be taken into consideration before testing (Chin and Wigglesworth 2007: 22). For instance, in an educational context, elective bilinguals are likely to be learning a second language out of choice (e.g. an adult learning French at a night class), while circumstantial bilinguals are probably doing so out of obligation (e.g. a Mexican immigrant to the US). In the case of elective bilinguals, L1 proficiency is taken as a given, so that only the developing L2 is measured. Testing in this group will most probably be limited to monoglot norm-referenced tests in the macro skills (reading, writing, speaking, listening), without the need to consider variables such as domains of use or balance (between L1 and L2) because L1 will continue to be used across all domains (Chin and Wigglesworth 2007: 21-23). However, circumstantial bilinguals use different languages in different contexts, which means assessment across domains is essential. In fact, if the aim is “a full picture of the individual’s overall language ability” – including balance – testing in this group should include not only L1 and L2, but also “the interrelationship between” both languages (Chin and Wigglesworth 2007: 23), and avoiding reference to a perceived monolingual standard. This means that testing in the latter group is a much more complicated and resource-consuming task. A lack of rigour could lead to the misinterpretation of test results and possible negative consequences for the group of individuals being tested (Baker 2011) as Fantini’s account explains:
Linguistically, Mario was Spanish dominant upon entering kindergarten. Although fluent in English…his speech deviated slightly from the norm of other monolingual English peers. The most obvious deviation…pronunciation…did…attract the attention of a zealous “special ed” teacher…who cited Mario…for speech therapy. Unaware that Mario’s deviations were of the “foreign accent” sort, rather than pathological or physiological in origin, she prescribed individualized instruction to remedy the problem (Fantini 1985: 29).
There are two main examples of tests used in education. Norm-referenced tests compare students to others or to “a national or regional average”, while criterion-referenced tests assess students against a set of criteria (Baker 2011: 21) as the term suggests. Baker favours the latter in the testing of circumstantial bilinguals because of its ability to focus on what a child does know, as well as being a diagnostic tool providing “feed-forward” information for educators in an additive context (2011: 24). Norm-referenced testing is criticised for comparing bilingual students with monolinguals, an issue which is widely regarded as “unfair and invalid” (Baker 2011: 22) and which also begs the question as to ‘who is a typical native speaker’ or ‘what is a standardized monolingual norm’. In addition, in order to assess a child’s bilingualism, testing with reference to monoglot norms would have to be carried out in both languages, which is unlikely to be the case in countries where majority language standardized testing is prevalent (such as the US). In the context of testing for balanced bilingual proficiency, neither type of test would appear to be advantageous because neither is designed to address the use of language in different contexts or assess “the qualitative aspects of language that are not simply reducible for testing (e.g. the emotive, status and poetic functions of languages)” (Baker 2011: 22). Furthermore, criterion-referenced tests can never be free of a standard as, surely, “behind every criterion lurks a norm” (Baker 2011: 22). The testing context is an important variable: it could be argued that, in an additive context the aim is balanced bilingualism but in a subtractive context the objective (and often end result) is monolingualism. 
In order to avoid the negative consequences of inappropriate testing involving circumstantial bilinguals, different ways of modifying norm-referenced tests have been devised. “Renorming” adapts a standardized test to a different “norming group” (e.g. minority language pupils in a majority language education programme); while “dynamic assessment” tests a child’s potential by way of “a sequence of…pretesting, teaching, and posttesting”. Their advantages lie in “reducing the bias” of norm-referenced tests. A major disadvantage, though, is that they are time- and resource-consuming (Chin and Wigglesworth 2007: 151-3) and do not extend to measuring circumstantial bilinguals’ “language abilities and uses…across out-of-school domains so as to be fully representative” (Baker 2011: 26).
“Reported linguistic behaviour” (Skutnabb-Kangas 1981: 196) tests come in a number of guises, the most common types being language background scales and self-assessment questionnaires. Both types enquire about a bilingual’s two languages. Language background scales are typically lengthy questionnaires which attempt to gather information on domains and targets (people) – ‘self-rating on use’ – while self-assessment questionnaires require the informant to give a “self-rating on proficiency” across the four macro skills (Baker 2011: 30, 24). The earliest language background questionnaire – the Hoffman Bilingual Schedule – has been used extensively, although its effectiveness for building a comprehensive linguistic profile has been questioned, especially its “failure to make any adequate distinction between knowledge of L2 (or L1) and the actual use of it, to distinguish between competence and performance” (Skutnabb-Kangas 1981: 197). In tests where self-reported information has been compared to information gathered during “observed behaviour” sessions, “the two kinds of measurement were found to differ only in minor ways” (Skutnabb-Kangas 1981: 198). Nonetheless, its limitations are widely recognised. Baker’s doubts range from the possible ambiguity of the terms used and limitations in the range of skills, domains and targets covered, to problems with the informant’s responses based on such factors as attitude and lack of linguistic self-awareness (2011: 25). A possible solution would be to produce longer questionnaires on the presumption that “the more inclusive a scale is, the better” (Chin and Wigglesworth 2007: 38), an assumption not borne out by the Baker and Hinde’s example:
A person who says she speaks Welsh to her father (mostly away at sea), her grandparents (seen once a year), her friends (but tends to be an isolate), reads Welsh books and newspapers (only occasionally), attends Welsh Chapel (marriages and funerals only) but spends most of her time with an English speaking mother and in an English speaking school might gain a fairly high “Welsh” score (Baker and Hinde 1984: 46).
Cummins’s Contribution 
Cummins (1979) distinguishes between two levels of linguistic competence with reference to bilingual children in an academic setting: basic interpersonal communicative skills (BICS) and cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP). The former refers to “interpersonal communication in everyday types of situations”, the latter to “the type of language…required to manage more academic endeavours” (Chin & Wigglesworth 2007:163); or what Gibbons (1991) describes as ‘playground language’ and ‘the language of the classroom’ respectively. His model has been “discussed, developed and criticized extensively” (Chin and Wigglesworth 2007:163). Its detractors point to its simplistic nature (Romaine (1995) and limited scope of explanation and application (Hamers and Blanc 2000). However, studies of groups of immigrant children in the United States, such as that carried out by Hakuta, Butler, and Witt (2000), “provide considerable support for Cummins’s… distinction” (Chin and Wigglesworth 2000: 163). Furthermore, Skutnabb-Kangas (1981: 220) warns of the limitations of testing for “school placement purposes” in which “only the child’s surface fluency [is] tested and not the ability to use the language as a cognitive tool." A further hypothesis put forward by Cummins (1976), known as The Threshold Theory, “states that in learning a second language, a certain minimum “threshold” level of proficiency must be reached” in at least one of the child’s two languages before s/he can thrive academically (Richards & Schmidt 2010: 599). 
The fact remains that Cummins’s dichotomy is an important one: in language immersion programmes, a minority language child who is able to communicate effectively with teachers and socialise with his/her peers in the majority language of the school may still struggle academically and for an extended period – up to 7 years according to Cummins. “The model provides helpful guidelines about both evaluating the language skills required and observing the children’s abilities to manipulate these language skills” (Chin and Wigglesworth 2000:164). Cummins later extends his model to incorporate a framework in which two continua are juxtaposed to represent: vertically, cognitively undemanding to cognitively demanding activities; and horizontally, context-embedded to context-reduced activities (Chin and Wigglesworth 2007: 165). The model recognises that the bilingual child progresses from cognitively undemanding / context-embedded (BICS) tasks to cognitively demanding / context-reduced (CALP) tasks as s/he advances through the school system. Therefore, not only does the revised framework foreground the dualism of degree and function, it also allows a child’s academic progress to be mapped while at the same time recognising that said progress is arbitrary and specific to each individual child (Chin and Wigglesworth 2007).
Balance and dominance
The juxtaposition of balance and dominance in the measurement of bilingualism is a contentious issue. As has already been noted, the relevance of the term ‘balanced bilingualism’ has been called into question in the literature. As far as Fishman (1968, in Skutnabb-Kangas 1981: 211) is concerned, unless a variety of domains is used in language testing, the precise measurement of balance or dominance as an overall feature of bilingual language proficiency is redundant. Baetens Beardsmore refers to “the measurement of language dominance in bilinguals…[as] a hazardous venture” (1986: 90) for a variety of reasons, including the unreliability of the results. He states that, although in cases of late bilingualism L1 dominance “in the sense of the language of primary grammatical functioning” may be easy to detect, in cases of early bilingualism – where there is more likely to be a perceived balanced in ability – there may still be dominance in particular domains, and these “may differ over time” (Baetens Beardsmore 1986: 90). Lewis is also disparaging about tests which “focus on the assessment of specific aspects of language” such as balance or dominance because they “inevitably fail to encompass wider components which may impinge on the aspects being tested” (2014: 49).
Measurements for balance and dominance involving speed are well-documented. Lambert’s (1955) infamous “speed tests” are based on the idea that the language which elicits a faster response when informants are presented with stimuli (in one, either one, or both of their languages) is the dominant language. For example, in one test participants were asked to note down as many words as possible in both languages from the non-word DANSONODEND. On the plus side, Lambert found that in those participants whose test results judged them to be balanced bilinguals, this was backed up by their “case histories” (Baetens Beardsmore 1986: 91-92). On the minus side, Baker criticises the limited linguistic range of such testing as well as emphasising the importance of including domains in language testing: “speed of processing may provide evidence about balance but not about dominance in actual language use” (2011: 34). Having repeated Lambert’s tests in a different setting and not achieved the same results, Baetens Beardsmore concluded that this type of test is context- and informant-centric (i.e. a question of variables). Nonetheless, in his opinion they are able to confirm that “the greater the contact with two languages the greater the likelihood of balance and the smaller the effect of dominance” (1986: 92-93). 
Interference
Measuring bilingualism, or more specifically, testing for balanced bilingual ability is often centred on the phenomenon of interference. Mackey (1968: 569) defines interference as “the use of features belonging to one language while speaking or writing another”. This type of language transfer has been widely studied in the direction of L1 to L2, but it is acknowledged that there can also be interference in the opposite direction, that is from L2 to L1 (Richards and Schmidt 2010: 323). There is disagreement as to whether interference is a disadvantage of bilingualism or something more positive. Negative definitions describe it as a “deviation” from the norm (Weinreich 1953: 1), “involuntary” (Grosjean 1982: 299), “extraneous” (Beatens Beardsmore 1986: 75) and “an error or inappropriate form in the target language” (Richards and Schmidt 2010: 323). Neutral definitions describe it as “cross-linguistic influence” (Sharwood-Smith and Kellerman 1986:1) or simply “transference” (Edwards (2006). “Interference from one language to another comes in different forms”: phonological and prosodic; lexical (including code-switching or code-mixing); and syntactical (Lewis 2014: 33). 
As far as the first type is concerned, it is accepted that early bilinguals will “develop native-like phonological systems in both languages” (Lewis 2014: 33) whereas late bilinguals will not, due to the fact that beyond puberty there is “decreased plasticity of that area of the brain utilized in phonological processing” (Baetens Beardsmore 1986: 71). It could be argued that this type of L1 to L2 interference is most obvious to the native speaker of the target language and is a clear sign as to which language is dominant. Nevertheless, as long as the bilingual is understood, it is not a language proficiency issue or an obstacle to communication. Interference at the lexical or the syntactical level, however, could represent an impediment to communication. Climate-change activist Greta Thunberg was recently involved in a “translation mix-up” – L1 to L2 lexical interference – which she described as a case of “Swenglish” (Swedish-English) (Green, 2019). Interference of this kind does not necessarily occur because of dominance in one of the two languages (Lewis 2014: 34). In his exploration of syntactic interference, Baetens Beardsmore underlines the fact that certain language combinations create particular examples of interference (1986: 70). Spanish students of English, for instance, are notorious for omitting the -s from present tense third person singular verbs in English; while L1 English students learning Spanish struggle to place adjectives after nouns or agree them for gender and number since this goes against L1 grammatical norms. It goes without saying that interference of this kind is a result of L1 dominance; and Baetens Beardsmore questions to what extent “language distance” has an influence on “language dominance” (1986:95). 
Code-switching and code-mixing are examples of “one language being mixed with another…A mixed language sentence such as ‘Leo un magazine’” (in English, I read a revista) “might be called codemixing. In contrast, ‘Come to the table. Bwyd yn barod’ (food is ready) might be called codeswitching” (Baker 2011: 106-107). The above examples illustrate that this phenomenon is mainly a feature of bilingual communication between bilinguals. This type of linguistic transfer is viewed in both positive and negative terms: Edwards (2006) sees it as a deficiency, while Romaine (1995: 120) affirms that it is a “natural and frequent part of bilingual behaviour” that often occurs “unconsciously… and unnoticed by both parties” in a conversation. According to Baker, “codeswitches have a variety of purposes and aims” and vary depending on the interlocutor, subject and domain of the exchange. He lists thirteen “purposes of codeswitching including “emphasis”, acceptance or exclusion, clarification, and so on (Baker 2011: 107-8). As Lewis indicates (2014: 38), “code-switching can reflect a powerful interpersonal dynamic” not unlike that associated with Communication Accommodation Theory (see below). 
Skutnabb-Kangas objects to using interference as a means of measuring bilingualism. Firstly, the tester’s viewpoint – “the more interference, the less bilingual” – is monoglot-norm-referenced and “rests on a negative view both of bilingualism and interference”; secondly, it does not take into consideration important variables such as the age and context of language acquisition. She implies that all types of interference form part of the language learning process and that rather than being an aberration of “the monolingual’s norm”, interference may actually represent a “bilingual norm” (1981: 213-217). 
Models of Language Competence and Communication Accommodation Theory (CAT) 
According to Baker, in bilingualism studies “the fundamental distinction is between bilingual ability and bilingual usage” (2011: 15). Unlike earlier theories which “tended to centre on language skills and components” alone, Bachman’s Model of Language Competence (1990) – revised by Bachman and Palmer (1996) – extends the dualism of degree and function, incorporating them into a model with four main components which Baker summarises in the table below: 
1 Organizational Competence
(i) Grammatical (e.g. Syntax, Vocabulary)
(ii) Textual (e.g. Written and oral cohesion)
2 Pragmatic Competence
(i) Illocutionary Competence (e.g. speech strategies, language functions)
(ii) Sociolinguistic Competence (e.g. sensitivity to register, dialect, cultural figures of speech) (Baker 2011: 13-14)
The paradigm’s most significant development with reference to bilingual language proficiency is that it embraces “not only the grammatical knowledge of languages used by the speaker but also the social aspects and implications of their use” (Lewis 2014: 50), thereby allowing “competence in a language…[to be] viewed as an integral part of language performance and not abstracted from it” (Baker 2011: 15). Furthermore, Sociolinguistic Competence plays a key role in the evaluation of language proficiency, placing the bilingual individual in a context in recognition of the fact that “in a conversation, there is negotiation of meaning between two or more people” (Baker 2011: 13). Communication Accommodation Theory (CAT) develops this idea further. It “suggests that individuals use communication…to indicate their attitudes toward each other”, employing “convergence, divergence, maintenance, and code switching” to do so (Sachdev and Giles 2006: 355, 360). For example, the subjunctive mode (or polite imperative) in Castillian Spanish can be utilised to create distance between two speakers and would therefore be an example of divergence (or possibly maintenance). Convergence is exemplified by code-switching in conversations between bilingual friends or by exaggerating a regional accent in order to associate oneself with a regional group. 
In conclusion 
There are probably more bilinguals than monolinguals in the world today: living day-to-day with two languages is a common occurrence but bilingualism is still relatively “poorly understood” (Grosjean 2010: 243). Starting with the four macro skills and five sub-skills, moving through degree and function, and the consideration of variables such as domains of use, it has quickly become clear that defining ‘balanced’ bilingual proficiency is complicated to say the least. The subject matter is multifaceted and the descriptive process is multi-layered. Issues central to language testing – and its limitations (for example, norm-referenced tests) – have been discussed here, in addition to the validity of dominance as a measure of balance, or the lack of it. Ultimately, Bachman’s Model of Language Competence not only illustrates the complexity of the task at hand, it also provides a comprehensive framework for describing bilingualism. However, as this exploration has discovered, the balanced bilingual is “untypical…once one looks beyond surface, impressionistic evaluation of ability in two languages” (Baetens Beardsmore 1986: 9).
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