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Introduction

1 Introduction

1.1  The role of bilingual language input in language 
minority contexts

Over the past decades, the influence of language input on the bilingual 
language development of children has been studied extensively (a.o. Hoff, 
Core, Place, Rumiche, Señor & Parra, 2012; Unsworth, 2012; Dixon, 2011; 
 Thordardottir, 2011; Bohman, Bedore, Peña, Gillam & Pérez, 2010; Paradis, 
2011, 2010; Quiroz, Snow & Zhao, 2010; Scheele, 2010; Scheele, Leseman & 
Mayo, 2010; Gathercole & Thomas, 2009; Cornips & Hulk, 2008; Duursma, 
Romero-Contreras, Szuber, Proctor, Snow, August & Calderón, 2007; Yip & 
Matthews, 2006; Driessen, van der Slik & de Bot, 2002; Oller & Eilers, 2002; 
Nicoladis, 1998; Hickey, 1997; Pearson, Fernández, Lewedeg & Oller, 1997). 
These studies demonstrate that the proficiency of bilinguals in their  languages 
largely depends on the amount of input they receive in each language. More 
specifically, bilinguals who have considerably more exposure to one language 
will generally show a higher proficiency in that language compared to the 
other. The amount of input in each language differs in most bilingual con-
texts. This is especially true in bilingual contexts where one language is domi-
nant over the other, for example in minority-majority language contexts. In 
such a context, the majority language is generally omnipresent and the mi-
nority language has a more modest place in society. From the perspective of 
children this means that, although most interactional language input may be 
in the minority language, e.g. from parents and other family members, neigh-
bours or friends, there is almost always exposure to the majority language, 
due to its stronger presence in society. This is different for the children grow-
ing up with the majority language at home. These children will generally have 
little exposure to the minority language due to its modest place in society. In 
Wales, the national language, English, exists alongside the regional minority 
language, Welsh. Gathercole and Thomas (2009) investigated the proficiency 
of children and adults in both Welsh and English. They showed that in early 
acquisition of English, young children growing up with Welsh only or both 
Welsh and English at home lagged behind in English proficiency, compared to 
their L1-English peers. However, their study further revealed that the slower 
progression in English of these two groups of participants had decreased by 
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the end of primary education. Regardless of home language, school-aged chil-
dren and adults had an equivalent command of English compared to their 
peers. In other words, even the L1-Welsh participants who had received less 
English input compared to their L1-English peers, had caught up in English 
proficiency by the end of primary school. This is a surprising result, since 
one would expect they would still lag behind in English. In contrast, the par-
ticipants who were exposed to English only or to both English and Welsh at 
home lagged behind in Welsh compared to the L1-Welsh participants and this 
delay persisted over time. It seemed that the proficiency in Welsh was directly 
linked to the amount of Welsh input whereas English proficiency was not. 
Gathercole and Thomas’ study shows that limited input to the majority lan-
guage led to an adequate proficiency in English, while continued exposure to 
the minority language was needed to establish sufficient command of Welsh.

In the context of Gathercole and Thomas’ study (2009), the question 
arises whether their findings will also hold for other minority contexts. The 
Frisian-Dutch language context is a case in point. Frisian is a minority lan-
guage spoken in the province of Friesland, in the north of the Netherlands. 
Like Wales, Friesland is an interesting case for studying bilingualism, since 
here two closely related languages, i.e. Dutch and Frisian, are used alongside 
one other. Taking the perspective of the Netherlands, Dutch is referred to as 
the majority language in this dissertation, since it is the national language. 
This does not necessarily mean that the inhabitants of Friesland speak Dutch 
more than Frisian. In fact, Frisian has quite a strong position in the rural parts 
of Friesland, sometimes even stronger than Dutch (Gorter & Jonkman, 1995). 
Nevertheless, Frisian is referred to as minority language in this dissertation, 
since it is a minority language in the Netherlands.

The current project monitored the Frisian and Dutch language develop-
ment of young children in Friesland. In relation to language input, children in 
Friesland are exposed to both Dutch and Frisian from an early age onwards, al-
though the amount of input in the two languages might be highly un balanced. 
The role of language input, whether it is the input at home or outside the home 
and family, has received scarcely any attention in research in the Frisian-Dutch 
language context. Moreover, most educational studies in Friesland have con-
centrated primarily on school-aged bilinguals. A study of Ytsma (1995) among 
pupils in primary education (age 8-9 years and 11-12 years) showed that the 
home language played a substantial role in the acquisition of Frisian vocabu-
lary. While the L1-Frisian children obtained a mean score close to the maxi-
mum score of the self-developed Frisian productive  vocabulary test, the mean 
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score of their L1-Dutch peers on that vocabulary test was substantially lower. 
Furthermore, the L1-Dutch children showed a considerable variance in their 
scores on this Frisian vocabulary test, and it appeared that their lexical knowl-
edge of Frisian was related to the amount of Frisian exposure they received 
outside the home and family (see § 2.2). On the other hand, de Jager, Klunder 
& Ytsma (2002a, b, c) and van Ruijven (2006) found that pupils in the fourth 
year of primary education (age 7-8 years) in Friesland performed similarly 
in Dutch compared to their peers in the rest of the Netherlands (see § 2.2). 
These findings suggest that in primary education children in Friesland catch 
up in Dutch. Together these studies confirm  Gathercole and Thomas’ results 
(2009) in the Welsh-English context. However, it is unclear if the findings of 
Ytsma (1995), de Jager et al. (2002a, b, c) and van Ruijven (2006) also apply 
to preschool children. This is supported by findings from the Gathercole and 
Thomas’ study (2009). Although the differences between the home language 
groups in English proficiency had decreased by the age of seven, there was an 
effect of home language among the four-year-olds. Moreover, it is important 
to gain as much knowledge as possible about the typical (bilingual) language 
acquisition of preschoolers. After all, without proper knowledge about the 
typical language acquisition, whether monolingual or bilingual, it is impos-
sible to indicate if children have language deficits or not. It is well known that 
language deficits that occur at a young age will, in the long run, also affect 
other skills such as literacy and further academic performance (Dickinson 
& McCabe, 2001; Scarborough, 2001), so it is important to identify language 
problems as soon as possible.

Gathercole and Thomas’ paper (2009) discusses six cross-sectional stud-
ies among children aged between 3-11.5 years (study 1-4) and adults (study 
5-6). These studies concern Welsh only (study 1-3), or both Welsh and Eng-
lish (study 4-6) (see also § 2.3 and § 2.4). The current project will partly 
replicate the Gathercole and Thomas’ study (2009). The central theme will be 
the role of language input in the development of a bilingual vocabulary and 
morphosyntax in Frisian and Dutch. It is not an exact replication of Gathercole 
and Thomas (2009), since the focus in the current project lies on preschool 
children (aged between 2.5-4 years) only. Another difference between both 
studies is that the design of the current project is longitudinal.

Although the main focus within our project will lie on language input, 
the relation between morphosyntax and vocabulary will also be examined. 
Several studies confirm the existence of a strong relation between morpho-
syntax and lexicon (see § 2.5 for an overview of prior research on this topic).  
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Since this aspect has never been investigated before in Frisian-Dutch bi linguals, 
the relationship between the two language components will be studied both 
within and across Frisian and Dutch.

The next section (§ 1.2) will give some sociolinguistic characteristics of 
Friesland and the Frisian language, followed by a section (§ 1.3) with general 
information on preschoolers in Friesland.

1.2 Friesland: a region with two languages

Friesland (Frisian: Fryslân) is a bilingual region located in the north of the 
Netherlands. More specifically, Friesland is one of the twelve provinces of 
the Netherlands, as indicated by the dark area in Figure 1.1. The province of 
Friesland has 647,282 inhabitants (1 January 2011, source CBS), which is 4% of 
the 16.7 million people living in the Netherlands. In addition to the national 
language of Dutch, the autochthonous minority language Frisian (Dutch: Fries; 
Frisian: Frysk) is spoken in Friesland. Outside the Netherlands, the language 
is also known as West Frisian, to avoid confusion with the other Frisian lan-
guages, which are spoken in Germany (i.e. Saaterland Frisian and North Fri-
sian). Therefore it should be noted that whenever the term Frisian is used in 
this dissertation, it refers to the West Frisian language.

Like Dutch and English, Frisian is a West Germanic language. In the 
Middle Ages the Old Frisian language was closely related to Old English. It 
developed independently of Dutch, but nowadays, due to language contact, 
the modern Frisian language contains quite a few Dutch loan words and mor-
phosyntactical structures (Popkema, 2006; Breuker, 2001). It should be noted, 
however, that most of these morphosyntactic structures are not used in Frisian 
child language, since they mainly concern mature language structures used in 
adult language, e.g. the verb order in an infinite verb cluster in subordinate 
clauses.

Frisian has four main dialects as indicated in Figure 1.2, i.e. Klaaifrysk, 
the variety spoken in the western half of Friesland, Wâldfrysk, spoken in the 
eastern part of the province and Súdwesthoeksk, spoken in the southern part of 
Friesland. The fourth dialect is called Noardeasthoeksk, which is spoken in the 
northeastern part of Friesland. Although these dialects differ on the phono-
logical and lexical levels, they are mutually understandable (it is beyond the 
scope of this project to describe the differences between the dialects in detail; 
see Popkema (2006) and Tiersma (1999) for an overview). Frisian is strongest 
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in the rural areas of the province of Friesland, compared to the more urban 
areas, such as Leeuwarden (Frisian: Ljouwert), the capital of Friesland (Gorter 
& Jonkman, 1995). Furthermore, in some cities/towns Stedsfrysk, a mixture 
of Frisian and Dutch, is spoken, i.e. in Leeuwarden (Frisian: Ljouwert), Dok-
kum (Dokkum), Franeker (Frjentsjer), Harlingen (Harns), Bolsward (Boalsert), 
Sneek (Snits), and Heerenveen (It Hearrenfean). Whenever the term Frisian is 
used in this dissertation, it refers to the four main dialects mentioned above. 
However, it does not include the Stedsfrysk dialect nor the quite distinct Frisian 
dialects spoken in Hindeloopen (Hylpen) and Stavoren (Starum), and on the 
islands of Schiermonnikoog (Skiermûntseach) and Terschelling (Skylge).

Figure 1.1: Friesland (dark) in the Netherlands.
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In the 1970s, Frisian was offi cially recognized by the Dutch government as the 
second language in the Netherlands after Dutch. Furthermore, the European 
Charter for Regional or Minority Languages was signed by the Dutch govern-
ment in 1992 and ratifi ed in 1996 with respect to Frisian (Council of Europe, 
2012). A regional radio and television station broadcasts in Frisian several 
hours per day. Frisian is mostly used orally and in informal domains, such as 
within the family, among colleagues, etc. It has a modest place in formal areas 
such as the church, education, or written media (Breuker, 2001).

Several sociolinguistic studies in the twentieth century have revealed a 
slow decline in the percentage of speakers of Frisian (cf. Gorter & Jonkman, 
1995; Gorter, Jelsma, van der Plank & de Vos, 1984; Pietersen, 1969). The latest 
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Figure 1.2: Main dialects of the Frisian language.
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large-scale sociolinguistic study (Gorter & Jonkman, 1995) showed that 94% 
of the population in Friesland understand Frisian, while 74% of the inhabi-
tants claim to be able to speak Frisian, 65% can read Frisian, and only 17% 
can write in Frisian. More than half of the inhabitants (55%) declare that 
they are native speakers of Frisian. It is commonly assumed that every adult 
inhabitant of Friesland has a thorough command of Dutch, since it is the main 
language used in education. In other words, nearly all Frisian-speaking adults 
are (orally) bilingual in Frisian and Dutch, whereas adults who have Dutch as 
their mother tongue are not necessarily able to speak Frisian. A recent study 
conducted by the provincial government showed that on average 48% of the 
inhabitants speak Frisian to their children (Provinsje Fryslân, 2011). Approxi-
mately half of the population of young children in Friesland would then seem 
to acquire Frisian as (one of) their mother tongue(s). Statistically Friesland has 
35,724 children aged 0-5 years (1 January 2011, source CBS), so in 2011 about 
17,000 children grew up as young bilinguals, living in families with one or 
both parents providing Frisian input.

1.3 Preschoolers in Friesland

In the Netherlands, children generally start attending preschool by the age of 
two years and a half, sometimes a few months earlier. They continue going to 
preschool till the age of four, when they enter primary education. Preschool 
education is not mandatory in the Netherlands. Most children go to preschool 
for one to four sessions per week. A preschool session lasts 1.5-2.5 hours and 
takes place in the morning or in the afternoon. Therefore, a preschool session 
is also called a ‘morning’ or ‘afternoon’ in colloquial language. In some cases, 
when children first start attending preschool, they only go there for one ses-
sion per week and this is gradually increased to two, three, or sometimes four 
sessions (Beekhoven, Jepma & Kooiman, 2011).

Some preschools in Friesland have an explicit language policy, others 
do not. For example, there are Frisian-medium preschools where the teach-
ers speak Frisian only while communicating with the children, or bilingual 
preschools where one teacher consistently speaks Frisian, while the other 
uses Dutch only. There are 76 Frisian-medium or bilingual (Frisian/Dutch) 
preschools in Friesland (2013, Sintrum Frysktalige Berne-opfang). It must be 
noted, however, that this number includes preschools that are officially certi-
fied as Frisian-medium or bilingual preschools as well as preschools that are 
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still in the process of certification. Dutch is the main medium of instruction 
at preschools in Friesland that lack an explicit language policy, although it is a 
general observation that Frisian is also used, for example in individual contact 
with the children.

By the age of four, children enter primary education where, in general, 
the main language of instruction is Dutch and Frisian is only taught as a sub-
ject. There are also 23 officially certified primary schools in Friesland that 
operate within a language policy of three languages that are used as medium 
of instruction, i.e. Frisian, Dutch and English (July 2012, source: CEDIN/Taal-
sintrum Frysk). English is introduced in the higher grades at these schools.

Young children are exposed to language in all situations: at home, at 
daycare, at preschool, etc. However, it is a general observation that until they 
enter preschool, most children in Friesland have mainly been exposed to their 
own home language(s). Especially when there is only one language spoken at 
home, the exposure to another language than the one spoken at home is often 
still limited. The exposure to that other language may, for example, come 
from relatives or friends who use it or it is the main language used at pre-
school or daycare. Other ways of exposure to the other language than the one 
spoken at home is through television, radio, book reading, etc. Since Dutch is 
omnipresent and Frisian has a much more modest place in society, children 
with Frisian as their home language have more exposure to Dutch compared 
to the Frisian exposure that children with Dutch as their home language re-
ceive. Furthermore, in terms of Frisian and Dutch language proficiency, it is 
a general observation that preschoolers with Frisian as their home language 
speak their L2, Dutch. When they are less proficient in the L2, they often 
mix both languages. Conversely, children with Dutch as their home language 
hardly use their L2, Frisian. If they use Frisian, this will in most cases be re-
stricted to a few Frisian words.

With Frisian being the minority language and Dutch the majority lan-
guage in Friesland, preschoolers with Frisian as their home language can 
therefore be described as minority L1-speakers/majority L2-learners, since 
they grow up with Frisian but are exposed to Dutch to a lesser extent. Con-
versely, preschoolers with Dutch as their home language can be described as 
majority L1-speakers/minority L2-learners, since their exposure to Frisian is, 
in most cases, minimal.
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1.4 The background of the current project

In 2006 the provincial government, the Provinsje Fryslân, launched a new policy 
focusing on the improvement of the language position of Frisian in preschool, 
primary and secondary education (Provinsje Fryslân, 2006), setting up an 
integral language policy for all education levels. Translated to preschool level, 
this means providing all the conditions necessary for optimal development 
in both Frisian and Dutch for all young children in Friesland. Since the late 
1990s, money and effort had already been put into developing a Frisian lan-
guage programme for preschoolers and in establishing bilingual and Frisian-
medium preschool and daycare facilities. However, little was known about 
the Frisian and Dutch language development of young bilinguals. As stated in 
§ 1.1, findings from van Ruijven (2006), de Jager et al. (2002a, b, c) and Ytsma 
(1995) with primary school children in the Frisian-Dutch context may not 
hold for preschool-aged children. Therefore, in 2008, the current longitudinal 
project was initiated in order to gain more insight on the early acquisition of 
Frisian and Dutch. The focus was the preschool period, i.e. when children are 
aged between 2;6 (i.e. two years and six months) and 4;0 years old. The proj-
ect consists of different types of studies: test adaptation and evaluation, and 
test data and spontaneous speech samples collected longitudinally.

1.5 Thesis outline

Chapter 2 provides the theoretical framework for this project starting with 
an overview of previous studies of the early acquisition of Frisian and Dutch. 
Next, the chapter summarizes and discusses previous literature concerning 
the influence of language input on early bilingual language development, fo-
cusing on vocabulary and morphosyntax. The research questions and hypoth-
eses are formulated and the two conceptual models presented at the end of 
Chapter 2.

Chapter 3 discusses the research design and the participants, as well as 
the procedure, the instruments and statistical analyses used in the project.

Chapters 4, 5, 6 and 7 address the empirical work conducted in the 
project. Since there were no Frisian vocabulary tests available, a Dutch recep-
tive and a Dutch productive vocabulary test were adapted for Frisian. Chap-
ter 4 describes the adaptation process and the pilot that was conducted with 
preliminary versions of these Frisian adaptations, including a discussion on 



Growing up with Frisian and Dutch

24

the reliability of the final versions of the adaptations. During the adaptation 
process the use of cognate items in the vocabulary tests was challenging for 
the validity of the vocabulary tests. Since Frisian and Dutch are closely related, 
there is a partial overlap in vocabulary, resulting in cognate items, i.e. words 
that are similar in pronunciation as well as meaning in both languages, in the 
Frisian and Dutch vocabulary tests. Chapter 5 describes how this issue was 
resolved.

Chapter 6 examines the influence of language input on the early devel-
opment of Frisian and Dutch vocabulary. Language input inside and outside 
the home function as independent variables, and they are tested for their rela-
tionship with lexical proficiency in both languages.

Chapter 7 concerns the role of language input in the early development 
of Frisian and Dutch morphosyntax. Again, language input inside and outside 
the home function as independent variables. Next, the relationship between 
morphosyntax and lexicon is examined.

The final chapter, Chapter 8, discusses the findings from the vocabulary 
and morphosyntactic studies with respect to the research questions. It further 
addresses limitations of the studies. The chapter ends by drawing general con-
clusions and by providing recommendations for future research.

The current project will contribute to a growing body of research ex-
ploring the influence of language input in bilingual language proficiency, 
more specifically within a minority-majority language context. It further will 
explore the relation between morphosyntax and vocabulary within and across 
two languages. Practically, the findings will provide parents as well as lan-
guage professionals such as speech and language therapists and educational 
specialists working in Friesland with useful knowledge on the acquisition of 
Frisian and Dutch by young children.
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2  Language input and bilingual language 
proficiency

In line with the theme of this dissertation, this chapter explores literature 
concerning early bilingual language development (§ 2.1). Next, previous stud-
ies in early language acquisition in the Frisian-Dutch context are described 
(§ 2.2). The role of language input in the early bilingual development of vo-
cabulary (§ 2.3) and morphosyntax (§ 2.4) is addressed, followed by a section 
on the relation between morphosyntax and lexicon within and across lan-
guages (§ 2.5). The chapter ends with the construction of the two conceptual 
models (§ 2.6) with our expectations of the outcomes of the studies, and the 
research questions and hypotheses (§ 2.7).

2.1 Early bilingual language development

It is estimated that about half of the world population is bilingual or multilin-
gual (Appel & Vermeer, 2000). In bilingual language acquisition, a distinction 
is often made between simultaneous and successive language acquisition. In 
simultaneous language acquisition children are regularly exposed to both lan-
guages from birth onwards (Yip & Matthews, 2007; Genesee, Paradis & Crago, 
2004; Appel & Vermeer, 2000). In successive language acquisition, children 
start learning a second language after the acquisition of the first language has 
already begun. Children are therefore already familiar with some structures 
of their first language before the development of the second language starts 
(Yip & Matthews, 2007; Genesee et al., 2004; Appel & Vermeer, 2000). Some 
studies take the age of three years as a cut-off point (Genesee et al., 2004; 
Appel & Vermeer, 2000; McLaughlin, 1978) to mark the distinction between 
these two categories of bilingualism, while other studies tend to set this point 
at an older age, e.g. five (De Houwer, 2009). While acknowledging the impor-
tant differences in these two types of bilingual acquisition, Yip and Matthews 
(2007) view the two extremes, i.e. simultaneous and successive acquisition, 
as part of a continuum rather than as a dichotomy. Furthermore, even within 
simultaneous language acquisition, many different input contexts are pos-
sible. For example, instead of from birth onwards, the second language may 



Growing up with Frisian and Dutch

26

be introduced at daycare before the age of three. De Houwer (2009) therefore 
suggests a distinction within the concept of simultaneous acquisition between 
‘bilingual first language acquisition’ in which the child is regularly exposed 
to language A and B from birth onwards, and ‘early second language acquisi-
tion’ in which the child is regularly exposed to language A and the exposure 
to language B begins at a later age, e.g. at 1;6 years.

The studies in the current project comprised children from families 
where predominantly only one language was spoken by the parents, i.e. either 
Frisian or Dutch (see § 3.2). It is a question of debate whether these children 
are simultaneous or successive language learners. As stated in § 1.3, many 
children with Frisian as their home language are also exposed to Dutch from 
birth onwards, e.g. through Dutch television and radio, Dutch-speaking rela-
tives or friends, at daycare, etc. This exposure may thus be regular, although 
not always in the form of interpersonal communication. Consequently, they 
undergo some kind of simultaneous acquisition of both languages, often with 
an unbalanced bilingual language input, i.e. with substantially more input in 
Frisian than in Dutch. Also young children with Dutch at home who grow 
up in a mostly Frisian or bilingual language context outside their home and 
family are likely to experience an unbalanced input in both languages. In 
line with De Houwer (2009), one might call these two groups of children 
early second language learners. In contrast, some children with Dutch as their 
home language may have exposure to the Frisian language for the first time 
only at preschool or even later. If they are then sufficiently exposed to Frisian 
so that they acquire Frisian as a second language, these children would then 
fall into the category of successive language learners.

For reasons of clarity, it is important to mention that in this dissertation 
the term L1-Frisian refers to Frisian acquired as a first language by children. 
Thus, L1-Frisian children refer to children who have Frisian as their home 
language. Additionally, regardless whether this group of L1-Frisian children 
learns Dutch simultaneously, or whether they are early second language learn-
ers of Dutch, the term L2-Dutch is used to refer to Dutch as a second language. 
The same goes for the term L1-Dutch that refers to Dutch as the home lan-
guage, and L2-Frisian that is used to refer to Frisian as second language.

Whether children grow up as bilinguals largely depends on the language 
patterns and language choice of parents for their children (De Houwer, 2007). 
De Houwer (2007) showed that if one or both parents used the non-majority 
language at home, the chance of their children speaking both languages was 
high. As stated in § 1.1, language input is crucial for language acquisition. 
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Within language input, it seems that home language is more influential than, 
for example, school language (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009). The role of home 
language in vocabulary and morphosyntax is further discussed in respectively 
§ 2.3 and § 2.4.

The language input outside the home and family may differ from the 
home language, e.g. the language at preschool or at daycare may be differ-
ent to the one used at home. The input from preschool teachers is relevant 
in language development. For example, Huttenlocher, Vasilyeva, Cymerman 
and Levine (2002) revealed that there is a relation between the syntactic in-
put of preschool teachers and the syntactic growth of children. Bowers and 
Vasilyeva (2011) confirmed this relation between teacher input and preschool-
ers’ language. They stressed the role of teacher input for both monolingual 
and bilingual preschoolers: young bilinguals needed short simple sentences 
with a high number of basic words that were repeated several times in order 
to increase their vocabulary, whereas the number of different words in the 
teacher’s speech was important for the vocabulary growth of their monolin-
gual peers. Further, Hickey (1997) showed that the quality of Irish spoken by 
the preschool teachers was directly linked to the Irish proficiency of the pre-
schoolers. In addition, Deunk (2009) argues that teachers play an important 
role in situations in which they stimulate children to use language at the pre-
school. Because children use language when participating in these activities, 
the teachers may also affect the development of that language use. The cur-
rent project divides the participants’ language input into home language and 
outside home exposure. The home language refers to the interactional input 
from the parents. The outside home exposure refers to the interactional input 
from caregivers other than the parents, e.g. grandparents, preschool teachers, 
daycare providers, etc. (see also § 3.2).

Although the development of both languages in bilinguals usually fol-
lows the same path as that of a monolingual in each language (e.g.  Gathercole 
& Hoff, 2007; Genesee et al., 2004; Pearson & Fernández, 1994; De  Houwer, 
1990), the rate of development in both languages of bilinguals is often slower 
compared to monolinguals (e.g. Gathercole, Thomas & Hughes, 2008;  Pearson 
et al., 1997). In studies where bilinguals’ proficiency is compared to that 
of monolinguals, bilinguals are often found to lag behind (a.o. Hoff et al., 
2012; Thordardottir, 2011; Gathercole et al., 2008). This is not surprising con-
sidering the fact that the bilingual language proficiency of young children 
largely depends on the amount of language input they receive in each lan-
guage (Unsworth, 2012; Thordardottir, 2011; Yip & Matthews, 2006).  Unlike 
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 monolinguals, the input of bilingual children is divided between two lan-
guages. Clearly their input in each of their languages will be less than that of 
monolingual children receiving input in only one language (Thordardottir, 
2011).

Several studies indicate that a critical mass of input in a second lan-
guage is needed for the acquisition of that language (e.g. Thordardottir, 2011; 
 Gathercole & Thomas, 2009; Gathercole & Hoff, 2007; Gathercole, 2002; Oller 
& Eilers, 2002; Pearson et al., 1997). For example, Gathercole and Thomas 
(2009) use the critical mass in input as an explanation for the catch-up in 
English by L1-Welsh and L1-Welsh-English bilinguals. Pearson et al. (1997) 
suggest a 20% input as being the minimum amount of input in the second lan-
guage needed for development, at least in the productive domain. In contrast, 
Thordardottir (2011) showed that in productive vocabulary more than 60% of 
L2-input was needed before the performance in productive vocabulary was 
similar to the corresponding monolingual group. For receptive vocabulary, 
this percentage was 40%. The difference in percentages between the two stud-
ies can be explained by the fact that the 20% L2-input of Pearson et al. (1997) 
is the minimum input needed to get the L2-development efficiently started, 
while Thordardottir’s (2011) percentages refer to the minimum amount of 
input needed for mastering the L2 at the same level as monolinguals.

Language input is not the only factor that contributes to (bilingual) lan-
guage development. Other factors are also important, for example the intel-
ligence of children (a.o. Paradis, 2011; DeThorne & Watkins, 2006;  Tellegen, 
Winkel, Wijnberg-Williams & Laros, 2005b; Hickey, 1997; Genesee & 
 Hamayan, 1980). Cognitive skills, such as nonverbal reasoning, were found 
to be important predictors of individual differences in kindergarten children 
acquiring French as a second language (Genesee & Hamayan, 1980).  Paradis 
(2011) confirmed these results in a more recent study among children at the 
age of 4;10-7;0 years learning English as a second language. Paradis’ study 
showed that analytic reasoning was a significant predictor for vocabulary as 
well as for verb morphology in English. These studies show that intelligence 
should always be considered in research on bilingualism. The results in the 
current research will thus be controlled for this variable.

Before discussing prior research with respect to the influence of lan-
guage input on vocabulary (§ 2.3) and morphosyntax (§ 2.4), the next section 
(§ 2.2) will first describe previous studies on early language acquisition in the 
Frisian-Dutch context.
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2.2  Previous studies on early language acquisition in the 
Frisian-Dutch context

Until now, little research has been done on the language development of the 
young Frisian bilingual child. Although several studies have been conducted 
with school-aged children, only a few have focused on preschool-aged chil-
dren. One study is a non-academic descriptive case study of a young girl aged 
between 1;3-6;0 years old, growing up in the 1960s in Friesland (Boelens, 
1974a, b, c, d, e, f). In his study, Boelens focused on the girl’s Frisian language 
development, although her first Dutch words, her differentiation between the 
two languages and her language choice in different situations are also men-
tioned. Because this study is based on parental notes, and the parents had no 
linguistic background, this description is fragmental and anecdotal in nature.

Ytsma (1999) studied the Frisian and Dutch language proficiency of chil-
dren in their first year of primary education (age 4-5 years). The participants 
were tested at the beginning and at the end of that first year in both Frisian 
and Dutch, while taking their home language into account. The children were 
tested with respect to phonological knowledge, receptive vocabulary, produc-
tive vocabulary, syntax and text comprehension. A standardized Dutch battery 
of tests was translated and adapted to Frisian for this purpose. The L1-Frisian 
children showed significant growth in all Frisian measures. In addition, apart 
from the Dutch phonological test, they also showed significant growth in the 
Dutch measures. The L1-Dutch children also showed significant progress in 
Frisian, with the exception of Frisian productive vocabulary. However, their 
growth in Frisian was substantially smaller, compared to the growth in Dutch 
of the L1-Frisian children. Ytsma (1999) therefore concluded that the second 
language (i.e. Dutch) of Frisian-speaking children was further developed than 
the second language (i.e. Frisian) of children with Dutch as their first lan-
guage. The children using Frisian as their home language seemed therefore 
more balanced bilinguals than their peers with Dutch as their home language. 
Ytsma’s (1999) results were confirmed by Jongbloed (2005). She compared 
the active vocabulary of L1-Frisian children, L1-Dutch children and children 
from families where one parent used Frisian and the other Dutch (L1-Frisian-
Dutch). She assessed children in their first year of primary education (age 4-5 
years) with a self-developed vocabulary test. Children saw a picture and had to 
say the appropriate word, first in Dutch than in Frisian. In each language, two 
attempts for giving the correct response were allowed. The L1-Frisian children 
and the L1-Frisian-Dutch (bilingual) children knew significantly more words 
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in Frisian compared to the L1-Dutch children. In contrast, there were no sig-
nificant differences in Dutch between the three groups.

In 2008 a frequency-based study was conducted on the Frisian mor-
phosyntax of young children between 1;9-4;3 years old (Dijkstra, 2008). The 
study resulted in a Frisian version of the English language instrument LARSP 
(Crystal, Fletcher & Garman, 1989), providing an overview of the order in 
which Frisian morphosyntactic language structures emerge. Comparison with 
one of the Dutch versions of LARSP (Schlichting, 2005c) revealed that, in gen-
eral, both languages showed similar acquisition of morphosyntactical struc-
tures, although there are some language-specific differences. It is beyond the 
scope of this dissertation to give a detailed description of these differences 
(see Dijkstra (2008) for an overview).

As briefly discussed in § 1.1, other studies were conducted with older chil-
dren in primary education, i.e. research that investigated their Frisian proficien-
cy (Ytsma, 1995) and educational studies by de Jager et al. (2002a, b, c) and van 
Ruijven (2006) that looked at Dutch proficiency in primary education.  Ytsma 
(1995) conducted a cross-sectional study with L1-Frisian children (N=208) and 
L2-Frisian (L1-Dutch) children (N=202). The participants were in their fifth 
(age 8-9 years) or eighth year (age 11-12 years) of primary education. They were 
assessed in five linguistic features of Frisian, i.e. breaking (phonologic feature), 
diminutive formation (morphological feature), je-verb conjugation (morpho-
logical feature), lexical knowledge (lexical feature), and verb-raising (syntac-
tic feature). It must be noted, however, that Ytsma (1995) always restricted his 
analyses to the effect of age, gender and language environment within the L1-
Frisian group and the L2-Frisian group separately and did not compare the pro-
ficiency between the L1-Frisian and L2-Frisian children with each other. Lexical 
knowledge was tested with a self-developed productive vocabulary test. Results 
showed that the L1-Frisian children obtained a mean score of 31.9 points on this 
vocabulary test, which was close to the maximum of 34 points. In contrast, the 
L1-Dutch children had a mean score of 18.2 points. The lexical knowledge of 
this last group also varied considerably. In general they knew few Frisian words. 
Some of them failed to name even one single Frisian word, whereas others had 
acquired quite an extended vocabulary in Frisian. The lexical knowledge of L1-
Duch children clearly increased when their language environment was more 
Frisian. As for the two morphological features, Ytsma (1995) found similar re-
sults: the L1-Frisian children scored close to the maximum score, whereas the 
L2-Frisian children scored substantially lower. The test for verb-raising showed 
that both groups scored equally low. Ytsma (1995) attributed this last result to 
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the fact that verb-raising might be subject to language change due to language 
contact with Dutch. Although Ytsma (1995) never compared the proficiency 
between the L1-Frisian and L2-Frisian children with each other, it is a clear ob-
servation from his study that home language plays an important role in Frisian 
proficiency, particularly with respect to Frisian productive vocabulary.

Van Ruijven (2006) conducted an educational study in which children’s 
performance in Dutch and math in fourth year of primary education (age 7-8 
years) were investigated, using data from de Jager et al. (2002a, b, c). Dutch 
was assessed in 1076 pupils with a standardized educational test (Taalschaal 
E4, CITO). This test assesses Dutch morphology, syntax, function words and 
vocabulary. Her study showed that the children in the fourth year of primary 
education scored slightly above the average scores of their peers in the rest of 
the Netherlands.

This overview of studies in language acquisition in the Frisian-Dutch 
context shows that to date, there is no study investigating bilingual input and 
language proficiency among preschool-aged children. Studies with older chil-
dren (aged four years or older) have shown that home language seems to be 
important in the development of Frisian, whereas it does not play a significant 
role in Dutch after the age of seven or eight. For the L2-Frisian development, 
the language environment was important, i.e. the L1-Dutch children had 
higher scores on the Frisian productive vocabulary test when their language 
environment involved more Frisian.

2.3  The role of language input in the early bilingual 
development of vocabulary

Input is crucial in vocabulary development (Unsworth, 2012; Dixon, 2011; 
Thordardottir, 2011; Dixon, 2011; Bohman et al., 2010; Quiroz et al., 2010; 
 Gathercole & Thomas, 2009; Duursma et al., 2007; Hoff & Naigles, 2002; 
Weizman & Snow, 2001; Nicoladis, 1998; Hickey, 1997; Pearson et al., 1997; 
Huttenlocher, Haight, Bryk, Seltzer & Lyons, 1991). From the perspective of 
minority-majority language contexts, studies show that especially in the devel-
opment of the minority language, the home language(s) of children play(s) an 
important role, for example in the vocabulary development of Irish (Hickey, 
1997) or Welsh ( Gathercole & Thomas, 2009). Hickey (1997) tested bilingual 
preschoolers in Irish-medium preschools in Irish receptive and productive 
vocabulary. Her study showed that home language was an important factor 
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in both receptive and productive vocabulary. Children growing up in Irish-
only homes (N=13) significantly outperformed children from bilingual Irish-
English homes (N=46) in both Irish receptive and productive vocabulary. 
Furthermore, participants from bilingual homes obtained significantly higher 
scores in Irish productive vocabulary compared to participants from English-
only homes (N=165). Only in Irish receptive vocabulary were no differences 
found between participants from bilingual homes and English-only homes. In 
other words, children who had more Irish exposure at home obtained higher 
scores on the vocabulary tests. Similar results were found by  Gathercole and 
Thomas (2009) for Welsh receptive vocabulary referring to several studies 
in the Welsh-English context (Gathercole et al., 2008;  Gathercole & Thomas, 
2005; Gathercole, Thomas & Laporte, in preparation). These studies dem-
onstrated that children who received higher input in Welsh at home had a 
stronger command of Welsh receptive vocabulary, compared to their peers 
with low Welsh language input.

In addition, school language, i.e. whether children attended a bilingual-
medium schools or a Welsh-medium school, did not have an effect on Welsh 
receptive vocabulary in any of the age groups (3-5;6, 6-8, 8;6-11 years). Fur-
thermore, Hickey (1997) showed that the community language of the chil-
dren did not play a substantial role in Irish receptive vocabulary, i.e. the 
children living in districts where Irish was the main community language 
did not differ significantly in Irish receptive vocabulary from children from 
English-speaking districts. Regarding productive vocabulary in Irish, an effect 
was found for the community language, with children from Irish-speaking 
districts outperforming children from English-speaking districts.

As for the development of the majority language, the influence of home 
language decreases as children grow older (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009). Al-
though home language was important in the age group 3-5;6 years, with L1-
English and L1-Welsh-English children outperforming the L1-Welsh children, 
its influence on the development of English receptive vocabulary decreased 
over time. In the oldest age group (8;6-11 years), no effect of home language 
was found. There was no effect found for school language in the first two age 
groups (3-5;6 and 6-8 years). However, school language appeared to play a 
large role in the oldest age group (8;6-11 years), with children from bilingual-
medium schools outperforming those from Welsh-medium schools in English 
receptive vocabulary. Gathercole and Thomas (2009) argue that this catch-up 
in English might be explained by the fact that the L1-Welsh children reach a 
critical mass of English input in primary education.
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Gathercole and Thomas’ findings with regard to the catch-up in English 
were contradicted in a later study by Rhys and Thomas (in press). Rhys and 
Thomas investigated vocabulary in both English and Welsh among L1-Welsh 
and L1-Welsh-English pupils following Welsh-medium primary education 
and compared their results with the English performance of a monolingual 
control group following English-medium education in Wales. The L1-Welsh 
and L1-Welsh-English participants in their study did not show a catch-up in 
English as in the Gathercole and Thomas study. On the contrary, L1-Welsh and 
L1-Welsh-English participants (age 10-11 years) still performed more than one 
standard deviation below average according to the monolingual norms of the 
English vocabulary test, while their L1-English and monolingual English peers 
scored within the age-appropriate ranges. Since the participants of both stud-
ies lived in the same area in Wales, the authors do not have a solid explanation 
for the discrepancies found.

However, while in the Welsh-English context the L1-Welsh and L1-
Welsh-English children showed a catch-up in English after the age of nine 
(Gathercole & Thomas, 2009) or later (Rhys & Thomas, in press), the Frisian 
studies indicated that in the Frisian-Dutch context this catch-up seems to oc-
cur slightly earlier, i.e. by the age of seven or eight (van Ruijven, 2006; de Jager 
et al., 2002a, b, c). This slightly earlier catch-up might be explained by the fact 
that Frisian and Dutch are closely related languages, while Welsh and Eng-
lish are less closely related. Frisian and Dutch have, for example, considerable 
overlap in vocabulary and morphosyntax, which might facilitate the earlier 
catch-up in Dutch for children with Frisian as their home language.

The catch-up in the majority language may also be explained by other 
factors than receiving a critical amount of L2-input. Other moderating vari-
ables such as language status and language attitude may also play a role. How-
ever, it seems impossible to measure the language status or language attitudes 
of preschool-aged children toward Frisian or Dutch; they are too young to 
indicate whether they think one language has a higher prestige, or whether 
they prefer one language over the other. An alternative would be to observe 
the participant’s language use in different situations since language use is re-
garded as an aspect of language attitude (Baker, 1992). However, not using the 
second language does not necessarily unify a negative attitude towards that 
language; it might also suggest that these young children are not yet proficient 
enough to feel confident in using the L2. The possible moderating variable of 
language attitude is therefore not studies in the current project.
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As stated in § 2.1, the rate of development in a bilingual’s two languages 
is generally slower than the developmental rate for a monolingual. An alter-
native for obtaining two separate vocabulary scores for bilinguals, i.e. one in 
each language, is the use of a conceptual vocabulary score (Pearson, 1998; 
Pearson, Fernández & Oller, 1993). This score focuses on the concepts known 
by the bilingual child, i.e. if the bilingual knows a word and a translation 
equivalent, both of these words are counted only once as a doublet. Each sin-
glet is also counted, so the result is a conceptual vocabulary score reflecting 
the number of concepts that are lexicalized in one or both languages within 
the bilingual (Pearson, 1998). The conceptual vocabulary scores of Spanish-
English bilinguals were similar in size to the vocabulary score of the Spanish 
and English monolinguals (Pearson et al., 1993). Although these findings were 
confirmed by research with German-English bilinguals (Junker & Stockman, 
2002), Thordardottir, Rothenbergh, Rivard and Naves (2006) found contra-
dicting results. The conceptual vocabulary scores of their French-English bi-
linguals did not reach monolingual normal reference ranges. Thordardottir et 
al. (2006) claimed that this discrepancy was due to a difference in participant 
selection. Pearson et al. (1993) and Junker and Stockman (2002) included chil-
dren from highly variable bilingual backgrounds whereas Thordardottir et al. 
(2006) only included children with balanced input between both languages. 
Although the conceptual vocabulary score seems a reliable measure for meas-
uring general language development in bilinguals, it was not used within the 
vocabulary study of the current project, since the focus of this study was on 
vocabulary growth in both languages separately, i.e. the vocabulary growth 
in Frisian, next to the vocabulary growth in Dutch. Instead, the vocabulary 
scores of the two languages were used to measure the effect of language input 
on each language score separately. Furthermore, a bilingual’s language input 
in one language may be restricted to certain context-specific lexicons, e.g. at 
home, while the other language is mainly used in other contexts, e.g. at pre-
school. Consequently, bilingual children often develop different contextual 
lexicons in both languages. If some words are part of a bilingual’s vocabu-
lary in one language and if these concepts are not yet acquired in the other 
language, i.e. these words do not have translation equivalents in the other 
language, we speak of a ‘distributed characteristic’ (Oller, Pearson & Cobo-
Lewis, 2007; Oller, 2005; Oller & Pearson, 2002). It is important to keep this 
distributed characteristic in mind when testing bilingual children. Some test 
items may elicit incorrect responses while they would have elicited correct 
responses in the other language. This distributed characteristic and bilinguals’ 
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lower amount of input in the target language are important reasons why the 
results of young bilinguals on language tests cannot simply be compared to 
monolingual norms. In the current study we will therefore not compare the 
test results with the standardized monolingual norms for Dutch. Instead, we 
will focus primarily on the vocabulary growth in both languages.

To summarize, both receptive and productive vocabulary largely depend 
on language input. There is an effect of home language in receptive vocabu-
lary in the minority language (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009; Hickey, 1997). 
The home language effect decreases in the development of the receptive vo-
cabulary in the majority language (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009). Regarding 
productive vocabulary, there was an effect for home language in the minority 
language (Hickey 1997).

Furthermore, no effect for school language (Gathercole & Thomas, 
2009), or for community language (Hickey, 1997) was found in the receptive 
vocabulary development in the minority language. Conversely, school lan-
guage had an effect on the receptive vocabulary development in the major-
ity language (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009). Additionally, there was an effect 
found for community language (Hickey, 1997) in the productive vocabulary 
development in the minority language.

2.4  The role of language input in the early bilingual 
development of morphosyntax

Language input is not only important in vocabulary development, it also in-
fluences the morphosyntactic development whether measured as inflectional 
morphology, gender-marking, sentence imitation, or mean length of utter-
ance (MLU) (Hoff et al., 2012; Unsworth, 2012; Hadley, Rispoli, Fitzgerald 
& Bahnsen, 2011; Bohman et al., 2010; Paradis, 2011; Gathercole & Thomas, 
2009; Cornips & Hulk, 2008; Gathercole & Hoff, 2007; Huttenlocher,  Vasilyeva, 
 Waterfall, Vevea & Hedges, 2007; Yip & Matthews, 2006; Gathercole, 2002; 
Huttenlocher et al., 2002, Oller & Eilers, 2002; Hart & Risley, 1992; Wells, 
1985). However, the role of language input seems to be different in morpho-
syntax than in vocabulary as shown by Bohman et al. (2010). They explored 
the relationship between language input, language output and several meas-
ures for vocabulary and morphosyntax in English and Spanish among young 
bilinguals in the United States. They demonstrated that input was highly re-
lated to these language measures. Whereas vocabulary mostly relied on input, 
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 morphosyntax, in their study operationalized as the development of inflec-
tional morphology, relied on both input and output. These findings were con-
firmed by Unsworth (2012) who showed that input as well as the amount of 
English that the children spoke themselves was important in the acquisition of 
English inflectional morphology and vocabulary of Dutch-English bilinguals 
in the Netherlands. Input in Dutch was further found to be a significant pre-
dictor of Dutch gender-marking in these children (Unsworth, 2012).

Gathercole and Thomas (2009) summarized various studies on mor-
phosyntactic structures or features in Welsh (Gathercole & Thomas, 2005; 
 Gathercole, Laporte & Thomas, 2005; Gathercole et al., in preparation). Home 
language appeared to be influential in the development of Welsh, resulting in 
L1-Welsh children outperforming L1-English children and L1-Welsh-English 
children performing inbetween those two groups. School language also af-
fected abilities to some extent, i.e. the children in Welsh-medium education 
outperformed the children in bilingual education. This was particularly true 
for the L1-English children.

From the perspective of a minority-majority context, home language 
seems important in the development of morphosyntactic structures in Welsh. 
An additional effect is found for school (Gathercole and Thomas, 2009). No 
studies are available for the majority language though, at least not in the Irish-
English or Welsh-English context.

2.5  The relation between morphosyntax and vocabulary 
within and across languages

Although not directed linked to input, the relation between morphosyntax 
and vocabulary is an interesting aspect in early language development. Sev-
eral studies confirm the existence of a strong relation between morphosyntax 
and lexicon whether assessed by parental reports or on the basis of spon-
taneous speech (a.o. Trudeau & Sutton, 2011; Simon-Cereijido & Gutiérrez-
Clellen, 2009; Stolt, Haataja, Lapinleimu & Lehtonen, 2009; Conboy & Thal, 
2006;  Szagun, Steinbrink, Franik & Stumper, 2006; DeThorne, Johnson & 
Loeb, 2005; Devescovi, Caselli, Marchione, Pasqualetti, Reilly & Bates, 2005; 
 Marchman, Martínez-Sussmann & Dale, 2004; Thordardottir, Weismer & 
 Evans, 2002; Ukrainetz & Blomquist, 2002; Bates & Goodman, 1997;  Rollins, 
Snow &  Willett, 1996). This finding indicates that both language compo-
nents influence each other and that they are interdependent and therefore 
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 inseparable (Bates & Goodman, 1997). In early language development, chil-
dren do not begin to combine words until their vocabulary reaches several 
hundreds of words (see Bates & Goodman, 1997). The interdependence be-
tween morphosyntax and vocabulary supports the assumption of a single lan-
guage mechanism (Tomasello, 2003). Support for the relation between mor-
phosyntax and vocabulary has been found within several languages, e.g. in 
Quebec French (Trudeau & Sutton, 2011), Finnish (Stolt et al., 2009), German 
(Szagun et al., 2006), English and Italian (Devescovi et al., 2005), English and 
Spanish (Marchman et al., 2004), and Icelandic (Thordardottir et al., 2002).

During language development, the child’s utterances consist of more and 
different words, i.e. new content words and new function words. The lexical 
diversity within the child’s speech in a speech sample is often expressed as 
the number of different or unique words (NDW). Mean length of utterance 
(MLU) is widely used as a measure for morphosyntax. MLU is known to be 
strongly related to NDW (Simon-Cereijido & Gutiérrez-Clellen, 2009; Conboy 
& Thal, 2006; DeThorne et al., 2005; Marchman et al., 2004; Ukrainetz & 
Blomquist, 2002; Rollins et al., 1996). Ukrainetz and Blomquist (2002) re-
ported a high correlation between mean length of utterance in morphemes 
(MLUm, see § 3.3.5) and NDW (r=.88, p<.01). DeThorne et al. (2005) con-
firmed this strong relation (r=.75, p<.01). Moreover, the regression analysis in 
their study supported the influence of lexical development on MLUm: NDW 
alone accounted for 51% of the observed variance in MLUm.

The strong relation between morphosyntax and lexicon within languag-
es was also found in bilingual acquisition. Marchman et al. (2004) compared 
spontaneous speech samples of 22 Spanish-English bilingual toddlers living in 
the United States. They found strong significant within-language correlations be-
tween mean length of utterance in words (MLUw, see § 3.5.5) and NDW (Span-
ish: r=.92, p<.001; English: r=.85, p<.001). This strong relationship was con-
firmed by Conboy and Thal (2006) and Simon-Cereijido and Gutiérrez- Clellen 
(2009). Conboy and Thal (2006) used multilevel modeling to analyse the re-
lation between vocabulary measures and morphosyntactic measures retrieved 
from the Spanish and English MacArthur-Bates Communicative Development 
Inventories (CDI), an instrument that is based on parental reports, among 31 
Spanish-English bilinguals while they were aged between 20- to 30-months 
old. Their longitudinal study showed that within each language the increase 
in vocabulary from 20 to 30 months accounted for significant variance in the 
grammatical scores. Simon-Cereijido and Gutiérrez-Clellen (2009) investigat-
ed correlations between morphosyntax and vocabulary among 44 bilingual 
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Spanish-English preschool and school-aged children. Their study showed that 
MLUw and NDW were significantly correlated within each language (Spanish 
r=.71, p<.001; English: r=.64, p<.001).

Although there is a strong relation between expressive measures of mor-
phosyntax and vocabulary, i.e. MLU and NDW, the relation between MLU and 
receptive vocabulary seems to be less strong. In the study of Ukrainetz and 
Blomquist (2002), the relation between MLUm and a receptive vocabulary test 
was moderately positive (r=.36, p<.05). DeThorne et al. (2005) did not find 
a significant relation between MLUm and the scores of a receptive vocabu-
lary test (r=.17, p>.05). Additionally, the relation between NDW and receptive 
vocabulary test was low and non-significant (r=.26, p>.05). DeThorne et al. 
(2005) proposed that the expressive measures, such as MLU and NDW, are 
also affected by additional skills, e.g. oral motor abilities, whereas receptive 
abilities are not.

Studies on the cross-linguistic relations between morphosyntax and vo-
cabulary among bilinguals show different findings. Marchman et al. (2004) 
found a relation between English MLUw and Spanish NDW (English MLUw 
and Spanish NDW: r=.55, p<.05). However, this relation was absent in the 
opposite direction (Spanish MLUw and English NDW: r=.34, p>.05).  Conboy 
and Thal (2006) went against the cross-linguistic outcomes of Marchman 
et al. (2004). They found a relation between Spanish grammar and English 
vocabulary only. Their study showed that the number of new words pro-
duced in English in the last test round, i.e. the increase in English vocabulary 
between 28-30 months, accounted for additional variance in Spanish gram-
mar. In addition, Simon-Cereijido and Gutiérrez-Clellen (2009) found no sig-
nificant correlations across the two languages (English MLUw and Spanish 
NDW: r=.18, p>.05; Spanish MLUw and English NDW: r=.15, p>.05). They 
argued that the lack of cross-linguistic correlations between bilingual lexicon 
and grammar in their study might be associated to other variables influenc-
ing lexical and morphosyntactic development in bilinguals, i.e. variables that 
they did not control for in their cross-sectional study. Simon-Cereijido and 
 Gutiérrez-Clellen (2009) proposed the use of longitudinal methods to exam-
ine these relations further.

Within languages there is a strong relationship between morphosyntax 
and vocabulary, especially between MLU and expressive vocabulary measures 
such as NDW or productive vocabulary scores. The relation between MLU 
and receptive vocabulary is less strong. The results regarding cross-linguis-
tic relationships between morphosyntax and vocabulary are contradicting. 
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If a cross-linguistic relation is found, it is in one direction only. In Frisian-
Dutch speaking children, the relation between morphosyntax and vocabulary 
has not yet been investigated. Such a study contributes to the debate on the re-
lations between these two language components within and across languages.

2.6 Conceptual models

Two conceptual models were developed, based on the literature described in 
the previous sections (§ 2.2-§ 2.5). The first model concerns our expectations 
with respect to the influence of language input and the second model focuses 
on the expected relation between morphosyntax and vocabulary in Frisian 
and Dutch.

As discussed in § 2.3 and § 2.4, language input is one of the most impor-
tant factors in bilingual language development. In any bilingual context, the 
quantity of input in each language varies. This especially applies to the input 
in a context where one language is dominant over the other, such as minority-
majority language contexts. In Friesland, children growing up with Frisian 
at home are often far more exposed to Dutch, compared to the exposure to 
Frisian of children who have Dutch as their home language (see § 1.3). There-
fore, the current project divides language input into input at home, i.e. home 
language, and input outside the home and family (from here on also called 
outside home exposure) for the purpose of investigating the influence of both 
input variables in the total input of children in Friesland Dutch (see § 3.2 for 
a detailed description of the quantification of these two variables).

The current project assesses participant’s bilingual language proficiency 
in three vocabulary measures and one morphosyntactic measure for each lan-
guage. The vocabulary measures are receptive vocabulary, productive vocabu-
lary, and number of different words (NDW) (see § 3.5.2, § 3.5.3, and § 3.5.4 
respectively). The morphosyntactic measure is mean length of utterances in 
words (MLUw) (see § 3.5). These four language measures are the dependent 
variables within this project.

Figure 2.1 illustrates the conceptual model in which the assumed rela-
tion between dependent and independent variables is shown.
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According to prior studies, there seems to be an asymmetry in the effect of 
home language on the minority language and the majority language (see § 2.3 
and § 2.4). Home language is important in receptive vocabulary in the minor-
ity language (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009; Hickey, 1997), whereas its infl u-
ence decreases over time in receptive vocabulary in the majority language 
( Gathercole & Thomas, 2009). Although home language was still important 
among four-year-olds (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009) in Welsh, due to the 
slightly earlier catch-up in Dutch (van Ruijven, 2006; de Jager et al., 2002a, 
b, c) compared to English in the Welsh-English study (see § 2.3), we expect 
that for Dutch the decreasing trend of home language also sets in earlier. As 
the arrows in Figure 2.1 show, it is therefore expected that a home language 
effect will be found for Frisian receptive vocabulary, but not for Dutch re-
ceptive vocabulary. In line with Hickey (1997) it is further expected that a 
home language effect will be found for Frisian productive vocabulary. No 
prior studies for productive vocabulary in the majority language were found 
in the Irish-English or Welsh-English context. In the Frisian-Dutch context, 
van Ruijven (2006) and de Jager et al. (2002a, b, c) showed that children in 
Friesland showed equal performance in Dutch compared to their peers in the 
rest of the Netherlands (see § 2.2). However, these studies were conducted 
among older children (age 7-8 years). At the preschool ages (2;6-4;0 years), we 
expected that we would still fi nd a home language effect in Dutch  productive 

Bilingual Language Pro�ciencyLanguage Input
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Productive Vocabulary

NDW

MLUw

D
utch

Receptive Vocabulary

Productive Vocabulary
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MLUw

Home Language

Outside Home
Language Exposure

Figure 2.1: Conceptual model of the expected infl uence of language input on 
profi ciency in Frisian and Dutch.
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 vocabulary among our participants. No prior studies were found on the role 
of home language in NDW. However, since NDW is also a measure in the 
productive domain, similar results are expected for NDW and productive vo-
cabulary. Home language was important in the acquisition of Welsh morpho-
syntactic structures (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009). In line with this finding, 
we also expected to find an effect for home language on Frisian MLUw. This 
was supported by the general observation that children with Dutch at home 
hardly speak Frisian (see § 1.3), in contrast to the children with Frisian as 
their home language. They do speak Dutch. In line with that observation, it is 
expected to find a decreased effect for home language in Dutch MLUw, as in 
productive vocabulary. 

As for the influence of outside home exposure on receptive vocabulary, 
we expect to find no additional outside home exposure effect for Frisian, in 
line with the findings of Gathercole and Thomas (2009) and Hickey (1997). In 
line with Gathercole and Thomas (2009), an additional effect of outside home 
exposure is expected for Dutch receptive vocabulary. Hickey (1997) found an 
effect for community language in Irish productive vocabulary. Furthermore, 
language environment also seemed to play a role in the L2-acquisition of Fri-
sian with older children (Ytsma, 1995). Thus, an additional effect of outside 
home exposure was also expected for Frisian productive vocabulary. There is 
no literature available on the influence of outside home exposure on the de-
velopment of the productive vocabulary in the majority language. However, 
since an additional effect of outside home exposure is expected for Dutch 
receptive vocabulary, we expect a similar effect for Dutch productive vocabu-
lary. With respect to Welsh morphology, school language seemed to play a 
role to some extent (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009). It was therefore expected 
that outside home exposure would also play a role in Frisian MLUw. Since 
NDW and MLUw are measures in the productive domain, we expect simi-
lar findings on the influence of outside home exposure on Dutch NDW and 
MLUw as for Dutch productive vocabulary. As for the Frisian NDW, an effect 
on outside home exposure is expected as with Frisian productive vocabulary.

The second model presents our expectations with respect to the relation-
ship between morphosyntax and vocabulary within and across Frisian and 
Dutch. The model is displayed in Figure 2.2.
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In line with previous studies (a.o. Trudeau & Sutton, 2011; Simon-Cereijido & 
Gutiérrez-Clellen, 2009; Stolt et al., 2009; Conboy & Thal, 2006; Szagun et al., 
2006; DeThorne et al., 2005; Devescovi et al., 2005; Marchman et al., 2004; 
Thordardottir et al., 2002; Ukrainetz & Blomquist, 2002; Rollins et al., 1996), 
a strong relation is expected between morphosyntax and vocabulary within 
languages. As discussed in § 2.5, prior studies did not show a consistent cross-
linguistic relation between the morphosyntax and vocabulary. Marchman et 
al. (2004) found a relation between English MLUw and Spanish NDW, how-
ever not in the opposite direction. In contrast, Conboy and Thal (2006) found 
a relation between Spanish grammar and English vocabulary only. Simon-
Cereijido and Gutiérrez-Clellen (2009) found no signifi cant correlations across 
the two languages. In line with Simon-Cereijido and Gutiérrez-Clellen (2009), 
we expect that there will be no cross-linguistic relations between the two lan-
guage components in the current study. The next section (§ 2.7) will discuss 
the research questions and hypotheses.

Frisian Dutch

Morphosyntax

Vocabulary

Morphosyntax

Vocabulary

Figure 2.2: Conceptual model of the expected relationship between morphosyntax and 
vocabulary within and across Frisian and Dutch.
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2.7 Research questions and hypotheses

As stated in § 2.6, the current project investigates the role of language input, 
i.e. home language and outside home exposure, in the development of a vo-
cabulary and morphosyntax in both Frisian and Dutch among preschoolers 
(age 2;6-4;0 years). Little is known about the early bilingual language devel-
opment of Frisian-Dutch preschoolers (see § 2.2). It is the general observation 
that before they enter preschool, children in Friesland had most of their expo-
sure in their home language. When they start preschool, their world broadens. 
From that moment on, some of them will learn to interact for the first time in 
a language other than the one spoken at home. This means that it is important 
to measure their abilities more than once during the preschool period so that 
their progress in both languages can be monitored. Since intelligence also 
influences language development (see § 2.1), all vocabulary and morphosyn-
tactic measures will be controlled for non-verbal intelligence.

The first research question focuses on the vocabulary development in 
both languages and is formulated as follows:

1  What is the influence of language input, i.e. home language input and 
outside home exposure, in the development of a bilingual (Frisian/
Dutch) vocabulary of children living in Friesland, during the age range 
2;6-4;0 years?

Twelve hypotheses were formulated in order to answer this research question, 
i.e. four hypotheses per vocabulary measure. The first four hypotheses con-
cern the influence of home language and outside home exposure on receptive 
vocabulary:
1a  During the observation period (age 2;6-4;0 years) there is an effect of 

home language in the development of Frisian receptive vocabulary.
1b  During the observation period (age 2;6-4;0 years) the effect of home 

language in the development of Dutch receptive vocabulary is absent.
1c  During the observation period (age 2;6-4;0 years) there is no additional 

effect of outside home exposure in the development in Frisian receptive 
vocabulary.

1d  During the observation period (age 2;6-4;0 years) there is an additional 
effect of outside home exposure in the development of Dutch receptive 
vocabulary.
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The hypotheses on productive vocabulary are:
1e  During the observation period (age 2;6-4;0 years) there is an increas-

ing effect of home language in the development of Frisian productive 
 vocabulary.

1f  During the observation period (age 2;6-4;0 years) the effect of home lan-
guage in the development of Dutch productive vocabulary is decreasing.

1g  During the observation period (age 2;6-4;0 years) there is an additional 
effect of outside home exposure in the development in Frisian produc-
tive vocabulary.

1h  During the observation period (age 2;6-4;0 years) there is an additional 
effect of outside home exposure in the development in Dutch productive 
vocabulary.

The last four hypotheses give statements on the influence of home language 
and outside home exposure on NDW. These hypotheses are:
1i  During the observation period (age 2;6-4;0 years) there is an increasing 

effect of home language on the development of Frisian NDW.
1j  During the observation period (age 2;6-4;0 years) the effect of home 

language in the development of Dutch NDW is decreasing.
1k  During the observation period (age 2;6-4;0 years) there is an additional 

effect of outside home exposure on the development in Frisian NDW.
1l  During the observation period (age 2;6-4;0 years) there is an additional 

effect of outside home exposure on the development in Dutch NDW.

The hypotheses under investigation are derived from previous literature con-
cerning the influence of home language, school language and community 
language on receptive and productive vocabulary within the Welsh-English 
(Gathercole & Thomas, 2009) and Irish-English context (Hickey, 1997) (see 
§ 2.3) as well as research among school-aged children in the Frisian-Dutch 
context (van Ruijven, 2006; de Jager et al., 2002a, b, c; Ytsma, 1999, 1995) (see 
also § 2.2). They are explained in Figure 2.1 in § 2.6.

Hypothesis 1e stated that an increasing effect of home language is ex-
pected in Frisian productive vocabulary. The statement that this effect increas-
es over time is based on the studies of Ytsma (1999, 1995) and the general 
observation that preschoolers with Dutch as their home language hardly use 
Frisian (§ 1.3). We therefore expect that over time the differences between 
both home language groups will become larger. Since productive vocabulary 
and NDW are both lexical measures in the productive domain, it is expected 
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that the influence of home language on Frisian NDW will also increase over 
time (Hypothesis 1i), similar to Frisian productive vocabulary. Because of the 
slightly earlier catch-up in Dutch (van Ruijven, 2006; de Jager et al., 2002a, b, 
c) compared to English (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009), we expect that the de-
creasing trend of home language in productive measures, such as productive 
vocabulary and NDW (Hypotheses 1f and 1j), sets in before the age of four.

The second research question and corresponding hypotheses concern the 
morphosyntactical development in both languages:

2  What is the influence of language input, i.e. home language input and 
outside home exposure, in the acquisition of a bilingual (Frisian/Dutch) 
morphosyntax of children living in Friesland, during the age range 2;6-
4;0 years?

The four hypotheses on MLUw are formulated as follows:
2a  During the observation period (age 2;6-4;0 years) there is an increasing 

effect of home language in the development of MLUw in Frisian.
2b  During the observation period (age 2;6-4;0 years) the effect of home 

language in the development of MLUw in Dutch is decreasing.
2c  During the observation period (age 2;6-4;0 years) there is an additional 

effect of outside home exposure in the development of MLUw in Frisian.
2d  During the observation period (age 2;6-4;0 years) there is an additional 

effect of outside home exposure in the development of MLUw in Dutch.

The hypotheses on MLUw are derived from prior research regarding the in-
fluence of language input on the morphosyntactic development (see § 2.4). 
There were no studies available concerning the influence of home language 
or outside home exposure on the morphosyntactic development in a major-
ity language, at least not in the Irish-English context (Hickey, 1997), or the 
Welsh-English context (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009). However, it is the gener-
al observation that children with Frisian as their home language speak Dutch, 
although they sometimes mix both languages. Moreover, most children with 
Dutch as their home language hardly speak any Frisian (see § 1.3). It is there-
fore expected that the effect of home language and outside home exposure for 
MLUw (Hypotheses 2a-2d) will be similar to those for productive vocabulary 
in both languages.
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As well as these two research questions on the influence of language 
input, a third research question and hypotheses were formulated with respect 
to the relationship between morphosyntax and vocabulary:

3  Is there a relation between the early morphosyntax and vocabulary with-
in and across Frisian and Dutch among children (age range 2;6-4;0 years) 
in Friesland?

Hypotheses on the relationship between MLUw and lexical measures are:
3a  Morphosyntax (MLUw) and vocabulary (receptive and productive vo-

cabulary and NDW) in bilingual acquisition of Frisian and Dutch are 
positively related within each language.

3b  Within languages, the relationship between MLUw and productive vo-
cabulary and NDW is stronger than the relationship between MLUw and 
receptive vocabulary.

3c  Morphosyntax (MLUw) and vocabulary (receptive and productive vo-
cabulary and NDW) in bilingual acquisition of Frisian and Dutch are not 
related across both languages.

Hypotheses 3a and 3c are based on previous studies on the relation between 
morphosyntax and vocabulary within and across languages (see § 2.5 and Fig-
ure 2.2 in § 2.6). Hypothesis 3b is based on studies by DeThorne et al. (2005) 
and Ukrainetz and Blomquist (2002), who found that the relationship be-
tween MLUw and expressive lexical measures, such as productive vocabulary 
and NDW, was stronger than the relationship between MLUw and receptive 
vocabulary (see § 2.5).

As stated in § 2.6, the current study divided language input into home 
language and outside home exposure. The home language is defined as Fri-
sian (HL-Frisian) if both parents predominantly use Frisian with the partici-
pant, or Dutch (HL-Dutch) if that is the language predominantly used by both 
parents. The outside home exposure refers to the exposure the participants 
received from caregivers other than the parents, e.g. grandparents, preschool 
teachers, daycare providers, etc., and also consists of two categories: exposure 
to the same language as at home (OH-same language), or exposure to the oth-
er language (OH-other language), depending on how many mornings and/or 
afternoons the participant was exposed to Frisian or Dutch outside the home 
and family (see § 3.2 for the classification of participants to both variables). 
Translating the hypotheses to the subgroup performances, we hypothesize 
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that the HL-Frisian participants will show higher language scores in Frisian 
compared to the HL-Dutch participants, and the HL-Dutch participants are 
expected to show higher language scores in Dutch compared to the HL-Frisian 
participants. Furthermore, it is expected that, due to the additional influence 
of outside home exposure, the HL-Dutch participants with OH-other language 
exposure will perform better than the HL-Dutch participants with OH-same 
language exposure in L2-Frisian. Likewise, for L2-Dutch it is expected that the 
HL-Frisian participants with OH-other language exposure will obtain higher 
language scores than the HL-Frisian participants with OH-same language ex-
posure. However, it is important to mention here that our analyses will not 
focus on the differences between the four conceptual subgroups, i.e. HL-Fri-
sian participants with OH-other language exposure (Dutch), HL-Frisian par-
ticipants with OH-same language exposure (Frisian), HL-Dutch participants 
with OH-other language exposure (Frisian), and HL-Dutch with OH-same 
language exposure (Dutch). Instead the focus of the hypotheses lies on the 
effect of the two input variables home language and outside home exposure.



Growing up with Frisian and Dutch

48



49

Methodology

3 Methodology

This chapter explains the methodology of the project: the design is presented 
(§ 3.1), followed by a description of the classification of the two independent 
variables based on the questionnaires on language input (§ 3.2). Furthermore, 
the non-verbal intelligence (§ 3.3) and the characteristics of the participants 
(§ 3.4) are described. Next, the assessment procedure, the instruments and 
the statistical analysis are explained (§ 3.5).

3.1 Research design

The aim of the project is to investigate the role of language input in the early 
development of a bilingual vocabulary in Frisian and Dutch. As already stated 
in § 2.6 and § 2.7, the participants were monitored in several aspects of lan-
guage, i.e. receptive and productive vocabulary, number of different words 
(NDW) and mean length of utterance in words (MLUw). The design of the 
longitudinal project is partly pseudo-experimental and partly naturalistic, i.e. 
vocabulary tests were used to monitor the development in vocabulary and 
spontaneous speech samples were used to extract MLUw and information on 
lexical diversity (NDW). The research design is illustrated in Figure 3.1.

The participants were monitored during three successive test rounds. 
During each round, both languages were assessed. For each language, the test 
battery consisted of a receptive and a productive vocabulary test, followed by 
a recording of spontaneous speech while the participant was playing with the 
test assistant (see § 3.5). Data from the first round (age 2;6-3;0 years) functioned 
as a baseline measurement, which enabled comparison with the two follow-up 
rounds. Round 2 took place when the participants were aged between 3;0-3;6 
years old and the last follow-up, round 3, was when the participants were aged 
between 3;6-4;0 years. During these follow-up assessments the participants 
were tested with the same test instruments except in round 3 when the partici-
pants were also tested on a non-verbal intelligence test (see § 3.3).
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In sum, each participant was tested in seven test sessions within this 
project, i.e. in three Frisian and three Dutch sessions and a session in which 
non-verbal intelligence was tested. Consequently, at the end of the project we 
had gathered per child:
- three Frisian receptive vocabulary scores;
- three Dutch receptive vocabulary scores;
- three Frisian productive vocabulary scores;
- three Dutch productive vocabulary scores;
-  three recordings of spontaneous speech in Frisian, yielding MLUw and 

NDW scores;
-  three recordings of spontaneous speech in Dutch, yielding MLUw and 

NDW scores;
- information on input with questionnaires;
- one non-verbal intelligence score.
The questionnaires provided information on language input within and out-
side the home. These were used to classify all participants with respect to home 
language and outside home exposure (see § 3.2). The language  measures were 

Age: 3;6-4;0 years

3rd Round

Age: 3;0-3;6 years

2nd Round

Age: 2;6-3;0 years
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Child

Parents
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Receptive vocabulary
Productive vocabulary
Sample spontaneous speech
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Receptive vocabulary
Productive vocabulary
Sample spontaneous speech
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Receptive vocabulary
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Figure 3.1: Research design.
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analysed and controlled for non-verbal intelligence (see § 3.3). The results 
are presented in two chapters: Chapter 6 gives the results for the vocabulary 
measures and Chapter 7 presents the outcomes for the morphological measure 
and for the relationship between morphosyntax and vocabulary.

3.2 Questionnaires on language input

Parents as well as preschool teachers completed detailed questionnaires in the 
first test round. The questions were partly based on parental questionnaires 
used in a previous study (Dijkstra, 2008) and are for the most part compara-
ble with Unsworth (2012). The questionnaires provided information on the 
child’s language input inside and outside the home or at preschool, and back-
ground information such as education level of the parents etc. The questions 
concerning language input inside and outside the home were repeated during 
every round to monitor input differences over time. The information from the 
parental questionnaires were used to identify the characteristics of the partici-
pants (see § 3.4.2 and § 3.4.3 for a description of the participants).

The parental questionnaires were used to classify the home language 
and outside home exposure of the participants. The home language is defined 
as the language that is predominantly used by both parents towards the par-
ticipants. Both father and mother were asked to indicate which language(s) 
they spoke to their child: Frisian only, predominantly Frisian, 50% Frisian 
and 50% Dutch, predominantly Frisian or Frisian only. The home language 
was classified as Frisian (HL-Frisian) if both parents indicated they spoke only 
or predominantly Frisian to their children. Likewise, the home language was 
classified as Dutch (HL-Dutch) if both parents indicated they spoke only or 
predominantly Dutch to their children. Participants whose parents chose 
other combinations (e.g. 50% Frisian and 50% Dutch, and only Frisian, or 
predominantly Frisian and Dutch only) were excluded from the study, since 
the amount of input varied depending on the main caregiver. The questions 
on the language(s) that both father and mother used with their child was re-
peated in every test round. However, since the home language turned out to 
remain constant over time (round 1 x round 2: r=.91, p<.01; round 2 x round 
3: r=.92, p<.01; round 1 x round 3: r=.92, p<.01, based on the large sample 
(N = 91), see § 3.4.2), it was decided to determine the home language variable 
per child to the classification of round 1: 58 HL-Frisian participants and 33 
HL-Dutch participants.
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The outside home exposure was defined as the language input from care-
givers other than the parents, e.g. grandparents, preschool teachers, daycare 
providers, and private caregivers, during weekdays. With the parental ques-
tionnaires, information was gathered on the frequency (number of mornings 
and afternoons) that participants visited other caregivers during weekdays and 
the caregivers’ language use towards the participants. For example, parents 
had to indicate which mornings and/or afternoons the grandparents took 
care of their child (if so), and/or when the participant attended preschool or 
daycare. Next, they specified the languages used by these caregivers in com-
munication with the participant. For each participant, the exposure pattern 
in Frisian and Dutch was calculated by adding the mornings and afternoons 
of outside home exposure to Frisian and to Dutch. If the caregiver’s exposure 
was 50% Frisian and 50% Dutch both language scores received a half a point, 
otherwise the language in question increased by one point. This resulted in 
two outcomes, one for Frisian and one for Dutch. Based on the ratio between 
these two outcomes, the participant’s outside home exposure was classified as 
exposure to the same language as the home language (OH-same language), or 
as outside home exposure to the other language (OH-other language).

The outcome of the language that was similar to the home language 
represented the category of outside home exposure to the same language as 
at home. The other outcome represented the outside home exposure to the 
other language. If the outcome of the outside home exposure to the other lan-
guage was higher or roughly equal to that of the home language (at maximum 
the exposure to the other language was two mornings/afternoons less than 
the exposure to the home language), the participant was classified as being 
substantially exposed to the other language outside the home (OH-other lan-
guage). Otherwise the outside home exposure was categorized as being simi-
lar to the home language (OH-same language). For example, an HL-Frisian 
participant had an outside home exposure of five mornings/afternoons to Fri-
sian and three mornings/afternoons to Dutch. This means that the participant 
was substantially exposed to the other language (Dutch) and the outside home 
exposure of the participant was categorized as OH-other language. If the out-
side home exposure to Dutch had been two mornings/afternoons, the outside 
home exposure of the participant would have been categorized as OH-same 
language. The classification process for outside home exposure was repeated 
for the two follow-up rounds in order to monitor differences in outside home 
exposure. These differences are presented and further discussed in Table 3.1 
in § 3.4.2 (large group, N=91), and in Table 3.2 in § 3.4.3 (subgroup, N=20).
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Furthermore, background information was gathered on education, native 
language(s), proficiency in Frisian of the parents, participants’ health, family 
composition, number of children, etc. Moreover, data on the participants’ use 
of different media was collected via the questionnaires, e.g. watching televi-
sion or DVDs, listening to radio or CDs and playing computer games (which 
claimed to stimulate language acquisition). Additionally, parents were asked 
how frequently and in which language(s) they read books to their children. 
The background information was used in the description of the participants’ 
characteristics (see § 3.4.2 and § 3.4.3).

The questionnaires of the preschool teachers were used to gather infor-
mation on the preschool teachers’ language use in preschool during several 
activities. They additionally included questions about language behaviour of 
the participants in the playgroup. These questions were repeated during eve-
ry round to monitor differences in input for the participants over time. The 
language(s) used by the preschool teacher in the playgroup and in personal 
contact with the child were used to identify the language input at preschool in 
the calculation of the outcomes for Frisian and Dutch within the classification 
of the participants’ outside home exposure variable as discussed above.

3.3 Non-verbal intelligence test

Several studies have revealed a relation between intelligence and performances 
on language tests (see § 2.1). Therefore, when interpreting the results of the 
language data, the intellectual performances of the participants must be tak-
en into consideration. The non-verbal intelligence test, i.e. the SON-R 2,5-7 
( Tellegen, Winkel, Wijnberg-Williams & Laros, 2005a), was used to measure 
intelligence in the current project, because this test was developed especially 
for young children within the age range 2.5-7 years. Another advantage of this 
test is that it is a non-verbal intelligence test. Consequently, the verbal instruc-
tion is kept to a minimum, which means that the test should elicit same results 
between children of different language backgrounds. Given the short concen-
tration span of the children and the limited test time, it was not possible to 
administer the whole non-verbal intelligence test to the participants. Only two 
of the six subtests were selected for the current project. Since the ability to rea-
son is an important characteristic of intelligence (Paradis, 2011; Carroll, 1993; 
Genesee & Hamayan, 1980), a subtest for abstract reasoning, Categorieën [Cat-
egories], and a subtest for concrete reasoning, Situaties [Situations], was used to 
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get an impression of the participants’ intelligence. The reliability of both sub-
tests is relatively high in the ages 2;6, 3;6 and 4;6 years, i.e. respectively .81, .73, 
.70 for Categorieën, and .79, .66 and .62 for Situaties (Tellegen et al., 2005b: 53). 
In the subtest Categorieën, the participants have to sort cards into two groups 
based on the pre-given category, or choose the card with the same features as 
the features on the three stimulus cards. In the subtest Situaties, the participants 
have to complete four drawings with complementary cards, or choose the cor-
rect card that shows the part that is missing on the picture. Both subtests have 
15 items and are aborted when the participant makes three mistakes in total.

Both subtests required minimal verbal instructions, and these were giv-
en in the participants’ home language. The two test assistants who assessed all 
participants with the two subtests were both native speakers of Frisian and 
had no previous history with the participants. In other words, they were com-
plete strangers to all participants. Before testing the participants, they were 
trained by a certified tester.

The non-verbal intelligence score in the current study was calculated by 
taking the sum of the correct responses (maximum score=30). This sum score 
representing the participant’s non-verbal intelligence was used as a control 
variable in the analysis of the receptive and productive vocabulary scores.

3.4 Participants

This project has two sets of participants. All participants were assessed in recep-
tive and productive vocabulary. However, for the analyses of MLUw and NDW a 
subgroup of those participants was used. This subgroup is described separately. 
First, the selection method for participants is presented (§ 3.4.1). Then, the large 
group of participants from the receptive and productive vocabulary measures 
are described (§ 3.4.2), followed by the description of the subgroup (§ 3.4.3).

3.4.1 Selection of participants
Participants were selected by contacting preschool teachers of several preschools 
in the province of Friesland. If the preschool teacher was interested in participat-
ing in the project, the board of the preschool and sometimes the parental board 
also had to give their consent before children could be selected. If their permis-
sion was granted, the author contacted the preschool teacher again to select all 
children under the age of 2;10 from families where both parents spoke mainly 
Frisian or mainly Dutch to their children. Due to the age and the language 
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restriction, generally only one to three children from each preschool could be 
selected for this project. We asked the parents of these children for consent 
for their children to participate in the study. This procedure initially led to a 
sample of 101 participants. Such a large sample was necessary, because children 
this young of age are hard to test, so it was expected that not all participants 
would cooperate during the assessments. Three of these 101 participants came 
from mixed language families, which was discovered after parents had filled 
in their language questionnaires. These three participants were excluded from 
the study. Further, seven participants refused to carry out all vocabulary tests, 
moved away, or could not be tested in their non-verbal intelligence because they 
had already entered primary education. These participants were also excluded, 
ultimately leaving the final research group that comprised 91 participants.

In total, 23 preschools participated in the project, of which eleven pre-
schools had a Frisian-medium or bilingual language policy, i.e. in these pre-
schools both preschool teachers spoke Frisian only, or one teacher spoke Fri-
sian only and the other Dutch only. Most preschools were located in rural 
parts of Friesland. Two preschools were located in small towns.

Since only a few participants per playgroup and/or preschool took part 
in the project, they all attended preschool on different days and times of day 
and the preschools were located in different regions of Friesland, it was dif-
ficult to schedule the assessments. A maximum of two participants could be 
tested during one morning. Moreover, the assessments could not be scheduled 
during the preschools’ holidays and celebrations, e.g. Sinterklaas (December 
5th), Christmas and Easter. Since the process of selecting participants was very 
time-consuming and the first group of recruited participants soon approached 
the age of 3;0, i.e. the upper boundary of the first test round, the 91 partici-
pants were assessed in three cohorts. This means that the first group of par-
ticipants started with the first assessments between September 2009 and Janu-
ary 2010, a second cohort of participants had their first assessments between 
February and July 2010, and the last cohort with participants started their first 
test round between September and October 2010.

For pragmatic reasons a subgroup of 20 participants was selected for the 
analysis of the spontaneous speech samples. First, a pre-selection was made 
from all participants with six language samples, i.e. three in Frisian and three 
in Dutch, that lasted longer than eleven minutes so that each sample would 
generate at least 100 child utterances. From that group, 20 participants were 
selected on home language (Frisian vs. Dutch) and gender. The two home 
language groups were matched on non-verbal intelligence.
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3.4.2 Large group (N=91)
The vocabulary study comprised 91 participants. Based on the questionnaires 
the participants were classified into HL-Dutch and HL-Frisian (see also §3.2). 
The majority, i.e. 58, had parents who both spoke Frisian to them (HL-Frisian 
participants). The other 33 participants had parents who both spoke Dutch to 
them (HL-Dutch participants). Table 3.1 gives an overview of the characteris-
tics of the participants.

HL-Frisian HL-Dutch Total

Gender Boy 33 15 48

Girl 25 18 43

SESa High 24 18 42

Low 34 15 49

Intelligenceb Mean (SD) 13.24 (3.03) 13.67 (3.16) 13.40 (3.07)

Min-Max (Max=30) 7-21 7-18 7-21

Age at start Mean (SD) 2;9 (0;1) 2;8 (0;1) 2;9 (0;1)

Range 2;6-2;11 2;6-2;11 2;6-2;11

Outside home Same as HLc 43 19 62

Round 1 Other language 15 14 29

Same as HLc 41 14 55

Round 2 Other language 17 19 36

Same as HLc 40 17 57

Round 3 Other language 18 16 34

Total 58 33 91
Table 3.1: The characteristics of the participants per home language group.

a SES = socio-economic status
b  Subtests Situaties [Situations] and Categorieën [Categories] of non-verbal intelligence test 

SON-R 2,5-7 (Tellegen et al., 2005a)
c HL = home language

The socio-economic status (SES) was based on parental education. The SES 
was rated high when one or both parents had a HAVO diploma or higher, i.e. a 
degree of higher general secondary education or pre-university education. No 
differences were found between the HL-Frisian participants and the HL-Dutch 
participants in gender, SES, or non-verbal intelligence (resp. χ2(1)=1.11, p>.05; 
χ2(1)=1.47, p>.05; t(89)=-.63, p>.05).
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Table 3.1 displays the outside home exposure of the participants during 
every round. As Table 3.1 shows, the outside home exposure differed mostly 
between rounds 1 and 2, and generally remained constant between rounds 
2 and 3 (round 1 x round 2: ρ=.60, p<.01; round 2 x round 3: ρ=.91, p<.01; 
round 1 x round 3 ρ=.69, p<.01). Furthermore, there was no dependency be-
tween participants’ home language and their exposure to the other language 
outside the home, except in round 2 (round 1: χ2(1)=2.66, p>.05; round 2: 
χ2(1)=7.03, p<.01; round 3: χ2(1)=2.74, p>.05). This suggested that, in general, 
the language(s) used in the caregiver network of the parents showed no signif-
icant relation with the parents’ own main language use at home. Conversely, 
this relation was significant in round 2, which might be explained by a shift 
in the number of HL-Dutch participants who had a substantial exposure to the 
other language (Frisian) in that round. This shift might be the result of social 
desirable responses from the parents, since in round 3 the number of HL-
Dutch participants who were exposed to Frisian outside the home decreases 
again (see Table 3.1).

All 91 participants were assessed in the main vocabulary study, i.e. in re-
ceptive and productive vocabulary. However, because of their young age they 
were hard to test. For example, they did not cooperate, or were not present at 
the preschool when the assessments took place, etc. The missing data points 
in the main vocabulary study are described in § 6.1.

The information described from here onward till the end of this subsec-
tion functions as background information on the participants. The informa-
tion was derived from the parental questionnaires of the first test round.

Overall, the participants lived in various rural areas in Friesland. Five 
participants lived in small towns. During the entire period of data collection, 
two participants were referred to a speech and language therapist because 
of a suspected delay in speech and/or language development. However, they 
were not removed from the project, since their test scores did not deviate 
substantially from the other participants. All other participants had a normal 
language and general development according to the information from the pa-
rental questionnaires.

The families had on average 2.23 children. The group of participants 
consisted of 42 (46%) first-borns. The average number of older siblings was 
0.80 (range 0-5). During the first test round, almost all parents in the HL-
Dutch group reported their participants spoke only Dutch during solo play. 
Two (6%) HL-Dutch participants sometimes used Frisian as well. These two 
participants had an OH-exposure to the other language. Only one of these two 
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children had siblings and sometimes used Frisian when playing with them. In 
contrast with the HL-Dutch group, the HL-Frisian participants used the other 
language more often than the one spoken at home during play. In the HL-
Frisian group, 31 (53%) participants sometimes used Dutch as well as Frisian 
during solo play. Further, 25 (43%) HL-Frisian participants sometimes used 
Dutch during play with their sibling(s). The same trend was seen for the two 
follow-up test rounds, which means that over time the language behaviour 
during play did not change substantially.

The parental questionnaires revealed that the HL-Frisian participants were 
regularly read to in both Frisian and Dutch. Dutch books were used slightly 
more often during reading than Frisian in this home language group, i.e. 78% 
of the HL-Frisian participants were read to in Dutch more than once a week 
and 74% were read to in Frisian more than once a week. All HL-Dutch partici-
pants were read to in Dutch more than once a week. Their parents read far few-
er Frisian books to them. About 36% of the HL-Dutch participants were never 
read to in Frisian. Interestingly, an equally large part of this group, 36%, was 
sometimes read to in Frisian whereas 21% (i.e. seven participants) was even 
regularly read to in Frisian. This finding is a bit surprising since one would not 
expect the Dutch-speaking parents to read books in Frisian to their children 
and the answer to this question might be influenced by social desirability.

Additionally, all participants regularly listened to Dutch radio or music 
CDs, or watched Dutch television or DVDs. Frisian media were used to a much 
smaller degree, and mostly by HL-Frisian participants. Of course, when inter-
preting these results one has to consider the substantially smaller availability 
of Frisian media compared to Dutch, e.g. Dutch children’s programmes are 
available on several television channels, whereas for Frisian there is only one 
channel with one children’s programme per day. In conclusion, the parental 
questionnaires revealed that taking book reading and media into considera-
tion, the HL-Frisian participants generally received more input in Dutch, com-
pared to the HL-Dutch participants’ input in Frisian.

From the age of 3;0 years onwards, all participants attended preschool 
for two to three mornings/afternoons per week. In the case of 38 participants 
(43%), the preschool was a certified Frisian-medium preschool or bilingual 
preschool where the preschool teachers spoke Frisian only, or one teacher spoke 
Frisian only while the other used Dutch only. The other 53 participants (58%) 
attended a preschool without a language policy, i.e. at these preschools the 
teachers spoke mostly Dutch and sometimes Frisian, for example in individual 
contact with the children, provided the teacher was able to speak Frisian.
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3.4.3 Subgroup (N=20)
As mentioned in § 3.4.1, it was only possible to transcribe the samples of 
20 of the 91 participants due to time limitations. Only those participants 
were selected who had six samples of more than eleven minutes of spontane-
ous speech, resulting in at least 100 child utterances per sample. From this 
pre- selection 20 participants were selected and matched on home language, 
gender and non-verbal intelligence. Ten participants had thus Frisian as their 
home language (HL-Frisian participants) and ten Dutch (HL-Dutch partici-
pants). Each home language group consisted of five boys and five girls who 
were matched on non-verbal intelligence with the participants in the other 
home language group. Table 3.2 gives an overview of the characteristics of the 
participants.

HL-Frisian HL-Dutch Total

Gender Boy 5 5 10

Girl 5 5 10

SESa High 7 4 11

Low 3 6 9

Intelligenceb Mean (SD) 14.00 (3.02) 14.20 (3.16) 14.10 (3.01)

Min-Max (Max=30) 9-18 9-18 9-18

Age at start Mean (SD) 2;9 (0;1) 2;7 (0;1) 2;8 (0;1)

Range 2;6-2;11 2;6-2;10 2;6-2;11

Outside home Same as HLc 7 9 16

Round 1 Other language 3 1 4

Same as HLc 6 8 14

Round 2 Other language 4 2 6

Same as HLc 6 9 16

Round 3 Other language 4 1 5

Total 10 10 20
Table 3.2: The characteristics of the subgroup per home language group.

a SES = socio-economic status
b  Subtests Situaties [Situations] and Categorieën [Categories] of non-verbal intelligence test 

SON-R 2,5-7 (Tellegen et al., 2005a)
c  HL = home language
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As described in § 3.2, outside home exposure was measured in each of the 
three successive rounds of measurements. The outcomes are displayed in Ta-
ble 3.2. The outside home exposure during the third round was most stable 
with equal outside home exposure for HL-Frisian participants in round 2 and 
similar outside home exposure for HL-Dutch participants in round 1, these 
outcomes were used in the analyses of MLUw and NDW. One of the condi-
tions in the selection process of this subgroup was that all participants had 
three Frisian samples and three Dutch samples that lasted over eleven minutes 
each, so that each sample would generate the 100 child utterances needed for 
the analyses (see § 3.4.1). As a consequence, the language measures MLUw 
and NDW have no missing data points.

The following information was derived from the parental questionnaires 
of the first test round and used as background information. All participants in 
the subgroup were read to in Dutch and except for one HL-Frisian participant 
this happened at least once per week. All HL-Frisian participants were read to 
in Frisian. In contrast, six HL-Dutch participants were never read to in Frisian, 
whereas this happened at least sometimes for the remaining four HL-Dutch 
participants. All participants regularly used Dutch media, while Frisian me-
dia were used far less and only by HL-Frisian participants. The participating 
families lived in various rural areas of Friesland and had on average 2.30 chil-
dren. The participants all had a normal language and general development. 
The group of participants consisted of eight (40%) first-borns. The average 
number of older siblings for HL-Frisian participants was 1.40 (range 0-2). 
Six HL-Frisian participants had two older siblings. In contrast, six HL-Dutch 
participants were firstborns; they had on average 0.50 older siblings (range 
0-2). The parents of HL-Dutch participants reported that their children spoke 
Dutch only with their sibling(s), while the HL-Frisian participants mostly used 
Frisian with their sibling(s). However, six HL-Frisian participants sometimes 
spoke Dutch as well, for example during play. Five (25%), i.e. three HL-Frisian 
participants and two HL-Dutch participants attended a Frisian-medium or bi-
lingual preschool. The other 15 participants went to preschools that did not 
have an explicit language policy. Dutch was the main language used in these 
preschools.
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3.5 Assessment procedure, instruments and analysis

This section first explains the assessment procedure (§ 3.5.1). It continues with 
the language measures and instruments used in the project: receptive vocabu-
lary tests (§ 3.5.2), and productive vocabulary test (§ 3.5.3), NDW (§ 3.5.4) 
and MLUw (§ 3.5.5). The section ends with a description of the statistical 
analyses (§ 3.5.6).

3.5.1 Assessment procedure
Six test assistants conducted the assessments. The test assistants were instruct-
ed to follow the one person-one language approach (Döpke, 1992). Hence, the 
test assistants who assessed the participants in Frisian spoke Frisian only, no 
matter what language the participant used. Likewise, the test assistants who 
assessed the participants in Dutch spoke Dutch only. In this way, the target 
language was elicited as much as possible.

The assistants were trained during two sessions. During the first ses-
sion, the assistants became acquainted with the vocabulary tests and the test 
procedure. In the following two weeks they practised the test procedure with 
young children (not participating in the project) and during the second ses-
sion their experiences were evaluated. All six test assistants were female and 
lived in Friesland. The three test assistants for Frisian were all native or near-
native speakers of Frisian. Two of the three assistants for Dutch were native 
speakers of Dutch and had difficulties understanding Frisian. The third assis-
tant for Dutch was a native speaker of Frisian.

With some exceptions, all assessments took place at preschool during 
the morning sessions. During the assessments, it was of great importance that 
participants felt at ease. Therefore, the test assistant first gained their confi-
dence by playing with them and their friends in the playgroup before taking 
them individually outside the classroom for the assessment. Furthermore, it 
was essential to take the short attention span of these young participants into 
consideration. When the participants showed signs of fatigue, the test assistant 
included a break by bringing them back to the playgroup and finishing the as-
sessment later that morning. The order of the vocabulary tests also played a role 
in making participants feel at ease. The test assistants started with the recep-
tive vocabulary test, which only required the participants to point to pictures. 
Next, they were tested with the productive vocabulary test followed by the 
recording of spontaneous speech. By that time all participants were generally 
used to the test situation and felt free to talk. The spontaneous speech samples 
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were gathered at each round by recording a conversation between the test as-
sistant and the participant while they were playing with a standard set of toys 
(O’Brien & Nagle, 1987), i.e. miniature animals and a puzzle with large pieces 
that represent rooms of a house. Used to generate lexical diversity (NDW) 
and morphosyntactic measure, i.e. mean length of utterance. See § 3.5.4 and 
§ 3.5.5 for the transcription procedure and the generation of both measures.

The research design consisted of a series of repeated measurements, so 
two follow-up rounds came after the baseline measurements in the first round 
(see also § 3.1). During every round, both languages were tested on separate 
occasions with a few weeks in between. Therefore, when aged 2;6-3;0 years, 
the participants were first tested in Frisian and a few weeks later in Dutch. 
This procedure was repeated when participants were aged 3;0-3;6 years, and 
again when they were 3;6-4;0 years old. Moreover, it should be noted that 
the Frisian and the Dutch assessments in test rounds 1 and 2 could not be 
exactly spaced six months apart, because of the language switch between the 
test rounds, and because the assessments had to be scheduled around holidays 
and celebrations (see § 3.4.1). This means that the interval between the Frisian 
and Dutch baseline or follow-up measures was three to eight months. In the 
case of a three-months interval a child was, for example, tested at age 2;10 
(round 1) in Dutch and again at 3;1 years (round 2). In the case of an eight-
months interval a child was, for example, assessed in Frisian at age 2;7 (round 
1) and again at age 3;3 (round 2).

Unfortunately, not all participants could be tested when they were aged 
between 2;6 and 3;0 years old in the baseline situation. In some cases it took a 
long time to get the parental consent forms back. Consequently, some partici-
pants were (just) over 3;0 years old when they were tested for the first time. 
In other cases, participants were slightly older than 3;0 years in the first meas-
urements because at that time it was uncertain if it was possible to get enough 
participants and every participant was more than welcome. Due to their older 
age they were only tested twice and their data were included in rounds 2 and 
3. To avoid language order biasing the results, the order of the languages was 
switched during the second round, i.e. participants were assessed in Dutch 
first and in Frisian next. For the third round, the language order was Frisian-
Dutch again. Ideally, the language assessments should be counterbalanced, 
with half of the participants being assessed in the Frisian-Dutch order and the 
other half in the Dutch-Frisian order. However, for organizational reasons, 
e.g. the large number of participants, the distance between locations of the 
preschools, the fact that participants all attended preschool during different 
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daily periods, the fact that no more than two participants could be tested in a 
single morning session, and the fact that holidays and other celebrations had 
to be avoided, but also for reasons of time planning considerations and limited 
financial resources, counterbalancing was not an option in the current project.

3.5.2 Receptive vocabulary test
This section describes the receptive vocabulary tests used in the main vocabu-
lary study. It starts with the Dutch receptive vocabulary test (§ 3.5.2.1) and 
continues with the Frisian vocabulary test (§ 3.5.2.2).

3.5.2.1 Dutch
 Dutch receptive vocabulary was assessed with the Peabody Picture Vocabulary 
Test-III-NL (PPVT-III-NL) (Schlichting, 2005a). This is a Dutch adaptation of 
the American-English Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III (Dunn & Dunn, 1997). 
The Dutch Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test uses a set of four pictorial stimuli, 
arranged in a 2x2 frame on a page. The participant indicates which of the 
four pictures matches the stimulus word; the other three pictures are distrac-
tors. This vocabulary test has 17 sets comprising a total of 204 items. Each set 
contains twelve items that are ordered according to difficulty. This vocabulary 
test is standardized for the ages 2;3-90 years. For this study, only the 108 items 
of the first nine sets were selected, because we were dealing with very young 
children and items 109-204 were assumed to exceed their maximum ability 
range. The internal consistency of this Dutch receptive vocabulary test is high: 
the Guttman reliability score (Guttman, 1945) is λ-2=.91 in the age group 2;6-
2;11 years (Schlichting, 2005b: 45). According to the standard procedure, the 
vocabulary test was aborted when the participant made nine or more mistakes 
in a twelve-item set. The total score on this vocabulary test was the sum of 
all correct items with a maximum score of 108 points. Because we wanted 
to assess trends in vocabulary growth, raw scores were used in preference to 
standardized scores.

3.5.2.2 Frisian
 There was no test available that assessed the receptive vocabulary of Frisian. 
The Dutch vocabulary test Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III-NL was therefore 
adapted to Frisian. Chapter 4 describes the adaptation process (see § 4.1) and 
the pilot that was conducted with this adaptation (see § 4.3). The abortion 
procedure and the calculation of the total score were similar to the Dutch 
receptive vocabulary test. The maximum score was 108 points.
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3.5.3 Productive vocabulary test
This section describes the productive vocabulary tests used in the main vo-
cabulary study. It starts with the Dutch productive vocabulary test (§ 3.5.3.1), 
followed by the Frisian vocabulary test (§ 3.5.3.2).

3.5.3.1 Dutch
Dutch productive vocabulary was assessed with the Subtest Woordontwik-
keling [Word development] of the Dutch Schlichting Test voor Taalproductie II 
[ Schlichting Test for Language Production II] (Schlichting & Lutje Spelberg, 
2010a). In this vocabulary test, the participant is shown one picture and is 
asked to finish a stimulus sentence, mostly by naming the picture. The pro-
ductive vocabulary test consists of 70 items that are ranked in order of difficul-
ty. The internal consistency of the subtest Woordontwikkeling is high (λ-2=.88, 
age 2;9 years) (Schlichting & Lutje Spelberg, 2010b: 28).

Input in one language might be restricted to certain contexts, e.g. the 
home, while the other language is mainly used in other situations, e.g. at pre-
school. Therefore, bilingual children often develop a different lexicon in both 
languages. In other words, it might occur that some words are only known in 
one language and not in the other. This phenomenon is also called a ‘distributed 
characteristic’ (Oller et al., 2007; Oller, 2005; Oller & Pearson, 2002) (see also 
§ 2.3). When testing bilingual children, some test items might elicit an incor-
rect response while they would have elicited the correct response in the other 
language. The vocabulary study took the distributed characteristic into account 
by adapting the standard abortion procedure: correct responses in the language 
other than the language tested did not play a role in the abortion procedure of 
the productive vocabulary tests. For example, when the Frisian item glydzje ‘to 
slide’ elicited an incorrect Dutch response, e.g. glijden ‘to slide’, in the Frisian 
assessments, it was not included in the abortion procedure. Only incorrect re-
sponses in both languages were included in this procedure, e.g. lopen ‘to walk’ 
in the example of glydzje. Correct responses included correct cognate responses 
(words that have the same pronunciation and meaning in both languages), Fri-
sian specific responses, or Dutch specific responses (see § 5.3 for a more detailed 
definition of cognates). For example, the test item ‘truck’ had frachtauto and 
vrachtauto (same pronunciation and meaning in respectively Frisian and Dutch) 
as correct cognate response, its synonym frachtwein as correct Frisian specific 
response and vrachtwagen as correct Dutch specific response. A mixed response, 
e.g. vrachtwagen-tsje ‘(small) truck’ Dutch equivalent for truck with Frisian di-
minutive marker -tsje, was scored as an incorrect response and,  consequently, 
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left out of the total score calculations. In this way, if an expected effect was ab-
sent in an analysis, this would not be caused by these mixed responses.

In addition, the total score only included the correct responses of the 
language tested, so for the Dutch productive vocabulary test the total score 
was the sum of the correct cognate responses and the correct Dutch specific 
responses, with a maximum score of 70 points.

3.5.3.2 Frisian
There was no Frisian productive vocabulary test available. Therefore, the Dutch 
subtest Woordontwikkeling was adapted to Frisian. The adaptation process and 
the pilot that was conducted with this adaptation are described in § 4.2 and 
§ 4.3 respectively. The abortion procedure was similar to the Dutch produc-
tive vocabulary test. The total score was the sum of correct specific Frisian and 
cognate responses, with a maximum score of 69 points.

3.5.4 Number of different words (NDW)
As described in § 3.5.1, spontaneous speech samples were gathered to gen-
erate information on the lexical diversity in the child’s speech, i.e. number 
of different words, and also on the morphosyntactic measure used in this 
project, i.e. mean length of utterance (see § 3.5.5). This section will explain 
how these speech samples were transcribed and how the number of different 
words were generated from the child utterances in those samples.

Four research assistants who were not present during the recordings tran-
scribed the child’s speech and the speech of the test assistants that played with 
the child in the recordings (see also § 3.5.1). These four research assistants 
were all native speakers of Frisian (and fluent in Dutch). They transcribed the 
first 100 child utterances per language sample, i.e. 600 utterances per partici-
pant in total. The transcriptions were made in the program PRAAT (Boersma 
& Weenink, 2012). An utterance was defined as ‘the minimal conversational 
contribution, consisting of one or more clauses’ (Wells, 1985: 60). Additional 
information such as pauses and intonation was also used to determine the 
boundaries of an utterance (Wells, 1985). Ungrammaticalities in the child 
utterances, such as incorrect inflections, were transcribed literally. The tran-
scriptions therefore also contained ungrammatical structures or utterances. 
The author checked all transcriptions with the recordings afterwards, in order 
to verify that all child utterances were literally transcribed. Furthermore, all 
transcriptions were checked for inconsistencies in spelling and language clas-
sification (see below) in order to prevent wrong analyses.
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In the transcription, every word in the child’s utterances was classified as 
a Frisian specific word, as a Dutch specific word, as a mixture of the two (e.g. 
paard-sje ‘(small) horse’ Dutch equivalent for horse with Frisian diminutive 
marker -sje), or as a cognate word. A cognate word has the same pronuncia-
tion and meaning in both languages (see § 5.3 for a more detailed definition 
of cognates). Words were classified as Frisian specific words based on the 
online version of the dictionary Wurdboek fan de Fryske Taal [Dictionary of the 
Frisian Language] (WFT) (Fryske Akademy, 2010), a large dictionary with in-
formation on pronunciation, regional varieties and etymological background. 
New words that had not yet been included in the WFT dictionary were col-
lected on a special list so that if they occurred in later speech samples, they 
would be treated consistently. The Dutch equivalent, the online Woordenboek 
der  Nederlandse Taal [Dictionary of the Dutch Language] (WNT) (Instituut voor 
Nederlandse Lexicologie/Nederlandse Taalunie, 2010) was used to classify 
words as Dutch specific. For coding and analysing, a special self-developed 
codebook based on the CHAT conventions of the program CLAN1 was used.

CLAN generated information on lexical diversity, i.e. the number of dif-
ferent words (NDW). The measure NDW consisted of the sum of all different 
(or unique) words used in the child utterances. For NDW only intelligible 
utterances were used, excluding repetitions within the child’s utterances, for 
example ik ik ik pak deze ‘I I I take this one’ has three unique words (ik pak 
deze). Furthermore, social expressions, e.g. utterances such as hoi ‘hi’ or kijk 
eens ‘look!’, and yes/no-utterances were excluded. Onomatopoeias such as, 
woef ‘woof’, fillers, such as eh, hm, oh, ah, and unintelligible words were also 
excluded from the NDW calculations. Because of time limitations, it was not 
possible to conduct a morphological analysis on the child data. CLAN there-
fore generated NDW by treating a word stem and morphological inflections 
with that stem as separate different words. This means that forms such as hûn 
‘dog’ and hûn-tsje ‘(small) dog’ were treated as two different words, instead 
of one, i.e. the lemma hûn. The NDW analyses in the present study therefore 
reflect both the number of different words including the inflected forms.

For each round, the measures were computed for the Frisian sessions 
and for the Dutch sessions. For Frisian, only the Frisian specific words and 
cognates were used, excluding the Dutch loanwords, i.e. Dutch specific words. 

1  CLAN stands for Computerized Language ANalysis. It is part of CHILDES, or CHIld 
Language Data Exchange System, a transcription and analysis program (MacWhinney, 
2000).



67

Methodology

Likewise, we only used the Dutch specific words and cognates, excluding the 
Frisian loanwords, for the Dutch sessions. The words that were mixtures of 
Frisian and Dutch, e.g. paard-sje ‘(small) horse’ Dutch equivalent for horse with 
the Frisian diminutive marker -sje, were also left out of the analyses, because 
we wanted to make sure that if an expected effect was absent in an analysis, 
this would not be caused by the presence of mixed words.

3.5.5 Mean length of utterance in words (MLUw)
As described in § 3.5.1, the spontaneous speech samples were also used to 
collect data on the morphosyntactic growth, i.e. mean length of utterance in 
words (MLUw). The transcription procedure is explained in § 3.5.4. Mean 
length of utterance in words (MLUw) is widely used as a rough indicator 
of morphosyntactic complexity of child language (Bowers & Vasilyeva, 2011; 
Parker & Brorson, 2005). Using mean length of utterance as a measure may 
cause difficulties when morphosyntactic growth is compared across languag-
es, especially when it concerns two different morphological types of languag-
es, for example Dutch and Turkish. Turkish differs from Dutch in that it is a 
highly agglutinative language, so numerous affixes may be attached to a word 
stem. Consequently, mean length of utterance measured in words (MLUw) 
will not be comparable: the Turkish sample will generate a much lower MLUw 
than the Dutch sample. In such cases measures of mean length of utterance in 
morphemes (MLUm) as proposed by Brown (1973) is preferred over MLUw. A 
morpheme is the smallest meaningful unit of grammatical form, e.g. the root 
of a word, affixes and suffixes (Crystal et al., 1989). MLUm also has its disad-
vantages: sometimes ambiguous decisions have to be made when calculating 
the number of morphemes, since the guidelines of Brown (1973) cannot eas-
ily be applied to other languages (Parker & Brorson, 2005; Thordardottir & 
Weismer, 1998; Hickey, 1991; Arlman-Rupp, van Niekerk-de Haan & van de 
Sandt-Koenderman, 1976).

Within languages, MLUm and MLUw appear to correlate highly: not only 
in Dutch (Arlman-Rupp et al., 1976), but also in English (Parker & Brorson, 
2005), Icelandic (Thordardottir & Weismer, 1998) and Irish (Hickey, 1991). 
Arlman-Rupp et al. (1976) therefore prefer the use of MLUw over MLUm 
since the measurement of MLUw is less time-consuming, easier to apply and 
more reliable. Since MLUm and MLUw are highly correlated within two other 
West Germanic languages, i.e. Dutch (Arlman-Rupp et al., 1976) and English 
(Parker & Brorson, 2005), it is expected that the same will be true for MLUm 
and MLUw within Frisian. In line with Arlman-Rupp et al. (1976), MLUw 
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was therefore preferable to MLUm as a measure of morphosyntactic growth 
of Frisian and Dutch within the morphosyntactic study. As stated in § 2.2, 
the morphosyntactic structures in Frisian and Dutch child language are quite 
similar, when the Frisian version of LARSP (Dijkstra, 2008) is compared with 
one of the Dutch versions (Schlichting, 2005c). There is one Frisian mor-
phosyntactic structure that might slightly influence the MLUw scores, i.e. the 
Frisian pronoun for second person singular, do ‘you (sg.)’ (see also Popkema, 
2006; Tiersma, 1999). This pronoun allows subject pronoun drop, i.e. it can 
be omitted, as in example (1):

(1) Ø yt-st in appel.
 (you) eat-prs.2sg in.art.indf apple
 ‘you are eating an apple.’

Or it can occur as a clitic directly after the verb, as in example (2):

(2) yt-st-o  in appel.
 eat-prs.2sg-2sg in.art.indf apple
 ‘you are eating an apple.’

Additionally, it can occur as a clitic directly after a subordinating conjunction, 
as in example (3):

(3) ik sjoch dat-st(o) in appel yt-st.
 1sg see.prs.1sg that-2sg in.art.indf apple eat-prs.2sg
 ‘I see that you are eating an apple’.

In contrast, Dutch always requires an explicit subject and this subject never 
occurs as a clitic. However, it is generally expected that this morphosyntactic 
structure will barely influence the total MLUw measure. We therefore argue 
that in the morphosyntactic study MLUw can be used to monitor and compare 
the morphosyntactic growth in both Frisian and Dutch.

MLUw was generated with CLAN (see also § 3.5.4) and is calculated by 
taking all words produced by the participant in a sample and dividing them by 
the number of utterances in that sample. As for the NDW (§ 3.5.4), the MLUw 
computation excluded unintelligible utterances, yes/no-utterances, and social 
expressions such as hoi ‘hi’, kijk eens ‘look!’. Fillers such as eh, hm, oh, ah, ono-
matopoeias, such as woef ‘woof’, and repetitions within the utterances, were 
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excluded from the utterances. For example, an utterance as ik ik ik pak deze ‘I I I 
take this one’ was treated as a three-word-utterance, i.e. ik pak deze ‘ik pak deze’.

For each round, the measures were computed for the Frisian sessions 
and for the Dutch sessions. For Frisian, the Frisian specific words and cognates 
were used, excluding the Dutch loanwords, i.e. Dutch specific words. Like-
wise, we only used the Dutch specific words and cognates, excluding the Fri-
sian loanwords, for the Dutch sessions. As with NDW (see § 3.5.4), words that 
were mixtures of both languages, e.g. paard-sje ‘(small) horse’ Dutch equiva-
lent for horse with Frisian diminutive marker -sje, were also excluded from the 
analyses, because we wanted to make sure that if an expected effect was absent 
in an analysis, this would not be caused by the presence of mixed words.

3.5.6 Statistical analysis
Data consisted of six vocabulary scores and one morphosyntactic measure. 
These data were analysed differently, because the number of participants in 
the two studies differed significantly. The main vocabulary study had 91 par-
ticipants, while the data on MLUw and NDW were generated from a subgroup 
of 20 participants.

The receptive and productive vocabulary scores were analysed using 
multilevel modelling (SPSS, 2005), since the data was not equidistant, nor 
were participants tested at exactly the same ages, which is assumed when us-
ing repeated measures ANOVA. The advantage of multilevel modelling is not 
only that it increases statistical power, but also that it accounts for missing 
data (Quené & van den Bergh, 2008, 2004), i.e. if one participant missed one 
assessment the data from the other two test rounds would still be included 
in the results. This is important, since the participants in the current project 
were very young and did not always cooperate during every assessment. The 
missing data was both at random and by design, since four participants were 
too old during round 1, so they were only tested twice. Their data were in-
cluded in round 2 and round 3. The data of a few outliers were also excluded 
from the results (see Table 6.1 in § 6.1 for a description of theses missing data 
and an overview of the number of missing data points per vocabulary test). 
Raw scores were chosen over standardized scores because we wanted to as-
sess trends in vocabulary growth, without monolingual norm referencing by 
chronological age. Each vocabulary test was analysed in a separate multilevel 
model, i.e. in total four final models were constructed. Each analysis started 
with an unconditional model (M0) without any of the variables. This un-
conditional model (M0) was controlled for substantial variance in intercepts 
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across participants, i.e. the intercepts across participants were treated as ran-
dom effects. One by one, variables were added to that model to see if the fit of 
the new model was significantly improved compared to the previous model. 
Further, the model was checked for possible interactions between variables. 
The final model (M1) shows the parameter estimates for the significant vari-
ables and interactions for the vocabulary test under investigation. As with the 
unconditional models (M0), the final models (M1) were also controlled for 
substantial variance in intercepts across participants. The results are presented 
in § 6.2 and § 6.3.

The data from the subgroup of participants was not suitable for multi-
level modeling, since the relatively small number of observations and partici-
pants did not yield enough power. Instead these data were analysed using re-
peated measures ANOVA to test the effect of time and group (home language 
input and outside home language input) on the expressive measures of NDW 
(see § 6.4) and MLUw (see § 7.2). Correlation analysis was used to examine 
the relation between the vocabulary measures (see § 6.4) and between the 
measures MLUw, NDW and the receptive and productive vocabulary scores of 
the 20 participants from the subgroup (see § 7.4).
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4 Frisian test adaptations

Since there were no vocabulary tests for Frisian available, two Dutch vocabu-
lary tests were adapted to Frisian. This chapter describes the adaptation pro-
cess for the receptive (§ 4.1) and productive (§ 4.2) vocabulary tests. It further 
describes the pilot that was conducted with both adapted versions (§ 4.3). The 
final section (§ 4.4) focuses on the internal consistency of the Frisian vocabu-
lary tests.

4.1 The adaptation of the receptive vocabulary test

The receptive vocabulary test used in the project was the Dutch version of the 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, or PPVT-III-NL (Dunn & Dunn, 1997; Dutch 
version: Schlichting, 2005a). The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test consists of 
204 items in total, divided over 17 sets containing twelve items each (see 
§ 3.5.2.1). The items are arranged by difficulty, in other words, the vocabulary 
test starts with the easier, more frequent items and the degree of complexity 
gradually increases. Each item is displayed in a set of four pictures, arranged 
in a 2x2 frame on a page. The participant indicates which of the four pictures 
matches the stimulus word; the other three pictures are distractors. Since the 
children in our study were very young, only the 108 items of the first nine sets 
were selected for adaptation. It was expected that the degree of complexity of 
the last 96 items would exceed the language abilities of the preschoolers.

The first step in the adaptation process was the translation of the 108 
items into Frisian. Frisian (and Dutch) linguists advised on regional varieties 
in lexemes and pronunciations. Ideally, the Frisian items chosen should be 
valid with respect to the lexeme and its pronunciation for all four main dia-
lects of Frisian (as stated in § 1.2, the main Frisian dialects differ slightly, par-
ticularly on the lexical and phonological level, although the dialects are mu-
tually understandable). This was especially true for the items of the receptive 
vocabulary test: the same aural stimulus is to be preferred for all participants. 
Furthermore, the items should be words commonly used in Frisian (child) 
language (see also International Test Commission, 2010).
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Consequently, in nine cases an alternative stimulus was chosen in the 
adapted version of the receptive vocabulary test. For practical reasons, the 
alternative was one of the other three pictures on the stimulus page. The nine 
alternative items are displayed in Table 4.1. For example: the original Dutch 
stimulus huilen has two Frisian equivalents, i.e. gûle and skrieme. It is a general 
observation that the word skrieme is more frequently used in the southern part 
of Friesland, while gûle is more frequently used in the rest of Friesland. There-
fore, the alternative skrikke ‘to be frightened’ was chosen instead in the Frisian 
adaptation. This alternative has a similar lexeme and pronunciation in the 
four main dialects. In addition, the Frisian translation for the original Dutch 
stimulus graan ‘grain’ is nôt. Nôt is not a commonly used word in Frisian, let 
alone in Frisian child language. Therefore, the item was replaced by an alter-
native, i.e. baaien ‘berries’. Unfortunately, some stimuli with slight differences 
in pronunciation still remained in the vocabulary test. In those cases, none of 
the alternatives on the page of the original stimulus was comparable to the 
original stimulus in terms of difficulty.

set no
original  
stimulus translation new stimulus Ra

Dutch Frisian English Frisian English

3 30 varen fare, farre to sail swimme to swim 1

4 40 huilen gûle, skrieme to cry skrikke to be frightened 1

5 55 knagen gnabje, gnauwe,
kjifje to gnaw fleane to fly 2

6 69 graan nôt corn baaien berries 2

6 70 voetganger fuotgonger pedestrian sjaufeur driver 2

7 75 strompelen
strompelje, 
stroffelje, 
stuitelje, etc.

to stumble opmjitte to measure 2

8 95 schuren skuorje, skjirje to sandpaper skave to plane 1

9 97 voertuig reau, fiertúch vehicle mean-
masine mowing  machine 1

9 102 vergezellen beselskipje to accompany spul ha to argue 2
Table 4.1: Original and new stimulus and the reason for choosing an alternative.

a  Reason (R): 1) different pronunciation/lexeme in one or more dialects of Frisian, 2) not 

(actively) part of Frisian (child) language
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The abortion procedure and calculation of the total score was similar to the 
original Dutch version (see § 3.5.2.1). The Frisian receptive vocabulary test 
was aborted when the participant gave nine incorrect responses in a twelve-
item set. The total score was the sum of all correct responses, with a maxi-
mum of 108 points.

4.2 The adaptation of the productive vocabulary test

Dutch productive vocabulary was tested with the subtest Woordontwik-
keling [Word development] of the Dutch Schlichting Test voor Taalproductie II 
[ Schlichting Test for Language Production II] (Schlichting & Lutje Spelberg, 
2010a). In this vocabulary test, each item is displayed in one picture. The par-
ticipant finishes a stimulus sentence, mostly by naming the picture. This pro-
ductive vocabulary test contains 70 items that are ranged in order of difficulty. 
As with the adaptation of the receptive vocabulary test, all items were trans-
lated with the help of Frisian (and Dutch) linguists. Again it was important 
that all stimulus sentences and correct responses consisted of words that were 
commonly used in Frisian (child) language. Unlike the receptive vocabulary 
test, none of the items in the adapted version of the productive vocabulary test 
needed to be replaced. Since one item in that vocabulary test might elicit more 
than one correct response, the regional varieties were simply included in the 
correct responses. However, the second last item of the Dutch productive vo-
cabulary test, i.e. blozen ‘to blush’, was deleted in the Frisian adaptation, since 
it has no one-word translation equivalent in Frisian. Consequently, the Frisian 
adaptation had 69 items.

As in the Dutch version, some items could elicit multiple correct re-
sponses per stimulus, e.g. the stimulus picture of the item ‘shoes’ might elicit 
the correct Frisian specific responses skuon, skunnen ‘shoes’, learzens ‘boots’, the 
correct Dutch equivalents schoenen ‘shoes’ and laarzen ‘boots’, or the correct 
response slippers ‘flip-flops’. The last response has the same meaning and pro-
nunciation in both languages and is therefore also called a cognate (see § 5.3 
for a more detailed definition of cognates). Both the receptive and the produc-
tive vocabulary test contained cognates, cf. the cognate bear (Frisian) – beer 
(Dutch) ‘bear’, that both have the same pronunciation (although the spelling is 
different), versus the non-cognate item brêge (Frisian) – brug (Dutch) ‘bridge’. 
The presence of cognate items in the vocabulary test was not surprising given 
the fact that Frisian and Dutch are closely related languages and show a partial 
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overlap in vocabulary. However, the question arose if cognate items should 
be kept in the Frisian adaptation, or not. Do the adapted vocabulary tests still 
assess Frisian vocabulary? Since the Dutch vocabulary tests also had cognate 
items with Frisian, one could also wonder the contrary: do the Dutch vocabu-
lary tests assess Dutch vocabulary among native speakers of Frisian? Chapter 5 
deals with this cognate issue in the measurements.

The abortion procedure and calculation of the total score of the Frisian 
productive vocabulary test was similar to the Dutch version. The vocabulary 
test was aborted when the participant gave eight incorrect responses in succes-
sion (see § 3.5.3.1 for the description of the abortion procedure of the Dutch 
productive vocabulary test). The total score included the sum of all correct 
cognate responses and all correct Frisian specific responses. The maximum 
score was 69 points. Mixed responses, e.g. schoen-tsjes ‘shoe’ (Dutch) with Fri-
sian diminutive marker -tsjes, were scored as incorrect and, consequently, left 
out of the total score calculations, because we wanted to make sure that if an 
expected effect was absent in an analysis, this would not be caused by these 
mixed responses.

4.3 Pilot study

A pilot study was conducted with the adapted receptive and productive vocabu-
lary tests. This pilot study involved 28 participants, aged between 2;4 and 4;3 
years (Mean age: 3;4, SD: 0;5). Data was gathered at two preschools, two day-
care centres and in four cases at home. The facilities were located in different 
regions of Friesland, so all main Frisian dialects (see § 1.2) were accounted for 
in this study. The author, a native speaker of Frisian, assessed all participants. 
The Frisian receptive vocabulary test was administered to 14 participants: elev-
en had Frisian as their home language, and three Dutch. The Frisian productive 
vocabulary test was administered to 15 participants: twelve had Frisian as their 
home language, and three Dutch. The pilot study produced information on the 
test procedure and on item difficulty, i.e. the ratio between the number of cor-
rect responses and the total number of responses (also called p-value in psycho-
metrics). Based on the results, one item in each vocabulary test was changed. 
Due to a low p-value compared to other items in its set, item 17 (set 2) of the 
Frisian version of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test was changed from nei boppen 
into nei boven ‘upstairs’. It was expected that this change would elicit a higher 
p-value for this item, since boven is a cognate in both languages. In retrospect, 
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after using the Frisian version in the main vocabulary study, the change did not 
result in a significant increase of the p-value2. This means that the lower p-value 
of that item must be attributed to the difficulty of the item itself, or the picture 
that represented the stimulus word. It also suggests that either item could be 
used. In the Frisian productive vocabulary test, an extra correct response was 
added to item 8, namely kleurje or kleure ‘to draw’. Later editions of the manual 
of the Dutch vocabulary test show that the Dutch equivalent kleuren was also 
added to the correct responses of this item in the original Dutch item set.

Although it is common practice in test adaptation to select and re-order 
items according to difficulty to improve validity (a.o. Jones, Smith & Talley, 
2006; Simon & Joiner, 1976), this was not done in either Frisian adaptation, 
since both languages are closely related and children in Friesland grow up in 
a culture that is similar to that of their peers growing up in the rest of the 
Netherlands. It is assumed that the item order is similar between the two 
languages.

4.4 Internal consistency

Table 4.2 lists the Guttman reliability scores for the Frisian vocabulary tests 
and the original Dutch vocabulary tests. As Table 4.2 shows, the internal con-
sistency of the Frisian receptive vocabulary test is high (λ-2=.91, based on 
first measurements in the main vocabulary study (N=973)). This reliability 
coefficient is equal to that of its Dutch equivalent. The reliability coefficient 
of the adapted Frisian productive vocabulary test is also high (λ-2=.80, again 
based on the first measurements in the main vocabulary study (N=974)). The 
internal consistency of the Frisian productive vocabulary test is slightly lower 
compared to its Dutch equivalent, where the internal consistency is λ-2=.88. 
As these reliability coefficients show, both Frisian vocabulary tests are quite 
similar in internal consistency to the original Dutch vocabulary tests.

2  Appendices A and B give the p-values for the Frisian adaptations of the Peabody Picture 
Vocabulary Test and the subtest Woordontwikkeling respectively. The p-values in these ap-
pendices are based on the results of the HL-Frisian participants’ first assessments with 
these tests in the main vocabulary study.

3  This number is higher then the 91 participants mentioned in § 3.4.2 since it includes 
six participants who were excluded from the main vocabulary study because they 
could not be tested on non-verbal intelligence. 

4 See footnote 3.
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Receptive vocabulary test λ-2
Frisian Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test .91

Dutch Peabody Picture Vocabulary Testa .91

Productive vocabulary test λ-2
Frisian subtest Woordontwikkeling .80

Dutch subtest Woordontwikkelingb .88
Table 4.2: Guttman reliability scores (Guttman, 1945) for the Frisian test adaptations 

and the original Dutch vocabulary tests.
a  Schlichting (2005b: 45), age group 2;6-2;11 years
b  Schlichting and Lutje Spelberg (2010b: 28), age 2;9 years

Table 4.3 presents the internal consistency of all four vocabulary tests. The 
data from both the Frisian and the Dutch vocabulary tests in Table 4.3 are 
based on the first measurements with these vocabulary tests in the main vo-
cabulary study (N=975). As Table 4.3 shows, the internal consistency gener-
ally is constant over the three item sets, particularly with respect to 90% (i.e. 
item 1-76) and 70% (i.e. item 1-59) of the items. For the item set that has 50% 
(i.e. item 1-42) of the items, the internal consistency is slightly lower, however 
the coefficients are still high. This trend is shown for all four vocabulary tests. 
This can be explained by the fact that the items were ranked from easy to dif-
ficult. For example, the higher reliability coefficient on the Frisian receptive 
vocabulary test for the 90%-item set (λ-2=.91, see Table 4.3) means that the 
degree of consistency in the responses on the items in the last (and difficult) 
part of the vocabulary test is slightly higher, than within the first (and easy) 
part of the vocabulary test. In other words, for the Frisian receptive vocabu-
lary test, items 1-42 (first 50% of the items) showed more variance in the re-
sponses (i.e. correct or incorrect) per item, than items 43-84. An item in this 
latter group is more often incorrect than correct since these items were more 
difficult than in the first (and easy) part. To conclude, as Table 4.3 shows the 
internal consistency for all four vocabulary tests remains constant and high, 
even within smaller item sets.

5  This number is higher then the 91 participants mentioned in § 3.4.2 since it includes 
six participants who were excluded from the main vocabulary study because they 
could not be tested on non-verbal intelligence.
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Percentage of items 90% 70% 50%

Frisian receptive vocabulary testa .91 .90 .85

Dutch receptive vocabulary testa .89 .87 .83

Frisian productive vocabulary testb .80 .80 .80

Dutch productive vocabulary testc .90 .90 .89
Table 4.3: Guttman reliability scores (λ-2) (Guttman, 1945) for the four vocabulary tests 

over 90%, 70%, and 50% of the items.

a  84 items (set 1-7) 90% = items 1-76; 70% = items 1-59; 50% = items 1-42
b  69 items (all) 90% = items 1-62; 70% = items 1-48; 50% = items 1-35
c  70 items (all) 90% = items 1-63; 70% = items 1-49; 50% = items 1-35

Besides internal consistency, it is important that a second measurement for the 
same subject yields a similar result. This is also called the test-retest reliability. 
Since the first measurements in the main vocabulary study were repeated in 
the follow-up rounds, we are able to show the test-retest reliability for both 
Frisian vocabulary tests. The time interval between both measures was three 
to eight months. In general, the retest took place in the second test round. 
 Table 4.4 displays the test-retest reliability of both Frisian vocabulary tests.

Test Test Re-test

N ρ1,2 M SD M SD

Frisian receptive vocabulary test 87 .54 32.74 9.85 46.74 8.81

Frisian productive vocabulary test 86 .74  9.10 4.10 14.24 5.91
Table 4.4: Test-retest reliability of both Frisian test adaptations.

As Table 4.4 shows, the test-retest correlations are acceptable: ρ=.54 for the 
Frisian receptive vocabulary test and ρ=.74 for the Frisian productive vocabu-
lary test. In other words, a subject that obtains a high result on these Frisian 
vocabulary tests in the first measurement generally also obtains a high result 
in the second measurement.

In conclusion, the internal consistency and test-retest reliability scores as 
presented in Tables 4.2-4.4 suggest that both Frisian vocabulary tests are relia-
ble and adequate measures for receptive and productive vocabulary in Frisian.
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5  The cognate issue in the measurement 
of a bilingual vocabulary6,7

This chapter deals with the issue of the presence of cognate items in vocabu-
lary tests, especially in the case when comparing proficiency in two languag-
es. To what extent do these cognate items influence the results of a language 
test? First, the issue is introduced by addressing several problems that lead to 
the research question (§ 5.1). In the next section (§ 5.2), previous research on 
the use of cognate items in vocabulary tests is presented. Then, the definition 
of a cognate in the present study is given (§ 5.3), followed by a description of 
the methodology (§ 5.4). The results of the receptive and productive vocabu-
lary tests will verify the presence of the cognates (§ 5.5). Finally, the results 
are discussed (§ 5.6).

5.1 Introduction

Language proficiency in young children is often measured by means of a vo-
cabulary test, because vocabulary is one of the keystones of language develop-
ment. However, sometimes no vocabulary test is available for the language in 
question. In those circumstances, an existing vocabulary test is often adapt-
ed from another language into the target language. This is also the case in a 
large-scale project on the early bilingual language development of preschool-
aged children living in the bilingual province of Friesland, in the north of 
the Nether lands. In this project, the bilingual participants were assessed with 
respect to their receptive and productive vocabulary in both Dutch, the domi-
nant and national language, and Frisian, the minority language spoken in that 
region. However, no vocabulary tests were available for Frisian. Therefore, two 
standardized Dutch vocabulary tests were adapted to Frisian: a Dutch  receptive 

6  Part of this chapter has been published as: Dijkstra, J., Klinkenberg, E. L., Kuiken, F., 
& Jorna, R. J. (2012). Het gebruik van cognaten bij testadaptatie: een goede zaak / in 
goede saak? In N. de Jong, K. Juffermans, M. Keijzer & L. Rasier (Eds.), Papers of the 
Anéla 2012 Applied Linguistics Conference (pp. 149-157). Delft: Eburon.

7  A slightly adapted version of this chapter has been submitted for publication as: 
 Dijkstra, J., Klinkenberg, E. L., Kuiken, F., & Jorna, R. J. (submitted). Using cognates 
in vocabulary tests in language-proficiency assessment of bilingual speakers of closely 
related languages.
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 vocabulary test, i.e. the Dutch version of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test 
(Dunn & Dunn, 1997; Dutch version Schlichting, 2005), and a Dutch produc-
tive vocabulary test, i.e. the subtest Woordontwikkeling [Productive Vocabulary] 
of the Dutch Schlichting Test voor Taalproductie II (Schlichting & Lutje Spelberg, 
2010a) (see Chapter 4 for a description of the vocabulary tests, the adaptation 
process and the pilot that was conducted with these two vocabulary tests). The 
two languages in question have a fair amount of words in common because 
they are both West Germanic languages and because of a long history of lan-
guage contact. This overlap in vocabulary was reflected in the two Frisian vo-
cabulary tests, since they contain a considerable amount of cognate items, i.e. 
words that have the same pronunciation and meaning in both languages. The 
question then arises how well such Frisian test adaptations assess children’s Fri-
sian vocabulary if they contain cognate items. In other words, is a vocabulary 
test containing cognate items still a valid test in the assessment of vocabulary 
knowledge in bilingual children’s two languages? Since the Dutch vocabulary 
tests also contain cognate items for native speakers of Frisian, both original 
Dutch vocabulary tests may be compromised in their measurement of Dutch 
vocabulary of these Frisian-speaking children. This validity issue leads to the 
following methodological question: do cognate items in the Frisian vocabulary 
tests and the Dutch vocabulary tests affect performance on the tests? The pre-
sent study, carried out in the project just mentioned, was designed to resolve 
this issue. The results discussed in this study concern the outcomes of the base-
line measurements using both the Frisian as well as the Dutch vocabulary tests.

5.2  Previous research on the use of cognates in test 
adaptations

Only a few studies have been conducted that focus specifically on the influ-
ence of cognates in vocabulary tests. Meara, Lightbown and Halter (1994) 
hypothesized that an assessment of a test-taker’s L2 with a vocabulary test that 
has a substantial amount of cognates in the test-taker’s L1 could lead to an 
overestimation of that test-taker’s overall proficiency. Conversely, the exclu-
sion of those cognates from a vocabulary test in a language where these words 
naturally occur, could lead to an underestimation of the test-taker’s vocabu-
lary size in that language. The researchers tested 89 native speakers of French 
living in Quebec with two versions of an English vocabulary test. Half of all 
items of one version were cognates, whereas the other version had none. As 
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expected, the participants achieved higher scores on the cognate version com-
pared to the non-cognate version. Although the difference in scores between 
both versions was significant, this difference was rather small. Meara et al. 
(1994) argued that their cognate version contained an unusually high number 
of cognates, substantially higher than the actual number of cognates between 
French and English. If their cognate version had consisted of a lower number 
of cognates, closer to the actual proportion of shared cognates between both 
languages, they would have expected to find no substantial difference in the 
scores between both versions. Therefore, Meara et al. (1994) claimed that as 
long as the number of cognates in a vocabulary test remains close to the actual 
number of cognates shared by the two languages, the presence of cognates 
will not significantly influence the outcomes of that vocabulary test. Their 
claim was in line with the findings of a study conducted by Umbel, Pearson, 
Fernández and Oller (1992), who compared the receptive vocabulary in Span-
ish and English of Mexican-American children. The cognate items in the Span-
ish and English vocabulary test did not play a substantial role in the perfor-
mance of these bilingual children. Moreover, Umbel et al. (1992) showed that 
in bilingual language acquisition, cognates were not ‘automatic doublets’ for 
the children. McNamara and Roever (2006) further pointed out that cognates 
might make items easier, but they will not affect items’ relevance. Therefore, 
the cognate item remains a legitimate item in a vocabulary test. Knowledge 
of the first language will give participants an advantage, but only in the same 
way and to the same extent as in real life situations ( McNamara & Roever, 
2006; Chen & Henning, 1985).

Nevertheless, some researchers are against the use of cognate items in 
vocabulary tests. Gathercole et al. (2008) advised that cognate items should be 
avoided, even if they are not borrowings. Their Welsh receptive vocabulary 
test thus does not contain cognate items or English loanwords. Although these 
words might be used every day and have become part of everyday Welsh us-
age, Gathercole et al. (2008) argue that test-takers might respond appropriately 
to a cognate item based solely on their knowledge of English. In other words, 
it is impossible to reconstruct whether a cognate item assesses the test-taker’s 
English or Welsh proficiency.

Here Meara et al. (1994) is followed, that is vocabulary tests may contain 
cognate items, as long as the number of cognate items is in proportion to the 
actual number of cognates shared by the two languages. However, it is diffi-
cult to determine the exact number of cognates between two languages. This 
would require intense corpus work. It can be assumed that the proportion of 
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cognates will be larger in two languages that are closely related, for example 
for Frisian and Dutch. Since the exact proportion of cognates between Frisian 
and Dutch is not known, this proportion must be approached as an estimation. 
Nevertheless, Frisian and Dutch have a considerable overlap in vocabulary and 
this overlap should be reflected in the vocabulary tests of the two languages.

5.3 Cognates

As stated in § 5.1, Frisian and Dutch are related languages and have many 
similarities in vocabulary. The vocabulary tests in the two languages have 
thus a fair amount of cognate items in common. A cognate is often defined 
as a word that has identical meaning, spelling and pronunciation, e.g. auto 
in both languages (Frisian and Dutch equivalent for ‘car’). Since children in 
the age range of 2;6-4;0 years in the Netherlands have not developed reading 
and writing language skills yet, we defined cognates as being words with the 
same meaning and pronunciation only, excluding spelling. Words such as fiets 
(Dutch for ‘bike’) and fyts (Frisian for ‘bike’) are therefore considered cog-
nates, since they are pronounced the same way. It is commonly assumed that 
morphological inflected cognates are also considered as cognates, even if these 
inflected forms exhibit slight between-language differences, e.g. fiets-je (Dutch 
for ‘(small) bike’) and fyts-ke (Frisian for ‘(small) bike’). In our study we con-
sidered words with the same stem followed by a language-specific marker as 
non-cognates, thus fietsje was considered as a Dutch-specific word and fytske 
as a Frisian-specific word. Especially when assessing productive vocabulary, 
these language-specific markers identify a response as either Frisian specific 
or Dutch specific. Another example is the word appel ‘apple’. The singular 
form is treated as a Frisian/Dutch cognate. This also applies to the plural ap-
pels ‘apples’, since the plural marker is identical in both languages. However in 
the diminutive the forms are different: appeltje ‘small apple’ (with the Dutch 
diminutive suffix -tje) vs. appeltsje ‘small apple’ (with the Frisian diminutive 
marker -tsje).

As already mentioned in § 3.5.2, the receptive vocabulary test contained 
108 items in total. The Frisian adaptation had 46 (43%) cognate items com-
pared to 47 (44%) cognate items in the Dutch version. The percentages dif-
fer slightly because, some items were replaced in the adapted version (see 
also § 4.1). In the productive vocabulary test there were 216 possible cor-
rect responses spread over 70 items. There were 160 correct language-specific  
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(non-cognates) responses, i.e. 88 Frisian specific and 72 Dutch specific re-
sponses. Of the 216 correct responses, only 26% (56) were cognate responses. 
This is much lower compared to the receptive vocabulary test, due to fact that 
items in this test can have more than one correct response. For example, the 
item ‘truck’ can elicit the cognate responses frachtauto (Frisian) and vrachtauto 
(Dutch), and the language-specific responses frachtwein (Frisian) and vracht-
wagen (Dutch).

5.4 Methodology

The research group consisted of 97 participants8, 49 boys and 48 girls, with 
a mean age of 2;9 years (SD 0;2, minimum 2;4, maximum 3;4) at the time 
of the baseline measurements. A large part of this group, i.e. 61 participants, 
grew up in families where both parents mainly spoke Frisian to them, where-
as 36 participants grew up in families where Dutch was the home language. 
The participants were tested individually in a separate room at their preschool. 
First they were tested with the Frisian receptive vocabulary test, followed by 
the Frisian productive vocabulary test. A few weeks later this procedure was 
repeated with the Dutch vocabulary tests (see § 3.5.2 and § 3.5.3 for a descrip-
tion of these vocabulary tests). During the assessments the test assistants used 
the one person-one language principle (Döpke, 1992), i.e. the test assistants 
for Frisian only spoke Frisian with the participants and the test assistants for 
Dutch only spoke Dutch (see § 3.5.1 for more information on the assessment 
procedure).

The receptive vocabulary tests were aborted according to the standard 
procedure when the child produced nine or more incorrect responses in a 
twelve-item set. The total score on the receptive vocabulary tests was the sum 
of all correct items. The productive vocabulary test was aborted when the par-
ticipant made eight errors in succession. The total score on the Frisian produc-
tive vocabulary test was calculated as the sum of all correct cognate responses 
and all correct Frisian specific responses, and similarly for Dutch.

8  This number is higher then the 91 participants mentioned in § 3.4.2 since it includes 
six participants who were excluded from the main vocabulary study because they 
could not be tested on non-verbal intelligence.
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5.5 Results

This section presents the total sum scores of the first measurements of the 
Frisian and Dutch receptive vocabulary test (§ 5.5.1) and of the Frisian and 
Dutch productive vocabulary test (§ 5.5.2). We used raw scores only. For every 
vocabulary test, we calculated three scores, i.e. total correct score, the correct 
non-cognate (NC) items or responses9, and cognate (C) items or responses. 
The participants are divided into two groups: those with Frisian as their home 
language (HL-Frisian participants) and those with Dutch as their home lan-
guage (HL-Dutch participants). The mean per home language group will be 
compared to the overall mean of the three scores. If the total score of a vo-
cabulary test differs significantly between the two home language groups, 
this significant difference should also be reflected in the NC scores. If the NC 
scores do not show this significant difference while there is a significant dif-
ference between both home language groups on the total score, the C items or 
responses must have influenced the results.

To get a better understanding of the data in the tables presented in the 
next subsections, it is worth mentioning again that we used abortion pro-
cedures during the assessments (see § 5.4). Although in theory participants 
could get a maximum total score, i.e. 108 points on the receptive vocabulary 
tests and 70 points (Dutch) or 69 points (Frisian) on the productive vocabu-
lary tests, this maximum score was almost never reached, since practically all 
participants stranded somewhere in the middle of the test.

5.5.1 Receptive vocabulary tests
Table 5.1 shows the participants’ raw scores on the Frisian receptive vocab-
ulary test grouped per home language, i.e. HL-Frisian participants and HL-
Dutch participants, and the mean and standard deviation of the total group. 
First, the total score is given, followed by the performance on the NC items 
of the vocabulary test and the performance on the C items. Since this is a 
very difficult age group to assess, we only succeeded in testing 91 of the 97 
participants with this vocabulary test. There were several reasons for this, e.g. 
anxiety, refusal or absence of the participants.

9  Since multiple responses per item were correct in the productive vocabulary tests, we 
use the term ‘response’ instead of ‘item’ for the productive vocabulary tests.
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Home 
Language Total score NC items C items

N M* SD Δtot M** SD Δtot M SD Δtot

Frisian 56 34.95 9.71 2.05 20.75 5.67 1.87 14.20 4.70 0.18

Dutch 35 29.63 7.88 -3.27 15.89 4.70 -2.99 13.74 3.98 -0.28

Total 91 32.90 9.38 18.88 5.80 14.02 4.40
Table 5.1: Frisian receptive vocabulary test: means (M) and standard deviations (SD) of 

the total scores of all items, the non-cognate item set (NC items), and the  
cognate item set (C items).

Note:  Maximum total score is 108 points; ∆tot denotes the difference between the mean of 

a home language group and the mean of all participants for each item set
* p<.01, ** p<.001

Table 5.1 presents the mean scores and standard deviations of the total score 
of all items, the NC items and the C items. The differences between the mean 
of the home language groups and the overall mean are listed under ∆tot. For 
the whole vocabulary test, this was (34.95-32.90=) 2.05 points for the HL-
Frisian group and (29.63-32.90=) -3.27 points for the HL-Dutch group. For 
the NC items the ∆tot was 1.87 points for the HL-Frisian group and -2.99 
for the HL-Dutch group. In contrast, the C items had a ∆tot in both home 
language groups that was almost zero (see Table 5.1). The low ∆tot for the 
C items implies that the cognate items did not cause the difference in scores 
between the two home language groups. Furthermore, the mean scores of 
the entire vocabulary test showed a significant difference between the two 
home language groups, (t(89)=2.73, p<.01, r=.28). This difference between 
both groups was reflected in a significant difference in mean scores on the 
NC items (t(89)=4.24, p<.001, r=.41). Conversely, no difference was found 
between the two groups in the C items (t(89)=.48, p>.05, r=.05). These results 
suggest that the performance of both home language groups on the NC items 
was in line with their performance on the vocabulary test as a whole. The 
presence of the C items did therefore not affect performance on the Frisian 
receptive vocabulary test.

Of course, the Dutch vocabulary tests also contained items that were 
equal in pronunciation and meaning in both languages. Therefore, it was also 
important to look at the results of the Dutch vocabulary tests. Table 5.2 pre-
sents the mean scores and standard deviations for the Dutch receptive vocabu-
lary test.
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Home 
Language Total score NC items C items

N M* SD Δtot M** SD Δtot M SD Δtot

Frisian 61 36.61 8.61 -0.65 20.49 4.81 -0.22 16.11 4.34 -0.44

Dutch 31 38.55 7.94 1.29 21.13 3.98 0.42 17.42 4.28 0.87

Total 92 37.26 8.40 20.71 4.53 16.55 4.34
Table 5.2: Dutch receptive vocabulary test: means (M) and standard deviations (SD) of 

the total scores of all items, the non-cognate item set (NC items), and the  
cognate item set (C items).

Note:  Maximum total score is 108 points; ∆tot denotes the difference between the mean of 

a home language group and the mean of all participants for each item set
* p<.01, ** p<.001

The numbers (N) differ from the ones in Table 5.1, because not all participants 
could be successfully assessed with this vocabulary test. As Table 5.2 shows, 
both home language groups had comparable mean scores on both the NC 
items and on the C items. This is also reflected in the differences between the 
mean per home language group and the overall mean for the total score of this 
vocabulary test (see ∆tot under Total score in Table 5.2), i.e. -0.65 points for 
the HL-Frisian group and 1.29 for the HL-Dutch group. The differences can, 
for the most part, be explained by the ∆tot values on the C items, which were 
slightly larger than the ones on the NC items, i.e. -0.44 points and 0.87 for 
the HL-Frisian and HL-Dutch group on the C items, compared to -0.22 points 
and 0.42 respectively on the NC items. For the Dutch receptive vocabulary 
test, the scores on the C items did not differ significantly between the home 
language groups (t(90)=1.37, p>.05, r=.14), nor was there a significant dif-
ference between both home language groups on the NC items (t(90)=-0.64, 
p>.05, r=.07). Regarding the items of the entire vocabulary test, there the two 
home language groups did not differ either (t(90)=-1.05, p>.05, r=.11). Both 
HL-Dutch and HL-Frisian participants seemed to be equally competent in the 
receptive vocabulary of Dutch. Based on these outcomes, it is not possible to 
conclude whether the cognate items in this vocabulary test did or did not af-
fect the test performance.

5.5.2 Productive vocabulary tests
Table 5.3 shows the mean scores and standard deviations on the productive 
vocabulary test for Frisian, separately for all items, the NC responses and 
the C responses. The difference in number of participants (N) between this 
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 vocabulary test and both receptive vocabulary tests can be explained by the 
fact that not every participant could be tested successfully with this vocabu-
lary test.

Home 
Language Total score NC responses C responses

N M** SD Δtot M** SD Δtot M SD Δtot

Frisian 57 10.47 4.01 1.45 5.26 2.60 1.83 5.91 2.35 -0.13

Dutch 34 6.59 2.46 -2.43 0.35 0.65 -3.08 6.26 2.27 0.22

Total 91 9.02 3.97 3.43 3.17 6.04 2.31
Table 5.3: Frisian productive vocabulary test: means (M) and standard deviations (SD)  

of the total scores of all items, the non-cognate responses (NC responses),  
and the cognate responses (C responses).

Note:  Maximum total score is 70 points; ∆tot denotes the difference between the mean of 

a home language group and the mean of all participants for each item set
* p<.01, ** p<.001

As Table 5.3 shows, the HL-Dutch participants had a mean score of almost 
zero (i.e. 0.35 points) on the NC responses, whereas on the C responses they 
had a mean score of 6.26 points, which was slightly higher than their HL-Fri-
sian peers on this item set. These results show that the HL-Dutch participants 
mostly used a (correct) cognate word as a response on this vocabulary test. 
They gave scarcely any Frisian-specific response.

The differences between the group mean and the overall mean (∆tot) 
on the NC responses were 1.83 points for the HL-Frisian group and -3.08 for 
the HL-Dutch group (see Table 5.3), whereas they were almost zero for both 
groups on the C responses. This, again, indicates that the NC responses deter-
mined the total scores for the most part. For the Frisian productive vocabulary 
test there were significant differences found in scores between both home 
language groups both in the entire vocabulary test (t(88.89)=5.10, p<.001, 
r=.48), as well as in the NC responses (t(66.96)=13.57, p<.001, r=.86), in con-
trast to the C responses where they were not significant (t(89)=-0.70, p>.05, 
r=.07). The HL-Dutch participants obtained the same results as the HL-Frisian 
participants on the C responses; however, they got lower results on the NC 
responses, which was in line with their results on the entire vocabulary test. 
Again, with this vocabulary test the C responses did not affect the results sig-
nificantly.
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The results of the Dutch productive vocabulary test are presented in  Table 
5.4. The number of participants (N) differs from those in the other three 
vocabulary tests, since we did not manage to test all participants successfully 
with this vocabulary test.

Home 
Language Total score NC responses C responses

N M** SD Δtot M** SD Δtot M SD Δtot

Frisian 57 8.65 4.51 -2.28 2.07 2.24 -2.17 6.75 2.92 -0.32

Dutch 31 15.13 6.56 4.20 8.23 4.36 3.99 7.65 3.02 0.58

Total 88 10.93 6.14 4.24 4.30 7.07 2.97
Table 5.4: Dutch productive vocabulary test: means (M) and standard deviations (SD) of 

the total scores of all items, the non-cognate responses (NC responses), and  
the cognate responses (C responses).

Note:  Maximum total score is 70 points; ∆tot denotes the difference between the mean 

of a home language group and the mean of all participants for each set of responses
* p<.01, ** p<.001

As Table 5.4 shows, the difference in mean between the home language group 
and the overall mean on the NC responses is -2.17 points for the HL-Frisian 
participants and 3.99 points for the HL-Dutch group. These differences were 
very small on the C responses, namely -0.32 points for the HL-Frisian group 
and 0.58 points for the HL-Dutch group. This implies that the total scores on 
this vocabulary test were mostly defined by the NC responses, and not by 
the C responses. Moreover, in the NC responses, the difference between the 
two home language groups was significant (t(38.84)=-7.36, p<.001, r=.76), in 
contrast to the C responses (t(86)=-1.35, p>.05, r=.14). The total scores were 
also significantly different (t(45.68)=-4.90, p<.001, r=.59). The HL-Dutch par-
ticipants performed significantly better in the NC responses, whereas on the 
C responses their scores were equal to their HL-Frisian peers. With respect 
to the total score, the HL-Dutch participants scored significantly higher than 
their HL-Frisian peers. Consequently, it can be concluded that the C responses 
did not affect the results for the productive vocabulary test either.
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5.6 Discussion and conclusions

The present study investigated whether the presence of cognate items affected 
the performance on vocabulary tests in bilingual proficiency assessments of 
closely related languages, i.e. Frisian and Dutch. The results showed that the 
cognate items did not have a significant influence on either the Frisian re-
ceptive vocabulary test or the productive vocabulary tests in both languages. 
On these vocabulary tests the participants from both home language groups 
performed equally well on the cognate items, whereas their scores differed 
substantially on the non-cognate items. The results on the Dutch receptive 
vocabulary test were unclear, since there were no significant differences in 
performance on this vocabulary test between the two home language groups. 
Differences between two groups become less important as their differences 
in competence become smaller, which was the case for this vocabulary test. 
A possible explanation is that both home language groups received input in 
Dutch, in contrast to Frisian where this was not always the case. It is common-
ly assumed that a higher input in a language will result in a higher proficiency 
in that language. Consequently, the proficiency in Dutch receptive vocabulary 
showed smaller differences in both home language groups, compared to Fri-
sian receptive vocabulary. Another possible explanation is the fact that Dutch 
was tested a few weeks later than Frisian. By that time, the participants were 
used to a test situation outside the playgroup with a stranger and felt at ease 
when taking the vocabulary test. However, the results on the Dutch receptive 
vocabulary test were not mirrored in the results of the Dutch productive vo-
cabulary test, which makes the last explanation less plausible.

As the results of the other three vocabulary tests in the present study 
suggest, the variance in test scores can not be explained by the presence of 
cognate items. The outcomes of the current study confirm the results of the 
previous study by Umbel et al. (1992) and the claim of Meara et al. (1994) 
that, as long as the number of cognate items reflects the actual proportion of 
cognates shared between two languages, the presence of the cognates does 
not jeopardize the validity of the vocabulary test. It should be recognized, 
however, that it is hard to determine the actual number of cognates shared be-
tween two languages. This requires intense corpus work. For most languages 
the proportion of shared cognates will always be an estimation.

Cognates are a natural part of a language. The items of vocabulary tests 
should represent the structure of the vocabulary tested. This is also true 
for a language that shows an overlap in vocabulary with another language. 
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 Therefore, that overlap should then be present in the items of the vocabulary 
test. It is possible to be cautious and to delete the cognate items in retrospect. 
If the cognates are left out of the vocabulary test beforehand, the test will 
be more difficult for the test-taker. Moreover, such a cognate-free vocabu-
lary test will focus on a higher level of competence instead of measuring the 
general level of vocabulary. Therefore, as long as the proportion of cognates 
in a vocabulary test reflects the proportion of cognates shared between two 
languages, we agree with Meara et al. (1994) and conclude that the presence 
of cognates in vocabulary tests is acceptable.
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6 Results of the vocabulary measures10

This chapter describes the results of the three vocabulary studies within the 
project. The first section gives the results of the receptive vocabulary tests 
(§ 6.2), followed by a section on the results of the productive vocabulary tests 
(§ 6.3). The next section (§ 6.4) presents the results on the number of differ-
ent words (NDW) and is followed by a correlation analysis between all vocab-
ulary measures (§ 6.5). In the final section, the results are discussed (§ 6.6).

6.1 Introduction

The receptive and productive vocabulary tests (see § 3.5.2 and § 3.5.3 respec-
tively) were analysed using multilevel modeling (see § 3.5.6). For all four 
 vocabulary tests, raw scores were used instead of standardized scores because 
we wanted to examine trends in vocabulary growth in both languages. More-
over, there were no standardized scores available for Frisian. The results in 
§ 6.2 and § 6.3 are presented per vocabulary test, starting with a graph for 
the observed mean test scores for both home language groups, followed by 
the outcomes of the multilevel regression models. The variables concerning 
gender and the use of a language policy at preschool (see § 1.3) were not im-
portant for none of the vocabulary tests.

The number of measurements differs per vocabulary test. These differ-
ences are caused by missing data points (see Table 6.1). The majority of these 
data is missing because the participants were absent at the time of the as-
sessment or failed to cooperate. A minor part of the missing data is miss-
ing by design: a few outliers were discarded from the analyses because of 
substantial underachievement compared to performance in previous or fol-
low-up round(s). This concerned two participants (one participant in round 
2 and another participant in round 3) for Frisian receptive vocabulary, and 
one participant (in round 1) for Dutch receptive vocabulary. In the productive 

10  The results in § 6.2 and § 6.3 were also used in a paper that has been submitted for 
publication as: Dijkstra, J., Kuiken, F., Jorna, R. J., & Klinkenberg, E. L. (submitted). The 
role of language input in the early development of a bilingual vocabulary: minority and 
majority language.
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 vocabulary, no outliers were found. The Dutch productive vocabulary test had 
one participant less compared to the other vocabulary tests. This participant 
refused to cooperate in all three test rounds. Four participants were only test-
ed twice since they were too old at the time of the first measurements. Their 
results were included in rounds 2 and 3.

Round HL-Frisian 
participants

HL-Dutch 
participants

Total

Frisian receptive vocabulary 1 6 3 9

2 2 2 4

3 6 2 8

Dutch receptive vocabulary 1 2 6 8

2 2 1 3

3 5 4 9

Frisian productive vocabulary 1 6 4 10

2 2 3 5

3 6 4 10

Dutch productive vocabulary 1 5 6 11

2 3 1 4

3 5 3 8
Table 6.1: Missing data points in the measurements of Frisian and Dutch receptive and 

productive vocabulary.

The data on NDW (see § 3.5.4) were analysed using repeated measures  ANOVA 
(see § 3.5.6), since they were based on a subgroup of 20 participants from the 
main vocabulary study (see § 3.4.3).

6.2 Receptive vocabulary 

This section first presents the results of the Frisian receptive vocabulary test 
(§ 6.2.1), followed by the results of the Dutch receptive vocabulary test (§ 6.2.2).

6.2.1 Frisian receptive vocabulary
Figure 6.1 displays the observed mean test scores of both home language 
groups for Frisian receptive vocabulary. As Figure 6.1 shows, the HL-Frisian 
participants outperformed the HL-Dutch participants on this vocabulary test. 
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However, the gap in performance between both home language groups stayed 
constant over time. Both home language groups showed an increase in vo-
cabulary over time.

Table 6.2 gives the parameter estimates for two multilevel regression models: 
the unconditional model (M0) and the fi nal multilevel regression model (M1) 
(see § 3.5.6). As Table 6.2 shows, this fi nal multilevel regression model (M1) 
included the following variables: home language (HL), outside home exposure 
(OH), a linear and a quadratic time factor, and non-verbal intelligence. Both 
M0 and M1 were controlled for substantial variance in intercepts across par-
ticipants, i.e. the intercepts across participants were treated as random effects.

Home language was an important factor. After controlling for the linear 
and quadratic time factor and non-verbal intelligence, the HL-Frisian partici-
pants scored on average more than fi ve points (0.45 SD) higher than the HL-
Dutch group. In other words, the HL-Frisian participants knew on average fi ve 
words more than their HL-Dutch peers on this vocabulary test. Participants 
who had a substantial outside home exposure to the other language had three 
correct responses (0.27 SD) more than the participants who had most of their 
outside home exposure in the same language as at home in contacts with care-
givers other than the parents.

Frisian receptive vocabularyFrisian receptive vocabulary
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47.66 (7.97)

53.38 (9.12)

45.00 (6.85)

49.22 (11.75)

Figure 6.1: Frisian receptive vocabulary: observed mean test scores (standard 
deviations) for HL-Frisian participants (max N=58) and HL-Dutch participants (max 

N=33) over the three measurement points.
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The factor time, which represented the age in months of participants at 
each test moment of Frisian receptive vocabulary, was split up into a linear 
trend, i.e. time, and a quadratic trend, i.e. time*time. Both trends were signifi-
cant factors. As explained by the parameter estimate for the linear trend time, for 
each month in time the participants gained on average almost three points (0.23 
SD) on the vocabulary test when controlled for all other variables. However, the 
quadratic trend is negative, which indicates that over time there was a (small) 
reduction in the Frisian receptive vocabulary score. The two trends combined 
reflected an initial increase in acquisition rate between rounds 1 and 2, followed 
by a decline in that rate between rounds 2 and 3. Further, no interaction effects 
were found. This means that the difference between the two groups of home 
language stayed constant. Model M1 explained 53% of the total variance.

Frisian receptive vocabulary M0 M1

Fixed effects:
Intercept 43.64 (0.76) *** 16.42 (3.30) ***

HL-Frisian 5.46 (1.43) ***

OH-other language 3.31 (1.27) *

Time 2.77 (0.30) ***

Time*Time -0.10 (0.02) ***

Non-verbal intelligence 0.88 (0.22) ***

Random effects:

σ2
u
 5.00 (10.34) 25.08 (6.72)

σ2
e
 142.87 (15.66) 44.56 (5.07)

Total variance 147.87  69.64
Evaluation:

-2 log(lh) 2114.96 1757.01
df 3 8
R2 53%

Table 6.2: Frisian receptive vocabulary: parameter estimates (standard errors) 
(Nparticipants=91; three rounds of measurements, Nmeasurements=252).

Note:  M0 = unconditional model; M1 = final model; HL-Frisian = participants with 

Frisian as home language; OH-other language = outside home exposure to the 

language other than at home; σ2
u
 = within-centre variance estimate; σ2

e
 = between-

centre variance estimate; -2 log(lh) = -2 log likelihood statistic; df = degrees of 

freedom; R2 = explained variance
* p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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6.2.2 Dutch receptive vocabulary
The observed mean test scores for both home language groups for Dutch re-
ceptive vocabulary are shown in Figure 6.2. The vocabulary scores increased 
for both home language groups over time. As Figure 6.2 shows, the HL-Dutch 
participants outperformed the HL-Frisian participants on this vocabulary test. 
The HL-Frisian participants were only slightly behind their HL-Dutch peers 
and this difference remains.

Table 6.3 gives the analysis for Dutch receptive vocabulary. The table displays 
the parameter estimates for two models. The fi rst model, M0, is the uncon-
ditional model. In the fi nal model, M1, the important variables are: outside 
home exposure (OH), time and non-verbal intelligence. Both models were 
controlled for the substantial variance in intercepts across participants.

Home language was not a signifi cant factor. Thus, for Dutch receptive vo-
cabulary it did not seem to matter which of the two home languages the par-
ticipants were exposed to. In contrast, the outside home exposure was impor-
tant. As model M1 shows, the participants who had a substantial outside home 
exposure to the other language knew on average almost four words (0.36 SD) 
more than the participants who were exposed to the same language inside 
and outside the home by caregivers, after controlling for the other variables.

Dutch receptive vocabularyDutch receptive vocabulary
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Figure 6.2: Dutch receptive vocabulary: observed mean test scores (standard deviations) 
for HL-Frisian participants (max N=58) and HL-Dutch participants (max N=33) over the 

three measurement points.
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The growth over time showed a linear trend only, since the quadrat-
ic trend of time (time*time) was not an important factor. This means that 
growth appeared to be constant over time. There was no interaction effect, 
which suggests that the two home language groups acquired Dutch receptive 
vocabulary at a similar rate. Model M1 explained 51% of the variance.

Dutch receptive vocabulary M0 M1

Fixed effects:

Intercept 45.88 (0.72) *** 25.51 (2.99) ***

OH-other language 3.92 (1.11) ***

Time 1.47 (0.07) ***

Non-verbal intelligence 0.80 (0.21) ***

Random effects:

σ2
u
 13.61 (8.21) 28.15 (5.84)

σ2
e
 100.56 (10.80) 28.29 (3.14)

Total variance 114.17  56.44

Evaluation:

-2 log(lh) 2049.55 1683.47

df 3 6

R2 51%
Table 6.3: Dutch receptive vocabulary: parameter estimates (standard errors) 

(Nparticipants=91; three rounds of measurements, Nmeasurements=253).

Note:  M0 = unconditional model; M1 = final model; OH-other language = outside home 

exposure to the language other than at home; σ2
u
 = within-centre variance estimate; 

σ2
e
 = between-centre variance estimate; -2 log(lh) = -2 log likelihood statistic; df = 

degrees of freedom; R2 = explained variance
* p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

6.3 Productive vocabulary

This section first presents the results of the Frisian productive vocabulary 
test (§ 6.3.1), followed by the results of the Dutch productive vocabulary test 
(§ 6.3.2).
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6.3.1 Frisian productive vocabulary
Figure 6.3 presents the observed mean test scores for Frisian productive vo-
cabulary of the two home language groups. Both home language groups 
showed an increase in vocabulary over time. The HL-Frisian participants out-
performed the HL-Dutch participants on this vocabulary test. Moreover, the 
gap between the two home language groups widened over time.

Table 6.4 presents the parameter estimates for all variables of Frisian produc-
tive vocabulary. The fi nal model, M1, has the following signifi cant variables: 
home language (HL), a linear and a quadratic factor of time, and non-verbal 
intelligence. An interaction effect of home language and time was also sig-
nifi cant. Again, both models are controlled for the substantial variance in 
intercepts across participants.

Home language was an important factor, which means that the HL-Fri-
sian children knew overall almost four words (0.56 SD) more than their HL-
Dutch peers, after controlling for the other factors in model M1. Outside home 
exposure was not an important factor.

Both the linear trend and the quadratic trend of time were a signifi cant 
factor. The linear trend of time indicated that for each month the partici-
pants gained 0.77 points (0.12 SD) on this vocabulary test, when controlled 
for the other variables. The quadratic trend is negative, suggesting that over 
time there was a (small) reduction in the growth rate of Frisian productive 

Frisian productive vocabularyFrisian productive vocabulary
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Figure 6.3: Frisian productive vocabulary: observed mean test scores (standard 
deviations) for HL-Frisian participants (max N=58) and HL-Dutch participants

 (max N=33) over the three measurement points.
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 vocabulary, i.e. the acquisition rate slightly declined over time. Furthermore, 
an interaction effect of home language and time was found, i.e. with each 
month in time HL-Frisian participants had on average 0.43 items more correct 
on this vocabulary test than their HL-Dutch peers. In other words, the gap 
between HL-Frisian and HL-Dutch participants grew larger by a half a point 
per month. The final model (M1) explained 55% of the total variance.

Frisian productive vocabulary M0 M1
Fixed effects:

Intercept 13.59 (0.52) *** 0.67 (1.95)
HL-Frisian 3.61 (0.94) ***

Time 0.77 (0.12) ***

Time*Time -0.03 (0.01) **

Non-verbal intelligence 0.45 (0.13) **

HL-Frisian*time 0.43 (0.07) ***

Random effects:
σ2

u
 16.82 (3.77) 12.39 (2.18)

σ2
e
 23.68 (2.56) 5.94 (0.66)

Total variance 40.50  18.33
Evaluation:

-2 log(lh) 1700.55 1346.82
df 3 8
R2 55%

Table 6.4: Frisian productive vocabulary: parameter estimates (standard errors) 
(Nparticipants=91; three rounds of measurements, Nmeasurements=248).

Note:  M0 = unconditional model; M1 = final model; HL-Frisian = participants with Fri-

sian as home language; σ2
u
 = within-centre variance estimate; σ2

e
 = between-centre 

variance estimate; -2 log(lh) = -2 log likelihood statistic; df = degrees of freedom; 

R2 = explained variance
* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001

6.3.2 Dutch productive vocabulary
As the observed mean test scores for Dutch productive vocabulary show in 
Figure 6.4, the HL-Dutch participants outperformed the HL-Frisian partici-
pants. However, the gap between both growth curves in Figure 6.4 seemed 
constant over time. Furthermore, we see that the vocabulary scores showed an 
increase for both home language groups over time.



99

Results of the vocabulary measures

For Dutch productive vocabulary, the parameter estimates for the uncondi-
tional model (M0) and the fi nal model (M1) are displayed in Table 6.5. The 
fi nal model, M1, has three signifi cant variables: home language (HL), time, 
and non-verbal intelligence. Both models are controlled for the substantial 
variance in intercepts across participants.

As said, home language was important. Overall, the HL-Frisian partici-
pants scored more than six points (0.82 SD) lower than their HL-Dutch peers, 
in other words, they knew six words less. Outside home exposure (OH) was 
not a signifi cant factor, although its p-value (p=.06) was slightly higher than 
the cut-off point (p=.05). Adding the outside home exposure to the model 
substantially improved the fi t of the model and this variable was therefore 
left in the model. The factor time had a linear trend only, which showed that 
with each month, the participants gained on average 0.87 points (0.11 SD), if 
all other variables were controlled for. The fi nal model explained 53% of the 
total variance.
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Figure 6.4: Dutch productive vocabulary: observed mean test scores (standard 
deviations) for HL-Frisian participants (max N=57) and HL-Dutch participants 

(max N=33) over the three measurement points.



Growing up with Frisian and Dutch

100

Dutch productive vocabulary M0 M1

Fixed effects:

Intercept 15.51 (0.63) *** 6.01 (2.41) *

HL-Frisian -6.33 (1.05) ***

OH-other language 1.46 (0.76)

Time 0.87 (0.04) ***

Non-verbal intelligence 0.61 (0.16) ***

Random effects:

σ2
u
 25.88 (5.78) 18.79 (3.35)

σ2
e
 33.05 (3.60) 8.67 (0.98)

Total variance 58.93 27.46

Evaluation:

-2 log(lh) 1794.84 1423.83

df 3 7

R2 53%
Table 6.5: Dutch productive vocabulary: parameter estimates (standard errors) 

(Nparticipants=90; three rounds of measurements, Nmeasurements=250).

Note:  M0 = unconditional model; M1 = final model; HL-Frisian = participants with Fri-

sian as home language; OH-other language = outside home exposure to the lan-

guage other than at home; σ2
u
 = within-centre variance estimate; σ2

e
 = between-

centre variance estimate; -2 log(lh) = -2 log likelihood statistic; df = degrees of 

freedom; R2 = explained variance
* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001

6.4 Number of different words (NDW)

This section first presents the results of the Frisian NDW measures (§ 6.4.1), 
followed by the results of the Dutch NDW measures (§ 6.4.2).

6.4.1 Frisian NDW
Figure 6.5 presents the observed mean scores of Frisian NDW for both home 
language groups over the three measurement points. The HL-Frisian partici-
pants have higher means than the HL-Dutch participants. However, the differ-
ence between the two groups seems to remain constant over time.
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A two-way repeated measures ANOVA with home language and outside home 
exposure as independent variables revealed that there was an effect of time 
(F(1,21)=5.83, p<.05, η2

partial
=.27). Contrasts revealed that growth in Frisian 

NDW was only signifi cant in the interval between rounds 2 and 3 (F(1,16)=7.55, 
p<.05, η2

partial
=.32). Frisian NDW did not grow signifi cantly between rounds 

1 and 2 (F(1,16)=3.15, p>.05, η2
partial

=.16). Furthermore, a between-subject ef-
fect of home language was found (F(1,16)=30.80, p<.001, η2

partial
=.66). Out-

side home exposure did not give a substantial effect (F(1,16)=0.03, p>.05, 
η2

partial
=.00). No interaction effects were found, so the differences between the 

two home language groups remained constant over time.
These results suggest that there was an effect of time, especially between 

rounds 2 and 3. During this test interval the scores of all participants showed 
signifi cant growth over time. Home language was an important factor. The 
HL-Frisian participants showed substantially higher scores in Frisian NDW 
than their HL-Dutch peers. In contrast, the outside home exposure did not add 
much to the effect of the home language.

6.4.2 Dutch NDW
Figure 6.6 displays the mean scores of Dutch NDW for both home language 
groups over the three measurement points. The HL-Dutch participants out-
performed their HL-Frisian peers in this measure, however the differences 
between both groups are small.
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Figure 6.5: Frisian NDW: observed mean scores (standard deviations) for HL-Frisian 
participants (N=10) and HL-Dutch participants (N=10) over the three measurement 

points.



Growing up with Frisian and Dutch

102

A two-way repeated measures ANOVA with home language and outside home 
exposure as independent variables showed that there was an effect of time 
(F(1,23)=9.27, p<.01, η2

partial
=.37). Contrasts revealed that growth of Dutch 

NDW was only signifi cant between rounds 1 and 2 (F(1,16)=10.58, p<.01, 
η2

partial
=.40), and not between rounds 2 and 3 (F(1,16)=4.10, p>.05, η2

partial
=.20). 

The analysis further revealed that neither home language (F(1,16)=1.57, p>.05, 
η2

partial
=.09) nor outside home exposure (F(1,16)=0.03, p>.05, η2

partial
=.00) 

were signifi cant factors. No interaction effects were found either. These re-
sults suggest that for Dutch NDW only an effect of time was found. This effect 
was most evident between rounds 1 and 2. Neither the home language nor the 
outside home exposure were important.

6.5 Correlations between lexical measures

Table 6.6 presents the correlations between the Frisian NDW scores of the 
20 participants in the subgroup and their scores on the Frisian receptive and 
productive vocabulary tests.
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Figure 6.6: Dutch NDW: observed mean scores (standard deviations) for HL-Frisian 
participants (N=10) and HL-Dutch participants (N=10) over the three measurement 

points.
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Frisian Round 1 Round 2 Round 3

receptive vs. productive vocabulary r=.67** r=.35 r=.28

NDW vs. receptive vocabulary r=.76** r=.21 r=.11

NDW vs. productive vocabulary r=.69** r=.84** r=.77**

Table 6.6: Pearson correlations between the Frisian vocabulary measures (N=20).

* p<.05, ** p<.01 (1-tailed)

Table 6.6 shows that Frisian receptive and productive vocabulary only cor-
related in round 1. The same goes for Frisian NDW and receptive vocabulary. 
NDW and productive vocabulary were strongly positively correlated in all 
three rounds. In general, it seems that the expressive measures, i.e. NDW and 
productive vocabulary, are more strongly correlated with each other than with 
receptive vocabulary.

Table 6.7 presents the correlations between the Dutch NDW scores of the 
20 participants in the subgroup and their scores on the Dutch receptive and 
productive vocabulary test.

Dutch Round 1 Round 2 Round 3

receptive vs. productive vocabulary r=.84** r=.70** r=.41*

NDW vs. receptive vocabulary r=.41* r=.50* r=.04

NDW vs. productive vocabulary r=.70** r=.58** r=.66**

Table 6.7: Pearson correlations between the Dutch vocabulary measures (N=20).

* p<.05, ** p<.01 (1-tailed)

Dutch receptive and productive vocabulary were correlated in all three rounds. 
This means that participants who had high scores in Dutch receptive vocabu-
lary also scored high in Dutch productive vocabulary. This correlation for 
Dutch receptive and productive vocabulary differs with Frisian where both 
measures were only correlated in round 1 (see Table 6.6). This might be ex-
plained by the large variation of the scores in Frisian productive vocabulary 
in the two follow-up rounds: analysis showed an interaction effect of home 
language and time (see § 6.3). The difference between both home language 
groups in these scores grew larger over time. Such an interaction effect lacked 
in Dutch productive vocabulary and as a consequence the difference between 
both groups remained the same in all test rounds.
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As with Frisian, Dutch NDW and receptive vocabulary are only strongly 
positively correlated in rounds 1 and 2, and Dutch NDW and productive vo-
cabulary were correlated in all three rounds (see Table 6.7). The expressive 
measures, i.e. NDW and productive vocabulary, seem thus to be more strongly 
correlated with each other than with receptive vocabulary for both languages.

6.6 Discussion

In this study of Frisian and Dutch we looked at the role of home language and 
outside home exposure in three vocabulary measures, i.e. receptive vocabu-
lary, productive vocabulary and number of different words (NDW). In three 
successive test rounds between 2;6 and 4;0 years, 91 participants (see § 3.4.2) 
were assessed in receptive and productive vocabulary (see § 3.5.2 and § 3.5.3) 
in both languages. A spontaneous speech sample in Frisian and Dutch was also 
gathered during each test round. The samples of a subgroup of 20 participants 
from the main vocabulary study (see § 3.4.3) were transcribed and analysed 
on NDW, a measure of lexical diversity (see § 3.5.4).

The analyses of the vocabulary test data revealed an effect for home 
language on the Frisian receptive and productive vocabulary tests, in Frisian 
NDW, and on the Dutch productive vocabulary test. In contrast, no home lan-
guage effect was found for Dutch receptive vocabulary nor for Dutch NDW. 
The HL-Frisian and the HL-Dutch participants were not significantly differ-
ent in performance on these measures. Frisian productive vocabulary showed 
an interaction effect: over time the difference between both home language 
groups grew larger. We further found an outside home effect in the receptive 
vocabulary tests in both languages. Substantial exposure to the other language 
from caregivers other than the parents is crucial with respect to receptive 
vocabulary. No outside home exposure effects were found in the expressive 
measures, i.e. productive vocabulary and NDW.

With regard to the growth in both languages, results showed a slightly 
faster growth between round 1 (age range 2;6-3;0 years) and 2 (age range 3;0-
3;6 years) compared to rounds 2 and 3 (age range 3;6-4;0 years) for Frisian re-
ceptive and productive vocabulary. Since the Frisian vocabulary tests were the 
first tests in round 1 with which the participants were assessed (see § 3.5.1), 
this may be attributed to a so-called ‘first time’ effect. At the time of round 
1, the test situation was new to them and might have caused anxiety. The 
Frisian test results from round 1 can be seen as an underestimation of the par-
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ticipants’ competence. In contrast, Dutch receptive and productive vocabulary 
both showed a linear growth. By the time the participants were assessed in 
Dutch, it seems that they were already used to the test situation and felt more 
at ease. To avoid such an underestimation in future research, it is important to 
counterbalance the order of the languages tested. In the current study this was 
not feasible because of limited resources and time.

Correlation analysis showed a strong correlation between NDW and pro-
ductive vocabulary within each language (see § 6.5). Both expressive meas-
ures correlated less strong with receptive vocabulary, particularly with respect 
to Frisian. Moreover, Dutch receptive and productive vocabulary correlated 
in all three rounds, whereas for Frisian these two only correlated in round 
1. Participants with high Frisian receptive vocabulary scores did not always 
obtain high Frisian productive scores in rounds 2 and 3. This might be attrib-
uted to the large variation in the Frisian productive vocabulary scores in the 
two follow-up rounds: analysis showed an interaction effect of home language 
and time (see § 6.3.1). In other words, the difference in scores between both 
home language groups grew larger over time. Such an interaction effect was 
not found in Dutch productive vocabulary, so here the differences between 
both groups remained the same in all test rounds.

Non-verbal intelligence was an important confounder in the develop-
ment of Frisian and Dutch, which confirms previous studies (a.o. Paradis, 2011; 
DeThorne & Watkins, 2006; Tellegen et al., 2005b; Hickey, 1997;  Genesee & 
Hamayan, 1980). In the current study non-verbal intelligence was tested with 
two subtests of abstract and concrete reasoning (see § 3.3). Our findings are in 
line with studies by Paradis (2011) and Genesee and Hamayan (1980) who also 
found that reasoning was an important predictor in the early development of 
a second language. The current study therefore contributes to a growing body 
of evidence on the important influence of intelligence on language develop-
ment.

The results suggest two conclusions. First, the HL-Frisian participants 
were not hampered by their L1 in their development of Dutch, that is with 
respect to receptive vocabulary. This was not true for productive vocabulary. 
Their Dutch productive vocabulary was developing at the same rate, but was 
less advanced compared to the Dutch productive vocabulary development of 
their HL-Dutch peers. Prior studies have indicated that children will catch up 
in the proficiency in the majority language or the second language once a min-
imum or critical amount of input in that language is reached (e.g.  Gathercole & 
Thomas, 2009; Gathercole & Hoff, 2007; Gathercole, 2002; Oller & Eilers, 2002). 
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It is therefore expected that the differences in development of Dutch between 
both home language groups will disappear once all participants reach a criti-
cal amount of Dutch input. Previous research in Friesland (see § 2.2) has in 
fact confirmed that in the fourth year of primary education (7-8 years), chil-
dren performed similarly in Dutch language compared to peers in the rest of 
the Netherlands, irrespective of home language (van Ruijven, 2006; de Jager 
et al., 2002a, b, c). In other words, the slower progress in Dutch productive 
vocabulary for the HL-Frisian children is not important for the future.

Second, in contrast to the HL-Frisian participants, the HL-Dutch par-
ticipants were held back by their L1 in their development of Frisian. This is 
particularly true for productive vocabulary and, to a lesser extent, for receptive 
vocabulary. In receptive vocabulary no interaction effects were found, which 
means that Frisian receptive vocabulary is being acquired at a similar rate as 
their HL-Frisian peers. The results of this study are consistent with findings 
from other studies with older children, e.g. Ytsma (1999, 1995) in Friesland 
and Gathercole and Thomas (2009) in Wales, and might be explained by the 
amount of L2-input from sources other than the interaction with caregivers. 
Parental questionnaires revealed that the HL-Frisian participants were much 
more exposed to their L2, Dutch, for example when read to or from television 
programmes, compared to the amount of exposure to Frisian of the HL-Dutch 
participants (see § 3.4.2).

The results showed that the L2 productive vocabulary is particularly de-
veloping more slowly. This is true of L2-Dutch, but especially of L2-Frisian. 
Previous research has shown that output, i.e. the fact that children speak their 
second language, might explain why one language is acquired to a higher 
level than the other (a.o. Unsworth, 2012; Bohman et al., 2010) (see § 2.4). 
In a follow-up project it would be interesting to investigate the role of output 
in the acquisition of Dutch and Frisian. The parental questionnaires in this 
study already indicated that the HL-Frisian participants tend to speak Dutch, 
for example during play with their siblings or at preschool, while the HL-
Dutch participants almost never used their L2 (see § 3.4.2). Moreover, there 
is no necessity for HL-Dutch participants to speak Frisian, since all Frisian-
speaking people are also able to speak Dutch. In contrast, HL-Frisian par-
ticipants might need to speak Dutch more often, since Dutch-speaking people 
are not always able to speak Frisian. Children as young as preschoolers are 
already sensitive to these sociolinguistic factors. Paradis and Nicoladis (2007) 
showed for Canada that bilingual preschoolers with English as their home lan-
guage used mainly English when speaking to a French-speaking adult, while 
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 bilingual  preschoolers with French as their home language used French with 
a French-speaking adult and English with an English-speaking adult. Paradis 
and Nicoladis suggest this discrepancy is due to the fact that French-speaking 
people are always bilingual in Canada, while this is not always the case with 
English-speaking people. Since Paradis and Nicoladis’ study concerned a com-
parable language context with a minority language, in their case French, and 
a majority language, English, this proposal can also be applied to the Frisian-
Dutch context in order to explain why preschoolers in Friesland do not always 
speak Frisian. An additional explanation why the acquisition of Dutch is more 
successful in both home language groups compared to Frisian might be the 
higher status of Dutch. Dutch is used in all language domains in society. This 
might, unconsciously, make children prefer to speak Dutch to Frisian, a mi-
nority language and less present in society. A previous study of Ytsma (1995) 
among children in primary education indicated that the L1-Frisian children 
performed well in Frisian productive vocabulary, while their L1-Dutch peers 
showed huge differences in this measure. On the basis of that study, we expect 
that in the future the HL-Dutch participants will continue to show substantial 
differences with respect to Frisian productive vocabulary.
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7  Results of the morphosyntactic measure11

This chapter presents the results of the morphosyntactical measure. First, the 
subgroup of participants used in this study is briefly described in the intro-
duction (§ 7.1). Next, the results of the analyses of mean length of utterance 
in words (MLUw) in both languages (§ 7.2) are given, followed by a correla-
tion study in which the relation between the MLUw scores and NDW and the 
scores on the receptive and productive vocabulary tests are examined (§ 7.3). 
Finally, the results are discussed (§ 7.4).

7.1 Introduction

MLUw (see § 3.5.5) was generated from a subgroup of 20 participants from 
the main vocabulary study (see § 3.4.2 for a description of these participants’ 
characteristics). The analyses do not have missing data, because only those 
children were selected who had three samples in Frisian and three samples 
in Dutch that lasted over eleven minutes so each sample would generate 100 
child utterances (see § 3.4.1). The data were analysed using repeated measures 
 ANOVA techniques (see § 3.5.6).

7.2 Mean length of utterance (MLUw)

This section will first present the results for Frisian MLUw (§ 7.2.1) and then 
for Dutch MLUw (§ 7.2.2). Before these results are given, the samples of 
both home language groups were first compared with each other in order to 
avoid the possibility of attributing differences between both home language 
groups to the fact that one group used shorter utterances than the other, due 
to feelings of anxiety when they were confronted with an interlocutor who 
spoke their L2. A repeated measures ANOVA analysis with home language as 

11  The results in this chapter were also used in a paper that has been submitted for pub-
lication as: Dijkstra, J., Kuiken, F., Jorna, R. J., & Klinkenberg, E. L. (submitted). The 
role of language input in the early development of a bilingual morphosyntax and its 
relation to lexical measures: minority and majority language.
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 independent variable was performed on data including all words in the child 
utterances, i.e. all Frisian specifi c words, all cognates and all Dutch specifi c 
words, for both the Frisian and the Dutch sessions. No signifi cant differences 
were found in MLUw between the two home language groups in the three 
Frisian sessions (F(1,18)=0.29, p>.05, η2

partial
=.02), or in the three Dutch ses-

sions (F(1,18)=1.63, p>.05, η2
partial

=.08). This means that participants in both 
home language groups used equally long utterances in the samples. Differ-
ences in either the Frisian MLUw scores (Frisian specifi c words and cognates) 
or the Dutch MLUw scores (Dutch specifi c words and cognates) (see § 3.5.5) 
cannot be caused by the fact that the participants from one home language 
group used shorter utterances compared to the participants from the other 
group, for example because they did not feel at ease when their interlocutor 
spoke their L2.

7.2.1 Frisian MLUw
The Frisian MLUw scores were based on the Frisian specifi c words and the 
cognates in the utterances of the participants (see § 3.5.5). Figure 7.1 presents 
the observed means of Frisian MLUw in all three rounds for both home lan-
guage groups. It seems clear that the HL-Frisian participants outperformed 
the HL-Dutch participants. Moreover, the gap between both groups increased 
over time.
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Figure 7.1: Frisian MLUw: observed mean scores (standard deviations) for 
HL-Frisian participants (N=10) and HL-Dutch participants (N=10) over the 

three measurement points.
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A two-way repeated measures ANOVA with home language and outside 
home exposure as independent variables revealed that there was an effect 
of time (F(1,22)=5.45, p<.05, η2

partial
=.25). Contrasts revealed that growth in 

Frisian MLUw was only significant in the interval between rounds 1 and 2 
(F(1,16)=4.72, p<.05, η2

partial
=.23). The participants’ Frisian MLUw did not 

grow significantly between rounds 2 and 3 (F(1,16)=2.98, p>.05, η2
partial

=.16). 
This means that the MLUw scores differed substantially only between rounds 
1 and 2. Further, an interaction effect was found between home language and 
time (F(1,22)=5.42, p<.05, η2

partial
=.25). Contrasts revealed that this interaction 

effect was significant in the interval between rounds 1 and 2 (F(1,16)=5.12, 
p<.05, η2

partial
=.24), whereas it was not between rounds 2 and 3 (F(1,16)=2.39, 

p>.05, η2
partial

=.13). Thus, the gap between both home language groups grew 
larger only during the interval between rounds 1 and 2. There was a be-
tween-subject effect of home language (F(1,16)=16.60, p<.01, η2

partial
=.51). 

Outside home exposure did not give a substantial effect (F(1,16)=0.00, p>.05, 
η2

partial
=.00).

These results suggest that there was an effect of time, especially between 
rounds 1 and 2. During this interval the scores of all participants showed 
significant growth over time. Home language was an important factor. The 
HL-Frisian participants showed substantially higher scores in Frisian MLUw 
than their HL-Dutch peers. Outside home exposure did not influence the 
scores substantially. The interaction effect between home language and time 
observed in the first test interval suggests that the HL-Frisian participants 
showed faster growth in MLUw scores than the HL-Dutch participants over 
this period.

7.2.2 Dutch MLUw
The Dutch MLUw scores were based on the Dutch specific words and the cog-
nates in the utterances of the participants (see § 3.5.5). Figure 7.2 displays the 
observed means of Dutch MLUw in all three rounds for both home language 
groups. In contrast to the MLUw scores in Frisian (see Figure 7.1), there is 
only a small difference in performance between both home language groups. 
Overall, the HL-Dutch participants had slightly higher Dutch MLUw scores. 
The growth in MLUw scores seems faster between rounds 2 and 3, compared 
to the first test interval.
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A two-way repeated measures ANOVA with home language and outside 
home exposure as independent variables indicated that there was an effect 
of time (F(1,23)=7.28, p<.01, η2

partial
=.31). Contrasts revealed that growth of 

Dutch MLUw was only signifi cant between rounds 2 and 3 (F(1,16)=7.81, 
p<.05, η2

partial
=.33), and not between rounds 1 and 2 (F(1,16)=1.36, p>.05, 

η2
partial

=.08). Regarding between-subject effects, the analysis revealed that 
neither home language (F(1,16)=0.10, p>.05, η2

partial
=.01), nor outside home 

exposure (F(1,16)=0.05, p>.05, η2
partial

=.00) were signifi cant factors. More spe-
cifi cally, as their F-value showed, both factors had almost no effect. No inter-
action effects were found either.

For Dutch MLUw only an effect of time was found. This effect was most 
evident between rounds 2 and 3. Neither home language nor outside home 
exposure from caregivers other than the parents turned out to be important 
factors in Dutch MLUw.
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Figure 7.2: Dutch MLUw: observed mean scores (standard deviations) for 
HL-Frisian participants (N=10) and HL-Dutch participants (N=10) over the 

three measurement points.
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7.3 Correlations between MLUw and lexical measures

This section presents the analysis relevant to the third research question, name-
ly the relation between the development of morphosyntax and vocabulary (see 
§ 2.7). The correlations of the participants’ MLUw scores with NDW and their 
performance on the receptive and productive vocabulary tests in the same lan-
guage were calculated. The results for Frisian are displayed in Table 7.1.

Frisian Round 1 Round 2 Round 3

MLUw vs. receptive vocabulary r=.65** r=.26 r=.12

MLUw vs. productive vocabulary r=.70** r=.84** r=.77**

MLUw vs. NDW r=.89** r=.89** r=.92**

Table 7.1: Pearson correlations between Frisian MLUw scores and the Frisian lexical 
measures (N=20).

* p<.05, ** p<.01 (1-tailed)

As Table 7.1 shows, the expressive measures, MLUw and productive vocabu-
lary, were strongly positively correlated. The same was true for MLUw and 
NDW. This means that participants who had high MLUw scores in Frisian 
also had high NDW scores and high scores on the productive vocabulary test 
in Frisian, and vice versa. The strong correlation of MLUw with productive 
vocabulary and NDW can be explained by the strong correlation between 
NDW and productive vocabulary (see § 6.5). Over time, the correlation co-
efficient generally remained stable, especially between MLUw and NDW. The 
relation between Frisian MLUw and receptive vocabulary was less obvious. 
Only in round 1 did these two measures correlate. Overall, it seemed that the 
correlation between MLUw and the productive lexical measures, i.e. produc-
tive vocabulary and NDW, was much stronger than between MLUw and the 
receptive vocabulary scores.

Dutch Round 1 Round 2 Round 3

MLUw vs. receptive vocabulary r=.60** r=.39* r=.23

MLUw vs. productive vocabulary r=.82** r=.61** r=.48*

MLUw vs. NDW r=.85** r=.70** r=.72**

Table 7.2: Pearson correlations between Dutch MLUw scores and the Dutch lexical 
measures (N=20).

* p<.05, ** p<.01 (1-tailed)
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Table 7.2 presents the correlation of the participants’ MLUw scores with NDW 
and their performance on the Dutch receptive and productive vocabulary test. 
As for Frisian it also holds for Dutch that participants who had high scores in 
MLUw also had high scores in productive vocabulary and NDW. Again, this 
can be explained by the strong correlation between NDW and productive vo-
cabulary (see § 6.5). Over time, it appears that the correlation between high 
MLUw scores and high productive vocabulary scores became less pronounced, 
since the coefficient decreased substantially in size in round 3. This decreas-
ing trend was not found between MLUw and NDW. The correlation between 
MLUw and NDW remained high in all three test rounds. This might be ex-
plained from the fact that both measures were derived from the same sam-
ple. Nonetheless, the correlations concerning Dutch MLUw are comparable 
with the results found for Frisian. Together, they confirm the relation between 
morphosyntax and productive vocabulary.

In comparison with the high correlation between the expressive meas-
ures, a less strong relation was found between MLUw and receptive vocabu-
lary. In Dutch, a strong relation was found but only in round 1. This relation 
decreased in size to a moderate relation in round 2 and no significant relation 
in round 3. This is similar to the correlations found between MLUw and re-
ceptive vocabulary in the Frisian measures.

No cross-linguistic correlations were found between Dutch MLUw and 
Frisian vocabulary or between Frisian MLUw and Dutch vocabulary in the 
three rounds, except for one negative correlation between Frisian MLUw and 
Dutch NDW in round 3 (r=-.45, p<.05).

7.4 Discussion

The current study investigated the role of home language and outside home 
exposure in mean length of utterance in words (MLUw) in both Frisian and 
Dutch and the relation of MLUw to lexical measures within and across both 
languages. During three successive rounds, vocabulary scores and recordings 
in both languages were collected from 20 participants, matched in home lan-
guage, non-verbal intelligence and gender. Per participant six language sam-
ples (three in Frisian and three in Dutch) of 100 child utterances each were 
transcribed and analysed (see § 3.5.5).
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For the Frisian MLUw, only home language was an essential factor, 
whereas outside home language input was not. For the Dutch MLUw, neither 
the language spoken at home nor the language exposure from caregivers other 
than the parents were significant factors. The results also show that home lan-
guage is a more important factor than outside home exposure.

The HL-Frisian participants had substantially higher MLUw scores in Fri-
sian compared to their HL-Dutch peers. These differences were not caused 
by the fact that the HL-Dutch participants spoke in shorter utterances when 
talking to a Frisian-speaking interlocutor, since the participants in both home 
language groups used equally long utterances in the samples. In contrast to 
the results for Frisian, the HL-Frisian and HL-Dutch participants did not dif-
fer substantially in their Dutch MLUw scores. In other words, the participants 
performed similarly in Dutch, irrespective of their home language.

Outside home exposure was not a relevant factor for Frisian MLUw nor 
Dutch MLUw. The fact that outside home exposure was not an essential factor 
might be due to the small number of participants in this study. The unbalanced 
design for language input outside the home might also have played a role here, 
since the OH-same participants outnumbered the OH-other participants (see 
§ 3.4.3). The OH-other participants all had Frisian as their home language, 
except for one HL-Dutch participant. Therefore, the HL-Frisian participants 
had far more L2-exposure than the HL-Dutch participants. Furthermore, the 
current study based the outside home exposure merely on the exposure from 
caregivers other than the parents (see § 3.2 for the quantification of this vari-
able). Outside home exposure would possibly have a stronger effect if factors 
such as peer contacts, reading and media, had also been also included.

Over time, all participants showed a substantial growth in MLUw in 
both languages. For Frisian this growth was only significant between rounds 
1 and 2, while for Dutch a substantial growth was found between rounds 2 
and 3. This discrepancy in growth might be caused by a ‘first time’ effect in 
testing (see also § 6.6). In the first round, the Frisian session preceded the 
Dutch one, while in the second round the order was reversed, i.e. Dutch be-
fore Frisian. So, the Frisian session in round 1 was the first time participants 
were confronted with this new situation, i.e. outside the playgroup together 
with a stranger (research assistant) (see § 3.5.1). Although every effort was 
taken to prevent this, the new experience might have caused some feelings of 
anxiety. A few weeks later in the Dutch session the participants experienced 
this new situation for the second time with another stranger (research as-
sistant for Dutch). However, they already knew what to expect and probably 
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felt more at ease. The Frisian scores in round 1 should therefore be seen as an 
underestimation of their performance. In a follow-up study it would be pref-
erable to counterbalance participants with respect to the language sessions.

The results of this study lead to the conclusion that the acquisition of 
 Frisian does not impede the acquisition of Dutch. This is true for both the HL-
Frisian and the HL-Dutch participants. The HL-Frisian participants acquired 
both languages, irrespective of their outside home exposure. They outper-
formed their HL-Dutch peers in Frisian and they did not differ in Dutch from 
the HL-Dutch participants. In contrast, the HL-Dutch participants had sub-
stantially lower MLUw scores in Frisian. These MLUw results were different 
from the findings from the larger vocabulary study (see § 6.6) where home 
language is an important factor in Dutch productive vocabulary. The relatively 
small number of 20 participants and the selection process of participants in 
the subgroup might explain this discrepancy. According to the first selection 
criterion, only children with speech samples longer than eleven minutes were 
selected (see § 3.4.1). Therefore, the subgroup might have consisted of the less 
anxious, more talkative participants in the main vocabulary study. Perhaps 
these children were also more advanced in their language development, com-
pared to the children who were not selected. Despite the discrepancy with the 
main vocabulary study, the outcomes of the current study support the findings 
of previous studies with school-aged children in the Frisian-Dutch context 
(van Ruijven, 2006; de Jager et al., 2002a, b, c; Ytsma, 1999, 1995). It is there-
fore expected that the children will perform similarly in Dutch proficiency 
regardless of their home language after a few years of primary education. 
It is further expected that they will continue to show differences in Frisian 
proficiency. The results of the present study also agree with studies outside the 
Frisian-Dutch language context, e.g. Gathercole and Thomas (2009) in Wales. 
Differences in development of the community’s majority language seem to 
decrease after all participants reach a certain minimum amount of input in 
that language (e.g. Gathercole & Thomas, 2009; Gathercole & Hoff, 2007; 
 Gathercole, 2002; Oller & Eilers, 2002). However, the point where differenc-
es between home language groups diminished seems to be reached slightly 
earlier in the Frisian-Dutch context compared to the Welsh-English one (see 
§ 2.3). This might be due to the fact that Frisian and Dutch are closely related 
languages and Welsh and English are not. In other words, the Frisian children 
might benefit from the overlap in structure and vocabulary in the two lan-
guages and therefore show faster progress in Dutch than Welsh children do 
in English.
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An obvious additional factor in explaining why the acquisition of 
Dutch is more successful in both home language groups than the acquisi-
tion of  Frisian is the higher status of Dutch. Dutch is present in every area of 
life which might make children unconsciously prefer to speak Dutch rather 
than Frisian, the minority and less frequently used language. Moreover, the 
higher status of Dutch results in a much larger supply of Dutch children’s 
books and media, e.g. children’s TV programmes, CDs, etc. The difference 
in performance in L2 between both home language groups might further 
be explained by the fact that HL-Frisian participants receive far more input 
in Dutch than HL-Dutch participants in Frisian (see § 3.4.3). For example, 
parents of HL-Frisian participants tend to read to their children in both lan-
guages whereas the HL-Dutch participants are read to in Dutch only in most 
cases. Additionally, the HL-Frisian participants watch both Frisian and Dutch 
child television programmes. Furthermore, the HL-Frisian participants use 
their L2 more, for  example during (solo) play. This means that L2-output, 
i.e. speaking the second language, might also explain why one L2 is acquired 
more than the  other (a.o. Unsworth, 2012; Bohman et al., 2010) (see § 2.4). 
Another plausible  explanation is the lack of need to speak Frisian, since all 
Frisian-speaking  people are able to speak Dutch. It is not always the case that 
Dutch-speaking people can speak Frisian. In Canada, Paradis and Nicoladis 
(2007) also found that bilingual preschoolers with English as their home lan-
guage used mainly English when speaking to a French-speaking adult, while 
bilingual preschoolers with French as their home language used French with 
a French-speaking adult and English with an English-speaking adult. Paradis 
and Nicoladis emphasized the fact that the French-speaking people are always 
bilingual in  Canada, while this is not always the case with the English-speak-
ing population and proposed this might be a reason why the French-speaking 
participants used L2 more than the English-speaking participants. Given that 
their Canadian study was of a minority-majority language context, Paradis and 
Nicoladis’ (2007) explanation might also apply to the Frisian-Dutch context. 
There is no need for HL-Dutch participants to speak Frisian, since Frisian-
speaking adults and most children also speak Dutch.

Investigating the relationship between the measure of MLUw, NDW and 
the outcomes of the receptive and productive vocabulary tests, MLUw was 
shown to correlate highly with both productive vocabulary and NDW, and 
to a lesser degree with receptive vocabulary. These results suggest that also 
in the Frisian-Dutch bilingual context, morphosyntax and vocabulary seem 
to influence each other during language development, thus confirming the 
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findings from previous studies (a.o. Trudeau & Sutton, 2011; Simon-Cereijido 
& Gutiérrez-Clellen, 2009; Stolt et al., 2009; Conboy & Thal, 2006; Szagun 
et al., 2006; DeThorne et al., 2005; Devescovi et al., 2005; Marchman et al., 
2004; Thordardottir et al., 2002; Ukrainetz & Blomquist, 2002; Rollins et al., 
1996) (see § 2.5). Although the slightly higher correlations between MLUw 
and NDW might seem logical because both measures were derived from the 
same samples, the relation between MLUw and productive vocabulary was 
also strong. This can be explained by the strong relation found between NDW 
and productive vocabulary (see § 6.5). However, because these two lexical 
measures were gathered in different contexts, i.e. a conversational context 
versus an experimental context, the relation found here between morphosyn-
tax and vocabulary within each language is a strong finding.

In both Frisian and Dutch, the relation between MLUw and receptive 
vocabulary was less strong (see § 7.3), as DeThorne et al. (2005) and Ukrainetz 
and Blomquist (2002) also found. In addition, NDW and productive vocabu-
lary also showed a less strong relation with receptive vocabulary, particularly 
with respect to Frisian (see § 6.5). An explanation for the weaker correlation 
between the expressive measures and receptive vocabulary might be that pro-
ductive abilities demand additional skills other than receptive abilities, e.g. 
oral motor abilities as DeThorne et al. (2005) also suggested.

In line with Simon-Cereijido and Gutiérrez-Clellen (2009), there were 
hardly any relations found across languages, i.e. between Frisian morpho-
syntax and Dutch lexicon, or Dutch morphosyntax and Frisian lexicon. Only 
in round 3 we found a relation between Frisian MLUw scores and Dutch NDW 
and that was negative. Since the data did not contain any other cross-linguistic 
correlations, this might be a coincidence. In general the cross-linguistic results 
from the current study did not support interdependence of these two language 
components in the bilingual development of Frisian and Dutch. However, 
since the subgroup had a small number of participants, further research is 
necessary to confirm the lack of interdependence between the two languages.
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8 Discussion and conclusions

In this final chapter, the main outcomes of the overall project presented in 
this dissertation will be summarized and the research questions from Chapter 
2 will be answered (§ 8.1). The following section will explain these findings 
(§ 8.2). Additionally, the strengths and limitations of the studies are explored 
(§ 8.3) and the chapter ends with the final conclusions, while recommenda-
tions are given for future research (§ 8.4).

8.1 Aim and outcomes of the project

The main purpose of this longitudinal project was to explore the role of lan-
guage input in the bilingual development in Frisian and Dutch of young bi-
lingual children. More specifically, the focus was on the influence of home 
language and outside home exposure on the early development of a bilingual 
vocabulary and morphosyntax in both languages. In total, 91 participants 
were monitored in the development of their receptive and productive vo-
cabulary and 20 participants in a measure of lexical diversity, i.e. number of 
different words (NDW), and morphosyntax, i.e. mean length of utterance in 
words (MLUw), in both languages during three successive test rounds when 
they were aged between 2;6-4;0 years old. However, before the data collec-
tion could start, two standardized Dutch vocabulary test had to be adapted to 
Frisian, since there were no Frisian vocabulary tests available. This did not 
only lead to an adaptation study, but also to a study on the influence of cognate 
items in the vocabulary tests, since the four vocabulary tests had many cognate 
items in common, i.e. items that have the same pronunciation and meaning in 
both languages. The current project can therefore be divided into four studies: 
an adaptation study, a cognate study, a vocabulary study and a morphosyntac-
tic study. These four studies will be summarized below.

In the adaptation study (described in Chapter 4), all items of a Dutch 
receptive and productive vocabulary test were translated. To preserve an aural 
stimulus that was similar in all three main Frisian dialects (see § 1.2), nine 
items were changed in the Frisian receptive vocabulary. In the productive 
vocabulary test all items remained the same, since the regional varieties were 
included in the correct responses. Both Frisian adaptations were tested in a 



Growing up with Frisian and Dutch

120

pilot study. Fourteen participants were assessed with the adapted receptive vo-
cabulary test and fifteen participants were assessed with the adaptation of the 
productive vocabulary test. These participants were not part of the longitudi-
nal project. Based on their responses, one item was altered in each vocabulary 
test. The final versions of the adapted vocabulary tests were used as the Frisian 
vocabulary tests in the main vocabulary study.

Since Dutch and Frisian are two closely related languages that show an 
overlap in vocabulary, there was also an overlap in the vocabulary tests in 
both languages. In other words, the vocabulary tests had cognate items, i.e. 
items that had the same meaning and pronunciation in both languages (see 
§ 5.3). The question then arose whether these cognate items would affect the 
results of the vocabulary tests, not only within the Frisian adaptations, but also 
within the original Dutch vocabulary tests, since these tests also had cognate 
items with Frisian. The results of the cognate and non-cognate items of the 
vocabulary tests were compared with each other (see Chapter 5), and this 
comparison revealed that the cognate items did not significantly influence the 
results of the vocabulary tests in either language.

After the adaptations were completed, the vocabulary and morphosyn-
tactic studies were conducted with 91 and 20 participants respectively in Fri-
sian and Dutch (see Chapter 3). Between the ages of 2;6-4;0 years, the par-
ticipants were all assessed in both languages in three successive test rounds. 
Each assessment consisted of a receptive and a productive vocabulary test and 
a recording of spontaneous speech, made while the participant played with 
the test assistant. The complete test battery was repeated in the other language 
on a separate occasion a few weeks later. All participants were also tested 
on their non-verbal intelligence. Information on home language and outside 
home exposure was gathered with questionnaires that parents filled in during 
each test round.

The next subsections will describe the outcomes of the vocabulary meas-
ures (§ 8.1.1), the morphosyntactic measure (§ 8.1.2) and the findings on the 
relationship between morphosyntax and vocabulary (§ 8.1.3). The findings 
will be explained in § 8.2.

8.1.1 The outcomes of the vocabulary measures
The subsection will first briefly address the analysis of the vocabulary meas-
ures. It starts with the receptive and vocabulary measures and discusses the 
hypotheses on the vocabulary measures that were under investigation (see 
§ 2.7). It continues with a brief description of the study on the NDW and the 
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hypotheses belonging to this measures. The subsection ends by answering 
the first research question on the role of language input in Frisian and Dutch 
vocabulary.

The results of the receptive and productive vocabulary tests (see Chap-
ter 6) were analysed using multilevel analysis and controlled for random vari-
ance in intercepts of the participants and non-verbal intelligence. Home lan-
guage and outside home exposure functioned as the independent variables, 
while the test scores of the receptive and productive vocabulary tests in both 
languages were the dependent variables. The outcomes of these analyses will 
be described below, together with the hypotheses under investigation listed 
in § 2.7. We will start with the twelve hypotheses that belong to the first re-
search question on the role of language input in Frisian and Dutch vocabulary. 
This question will be answered after a discussion of these hypotheses.

The hypotheses with respect to the influence of language input on recep-
tive vocabulary were based on previous research in minority-majority lan-
guage contexts, i.e. the Irish-English (Hickey, 1997) and Welsh-English con-
text (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009). In these studies an effect of home language 
was found in receptive vocabulary in the minority language (Gathercole & 
Thomas, 2009; Hickey, 1997), but not with (older) children in receptive vo-
cabulary in the majority language (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009) (see § 2.3). 
Following Hickey (1997) and Gathercole and Thomas (2009), Hypothesis 1a 
argued that an effect of home language in the development of Frisian receptive 
vocabulary would be found during the observation period and this effect was 
expected to be absent or decreased in the development of Dutch receptive vo-
cabulary (Hypothesis 1b). The outcomes of the main vocabulary study showed 
that Hypotheses 1a and 1b were confirmed, i.e. an effect of home language 
was found in Frisian receptive vocabulary, but not in Dutch receptive vocabu-
lary (see § 6.2.1 and § 6.2.2 respectively).

Hickey (1997) found no influence of community language in Irish re-
ceptive vocabulary. Additionally, Gathercole and Thomas (2009) also did not 
find an effect for school language in Welsh receptive vocabulary (see § 2.3). 
Hypothesis 1c therefore stated that no effect of outside home exposure would 
be found in the development of Frisian receptive vocabulary during the ob-
servation period. This hypothesis was rejected, since an outside home expo-
sure effect was found in Frisian receptive vocabulary (see § 6.2.1). For English 
receptive vocabulary an effect of school language was found (Gathercole & 
Thomas, 2009) (see § 2.3). For Dutch receptive vocabulary, an additional ef-
fect of outside home exposure was therefore also expected (Hypothesis 1d). 
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In contrast to the finding of Gathercole and Thomas (2009), our results showed 
no outside home exposure effect in Dutch receptive vocabulary (see § 6.2.2). 
Hypothesis 1d was thus rejected.

Hickey (1997) found an effect of home language in the development of 
Irish productive vocabulary (see § 2.3). Following Ytsma (1999, 1995) (see 
§ 2.2) and the general observation that preschoolers with Dutch as their home 
language hardly use Frisian (see § 1.3), we hypothesized that in Frisian pro-
ductive vocabulary an increasing effect of home language would be found 
during the observation period (Hypothesis 1e). The analysis revealed a home 
language effect and an interaction effect between home language and time in 
the development of Frisian productive vocabulary (see § 6.3.1). This means 
that there were significant differences found between both home language 
groups and these differences increased over time. Hypothesis 1e was there-
fore confirmed. The studies of Gathercole and Thomas (2009) and Hickey 
(1997) did not cover the development of the productive vocabulary in the 
majority language. However, van Ruijven (2006) and de Jager et al. (2002a, b, 
c) showed that children in their fourth years in primary education in Fries-
land performed similarly in Dutch compared to their peers in the rest of the 
Netherlands (see § 2.2). In line with this finding, we therefore hypothesized 
a decreasing effect of home language in the development of Dutch productive 
vocabulary (Hypothesis 1f). Our results showed that a home language effect 
was found. There were no interaction effects (see § 6.3.1) which means that 
this effect did not decrease over time. In other words, the HL-Frisian partici-
pants were behind in their Dutch productive vocabulary, but their develop-
mental rate was similar to their HL-Dutch peers. Hypothesis 1f was therefore 
partially confirmed: a home language effect was found, however not decreas-
ing in nature.

Hickey (1997) found a community language effect in the development 
of Irish productive vocabulary. In line with this finding we hypothesized that 
an additional effect for outside home exposure would be found in Frisian 
productive vocabulary (Hypothesis 1g). However, this effect was not found 
(see § 6.3.1). Hypothesis 1g was therefore rejected. Since an additional ef-
fect of outside home exposure was expected for Dutch receptive vocabulary, 
 Hypothesis 1h stated that Dutch productive vocabulary would also show an 
outside home exposure effect. The results showed no additional effect for out-
side home exposure in Dutch productive vocabulary (see § 6.3.2). Hypothesis 
1h was thus also rejected.
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The spontaneous speech samples were used to examine the growth in 
lexical diversity and morphosyntax. Due to time planning considerations, it 
was only possible to transcribe the samples of a subgroup of 20 participants 
(see § 3.4.3) from the main vocabulary study. For this subgroup only those 
participants were selected that produced six speech samples (three in both 
languages) that lasted longer than eleven minutes. The 20 participants were 
matched on home language, gender and non-verbal intelligence (see § 3.5.1). 
Of each sample, the first 100 child utterances were transcribed. These utter-
ances were analysed on number of different words (NDW), which refers to 
the lexical diversity of the child utterances (see § 3.5.4). The progress in NDW 
in both languages was analysed using repeated measures ANOVA techniques 
in which home language and outside home exposure were treated as the in-
dependent variables.

There were no studies available on the influence of language input on 
NDW growth. However, since productive vocabulary and NDW are both lexi-
cal measures in the productive domain, it was expected that the influence of 
home language and outside home exposure on NDW was similar to their in-
fluence in productive vocabulary. Hypothesis 1i stated that an increasing effect 
of home language would be found for Frisian NDW during the observation 
period. This hypothesis is partly confirmed. There was a home language ef-
fect, but it did not change over time (see § 6.4.1). It was further hypothesized 
that the home language effect would decrease over the observation period for 
Dutch NDW (Hypothesis 1j). This hypothesis is rejected, since no home lan-
guage effect was found in Dutch NDW (see § 6.4.2).

Hypothesis 1k argued that there would be an additional effect of outside 
home exposure on the development of Frisian NDW. This hypothesis is reject-
ed, because no outside home exposure effect was found (see § 6.4.1). Finally, 
Hypothesis 1l stated that Dutch NDW would also show an additional effect of 
outside home exposure. Hypothesis 1l was also rejected. The analysis did not 
reveal an additional effect of that variable (see § 6.4.2).

Table 8.1 summarizes the effects of home language and outside home 
exposure found in the vocabulary measures.
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Home language Outside home exposure

Frisian Receptive vocabulary ✓ ✓
Productive vocabulary ✓+

NDW ✓
Dutch Receptive vocabulary ✓

Productive vocabulary ✓
NDW

Table 8.1: Overview of the influence of home language, outside home exposure and 
time on all vocabulary measures of Frisian and Dutch.

✓ = significant influence

+ = interaction effect of home language and time

In light of these outcomes, the first research question can be answered. This 
question was:

1  What is the influence of language input, i.e. home language and outside 
home exposure, in the development of a bilingual (Frisian/Dutch) vo-
cabulary of children living in Friesland, during the age range 2;6-4;0 
years?

The results of the vocabulary measures are listed in Table 8.1. Home language 
played an important role in the three Frisian vocabulary measures. For Dutch 
it was only important in productive vocabulary. This means that in the three 
vocabulary measures of Frisian, the HL-Frisian participants had higher scores 
than their HL-Dutch peers. In Dutch receptive vocabulary and NDW, how-
ever, the HL-Frisian participants performed similar to their HL-Dutch peers. 
In Dutch productive vocabulary, the HL-Dutch participants significantly out-
performed their HL-Frisian peers.

Outside home exposure only played a role in the receptive vocabulary 
in both languages. This suggests that outside the home, the participants with 
caregivers that mostly used the other language than the home language sig-
nificantly outperformed in receptive vocabulary of both languages than their 
peers whose caregivers mostly used the same language as the one at home. 
Outside home exposure was not important in productive vocabulary or NDW, 
neither in Frisian, nor in Dutch. Overall, it seems that home language was 
more important than the outside home exposure. The outcomes of the lan-
guage measures will be explained in § 8.2.
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8.1.2 The outcomes of the morphosyntactic measure
This subsection continues with the four hypotheses belonging to the second 
research question on the role of language input in Frisian and Dutch morpho-
syntax (see § 2.7). First the research design for this study is briefly described. 
As well as NDW (see § 8.1.1), the child utterances in the spontaneous speech 
samples from the subgroup were analysed on the morphosyntactic measure, 
i.e. mean length of utterance in words (MLUw) (see § 3.5.5). The progress 
in MLUw in both languages was analysed using repeated measures ANOVA 
techniques in which home language and outside home exposure were treated 
as the independent variables.

The hypotheses with respect to the influence of home language on mor-
phosyntactic growth (see § 2.7) are based on findings from Gathercole and 
Thomas (2009). Their study showed an effect for home language in the develop-
ment of some Welsh-specific morphosyntactic language structures (see § 2.4). In 
line with Gathercole and Thomas (2009) and given the general observation that 
children with Dutch as their home language hardly speak Frisian (see § 1.3), we 
hypothesized that the development of MLUw in Frisian would show an increas-
ing effect of home language (Hypothesis 2a). This hypothesis was confirmed. 
The outcomes showed an effect of home language in the development of MLUw 
in Frisian, as well as an interaction effect between home language and time (see 
§ 7.2.1). Thus not only did the HL-Frisian participants significantly outperform 
their HL-Dutch peers in Frisian MLUw, their acquisition rate for Frisian MLUw 
also increased over time compared to their HL-Dutch peers.

There were no studies available concerning the influence of home lan-
guage or outside home exposure on the morphosyntactic development in a 
majority language, at least not in the Irish-English (Hickey, 1997) or Welsh-
English context (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009). However, it is the general ob-
servation that children with Frisian as their home language speak Dutch, al-
though they sometimes mix both languages (see § 1.3). Moreover, van  Ruijven 
(2006) and de Jager et al. (2002a, b, c) revealed an equal performance in 
Dutch for older children (age 7-8 years) in Friesland, compared to their peers 
in the rest of the Netherlands (see § 2.2). It was therefore expected that the 
effects of home language and outside home exposure for Dutch MLUw would 
be similar to those for Dutch productive vocabulary. Consequently, Hypo-
thesis 2b stated that a decreasing home language effect would be found in the 
development of MLUw in Dutch during the observation period. However, 
no home language effect was found in the Dutch MLUw scores (see § 7.2.2). 
Hypothesis 2b was therefore rejected.
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School language was found to influence the development of the Welsh 
morphosyntactic structures to some extent (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009) (see 
§ 2.4). Therefore, an additional effect of outside home exposure was expected 
for Frisian MLUw (Hypothesis 2c). However, the results showed no outside 
home exposure effect in the development of Frisian MLUw (see § 7.2.1). Hy-
pothesis 2c was therefore rejected. We further hypothesized that an additional 
effect for outside home exposure was also found in the development of MLUw 
in Dutch (Hypothesis 2d), similar to Dutch productive vocabulary. As with 
Frisian MLUw no additional effect of outside home exposure was found in 
Dutch MLUw (see § 7.2.2). Hypothesis 2d was also rejected.

Table 8.2 lists the effects found for home language and outside home 
exposure in the MLUw measures of both languages. Only for Frisian MLUw, a 
home language effect and an interaction effect were found.

Home language Outside home exposure

Frisian MLUw ✓+
Dutch MLUw

Table 8.2: Overview of the influence of home language, outside home exposure and 
time on the morphosyntactic measure of Frisian and Dutch.

✓ = significant influence

+ = interaction effect of home language and time

Based on these outcomes the second research question can be answered. This 
question was:

2  What is the influence of language input, i.e. home language and outside 
home exposure, in the acquisition of a bilingual (Frisian/Dutch) mor-
phosyntax of children living in Friesland, during the age range 2;6-4;0 
years?

As Table 8.2 shows, home language was only important in the development 
of the Frisian morphosyntax. The participants showed no difference in per-
formance with respect to Dutch MLUw. This means that the HL-Frisian par-
ticipants produced significantly longer utterances than their HL-Dutch peers 
in Frisian. With regard to Dutch, both home language groups produced utter-
ances that were equally long. Outside home exposure was not an important 
factor in morphosyntax. This means that the language of the caregivers other 
than the parents did not play a significant role in morphosyntax.
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Overall, our studies showed an effect for home language in the vocabu-
lary and morphosyntactic measures for Frisian, and for Dutch in productive 
vocabulary only. Outside home exposure only infl uenced the receptive vo-
cabulary in Frisian and Dutch. Our expectations with respect to the infl u-
ence of these two variables on all language measures were not entirely met. 
The conceptual model (see Figure 2.1 in § 2.6), which displayed our expecta-
tions, therefore needs to be revised. Figure 8.1 presents the revised conceptual 
model.

For home language, we expected an effect in all Dutch measures, except for 
receptive vocabulary. However, home language was only important in Dutch 
productive vocabulary. As a consequence, the arrows pointing to the other 
expressive measures for Dutch are missing in Figure 8.1. Regarding outside 
home exposure, we expected an effect in all measures of Frisian and Dutch, 
except for Frisian receptive vocabulary. However, our results only showed an 
outside home exposure effect for receptive vocabulary in both languages. The 
arrows for all other measures were therefore removed from Figure 8.1 and a 
new arrow for Frisian receptive vocabulary was placed into the model.

Bilingual Language Pro�ciencyLanguage Input

Frisian

Receptive Vocabulary

Productive Vocabulary

NDW

MLUw

D
utch

Receptive Vocabulary

Productive Vocabulary

NDW

MLUw

Home Language

Outside Home
Language Exposure

Figure 8.1: Revised conceptual model of the infl uence of language input 
on profi ciency in Frisian and Dutch.
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8.1.3  The outcomes with respect to the relationship between 
morphosyntax and vocabulary

This subsection describes the four hypotheses belonging to the third ques-
tion on the relationship between morphosyntax, i.e. MLUw, and vocabulary, 
i.e. receptive and productive vocabulary and NDW, within and across both 
languages (see § 2.7). In line with findings of prior studies (a.o. Trudeau & 
Sutton, 2011; Simon-Cereijido & Gutiérrez-Clellen, 2009; Stolt et al., 2009; 
Conboy & Thal, 2006; Szagun et al., 2006; DeThorne et al., 2005; Devescovi 
et al., 2005; Marchman et al., 2004; Thordardottir et al., 2002; Ukrainetz & 
Blomquist, 2002; Rollins et al., 1996), it was expected in Hypothesis 3a that 
in bilingual acquisition of Frisian and Dutch, morphosyntax and vocabulary 
were related within each language. Hypothesis 3a was confirmed, since a rela-
tion was found between MLUw and the three lexical measures within Frisian 
and within Dutch (see § 7.3). It was further hypothesized that within each 
language, the relations between MLUw and productive vocabulary and be-
tween MLUw and NDW would be stronger than the relation between MLUw 
and receptive vocabulary (Hypothesis 3b). In line with DeThorne et al. (2005) 
and Ukrainetz and Blomquist (2002), the results showed that the relationship 
between MLUw and the expressive lexical measures, productive vocabulary 
and NDW, was stronger than the relationship between MLUw and receptive 
vocabulary (see § 7.3). Hypothesis 3b was therefore confirmed. Hypothesis 3c 
stated that in the bilingual acquisition of Frisian and Dutch morphosyntax and 
vocabulary would not be related across both languages. This hypothesis was 
also confirmed. Supporting the findings of Simon-Cereijido and Gutiérrez-
Clellen (2009), there were no relations found between Frisian morphosyntax 
and Dutch vocabulary, or between Dutch morphosyntax and Frisian vocabu-
lary. Only in round 3 did we find a relation between Frisian MLUw and Dutch 
NDW and that was negative. Since no other cross-linguistic correlations were 
found, this might be a coincidence (see § 7.4). With these outcomes the third 
and final research question can be answered. This question was:

3  Is there a relation between the early morphosyntax and vocabulary with-
in and across Frisian and Dutch?

There was a strong relation between morphosyntax and vocabulary within each 
language confirming prior studies. However, this relation seemed stronger be-
tween the expressive measures, i.e. between MLUw and productive vocabulary 
and between MLUw and NDW, than between MLUw and receptive vocabulary. 
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There were no cross-linguistic relations found between Dutch morphosyntax 
and Frisian lexicon or Frisian morphosyntax and Dutch lexicon, except for one 
negative correlation between Frisian MLUw scores and Dutch NDW in round 
3. The outcomes are explained in § 8.2.

The fi ndings on the relationship between morphosyntax and vocabulary 
met the expectations that were proposed in the second conceptual model (see 
Figure 2.2 in § 2.6). That model is therefore reprinted in Figure 8.2 without 
revisions.

The fi ndings with respect to the infl uence of home language and outside home 
exposure on receptive and productive vocabulary, NDW, and MLUw as well 
as the relationship between morphosyntax and vocabulary will be explained 
in the next section (§ 8.2).

Frisian Dutch

Morphosyntax

Vocabulary

Morphosyntax

Vocabulary

Figure 8.2: Conceptual model of the relationship between morphosyntax and 
vocabulary within and across Frisian and Dutch (same as Figure 2.2).
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8.2 Discussion

The hypotheses on the home language effects for Dutch NDW and MLUw (see 
§ 8.1) argued that home language effects in Dutch NDW and MLUw would 
be found and these would show a decreasing trend. As the results revealed, 
home language effects were not important in these measures. Consequently, 
these hypotheses were rejected. The results suggest that in Dutch NDW and 
MLUw the HL-Frisian children performed similar to their HL-Dutch peers, 
i.e. they caught up with them on these measures. In contrast to Dutch NDW 
and MLUw, home language was important in Dutch productive vocabulary. 
The lack of a home language effect in Dutch NDW and MLUw might be due 
to the small number of participants in the subgroup (N=20). Furthermore, 
only participants with six samples that lasted longer than eleven minutes were 
used, so these participants might be less anxious, more talkative and perhaps 
also more advanced in their language development, compared to the par-
ticipants not selected. In addition, the decreasing trend of the home language 
effect that was hypothesized for Dutch productive vocabulary was not found 
either. It is expected that this trend will set in during the first years of primary 
school, since prior research has shown a catch-up in Dutch by the age of seven 
(van Ruijven, 2006; de Jager et al., 2002a, b, c).

Surprisingly, no influence of outside home exposure was found in the 
expressive measures. The discrepancy between our findings and those of 
Hickey (1997) and Gathercole and Thomas (2009) might be explained by the 
quantification of outside home exposure (see § 3.2). In our studies, this vari-
able only included interactional adult input from caregivers other than the 
parents. If it had also included input from other sources such as peers, televi-
sion or book reading, etc., this variable might have shown other results. In the 
current project, outside home exposure was found to be of importance only in 
receptive vocabulary. Participants with caregivers who substantially used the 
other language than the one at home had higher results in receptive vocabu-
lary in both languages than their peers who were mainly exposed to the same 
language by parents and other caregivers.

Another outcome of the two linguistic studies is that between rounds 1 
and 2 there was a faster growth in Frisian receptive and productive vocabulary 
and morphosyntax (see § 6.6 and § 7.4). This might be explained by a ‘first 
time’ effect within the assessments. During the first round, all participants 
were assessed with regard to Frisian first, and a couple of weeks later regard-
ing Dutch (see § 3.5.1). Hence, during the Frisian assessments in round 1 the 
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participants experienced a new situation in which a stranger took them indi-
vidually outside the playgroup for the assessment. Although every effort was 
taken to prevent this, the first test moment might have caused stress and anxi-
ety. By the time they were assessed in Dutch, the situation was not new any 
more and they knew what to expect. The Frisian outcomes in the first round 
might therefore be a slight underestimation of their performance. Counterbal-
ancing the participants within each round would have avoided the ‘first time’ 
effect. However, due to time limitations and financial resources this was not 
possible in the current project.

Non-verbal intelligence was an important confounder in the early devel-
opment of Frisian and Dutch (see § 6.6), which confirms prior research (a.o. 
Paradis, 2011; DeThorne & Watkins, 2006; Tellegen et al., 2005b; Hickey, 1997; 
Genesee & Hamayan, 1980). In general, a participant with a high non-verbal 
intelligence score also obtained high scores on the vocabulary tests. In other 
words, intelligence significantly influenced the vocabulary growth. Data in 
language studies should therefore always be controlled for intelligence. Our 
findings contribute to a growing body of evidence on the important influence 
of intelligence on language development.

All in all, the HL-Frisian participants did not seem hampered by their 
first language in their acquisition of Dutch. They performed similarly with 
respect to Dutch receptive vocabulary, NDW and MLUw compared to their 
HL-Dutch peers. However, they were still behind in Dutch productive vo-
cabulary when they entered primary education. Nevertheless, they developed 
Dutch productive vocabulary at the same rate as their HL-Dutch peers. When 
children enter primary education they are only four-year-olds. Even if they 
had substantial exposure to Dutch from birth onwards, bilinguals develop 
their two languages at a slower rate than monolinguals (e.g. Hoff et al., 2012; 
Thordardottir, 2011; Gathercole et al., 2008; Pearson et al., 1997) (see § 2.1). 
This seems logical, since their total amount of language input is divided over 
two languages instead of one (Thordardottir, 2011). Several studies indicated 
that it takes five to seven years to acquire a second language (a.o. Kohnert & 
Bates, 2002; Cummins, 2000; Kohnert, Bates & Hernandez, 1999). Therefore, 
it is not realistic to expect that by the end of preschool Dutch will already 
be fully acquired and HL-Frisian children will have equal command of that 
language compared to monolingual Dutch children. Moreover, prior studies 
have shown that differences in the development of the community’s major-
ity language seem to decrease after all participants reach a certain minimum 
amount of input in that language (e.g. Gathercole & Thomas, 2009; Gathercole 
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& Hoff, 2007; Gathercole, 2002; Oller & Eilers, 2002). It is therefore expected 
that the HL-Frisian participants will catch up in Dutch during the first years 
of primary education as indicated by van Ruijven (2006) and de Jager et al. 
(2002a, b, c). The slower progress in Dutch productive vocabulary for the HL-
Frisian participants is therefore not of future importance.

In contrast, the HL-Dutch participants were behind in all Frisian meas-
ures, i.e. receptive vocabulary, productive vocabulary, NDW and MLUw, com-
pared to their HL-Frisian peers. Moreover, while they developed Frisian re-
ceptive vocabulary and NDW at a similar rate as their HL-Frisian peers, their 
lag in productive vocabulary and morposyntax for Frisian increased over time. 
These outcomes do not come as a surprise, since research in primary educa-
tion already stated that huge differences existed in Frisian proficiency among 
school-aged children (Ytsma, 1999, 1995).

The outcomes of the current project confirm Gathercole and Thomas’ 
study (2009) in the Welsh-English context although there are some differ-
ences. As in their study, our participants seemed to have developed (almost) 
equal command of the majority language, regardless of home language. In 
contrast, the development of the minority language seemed to lag behind. 
However, Gathercole and Thomas (2009) still found a home language effect in 
the English measures with the four-year-olds, while in our project this home 
language effect lacked in the Dutch measures at this age. The Welsh children 
show a catch-up by the ages of nine (Gathercole & Thomas, 2009) or beyond 
the age of eleven (Rhys & Thomas, in press), whereas it appears that in the 
Frisian-Dutch context, the differences between home language groups dimin-
ish at an earlier age. The current project only reported a home language ef-
fect in Dutch productive vocabulary and de Jager et al. (2002a, b, c) and van 
Ruijven (2006) revealed that the children in Friesland performed similarly in 
Dutch in the fourth year of primary education (age 7-8 years old) compared to 
their peers in the rest of the Netherlands. This (slightly) earlier catch-up might 
be explained by the fact that Frisian and Dutch are closely related languages 
whereas Welsh and English are not. In other words, the Frisian children might 
benefit from the overlap in structure and vocabulary in both languages and 
therefore show a faster catch-up in Dutch than Welsh children do in English.

The discrepancy in L2-proficiency might be explained by the amount of 
L2 input participants received. The HL-Frisian participants received far more 
input in their L2, namely Dutch, than the HL-Dutch participants received 
in their L2, Frisian. Because the parents of the HL-Frisian participants are 
bilinguals themselves, they are much more inclined to read books in both 
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languages to their children than the parents of the HL-Dutch participants. 
Probably, the higher status of Dutch also plays a role here. Since Dutch is the 
national language and consequently omnipresent in society, Frisian-speaking 
parents feel it is important that their children have good proficiency in Dutch 
alongside Frisian. Furthermore, the supply in Dutch books and media such as 
television programmes is much larger compared to Frisian.

The L2-discrepancy between the two home language groups was the larg-
est in the productive measures, i.e. productive vocabulary, NDW and MLUw. 
This was true for Dutch, but even more so for the Frisian expressive measures, 
since for Frisian productive vocabulary and MLUw the differences between 
both home language groups increased substantially over time. This can be 
explained by the observation that the HL-Dutch participants hardly spoke any 
Frisian at all. This phenomenon was also reported by the parents: the parents 
of the HL-Frisian participants reported that their children use Dutch regularly, 
e.g. during (solo) play, whereas the HL-Dutch participants did not use Frisian 
during play. Thus it seems as if HL-Frisian participants use their L2 more than 
the HL-Dutch participants. Speaking the L2, or L2-output, might therefore 
also explain why one L2 is acquired more than the other (a.o. Unsworth, 
2012; Bohman et al., 2010) (see § 2.4). Moreover, there is a lack of need for 
HL-Dutch participants to use Frisian. All Frisian-speaking adults are also in 
command of Dutch, so they do not have to speak Frisian with them. The con-
trary, Dutch-speaking people’s ability to speak Frisian, is not always the case. 
The HL-Frisian participants must therefore sometimes switch to Dutch. A sim-
ilar pattern was found in a Canadian study by Paradis and Nicoladis (2007). 
They found that bilingual preschoolers with English as their home language 
used mainly English when speaking to a French-speaking adult, while bi-
lingual preschoolers with French as their home language used French with the 
French-speaking adult and English with the English-speaking adult.  Paradis 
and Nicoladis emphasized the fact that French-speaking people are always 
bilingual in Canada, while this is not always the case with English-speaking 
people and proposed that this might be a reason why the French-speaking 
participants used L2 more than the English-speaking participants. Since this 
Canadian study was conducted within a comparable minority- majority lan-
guage context, Paradis and Nicoladis’ explanation might also be applied to 
the Frisian-Dutch context. There is no need for HL-Dutch participant to speak 
Frisian. Therefore, they will mostly use Dutch, since Frisian-speaking adults 
and children also master this language.
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Within each language, significant relations were found between the 
morphosyntactic measure MLUw and the lexical measures NDW and recep-
tive and productive vocabulary (see § 7.4). In other words, within Frisian 
and within Dutch morphosyntax and vocabulary influence each other. Both 
domains do not develop as separate language components. The relation be-
tween MLUw and NDW might seem logical since both measures are derived 
from the same speech samples. However, this cannot be said about the high 
correlation found between MLUw and productive vocabulary, since MLUw 
came from speech samples while the productive vocabulary was derived from 
vocabulary tests. The relation between MLUw and both lexical measures can 
be explained by the high correlation found between NDW and productive 
vocabulary in both languages (see § 6.5).

In contrast to the expressive measures, the relation between MLUw and 
receptive vocabulary was less obvious (see § 7.3), which is in line with find-
ings by DeThorne et al. (2005) and Ukrainetz and Blomquist (2002). In addi-
tion, the other two expressive measures, i.e. NDW and productive vocabulary, 
also showed a less strong relation with receptive vocabulary (see § 6.5). An ex-
planation for this less strong relation between the expressive measures and re-
ceptive vocabulary might be that productive abilities demand additional skills 
other than receptive abilities, e.g. oral motor abilities as DeThorne et al. (2005) 
also suggested. Further research is necessary to confirm this hypothesis.

In line with Simon-Cereijido and Gutiérrez-Clellen (2009), no substan-
tial relations were found between Frisian morphosyntax and Dutch lexicon, 
or Dutch morphosyntax and Frisian lexicon, except for a negative relation 
between Frisian MLUw scores and Dutch NDW in round 3. Therefore, the 
cross-linguistic results did not support interdependence in bilingual develop-
ment of Frisian and Dutch. However, since the subgroup consisted of a small 
number of participants, further research is necessary to confirm the lack of 
interdependence between both languages.

8.3 Strengths and limitations of the project

The biggest strength within the current project was the large number of pre-
schoolers who participated in the project, especially when one realizes that 
all 91 preschoolers were tested in seven sessions within a period of 1.5 years. 
These participants did not live in one or two villages only, but were scattered 
throughout different socio-economic regions within the province of  Friesland. 
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In total they attended 23 preschools. The large number of participants contrib-
utes to the relevance and robustness of the outcomes within the current project.

Furthermore, the project examined more than one language component. 
The focus was not only on vocabulary, but also on morphosyntactic skills. 
Claims about language proficiency are therefore based on several measures, 
instead of one. Moreover, the data was gathered within different contexts, i.e. 
the vocabulary tests were gathered in a pseudo-experimental setting while the 
speech samples were recorded in a conversational context. In a conversation, 
participants are not forced to display their whole linguistic repertoire as in a 
test (DeThorne et al., 2005). In addition, a conversation is more comparable to 
an everyday situation whereas this is not the case with a vocabulary test. Con-
sequently, both types of data complete each other. By collecting data from two 
different contexts, non-linguistic factors that might bias the data were kept 
to a minimum (DeThorne et al., 2005). For example, test anxiety, attention 
span and familiarity with the test situation might have biased the vocabulary 
tests (see Peña, Iglesias & Lidz, 2001; Speltz, DeKlyen, Calderon, Greenberg 
& Fisher, 1999; Fleege, Charlesworth, Burts & Hart, 1992), while the speech 
samples might be influenced by factors such as talkativeness and assertiveness 
(Sphere, Evans, Hendry & Mansell, 2009; DeThorne et al., 2005). Combined 
together, the vocabulary and morphosyntactic studies give a reliable picture of 
the participants’ proficiency in both languages.

However, as with every research, the current project also experienced 
some limitations, e.g. the appearance of the ‘first time’ effect in the Frisian 
assessments of round 1 (see § 8.2). As a result, the Frisian data from round 1 
should be considered as an underestimation of the participants’ proficiency. 
The ‘first time’ effect might have been avoided if the order of the languages 
had been counterbalanced within each test round. In other words, half of all 
participants would have been tested in Frisian first and Dutch next, while the 
other half would have been assessed in Dutch first and Frisian later. Due to 
time planning considerations and limited financial resources, this was not 
possible within the current project.

Another limitation was the relatively small number of participants and 
their selection process in the subgroup. Because only participants with six 
samples of more than eleven minutes were selected, these participants might 
be more talkative and perhaps more advanced in their language development 
than their peers with shorter samples or with less than six samples. Addi-
tional bias was minimalized because the selected participants were matched 
on home language, gender, and non-verbal intelligence.
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Only language input of adult caregivers within the surrounding of the 
participants was included in the outside home exposure variable, since this 
input could be best and most reliably ‘measured’ by questionnaires. However, 
children do not only communicate with adults, but also with peers and other 
children. Moreover, besides interactive input from peers, they are exposed 
to language from media such as television which might positively influence 
their language development (Dixon, 2011; Leseman, Mayo & Scheele, 2009). 
As discussed in § 8.2 inclusion of input of peers or television in the variable 
of outside home exposure might have generated other results for this vari-
able. The influence of other input besides that of parents and other caregivers 
should therefore also be included in future research.

The measures of language input were based on self-reports of parents. 
Although their reports on language input remained quite stable over time, 
their answers might be influenced by social desirability tendencies. In other 
words, the parents might have indicated other language patterns at home and 
outside the home than in reality, e.g. they reported to speak more Frisian than 
they actually did. In addition, since parental reports were used, it was only 
possible to look at the quantity of input and not at the quality. It is therefore 
impossible to draw conclusions on the quality of Frisian spoken by parents 
and other caregivers. Because Frisian is more and more influenced by Dutch, 
it would also be interesting to include the quality of input in future research.

Notwithstanding these limitations, the findings of this project are robust 
and the strengths contribute to the statistical power of the analyses. The find-
ings significantly extend and deepen existing knowledge on the early develop-
ment of Frisian and Dutch in Friesland. Furthermore, this project outlines an 
interesting source for future research in child language acquisition in minor-
ity contexts, in particular in the Frisian-Dutch language context.

8.4 Conclusions

The main conclusion that can be drawn from the findings of this project is that 
children with Frisian as mother tongue can easily acquire Dutch at the same 
time. By the time they enter primary education, their utterances in Dutch are 
similar in length as those of their Dutch native speaking peers. Moreover, 
their Dutch vocabulary skills are also almost similar. The outcomes of this 
project therefore have social implications. There are still Frisian-speaking par-
ents who prefer to speak Dutch to their children because they are concerned 
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that their child will otherwise lag behind in Dutch from the beginning and 
will never catch up. This research has shown that Frisian-speaking children 
generally acquire Dutch without any problems. Moreover, it is expected that 
in primary education they will have fully caught up in Dutch (van Ruijven, 
2006; de Jager et al., 2002a, b, c). Our outcomes further showed that the HL-
Dutch participants still accelerated in Dutch while also acquiring Frisian (re-
ceptively). Therefore, it can be concluded that the acquisition of Frisian does 
not harm the acquisition of Dutch. Similar findings have been reported by 
Gathercole and Thomas (2009) for the Welsh-English context.

It is often observed that Frisian-speaking children still mix both  languages 
now and then when using Dutch (see § 1.3). An example of language mix-
ing is wij hebben maar één paardsje ‘we only have one (small) horse’: this child 
utterance is Dutch except for the Frisian diminutive marker -sje in paardsje 
‘(small) horse’. However, mixing the two languages does not necessarily mean 
children are disadvantaged in Dutch; language mixing is normal behaviour in 
bilinguals (Genesee et al., 2004).

As several studies have shown, children need about five to seven years 
to develop a second language (a.o. Kohnert & Bates, 2002; Cummins, 2000; 
Kohnert et al., 1999). It is therefore unrealistic to expect HL-Frisian children 
to have already fully acquired Dutch by the time they enter primary educa-
tion. They are still in the process of acquiring the Dutch language and, as 
said above, they are expected to show a catch-up after a few years in primary 
education (van Ruijven, 2006; de Jager et al., 2002a, b, c), where they seem to 
reach a minimum of input needed for acquisition (e.g. Gathercole & Thomas, 
2009; Gathercole & Hoff, 2007; Gathercole, 2002; Oller & Eilers, 2002). Fur-
thermore, also for the HL-Dutch children it appears that a Frisian outside 
home exposure does not hamper the development of Dutch. Gathercole and 
Thomas (2009) emphasize that, over time the majority language is generally 
acquired without problems whereas continued exposure in the minority lan-
guage is needed for the development of the minority language. Policymakers 
and educational specialists working in minority contexts should be aware of 
these findings, and adjust (pre)school curricula and policies if necessary, for 
example by promoting bilingual language policies at (pre)schools. The find-
ings of this project are also of practical interest for language professionals such 
as speech and language therapists working in the Frisian-Dutch context. They 
can use the outcomes in interpreting evaluations and assessments and for ad-
vising (future) parents on bilingualism in the Frisian-Dutch context (Paradis, 
2011). For example, standardized scores of a young Frisian-speaking child on 
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a Dutch test should always be interpreted with care if the scores are com-
pared to the monolingual norms, since the developmental rate of bilinguals 
is generally slower compared to that of monolinguals (a.o. Hoff et al., 2012; 
Thordardottir, 2011; Gathercole et al., 2008; Pearson et al., 1997). Also in the 
current study, the HL-Frisian four-year-olds were behind in Dutch productive 
vocabulary, compared to their HL-Dutch peers. Furthermore, when examin-
ing the language development of a young Frisian-speaking child, speech and 
language therapists should always inquire after the child’s Frisian language 
development and the current and past exposure to both Frisian and Dutch, 
since there are no standardized tests for Frisian (yet).

To conclude, it is recommended that in future research participants are 
counterbalanced across language sessions. This will avoid the ‘first time’ effect 
that was found in the current project. Next to language input, it would also be 
interesting to look at the influence of output on the acquisition of both lan-
guages, i.e. which language the preschool children speak. Furthermore, with-
in the current project outside home exposure only comprised adult speech 
of caregivers other than the parents. In future research it is therefore recom-
mended to include peer input and input from media such as television to see 
the extent to which they influence the bilingual proficiency of preschoolers. 
Moreover, quantity as well as quality of input might play a role.

It is important to replicate the findings of the studies within the  current 
project, since these are the first large-scale studies among bilingual preschool-
ers in Friesland. Verification of the trends found would further require a 
 future longitudinal study to show how both languages further develop during 
the first years of primary education.
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Appendix A

Percentages of correct responses (p-values) Frisian Peabody 
Picture Vocabulary Test

The percentages in the next table are based on the results of the HL-Frisian 
children in the first round (N=6112).

12  This number is comprised of the 58 HL-Frisian participants from the main vocabulary 
study and three HL-Frisian participants who were excluded from that study, since they 
were not tested in their non-verbal intelligence.

Item p-values

1 1.00

2 0.89

3 0.98

4 0.92

5 0.89

6 0.90

7 0.95

8 0.95

9 0.89

10 0.97

11 0.95

12 0.95

13 0.95

14 0.79

15 0.77

16 0.51

17 0.48

18 0.82

Item p-values

19 0.61

20 0.93

21 0.62

22 0.62

23 0.70

24 0.87

25 0.66

26 0.72

27 0.41

28 0.66

29 0.36

30 0.80

31 0.51

32 0.30

33 0.59

34 0.21

35 0.52

36 0.44

Item p-values

37 0.48

38 0.33

39 0.56

40 0.39

41 0.36

42 0.13

43 0.38

44 0.34

45 0.38

46 0.39

47 0.36

48 0.26

49 0.06

50 0.31

51 0.23

52 0.16

53 0.13

54 0.15

Item p-values

55 0.50

56 0.23

57 0.18

58 0.28

59 0.18

60 0.10

61 0.10

62 0.08

63 0.08

64 0.07

65 0.03

66 0.02

67 0.05

68 0.10

69 0.10

70 0.18

71 0.07

72 0.05
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Item p-values

73 0.00

74 0.02

75 0.05

76 0.00

77 0.05

78 0.00

79 0.02

80 0.00

81 0.03

Item p-values

82 0.05

83 0.00

84 0.00

85 0.00

86 0.03

87 0.02

88 0.02

89 0.02

90 0.00

Item p-values

91 0.02

92 0.00

93 0.03

94 0.00

95 0.00

96 0.00

97 0.02

98 0.00

99 0.03

Item p-values

100 0.03

101 0.00

102 0.13

103 0.13

104 0.00

105 0.00

106 0.00

107 0.00

108 0.00
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Percentages of correct responses (p-values) Frisian 
Woordontwikkeling

The percentages in the next table are based on the results of the HL-Frisian 
children in the first measurements (N=5813).

13  This number is comprised of 55 HL-Frisian participants from the main vocabulary 
study (three children refused to be assessed with this test during the first measure-
ments), and three HL-Frisian participants who were excluded from the vocabulary 
study, since they were not tested in their non-verbal intelligence.

Item p-values

1 0.95 

2 0.74

3 0.90

4 0.86

5 0.93

6 0.91

7 0.28

8 0.53

9 0.59

10 0.52

11 0.38

12 0.41

13 0.28

14 0.16

15 0.21

16 0.16

17 0.21

18 0.10

Item p-values

19 0.21

20 0.22

21 0.10

22 0.16

23 0.21

24 0.12

25 0.21

26 0.05

27 0.02

28 0.00

29 0.00

30 0.02

31 0.00

32 0.03

33 0.05

34 0.02

35 0.02

36 0.00

Item p-values

37 0.00

38 0.00

39 0.00

40 0.00

41 0.00

42 0.02

43 0.00

44 0.00

45 0.00

46 0.00

47 0.00

48 0.00

49 0.00

50 0.00

51 0.00

52 0.00

53 0.00

54 0.00

Item p-values

55 0.00

56 0.00

57 0.00

58 0.00

59 0.00

60 0.00

61 0.00

62 0.00

63 0.00

64 0.00

65 0.00

66 0.00

67 0.00

68 0.00

69 0.00
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English summary

This dissertation is the result of a project in which the role of language in-
put was investigated among bilingual Frisian-Dutch preschoolers in Friesland. 
Friesland is a bilingual region in the north of the Netherlands where the mi-
nority language Frisian is spoken, alongside the national language Dutch. Like 
English and Dutch, Frisian is a West Germanic language. It has four main 
dialects that differ mostly phonologically and lexically; however, the varieties 
are mutually understandable. Approximately 48% of the preschool-aged chil-
dren (aged 2.5-4 years) in Friesland acquire Frisian as (one of) their mother 
tongue(s). All adults are in command of Dutch, since it is the language mostly 
used in education. Only a few studies exist that focus on young children in 
the Frisian-Dutch language context: a descriptive case study of the bilingual 
development of a girl growing up in the 1960s and a study with pupils in their 
first year of primary education (age 4-6 years) in Friesland which revealed 
that the second language (Dutch) of Frisian-speaking children was developed 
further than the second language (Frisian) of children with Dutch as a first 
language. These results indicated that young native speakers of Frisian were 
more balanced bilinguals than their peers with Dutch as their first language.

Bilingual acquisition largely depends on the input that children receive 
in each language. The more input in a language, the more proficient a child 
becomes in that language. A study by Gathercole and Thomas (2009) in Wales 
revealed that in early acquisition of English, young children growing up with 
Welsh at home or with both Welsh and English lagged behind in English 
proficiency, compared to their peers growing up with English at home. How-
ever, their study further showed that at the end of primary education the 
children that spoke Welsh or both Welsh and English at home had caught up 
fully in English proficiency. This is a surprising result; given the amount of 
English input one would expect that they would still lag behind in English 
compared to their peers growing up with English at home. In contrast, the 
latter group of participants lagged behind in Welsh, due to a reduced input 
in Welsh ( Gathercole & Thomas, 2009). In other words, limited input to the 
majority language provided for an adequate proficiency in English, while con-
tinued exposure to the minority language was needed to establish sufficient 
command of Welsh.
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This led to the question whether these findings could also be applied to 
other minority contexts, for example to the Frisian-Dutch language context. 
Previous studies showed that in the fourth year of primary education (age 7-8 
years) children in Friesland performed similarly in Dutch compared to chil-
dren in the rest of the Netherlands (van Ruijven, 2006; de Jager et al., 2002a, 
b, c). However, it is unknown if these results can also be extrapolated to 
preschool children. Previous studies have revealed that language deficits that 
occur at a young age will, in the long run, affect skills such as literacy and fur-
ther academic performance. It was therefore interesting to focus on younger 
children in the current project, for example preschoolers. The current project 
investigated the role of language input in the development of vocabulary and 
mean length of utterance in words (morphosyntax) in both Frisian and Dutch 
in the age period of 2.5-4 years. It further examined the relation between 
vocabulary and mean length of utterance.

In three successive rounds, 91 participants were monitored in vocabulary 
and mean length of utterance in both languages. They were selected through 
preschools based on their age and home language. The language assessments 
took place outside the playgroup. The test assistants assessed the participants 
individually in receptive and productive vocabulary and made a recording of 
spontaneous speech. The six test assistants who conducted the assessments 
were instructed to only speak the language that was tested during each ses-
sion. In each test round both languages were tested on separate occasions with 
a few weeks in between. In test round 1 the participants (age 2.5-3 years) 
were assessed in Frisian first and Dutch next. In round 2 (age 3-3.5 years) 
the language order was switched to Dutch-Frisian to avoid a language order 
effect. Consequently, in round 3 (age 3.5-4 years) the language order was 
Frisian-Dutch again. Parents and preschool teachers filled in a questionnaire 
concerning the language input of the participants inside and outside the home 
during every test round. Participants were divided into two home language 
groups, i.e. HL-Frisian participants, when both parents predominantly used 
Frisian towards their children, and HL-Dutch participants, when the parents 
predominantly spoke Dutch. Children from mixed families were discarded 
from the project. Besides home language, the project also addressed the in-
fluence of outside home exposure, i.e. the language input used by caregivers 
other than the parents, e.g. preschool teachers, grandparents, daycare provid-
ers, and other caregivers. Based on the amount of exposure to both languages 
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outside the home, the participants’ outside home exposure was divided into 
two groups, i.e. substantial exposure to the language other than the one at 
home, and exposure to the same language as at home.

Dutch receptive vocabulary was measured with the Dutch version of the 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test. For Dutch productive vocabulary, the subtest 
Woordontwikkeling of the Dutch Schlichting Test voor Taalproductie was used. 
Since there were no tests available for Frisian, both standardized Dutch tests 
were adapted to Frisian. Furthermore, in each language assessment a record-
ing of spontaneous speech was made while the participant played with the test 
assistant, using a standard set of toys. After transcription, these speech samples 
provided information on the morphosyntactical measure, i.e. mean length of 
utterance in words (MLUw), and another lexical measure, i.e. number of dif-
ferent (or unique) words (NDW).

The current project resulted in four studies, i.e. the adaptation of two 
Dutch vocabulary tests to Frisian, a study of the influence of cognates within 
the four vocabulary tests, a vocabulary study and a morphosyntactic study. 
These four studies are discussed below. The final section will discuss the re-
sults and end with the conclusions.

Test adaptations

Chapter 4 describes the adaptation of the two Dutch vocabulary tests to Fri-
sian. The first step in the adaptation process was the translation of the test 
items. With the receptive vocabulary test it was important for participants 
to hear the same stimulus in each Frisian dialect. Consequently, nine items 
were replaced by one of the distractors in the Frisian receptive vocabulary 
test. The items of the productive vocabulary test remained the same. Since one 
item in that vocabulary test might elicit more than one correct response, the 
regional varieties were included in the correct responses. Both Frisian adapta-
tions were tested in a pilot study. Fourteen participants were assessed with the 
adapted receptive vocabulary test and fifteen participants were assessed with 
the  adaptation of the productive vocabulary test. Based on their responses, one 
item in each vocabulary test was adjusted. The internal consistency of both 
Frisian vocabulary tests was considered high.
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The influence of cognate items in the vocabulary tests

Because Frisian and Dutch show a partial overlap in vocabulary, the Frisian 
and Dutch vocabulary tests had a fair amount of cognate items in common. 
The influence of these cognate items is discussed in Chapter 5. Cognates are 
words that have the same meaning and pronunciation in both Frisian and 
Dutch, cf. the cognate bear (Frisian) - beer (Dutch) ‘bear’ and the non-cognate 
brêge (Frisian) - brug (Dutch) ‘bridge’. The Frisian receptive vocabulary test 
consisted of 46 (43%) cognate items, whereas its Dutch equivalent had 47 
(44%) cognate items. The difference in percentages between the two recep-
tive vocabulary tests can be explained by the replacement of some items in 
the adapted version. In both productive vocabulary tests, 26% of all correct 
responses were cognate items. The percentage of cognate items on the produc-
tive vocabulary tests was much lower compared to the receptive vocabulary 
tests, due to fact that the items of the productive vocabulary tests could elicit 
more than one correct response. For example, the cognate responses frachtauto 
(Frisian) and vrachtauto (Dutch), and the language-specific responses frachtwein 
(Frisian) and vrachtwagen (Dutch) are four possible answers meaning ‘truck’ 
and belonging to one and the same item. The question then arose whether 
the presence of the cognate items in the vocabulary tests would affect the 
language performance of test takers in bilingual language assessments. The 
current study compared per vocabulary test the means of total scores of the 
cognate items and the non-cognate items with the ones of the entire vocabu-
lary test. The findings showed that the cognate items did not have a significant 
influence on the results of the Frisian receptive vocabulary test and the Frisian 
and Dutch productive vocabulary test. However, it was unclear if the cognate 
items had significantly influenced of the Dutch receptive vocabulary test. This 
might be explained by the fact that differences between two groups become 
less important as their differences in competence decrease, which was the 
case for this vocabulary test.

Overall, the variance in test scores could hardly be explained by the pres-
ence of cognate items. We conclude that as long as the proportion of cognates 
in a vocabulary test reflects the proportion of cognates shared between two lan-
guages, the presence of cognates in the vocabulary tests does not jeopardize the 
validity of these tests. This is especially true for two languages that are related, 
for example for Frisian and Dutch. However, the exact proportion of cognates 
between two languages is unknown and difficult to generate. Nevertheless, the 
items of a vocabulary test should be representative of the words in the language 
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tested. It is a fact that Frisian and Dutch have an overlap in vocabulary. Therefore, 
this overlap should also be reflected in the vocabulary tests of the two languages.

Vocabulary study

The vocabulary study, described in Chapter 6, investigated the role of language 
input, i.e. home language and outside home exposure, in the early vocabulary 
development in Frisian and Dutch. The main study comprised 91 participants, 
i.e. 58 HL-Frisian and 33 HL-Dutch participants. The two home language 
groups did not differ significantly with regard to children’s gender or socio-
economic status. In the first test round, 43 of the 58 HL-Frisian participants 
were mainly exposed to Frisian outside the home, whereas the other 15 par-
ticipants were exposed substantially to the other language, Dutch. Addition-
ally, 19 of the 33 HL-Dutch participants were exposed to Dutch outside the 
home, and 14 HL-Dutch participants had a substantial Frisian outside home 
exposure in that test round. In general there was no dependency between par-
ticipants’ home language and their outside home exposure. All participants at-
tended preschool for one to three mornings or afternoons per week. For 42% 
of the participants this was a Frisian-medium or bilingual (Frisian and Dutch) 
preschool. The other 58% of the participants attended a preschool without 
an explicit language policy. Both home language groups also differed in the 
amount of exposure to the other language within the home, e.g. when being 
read to or watching television. For example, the HL-Frisian participants were 
read to in both languages while the HL-Dutch participants were mainly being 
read to in Dutch. Furthermore, the parents of the HL-Frisian participants re-
ported that their children sometimes used Dutch besides Frisian at home, for 
example during play, whereas their HL-Dutch peers only used Dutch.

In Frisian receptive vocabulary, home language and outside home ex-
posure were significant factors. The HL-Frisian participants significantly out-
performed the HL-Dutch participants. Participants with substantial exposure 
to the other language outside the home outperformed the children who were 
mostly exposed to the same language inside and outside the home. In Dutch 
receptive vocabulary, only outside home exposure was important. Again, par-
ticipants with substantial outside home exposure to the other language out-
performed the children who were exposed to the same language inside and 
outside the home. However, neither home language group showed significant 
differences in their scores on this vocabulary test.
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In Frisian productive vocabulary, only home language was an important 
factor. The HL-Frisian participants significantly outperformed the HL-Dutch 
children in Frisian productive vocabulary. Furthermore, an interaction effect 
was found between home language and time, suggesting that the differences 
between both home language groups increased over time. Home language 
was also a significant factor in Dutch productive vocabulary. The HL-Frisian 
participants scored significantly lower at this vocabulary test than their HL-
Dutch peers. However, no interaction effect was found here, so the rate of 
acquisition of the HL-Frisian participants was similar to that of the HL-Dutch 
participants.

A subgroup of 20 participants from the main vocabulary study were used 
for analyses on a third lexical measure, i.e. number of different words (NDW). 
These participants all had three spontaneous speech samples in Frisian and 
three in Dutch of more than eleven minutes each and were matched on home 
language, gender and non-verbal intelligence. The first 100 child utterances 
of each sample were transcribed and analysed on number of different words 
(NDW) and mean length of utterance in words (MLUw). The results for the 
latter measure are described in the next section.

Results showed that a home language effect was found in Frisian NDW, 
but not in Dutch NDW. Outside home exposure was not important in this 
lexical measure for both languages. Interaction effects were not found either. 
This means that in Frisian the HL-Frisian participants used significantly more 
unique words than the HL-Dutch participants. In Dutch NDW both home 
language groups showed no differences.

Correlation analysis between the vocabulary measures showed a strong 
relation between NDW and productive vocabulary. Both expressive measures 
correlated less strong with receptive vocabulary, particularly with respect to 
Frisian.

Morphosyntactic study

The morphosyntactic study, which is described in Chapter 7, examined the 
role of language input, i.e. home language and outside home exposure, in the 
early morphosyntactic development in Frisian and Dutch. It further investi-
gated the relation between morphosyntax and vocabulary within and across 
both languages. The study was carried out with the subgroup of 20 partici-
pants from the main vocabulary study (see the previous section). The child 
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utterances in the speech samples were transcribed and analysed on mean 
length of utterance in words (MLUw). Results showed that in Frisian MLUw, 
home language played an important role, whereas it did not in Dutch MLUw. 
Moreover, in Frisian MLUw an interaction effect was found between home 
language and time, meaning that the advantage, which the HL-Frisian partici-
pants showed in Frisian MLUw compared to their HL-Dutch peers, increased 
over time. Outside home exposure was not an important factor in Frisian and 
Dutch MLUw.

Furthermore, significant relations were found between MLUw and all 
three lexical measures within each language. However, this relation seemed 
stronger between MLUw and productive vocabulary and between MLUw and 
NDW than between MLUw and receptive vocabulary. No cross-linguistic rela-
tions between morphosyntax and vocabulary were found, except for one signif-
icant relation between Frisian MLUw and Dutch NDW in the third test round.

Role of language input: home language and outside home 
exposure

Home language was an important factor in all measures of Frisian and of 
Dutch productive vocabulary, where it was not in Dutch receptive vocabu-
lary, Dutch NDW, and Dutch MLUw. This means that in Frisian vocabulary 
and morphosyntax the HL-Frisian participants outperformed their HL-Dutch 
peers significantly. Furthermore, the differences between the two home lan-
guage groups in Frisian productive vocabulary and morphosyntax increased 
substantially over time. The absence of an interaction effect in Frisian recep-
tive vocabulary and Frisian NDW indicated that although HL-Dutch partici-
pants were behind in these measures, their rate of acquisition was equal to 
that of their HL-Frisian peers. With respect to Dutch, both home language 
groups showed similar results for receptive vocabulary, NDW and morpho-
syntax. In Dutch productive vocabulary, the HL-Dutch participants showed 
significantly higher proficiency compared to their HL-Frisian peers. However, 
since no interaction effect between home language and time was found, the 
HL-Frisian participants acquired Dutch productive vocabulary at a similar rate 
as their HL-Dutch peers.

The relatively small number of participants in the subgroup (N=20) 
compared to the main vocabulary study (N=91) might explain why home 
language was essential in Dutch productive vocabulary and not in Dutch mor-
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phosyntax or NDW. Moreover, the subgroup only included participants with 
six samples that lasted longer than eleven minutes, so the selected participants 
might be less anxious, more talkative and perhaps also more advanced in their 
language development, compared to the participants not selected.

Surprisingly, outside home exposure was not important in productive 
vocabulary. This might be due to the quantification of this variable, i.e. we 
only included the input of caregivers other than the parents. Results might 
have been different if input from peers, television of book reading had also 
been included. Outside home exposure was only an important factor in re-
ceptive vocabulary in both languages. This means that participants with care-
givers who substantially used the other language than the one at home had 
higher results in receptive vocabulary in both languages than their peers who 
were mainly exposed to the same language by parents and other caregivers.

The discrepancy in proficiency in the language other than the one spo-
ken at home might be explained by the amount of input participants received 
in that other language. For example, parents of HL-Frisian participants read 
to their children in both languages, while the HL-Dutch participants were 
mainly read to in Dutch. However, given that Dutch is the national language, 
one should also consider the higher status of Dutch and the larger supply in 
Dutch child books and media, e.g. television programmes, compared to Fri-
sian. Furthermore, the HL-Frisian participants used Dutch during (solo) play 
alongside Frisian, whereas the HL-Dutch participants only used Dutch. Con-
sequently, it seemed as if HL-Frisian participants used their L2 (Dutch) more 
than the HL-Dutch participants did with Frisian. Speaking the L2, i.e. output 
in the L2, might therefore explain why the L2 development is more advanced 
in one home language group than in the other. Moreover, there is a lack of 
need for HL-Dutch participants to use Frisian, since all Frisian adults are in 
command of Dutch. In contrast, the Dutch adults are not always able to speak 
Frisian, so HL-Frisian participants need to switch to Dutch sometimes to make 
themselves understandable. The latter explanation is suggested by Paradis and 
Nicoladis (2007) in a Canadian study on language dominance and language 
choice in French and English.

The finding that the HL-Frisian participants showed no significant dif-
ferences with their HL-Dutch peers in Dutch receptive vocabulary, NDW and 
MLUw, suggested that the preschool-aged participants are in the process of 
catching up with their HL-Dutch peers in Dutch. It is expected that after the 
first years of primary education they will perform at a similar level in Dutch 
as their Dutch peers (van Ruijven, 2006; de Jager et al., 2002a, b, c). In the 
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Welsh-English language context, a catch-up in the national language, English, 
was found by the age of nine. It therefore seems there is a (slightly) earlier 
catch-up in the Frisian-Dutch language context compared to the Welsh-Eng-
lish one. This might be explained by the fact that Frisian and Dutch are closely 
related languages, while Welsh and English are not. Frisian and Dutch have, 
for example, an overlap in vocabulary and morphosyntax, which might facili-
tate this catch-up in Dutch for children with Frisian as their home language.

In line with other studies, non-verbal intelligence was an important 
confounder in the early development of Frisian and Dutch. Data in language 
studies should therefore always be controlled for intelligence. Another result 
of the studies conducted within the project was that the growth in almost all 
Frisian measures was largest between rounds 1 and 2 compared to rounds 
2 and 3, whereas this was not the case for the Dutch measures. This result 
was probably due to a ‘first time’ effect, since the first assessments in round 
1 concerned Frisian measures only. Although every effort was taken to pre-
vent feelings of anxiety, the new test situation and being outside the safety of 
the playgroup with a stranger, i.e. the test assistant, might have caused stress 
among the participants. By the time they were tested in Dutch they knew what 
they could expect and they felt more at ease. Consequently, the results of the 
Frisian assessments in round 1 should be considered as an underestimation 
of the participants’ proficiency. In retrospect it would have been better if the 
language assessments had been counterbalanced. However, due to time limi-
tations and financial resources, this was not possible in the current project.

Furthermore, in line with other studies a strong relation was found be-
tween MLUw and the lexical measures NDW and receptive and productive 
vocabulary within each language. In other words, morphosyntax and vocabu-
lary influenced each other in Frisian and Dutch. The relation between the 
expressive measures, i.e. MLUw, NDW and productive vocabulary, seemed 
stronger than between MLUw and receptive vocabulary. In addition, NDW 
and productive vocabulary also showed a weaker relation with receptive vo-
cabulary, wheras they were highly correlated with each other. It appears that 
productive abilities demand additional skills other than receptive abilities, e.g. 
oral motor abilities as DeThorne et al. (2005) also suggested. However, further 
research is necessary to confirm this hypothesis.

Cross-linguistic correlations did not reveal substantial relations between 
Frisian MLUw and Dutch vocabulary, or Dutch MLUw and Frisian vocabulary, 
except for a negative relation between Frisian MLUw scores and Dutch NDW 
in round 3. However, that finding might be based on coincidence since it 
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was only found once. In other words, the cross-linguistic results did not sup-
port interdependence in the bilingual development across Frisian and Dutch. 
Given that the subgroup consisted of a small number of participants, further 
research is necessary to confirm the lack of evidence supporting of interde-
pendence across both languages.

In line with Gathercole and Thomas (2009), the main conclusion of this 
project is that the acquisition of Frisian does not harm the acquisition of the 
majority language, Dutch. This is important for parents who are concerned 
that their children will immediately start with a delay in Dutch if they raise 
them with Frisian. The findings further revealed that the HL-Dutch partici-
pants still accelerated in Dutch while also acquiring Frisian (however, acquisi-
tion in Frisian was mostly effective in receptive skills in this group).

By the time the HL-Frisian participants entered primary education they 
were still in the process of acquiring Dutch. Previous studies have shown that 
children need about five to seven years to develop a second language. It is 
therefore unrealistic to expect HL-Frisian children to have already fully ac-
quired Dutch by the time they enter primary education. Based on prior studies 
(van Ruijven, 2006; de Jager et al., 2002a, b, c) it is expected that they will 
fully catch up in Dutch within the first years of primary education.

This project comprised the first vocabulary and morphosyntactic studies 
among bilingual preschoolers in Friesland. It is therefore important to repli-
cate the findings of the studies within the current project. Verification of the 
trends found would therefore require a longitudinal study to show how both 
languages develop further during the first grades of primary education.
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Nederlandse samenvatting

Deze dissertatie is het resultaat van een project waarin onderzoek werd ge-
daan naar de rol van taalinput bij tweetalige peuters in Friesland. Friesland is 
een tweetalige regio in het noorden van Nederland waar de minderheidstaal 
Fries gesproken wordt naast de nationale taal, het Nederlands. Het Fries is, net 
als het Engels en het Nederlands, een West-Germaanse taal. Er zijn vier hoofd-
dialecten die voornamelijk fonologisch en lexicaal van elkaar verschillen. Des-
alniettemin zijn de varianten onderling verstaanbaar. Ongeveer 48% van de 
peuters (leeftijd 2,5-4 jaar) in Friesland verwerft het Fries als moedertaal, 
al dan niet naast een tweede thuistaal. De volwassenen in Friesland beheer-
sen het Nederlands, aangezien het onderwijs grotendeels in deze taal wordt 
gegeven. Er zijn maar enkele onderzoeken bekend die zich richten op jonge 
kinderen in de Fries-Nederlandse context: een beschrijvende casestudie naar 
de tweetalige ontwikkeling van een meisje dat opgroeide in de jaren zestig en 
een onderzoek bij kleuters (leeftijd 4-6 jaar) waaruit bleek dat de tweede taal 
(het Nederlands) van Friessprekende kinderen verder ontwikkeld was dan de 
tweede taal (het Fries) van kinderen met Nederlands als eerste taal. Deze resul-
taten wezen erop dat jonge moedertaalsprekers van het Fries ‘meer’ tweetalig 
waren dan hun leeftijdsgenootjes met Nederlands als eerste taal.

Tweetalige ontwikkeling is grotendeels afhankelijk van de input die kin-
deren krijgen in elke taal. Hoe meer input in een taal, hoe beter de vaardig-
heden van het kind in die taal. Een onderzoek van Gathercole en Thomas 
(2009) naar de verwerving van het Engels en het Welsh in Wales liet zien 
dat jonge kinderen die thuis opgroeiden met het Welsh of met zowel Welsh 
als Engels een taalachterstand vertoonden in hun Engelse taalvaardigheden 
vergeleken met hun leeftijdsgenootjes die thuis opgroeiden met Engels. Uit 
datzelfde onderzoek bleek verder dat de kinderen die thuis Welsh of Welsh en 
Engels spraken hun achterstand in het Engels volledig hadden ingehaald tegen 
het eind van de basisschool. Dit is een verrassende uitkomst, aangezien men 
zou verwachten dat ze nog steeds achter zouden lopen omdat zij minder aan 
het Engels worden blootgesteld vergeleken met hun van-huis-uit Engelstalige 
leeftijdsgenootjes. De laatstgenoemde kinderen vertoonden een achterstand in 
het Welsh, doordat zij veel minder input kregen in het Welsh (Gathercole & 
Thomas, 2009). Met andere woorden, beperkte input van de meerderheidstaal 
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zorgde voor een adequate beheersing van het Engels terwijl voortdurende 
 input van de minderheidstaal nodig was om voldoende vaardigheden in het 
Welsh te verkrijgen.

Dit leidde tot de vraag of deze bevindingen ook op andere minder-
heidstalen van toepassing zijn, bijvoorbeeld op de Fries-Nederlandse context. 
Uit eerder onderzoek bleek dat kinderen in groep 4 van de basisschool (leef-
tijd 7-8 jaar) gelijk presteerden op een Nederlandse taaltest als kinderen in 
de rest van Nederland (van Ruijven, 2006; de Jager e.a., 2002a, b, c). Het is 
echter niet bekend of deze resultaten ook gelden voor peuters. Eerder onder-
zoek heeft aangetoond dat taalproblemen die op jonge leeftijd voorkomen op 
de lange duur ook invloed hebben op vaardigheden zoals geletterdheid en 
andere schoolvaardigheden. Het was daarom interessant om in het huidige 
project de focus te richten op jongere kinderen, bijvoorbeeld peuters. Er werd 
gekeken naar de rol van taalinput op de ontwikkeling van woordenschat en 
gemiddelde zinslengte (morfosyntaxis) in zowel het Fries als het Nederlands 
tijdens de leeftijdsperiode 2,5-4 jaar. Daarnaast werd onderzoek gedaan naar 
de relatie tussen woordenschat en gemiddelde zinslengte.

Gedurende drie opeenvolgende testrondes werden 91 kinderen gevolgd 
in woordenschat en gemiddelde zinslengte in beide talen. De kinderen wer-
den op basis van hun leeftijd en thuistaal geselecteerd via peuterspeelzalen. 
De taalonderzoeken vonden buiten het lokaal van de peuterspeelzaal plaats. 
De testassistentes testten de receptieve en productieve woordenschat van ieder 
kind en maakten een geluidsopname met spontane taal. De zes testassisten-
tes die de onderzoeken uitvoerden waren geïnstrueerd om alleen die taal te 
gebruiken die tijdens die sessie werd getest. Tijdens iedere testronde werden 
beide talen in aparte sessies getest, altijd met een paar weken ertussen. In 
testronde 1 werden de kinderen (leeftijd 2,5-3 jaar) eerst in het Fries getest 
en daarna in het Nederlands. In ronde 2 (leeftijd 3-3,5 jaar) werd de volgorde 
van de talen omgedraaid naar Nederlands-Fries om een volgorde-effect van de 
talen te vermijden. De taalvolgorde in ronde 3 (leeftijd 3,5-4 jaar) was weer 
Fries-Nederlands. Ouders en peuterleidsters vulden tijdens iedere testronde 
een vragenlijst in over de taalinput van de kinderen binnenshuis en buitens-
huis. De kinderen werden ingedeeld in twee thuistaalgroepen, namelijk Fries 
wanneer beide ouders voornamelijk Fries spraken tegen hun kinderen, en Ne-
derlands wanneer beide ouders voornamelijk Nederlands spraken. Kinderen 
uit tweetalige gezinnen deden niet mee aan dit project. Naast thuistaal werd 
binnen het project ook gekeken naar de invloed van de taalinput buitens-
huis, oftewel de taalinput van andere verzorgers dan de ouders, bijvoorbeeld 
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 peuterleidsters, grootouders, medewerkers van het kinderdagverblijf en an-
dere verzorgers. De taalinput buitenshuis van de kinderen werd op basis van 
de hoeveelheid input van beide talen ingedeeld in twee groepen, te weten 
substantiële input van de andere taal dan de thuistaal en input van dezelfde 
taal als thuis.

De receptieve woordenschat van het Nederlands werd gemeten met de 
Nederlandse versie van de Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, de productieve met de 
subtest Woordontwikkeling van de Nederlandse Schlichting Test voor Taalproductie. 
Omdat er geen Friese woordenschattests bestaan, werden beide gestandaardi-
seerde Nederlandse woordenschattests aangepast aan het Fries. Naast het testen 
van de woordenschat is tijdens elke testsessie een geluidsopname gemaakt van 
spontane taal terwijl het kind met de testassistent speelde. Dit gebeurde steeds 
met hetzelfde speelgoed. Na transcriptie van de geluidsopnames werd de ge-
middelde zinslengte in woorden en het aantal unieke woorden berekend.

Het onderhavige project resulteerde in vier deelonderzoeken, te weten de 
aanpassing van de twee Nederlandse woordenschattests aan het Fries, een on-
derzoek naar de invloed van cognaten binnen de vier woordenschattests, een 
woordenschatonderzoek en een onderzoek naar de gemiddelde zinslengte. 
Deze vier deelstudies worden hieronder besproken. In de laatste paragraaf 
worden de resultaten en conclusies gegeven.

Testadaptaties

In hoofdstuk 4 wordt de aanpassing van de twee Nederlandse woordenschat-
tests aan het Fries beschreven. De eerste stap in het adaptatieproces was de 
vertaling van de testitems. Bij de receptieve woordenschattest was het be-
langrijk dat de deelnemers in elk Fries hoofddialect dezelfde stimulus zouden 
horen. Als gevolg hiervan werden negen items vervangen door een van de af-
leiders in de Friese receptieve woordenschattest. De items van de productieve 
woordenschattest bleven hetzelfde. Omdat een item in die woordenschattest 
meerdere correcte responsen kon uitlokken, konden de regionale varianten 
tot de correcte responsen gerekend worden. Beide Friese adaptaties werden 
getest in een pilotonderzoek. Veertien deelnemers werden getest met de aan-
gepaste receptieve woordenschattest en vijftien deelnemers met de aangepaste 
productieve woordenschattest. Op basis van de verkregen data werd in beide 
woordenschattest één item aangepast. De interne consistentie van beide Friese 
woordenschattests was hoog.
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De invloed van cognaatitems in de woordenschattests

Omdat er een overlap is in de woordenschat tussen het Fries en het Neder-
lands, hadden de Friese en Nederlandse woordenschattests ook een aantal 
cognaten gemeen. De invloed van deze cognaatitems wordt in hoofdstuk 5 be-
sproken. Cognaten zijn woorden met dezelfde betekenis en uitspraak in zowel 
het Fries als het Nederlands, bijvoorbeeld het cognaat bear en beer en het non-
cognaat brêge en brug. De Friese receptieve woordenschattest bevat 46 (43%) 
cognaatitems, terwijl de Nederlandse woordenschattest er 47 (44%) heeft. Het 
verschil in percentages tussen beide receptieve woordenschattests is te verkla-
ren doordat enkele items in de Friese adaptatie zijn vervangen. In beide pro-
ductieve woordenschattests zijn 26% van alle correcte responsen cognaatitems. 
Het percentage cognaatitems in de productieve woordenschattests is veel lager 
vergeleken met de receptieve woordenschattests doordat de items van de pro-
ductieve woordenschattests meerdere correcte responsen konden uitlokken. 
Bijvoorbeeld het cognaat frachtauto en vrachtauto en de taalspecifieke responsen 
frachtwein en vrachtwagen zijn vier mogelijke antwoorden bij hetzelfde item. Dit 
leidde tot de vraag of de aanwezigheid van de cognaatitems in de woorden-
schattests invloed zou hebben op de resultaten wanneer beide talen getest wer-
den. In het huidige onderzoek werden per woordenschattest de gemiddelden 
in totaalscores van de cognaatitems en de non-cognaatitems met de gemiddel-
de totaalscores op de gehele woordenschattest vergeleken. Uit de bevindingen 
kwam naar voren dat de cognaatitems geen significante invloed hadden op de 
resultaten, noch bij de Friese receptieve woordenschattest, noch bij de produc-
tieve woordenschattests van het Fries en het Nederlands. Het was onduidelijk 
of de cognaatitems de resultaten van de Nederlandse receptieve woordenschat 
hadden beïnvloed. Dit kan verklaard worden door het feit dat verschillen tus-
sen twee groepen minder belangrijk worden als de verschillen in competentie 
kleiner worden. Dit was ook het geval voor deze woordenschattest.

Over het algemeen kon de variantie in testscores nauwelijks verklaard 
worden door de aanwezigheid van cognaatitems. Daarom wordt geconclu-
deerd dat de aanwezigheid van cognaten in woordenschattests de validiteit van 
die tests niet in gevaar brengt zolang het aandeel cognaten in een woorden-
schattest overeenkomt met het werkelijke aantal cognaten tussen beide talen. 
Dit geldt vooral voor twee talen die gerelateerd zijn aan elkaar, bijvoorbeeld 
in het geval van het Fries en het Nederlands. Het exacte aantal cognaten dat 
door de twee talen gedeeld wordt, is echter onbekend en moeilijk te bereke-
nen. Desondanks kan gesteld worden dat de items van een woordenschattest 
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 representatief horen te zijn voor de woorden in die taal. Het is een feit dat Fries 
en Nederlands een overlap in woordenschat hebben. Daarom zou deze overlap 
ook weerspiegeld moeten worden in de woordenschattests van beide talen.

Woordenschatonderzoek

In het woordenschatonderzoek, dat beschreven staat in hoofdstuk 6, werd 
de rol van taalinput, te weten thuistaal en taal buitenshuis, in de woorden-
schatverwerving van het Fries en het Nederlands onderzocht. Het onderzoek 
bestond uit 91 deelnemers, 58 kinderen met Fries en 33 kinderen met Neder-
lands als thuistaal. Beide groepen verschilden niet significant van elkaar met 
betrekking tot geslacht of sociaal-economische status. In de eerste testronde 
werden 43 van de 58 kinderen met Fries als thuistaal buitenshuis voorname-
lijk aan het Fries blootgesteld en de overige 15 kinderen aan de andere taal, 
het Nederlands. Verder werden 19 van de 33 deelnemers met Nederlands als 
thuistaal in deze testronde buitenshuis vooral aan het Nederlands blootgesteld 
en 14 kinderen uit deze groep hoorden buitenshuis vooral Fries. De thuistaal 
en de taalinput buitenshuis van de deelnemers waren over het algemeen niet 
afhankelijk van elkaar. Alle kinderen zaten gedurende één tot drie dagdelen 
per week op een peuterspeelzaal. Voor 42% van de deelnemers was dit een 
peuterspeelzaal met een Fries of tweetalig (Fries en Nederlands) taalbeleid. De 
overige 58% van de kinderen bezochten een peuterspeelzaal zonder expliciet 
taalbeleid. Beide thuistaalgroepen verschilden van elkaar in de hoeveelheid 
input die zij thuis in de andere taal dan de thuistaal kregen, bijvoorbeeld 
tijdens voorlezen of via televisie. De deelnemers met Fries als thuistaal wer-
den bijvoorbeeld in beide talen voorgelezen, terwijl de deelnemers met Ne-
derlands als thuistaal voornamelijk in het Nederlands werden voorgelezen. 
Verder gaven de ouders van de kinderen met Fries als thuistaal aan dat hun 
kinderen thuis soms ook Nederlands naast het Fries gebruikten bijvoorbeeld 
tijdens spel, terwijl hun Nederlandse leeftijdsgenootjes dan alleen Nederlands 
spraken.

Bij de Friese receptieve woordenschat bleek dat thuistaal en de taalinput 
buitenshuis significante factoren waren. De kinderen met Fries als thuistaal 
scoorden significant hoger dan de kinderen met Nederlands als thuistaal op 
deze woordenschattest. Kinderen die buitenshuis substantieel werden bloot-
gesteld aan de andere taal scoorden hoger dan de kinderen die voornamelijk 
aan dezelfde taal als thuis werden blootgesteld. Bij de Nederlandse receptieve 
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woordenschattest bleek dat alleen de taalinput buitenshuis belangrijk was. 
Opnieuw haalden de kinderen die buitenshuis vooral aan de andere taal wer-
den blootgesteld een significant hogere score op deze woordenschattest dan 
hun leeftijdsgenootjes die buitenshuis vooral aan dezelfde taal werden bloot-
gesteld als thuis. Beide thuistaalgroepen lieten geen significante verschillen 
zien in hun scores op deze woordenschattest.

Bij de Friese productieve woordenschat bleek dat alleen thuistaal een be-
langrijke factor was. De deelnemers met Fries als thuistaal haalden significant 
hogere scores op deze woordenschattest dan hun van-huis-uit Nederlandsta-
lige leeftijdsgenootjes. Bovendien was er een interactie-effect tussen thuistaal 
en tijd. Dat wil zeggen dat het verschil in scores tussen beide thuistaalgroepen 
groter werd naarmate de tijd vorderde. Thuistaal was ook een significante 
factor in de Nederlandse productieve woordenschat. De kinderen met Fries 
als thuistaal haalden significant lagere scores op deze woordenschattest dan 
hun leeftijdsgenootjes met Nederlands als thuistaal. Bij deze woordenschattest 
werd echter geen interactie-effect gevonden; dat betekent dat de verwervings-
snelheid van de kinderen met Fries als thuistaal gelijk was aan die van de 
kinderen met Nederlands als thuistaal.

De data van een subgroep bestaande uit een selectie van 20 deelnemers 
uit de metingen met de woordenschattests werd gebruikt om te analyseren 
op een derde lexicale taalmaat, namelijk het aantal unieke woorden. Deze 
deelnemers hadden allemaal drie taalsamples met spontane taal in het Fries en 
drie in het Nederlands die elk langer dan elf minuten duurde. Deze kinderen 
waren gematcht op thuistaal, geslacht en non-verbale intelligentie. Van ieder 
sample werden de eerste 100 kinderuitingen uitgeschreven en geanalyseerd 
op het aantal unieke woorden en gemiddelde zinslengte in woorden. De resul-
taten voor gemiddelde zinslengte worden in de volgende paragraaf behandeld.

Er werd een thuistaaleffect gevonden bij het aantal unieke woorden in 
het Fries, maar niet bij het Nederlands. De taal buitenshuis was niet belang-
rijk bij deze taalmaat, noch in het Fries, noch in het Nederlands. Er werden 
ook geen interactie-effecten gevonden. Dit betekent dat de kinderen met Fries 
als thuistaal in het Fries significant meer unieke woorden gebruikten dan de 
kinderen met Nederlands als thuistaal. In het Nederlands lieten beide groepen 
geen verschil zien.

Correlatie-analyse van alle woordenschatscores lieten een sterke relatie 
zien tussen het aantal unieke woorden en productieve woordenschat. Beide 
expressieve taalmaten correleerden minder sterk met receptieve woorden-
schat, vooral bij het Fries.
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Morfosyntactisch onderzoek

In het morfosyntactisch onderzoek, dat beschreven staat in hoofdstuk 7, werd 
de rol van taalinput, te weten thuistaal en taalinput buitenshuis, in de mor-
fosyntactische ontwikkeling van het Fries en het Nederlands onderzocht. 
Daarnaast werd gekeken naar de relatie tussen morfosyntaxis en woorden-
schat binnen en tussen de beide talen. Het onderzoek werd uitgevoerd bij de 
subgroep bestaande uit 20 kinderen uit het woordenschatonderzoek (zie de 
vorige paragraaf). Honderd kinderuitingen van elk sample werden getranscri-
beerd en hier werd de gemiddelde zinslengte in woorden uit berekend. Uit 
de resultaten bleek dat bij de Friese gemiddelde zinslengte thuistaal belangrijk 
was, terwijl deze factor geen rol speelde bij de Nederlandse gemiddelde zins-
lengte. Bovendien werd er een interactie-effect tussen thuistaal en tijd bij de 
Friese gemiddelde zinslengte gevonden. Dit betekent dat de voorsprong van de 
deelnemers met Fries als thuistaal ten opzichte van hun van-huis-uit Neder-
landstalige leeftijdsgenootjes met de tijd groter werd. De taalinput buitenshuis 
was geen belangrijke factor bij de gemiddelde zinslengte, noch bij het Fries, 
noch bij het Nederlands.

Daarnaast werden significante relaties gevonden tussen de gemiddelde 
zinslengte en de drie lexicale taalmaten binnen iedere taal. Deze relaties le-
ken echter sterker te zijn tussen de gemiddelde zinslengte en de productieve 
woordenschat en tussen de gemiddelde zinslengte en het aantal unieke woor-
den dan tussen de gemiddelde zinslengte en de receptieve woordenschat. Er 
werden geen cross-linguïstische relaties gevonden tussen morfosyntaxis en 
woordenschat, op een negatieve relatie tussen de Friese gemiddelde zinslengte 
en het Nederlandse aantal unieke woorden in de derde testronde na.

Rol van taalinput: thuistaal en taalinput buitenshuis

Thuistaal was een belangrijke factor bij de Friese receptieve en productieve 
woordenschat, het aantal unieke woorden in het Fries en de gemiddelde 
zinslengte in het Fries, en bij de Nederlandse productieve woordenschat. Het 
speelde echter geen belangrijke rol bij de Nederlandse receptieve woorden-
schat, het aantal unieke woorden in het Nederlands en de gemiddelde zins-
lengte in het Nederlands. Dit betekent dat bij de Friese woordenschat en de 
morfosyntaxis de deelnemers met Fries als thuistaal significant hogere scores 
haalden dan hun leeftijdsgenootjes met Nederlands als thuistaal. Het verschil 
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in scores tussen beide thuistaalgroepen in de Friese productieve woordenschat 
en de gemiddelde zinslengte in het Fries werd bovendien met de tijd substan-
tieel groter. De afwezigheid van een interactie-effect bij de Friese receptieve 
woordenschat en bij het aantal woorden in het Fries wijst erop dat, hoewel 
de kinderen met Nederlands als thuistaal een achterstand vertoonden op deze 
twee taalmaten, de verwervingssnelheid bij deze kinderen in deze taalmaten 
gelijk was aan die van hun Friestalige leeftijdsgenootjes. Wat betreft het Ne-
derlands scoorden beide thuistaalgroepen gelijk op receptieve woordenschat, 
het aantal unieke woorden en morfosyntaxis. Bij de Nederlandse productieve 
woordenschat haalden de deelnemers met Nederlands als thuistaal signifi-
cant hogere scores dan hun Friestalige leeftijdsgenootjes. Er werd echter geen 
interactie-effect gevonden tussen thuistaal en tijd, dat wil zeggen dat de kin-
deren met Fries als thuistaal de Nederlandse productieve woordenschat even 
snel verwierven als hun leeftijdsgenootjes met Nederlands als thuistaal.

Het relatief kleine aantal deelnemers van de subgroep (N=20) vergeleken 
met die van de woordenschattests (N=91) kan verklaren waarom thuistaal es-
sentieel was bij de Nederlandse productieve woordenschat, maar niet bij de 
Nederlandse morfosyntaxis en het aantal unieke woorden in het Nederlands. 
Bovendien bestond de subgroep alleen uit kinderen met zes taalsamples die 
elk langer dan elf minuten duurden; dit kan betekenen dat de geselecteerde 
deelnemers minder gespannen waren, meer praatgraag en misschien ook ver-
der in hun taalontwikkeling dan de niet-geselecteerde deelnemers.

Een verrassende uitkomst was dat de taalinput buitenshuis niet belang-
rijk was in de expressieve taalmaten. Dit kan verklaard worden door de kwan-
tificatie van deze variabele. Voor de kwantificatie van de taalinput buitens-
huis is alleen de input van verzorgers meegenomen. De resultaten zouden 
misschien anders zijn als we ook de input van leeftijdsgenootjes, televisie of 
voorlezen hadden meegenomen. De taalinput buitenshuis was nu alleen een 
belangrijke factor bij de receptieve woordenschat in beide talen. Dit betekent 
dat de deelnemers met verzorgers die de andere taal spraken dan de thuis-
taal hogere resultaten in receptieve woordenschat in beide talen hadden, dan 
hun leeftijdsgenootjes die vooral aan één en dezelfde taal werden blootgesteld 
door zowel de ouders als de overige verzorgers.

De discrepantie in taalvaardigheid in de andere taal dan de thuistaal kan 
verklaard worden door de hoeveelheid input die de deelnemers thuis in de 
andere taal kregen. De ouders van de deelnemers met Fries als thuistaal lazen 
bijvoorbeeld in beide talen aan hun kinderen voor, terwijl de ouders van kin-
deren met Nederlands als thuistaal voornamelijk in het Nederlands voorlazen. 
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Gezien het feit dat Nederlands de nationale taal is, moet echter wel rekening 
worden gehouden met de hogere status en het veel grotere aantal Nederlands-
talige kinderboeken en media, bijvoorbeeld televisieprogramma’s, vergeleken 
bij het Fries. Verder spraken de van-huis-uit Friestalige kinderen naast Fries ook 
Nederlands tijdens (solo)spel, in tegenstelling tot de kinderen met Nederlands 
als thuistaal die dan alleen Nederlands praatten. Het lijkt erop dat de deelne-
mers met Fries als thuistaal hun tweede taal (Nederlands) meer gebruiken dan 
de kinderen met Nederlands als thuistaal het Fries. De tweede taal spreken, 
oftewel de output in de tweede taal, kan daarom ook verklaren waarom de 
T2-ontwikkeling verder gevorderd is bij de ene thuistaalgroep dan de andere. 
Bovendien hoeven de deelnemers met Nederlands als thuistaal niet per se Fries 
te spreken, want alle Friestalige volwassenen beheersen het Nederlands. De 
Nederlandstalige volwassenen kunnen daarentegen niet altijd Fries spreken, 
dus de deelnemers met Fries als thuistaal moeten soms overschakelen op het 
Nederlands om zichzelf verstaanbaar te maken. Deze laatste verklaring wordt 
gegeven door Paradis en Nicoladis (2007) in een Canadees onderzoek naar 
taaldominantie en taalkeuze in het Frans en het Engels.

De uitkomsten laten zien dat de deelnemers met Fries als thuistaal geen 
significante verschillen vertoonden met hun van-huis-uit Nederlandstalige 
leeftijdsgenootjes in Nederlandse receptieve woordenschat, het aantal unieke 
woorden in het Nederlands en de gemiddelde zinslengte in het Nederlands. 
Dit betekent dat de peuters met Fries als thuistaal bezig zijn met een inhaalslag 
in het Nederlands ten opzichte van de peuters met Nederlands als thuistaal. 
Het valt te verwachten dat ze na enkele jaren op de basisschool in het Neder-
lands op hetzelfde niveau presteren als hun Nederlandstalige leeftijdsgenootjes 
(van Ruijven, 2006; de Jager e.a., 2002a, b, c). In de Welsh-Engelse taalcontext 
zien we dat de kinderen met Welsh als moedertaal en die met Welsh en En-
gels de achterstand in de nationale taal, het Engels, inlopen bij een leeftijd van 
negen jaar. Het lijkt erop dat in de Fries-Nederlandse context deze inhaalslag 
(iets) eerder plaatsvindt. Dit kan verklaard worden door het feit dat het Fries 
en het Nederlands twee nauw gerelateerde talen zijn, terwijl het Welsh en het 
Engels in mindere mate aan elkaar gerelateerd zijn. Fries en Nederlands heb-
ben bijvoorbeeld een overlap in woordenschat en morfosyntaxis, waardoor 
het gemakkelijker kan zijn om een inhaalslag te faciliteren voor de kinderen 
met Fries als thuistaal.

Non-verbale intelligentie was, net als bij andere studies, een belangrijke 
variabele in de vroege taalontwikkeling van het Fries en het Nederlands. Test-
data in taalonderzoek zou daarom altijd gecorrigeerd moeten worden voor 



Growing up with Frisian and Dutch

174

intelligentie. Een ander resultaat van de deelstudies binnen het project was 
dat de groei in de Friese taalmaten het grootst was tussen testronde 1 en 2 
vergeleken met testronde 2 en 3. Dit was niet het geval bij de Nederlandse me-
tingen. Dit resultaat wordt waarschijnlijk veroorzaakt door het ‘eerste keer’-
effect, gezien het feit dat de eerste metingen in testronde 1 het Fries betroffen. 
Hoewel alle moeite was genomen om gevoelens van spanning te vermijden, 
kan de nieuwe testsituatie en het feit dat het kind zich buiten de veiligheid 
van de peutergroep bevond met een vreemde (de testassistent) mogelijk stress 
hebben veroorzaakt bij de deelnemers. Tegen de tijd dat ze in het Nederlands 
werden getest, wisten de kinderen wat ze konden verwachten en voelden ze 
zich waarschijnlijk meer op hun gemak. Als gevolg hiervan moeten de resul-
taten van de Friese metingen in de eerste testronde beschouwd worden als een 
onderwaardering van hun vaardigheden. Achteraf gezien was het beter ge-
weest om in elke testronde de ene helft van de deelnemers eerst in het Fries en 
daarna in het Nederlands te testen en de andere helft eerst in het Nederlands 
en dan in het Fries. Echter, vanwege tijdsplanning en financiële redenen was 
dit niet mogelijk binnen het huidige project.

Er werd binnen elke taal, overeenkomstig andere onderzoeken, een ster-
ke relatie gevonden tussen de gemiddelde zinslengte en de lexicale taalmaten. 
Met andere woorden, morfosyntaxis en woordenschat beïnvloeden elkaar in 
het Fries en in het Nederlands. De relatie tussen de expressieve taalmaten (de 
gemiddelde zinslengte, het aantal unieke woorden en productieve woorden-
schat) is sterker dan tussen de gemiddelde zinslengte en de receptieve woor-
denschat. Het aantal unieke woorden en de productieve woordenschatscores 
lieten eveneens een minder sterke relatie zien met receptieve woordenschat, 
terwijl ze wel sterk correleerden met elkaar. Dit wijst erop dat, anders dan 
bij receptieve taalvaardigheden, bij productieve taalvaardigheden additionele 
vaardigheden ook een rol zouden kunnen spelen, bijvoorbeeld oraalmoto-
rische vaardigheden, zoals DeThorne e.a. (2005) ook suggereerden. Verder 
onderzoek is echter nodig om deze hypothese te bevestigen.

De correlaties tussen beide talen lieten geen substantiële relaties tus-
sen de Friese gemiddelde zinslengte en de Nederlandse woordenschat of de 
Nederlandse gemiddelde zinslengte en de Friese woordenschat zien, op een 
negatieve correlatie in de derde ronde tussen de scores in het Fries op ge-
middelde zinslengte en het aantal unieke woorden in het Nederlands na. Die 
uitkomst kan op toeval berusten omdat het slechts één keer voorkwam. Met 
andere woorden, de correlaties tussen talen bevestigden de interdependence 
hypothese niet tussen talen; er is geen onderlinge afhankelijkheid tussen het 
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Fries en het Nederlands. Gezien het feit dat de subgroep maar een klein aantal 
deelnemers had, is verder onderzoek nodig naar het gebrek aan bewijs voor 
de onderlinge afhankelijkheid tussen beide talen.

Net als bij Gathercole en Thomas (2009) kan over het algemeen gecon-
cludeerd worden dat de verwerving van het Fries de verwerving van de meer-
derheidstaal, het Nederlands, niet in de weg staat. Deze uitkomst is belangrijk 
voor ouders die bezorgd zijn dat hun kinderen op de basisschool direct met 
een achterstand in het Nederlands beginnen als ze hen in het Fries opvoeden. 
De resultaten laten verder zien dat de kinderen met Nederlands als thuistaal 
gewoon het Nederlands verwerven, terwijl ze daarnaast ook Fries verwerven 
(alhoewel de verwerving van het Fries vooral op receptief gebied plaatsvond 
in deze groep).

Tegen de tijd dat de deelnemers met Fries als thuistaal op de basisschool 
begonnen, zaten ze nog steeds midden in het proces van verwerving van het 
Nederlands. Eerder onderzoek heeft uitgewezen dat kinderen ongeveer vijf 
tot zeven jaar nodig hebben om een tweede taal te verwerven. Het is daarom 
onrealistisch om te verwachten dat kinderen met Fries als thuistaal het Neder-
lands al volledig hebben verworven tegen de tijd dat ze naar de basisschool 
gaan. Op basis van eerder onderzoek (van Ruijven, 2006; de Jager e.a., 2002a, 
b, c) wordt verwacht dat ze hun achterstand in het Nederlands volledig in-
lopen gedurende de eerste jaren op de basisschool.

Dit project betreft een van de eerste onderzoeken naar woordenschat en 
morfosyntaxis bij tweetalige peuters in Friesland. Het is daarom belangrijk 
om de resultaten van de deelonderzoeken in dit project te bevestigen. Om die 
reden is een longitudinaal onderzoek nodig dat laat zien hoe beide talen zich 
verder ontwikkelen gedurende de eerste jaren van de basisschool.
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Dizze dissertaasje is it risseltaat fan in projekt dêr’t ûndersyk yn dien waard nei 
de rol fan taalynput by twatalige Frysk-Nederlânske pjutten yn Fryslân. Frys-
lân is in twatalige regio yn it noarden fan Nederlân dêr’t de minderheidstaal 
Frysk praat wurdt neist de nasjonale taal, it Nederlânsk. It Frysk is, krekt lykas 
it Ingelsk en it Nederlânsk, in West-Germaanske taal. Der binne fjouwer haad-
dialekten dy’t benammen fonologysk en leksikaal faninoar ferskille. Nettsjin-
steande de ferskillen binne de farianten ûnderling fersteanber. Likernôch 48% 
fan ’e pjutten (leeftiid 2,5-4 jier) yn Fryslân groeit op mei it Frysk as mem-
metaal, al dan net neist in twadde thústaal. Alle folwoeksenen yn Fryslân ha it 
Nederlânsk yn ’e macht, want it ûnderwiis wurdt foar it grutste part yn dy taal 
jûn. Der binne mar in pear ûndersiken bekend dy’t harren rjochtsje op jonge 
bern yn ’e Frysk-Nederlânske kontekst: in beskriuwende ‘case’-stúdzje nei de 
twatalige ûntwikkeling fan in famke dat opgroeide yn ’e sechtiger jierren en 
in ûndersyk by beukers (leeftiid 46 jier) dêr’t út bliek dat de twadde taal (it 
Nederlânsk) fan Fryskpratende bern fierder ûntwikkele wie as de twadde taal 
(it Frysk) fan bern mei Nederlânsk as earste taal. Dy risseltaten wiisden derop 
dat jonge memmetaalsprekkers fan it Frysk ‘mear’ twatalich wienen as harren 
leeftiidsgenoatsjes mei Nederlânsk as earste taal.

Twatalige ûntwikkeling is foar it grutste part ôfhinklik fan ’e ynput dy’t 
bern krije yn elke taal. Hoe mear ynput yn in taal, hoe better de feardigens 
fan it bern yn dy taal. In ûndersyk fan Gathercole en Thomas (2009) nei de 
taalwinning fan it Ingelsk en it Welsk yn Wales liet sjen dat jonge bern dy’t 
thús opgroeiden mei it Welsk of mei sawol it Welsk as it Ingelsk in taalefterstân 
hienen yn harren Ingelske taalfeardigens ferlike mei harren leeftiidsgenoatsjes 
dy’t thús opgroeiden mei Ingelsk. Ut datselde ûndersyk die fierder bliken dat 
de bern dy’t thús Welsk of Welsk en Ingelsk praatten harren efterstân yn it 
 Ingelsk folslein ynhelle hienen oan ’e ein fan ’e basisskoalle. Dat is in ferras-
sende útkomst: men soe ferwachtsje dat se noch hieltyd achter rûnen, omdat sy 
minder oan it Ingelsk bleatsteld wurde ferlike mei harren fan-hûs-út Ingelsk-
talige leeftiidsgenoatsjes. De lêstneamde bern lieten in efterstân yn it Welsk 
sjen, trochdat sy folle minder ynput krigen yn it Welsk (Gathercole & Thomas, 
2009). Mei oare wurden, beheinde ynput fan ’e mearderheidstaal soarge foar 
in adekwate behearsking fan it Ingelsk wylst oanhâldende ynput fan ’e min-
derheidstaal nedich wie om foldwaande taalfeardigens yn it Welsk te krijen.
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Dat late ta de fraach oft dy befinings ek op oare minderheidstalen fan 
tapassing binne, bygelyks op ’e Frysk-Nederlânske kontekst. Ut earder ûnder-
syk die bliken dat de groep 4 fan ’e basisskoalle (leeftiid 7-8 jier) gelyk pres-
tearden op in Nederlânske taaltest as bern yn ’e rest fan Nederlân (van Ruijven, 
2006; de Jager e.o., 2002a, b, c). It is lykwols net bekend oft dy risseltaten ek 
jilde foar pjutten. Ut eardere ûndersiken die bliken dat taalproblemen dy’t 
op jonge leeftiid foarkomme op ’e lange doer ek ynfloed ha op feardigens 
lykas it lêzen en skriuwen en oare skoalfeardigens. It wie dêrom ynteressant 
om yn dit projekt de fokus te rjochtsjen op jongere bern, bygelyks pjutten. 
Der waard sjoen nei de rol fan taalynput op ’e ûntwikkeling fan wurdskat en 
gemiddelde sinlingte (morfosyntaksis) yn sawol it Frysk as it Nederlânsk yn 
’e leeftiids perioade 2,5-4 jier. Dêrneist waard ûndersyk dien nei de relaasje 
tusken wurdskat en gemiddelde sinlingte.

Yn trije opienfolgjende testrondes waarden 91 bern folge yn wurdskat 
en gemiddelde sinlingte yn beide talen. De bern waarden op basis fan harren 
leeftiid en thústaal selektearre op pjutteboartersplakken. De taalûndersiken 
wienen bûten it lokaal fan it pjutteboartersplak. De testassistinten testen de 
reseptive en produktive wurdskat fan elk bern en makken in lûdopname fan 
spontane taal wylst it bern mei de testassistint boarte. De seis testassistinten 
dy’t de ûndersiken dienen waarden ynstruearre om allinnich dy taal te brûken 
dy’t test waard yn dy sesje. Yn elke testronde waarden beide talen yn aparte 
sesjes teste, altyd mei in pear wiken tusken beide sesjes yn. Yn testronde 1 
waarden de bern (leeftiid 2,5-3 jier) earst yn it Frysk test en dêrnei yn it 
Nederlânsk. Yn ronde 2 (leeftiid 3-3,5 jier) waard de folchoarder fan ’e talen 
omdraaid nei Nederlânsk-Frysk om in folchoarder-effekt fan ’e talen foar te 
kommen. De taalfolchoarder yn ronde 3 (leeftiid 3,5-4 jier) wie wer Frysk-
Nederlânsk. Alden en pjutteliedsters folden yn elke testronde in fragelist yn 
oer de taalynput fan ’e bern yn ’e hûs en bûtenshûs. De bern waarden yndield 
yn twa thústaalgroepen, nammentlik Frysk wannear’t beide âlden benammen 
Frysk praten tsjin harren bern, en Nederlânsk wannear’t beide âlden benam-
men Nederlânsk praten. Bern út twatalige húshâldings dienen net mei oan it 
projekt. Neist thústaal waard binnen it projekt ek sjoen nei de ynfloed fan ’e 
taalynput bûtenshûs, oftewol de taalynput fan oare fersoargers as de âlden, 
bygelyks pjutteliedsters, pakes en beppes, meiwurkers fan it bernedeiferbliuw 
en oare fersoargers. Op basis fan ’e ynput yn beide talen waard de taalynput 
bûtenshûs yndield yn twa groepen, te witten substansjele ynput fan de oare 
taal as de thústaal en ynput fan deselde taal as thús.
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De reseptive wurdskat fan it Nederlânsk waard mjitten mei de Neder-
lânske ferzje fan ’e Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, de produktive mei de subtest 
Woordontwikkeling fan ’e Nederlânske Schlichting Test voor Taalproductie. Omdat 
der gjin Fryske wurdskattests besteane, waarden beide standerdisearre Neder-
lânske wurdskattests oanpast oan it Frysk. Neist it testen fan ’e wurdskat is 
yn elke testsesje in lûdopname makke fan spontane taal wylst it bern mei de 
testassistint boarte. Dit barde hieltyd mei itselde boartersguod. Nei transkrip-
sje fan ’e lûdopnamen waard de gemiddelde sinlingte yn wurden en it tal 
unike wurden berekkene.

Dit projekt resultearre yn fjouwer dielûndersiken, te witten de oanpas-
sing fan ’e twa Nederlânske wurdskattests oan it Frysk, in ûndersyk nei de 
ynfloed fan kognaten binnen de fjouwer wurdskattests, in wurdskatûndersyk 
en in ûndersyk nei de gemiddelde sinlingte. Dy fjouwer dielstúdzjes wurde 
hjirûnder besprutsen. Yn ’e lêste paragraaf wurde de risseltaten en konklúzjes 
jûn.

Testadaptaasjes

Yn haadstik 4 wurdt de oanpassing fan ’e Nederlânske wurdskattests oan it 
Frysk beskreaun. De earste stap yn it adaptaasjeproses wie de oersetting fan ’e 
testitems. By de reseptive wurdskattest wie it belangryk dat de dielnimmers 
yn elk Frysk haaddialekt deselde stimulus hearre soene. Sadwaande waarden 
njoggen items ferfongen troch ien fan ’e ôflieders yn ’e Fryske reseptive wurd-
skattest. De items fan ’e produktive wurdskattest bleaunen itselde. Omdat in 
item yn dy wurdskattest meardere korrekte responsen útlokje koe, koenen 
de regionale farianten ta de korrekte responsen rekkene wurde. Beide Fryske 
adaptaasjes waarden ûndersocht yn in pilotstúdzje. Fjirtjin dielnimmers 
waarden test mei de oanpaste reseptive wurdskattest en fyftjin dielnimmers 
mei de oanpaste produktive wurdskattest. Op basis fan ’e sammele data waard 
yn beide wurdskattests ien item oanpast. De ynterne konsistinsje fan beide 
Fryske wurdskattests wie heech.
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De ynfloed fan kognaatitems yn ’e wurdskattests

Omdat der in oerlaap is yn ’e wurdskat tusken it Frysk en it Nederlânsk, hienen 
de Fryske en Nederlânske wurdskattests ek in tal kognaten mienskiplik. De yn-
floed fan dy kognaatitems wurdt yn haadstik 5 besprutsen. Kognaten binne 
wurden mei deselde betsjutting en útspraak yn sawol it Frysk as it Nederlânsk, 
bygelyks it kognaat bear en beer en it non-kognaat brêge en brug. De Fryske resep-
tive wurdskattest hat 46 (43%) kognaatitems, wylst de Nederlânske wurdskattest 
der 47 (44%) hat. It ferskil yn persintaazjes tusken beide reseptive wurdskattests 
is te ferklearjen trochdat inkelde items yn ’e Fryske adaptaasje ferfongen binne. 
Yn beide produktive wurdskattests binne 26% fan alle korrekte responsen kog-
naatitems. It persintaazje kognaatitems yn ’e produktive wurdskattests is folle 
leger ferlike mei de reseptive wurdskattests trochdat de items fan ’e produktive 
wurdskattests meardere korrekte responsen útlokje koene. It kognaat frachtauto 
en vrachtauto en de taalspesifike responsen frachtwein en vrachtwagen binne by-
gelyks fjouwer mooglike antwurden by itselde item. Dit late ta de fraach oft de 
oanwêzigens fan ’e kognaatitems yn ’e wurdskattests ynfloed ha soe op ’e ris-
seltaten wannear’t beide talen ûndersocht waarden. Yn dit ûndersyk waarden 
per wurdskattest de gemiddelden yn totaalskoares fan ’e kognaatitems en de 
non-kognaatitems mei de gemiddelde totaalskoares op ’e hiele wurdskattest 
mei-inoar ferlike. Ut ’e befinings kaam nei foarren dat de kognaatitems gjin 
signifikante ynfloed hienen op ’e risseltaten, noch by de Fryske reseptive wurd-
skattest, noch by de produktive wurdskattests fan it Frysk en it Nederlânsk. By 
de Nederlânske reseptive wurdskat wiisden de útkomsten net dúdlik út oft de 
kognaten al as net ynfloed hienen op ’e risseltaten. Dit kin ferklearre wurde 
troch it feit dat ferskillen tusken twa groepen minder belangryk wurde at de fer-
skillen yn kompetinsje lytser wurde. Dat wie ek it gefal by dizze wurdskattest.

Oer it algemien koe de fariânsje yn testskoares mar kwalik ferklearre 
wurde troch de oanwêzigens fan kognaatitems. Dêrom wurdt konkludearre 
dat de oanwêzigens fan kognaten yn wurdskattests de faliditeit fan dy tests net 
yn gefaar bringt salang’t it tal kognaten yn in wurdskattest oerienkomt mei it 
werklike tal kognaten tusken beide talen. Dit jildt benammen foar twa talen 
dy’t relatearre binne oaninoar, bygelyks yn it gefal fan it Frysk en it Neder-
lânsk. It krekte tal kognaten dat troch de twa talen dield wurdt, is ûnbekend 
en dreech út te rekkenjen. De items fan in wurdskattest hearre lykwols repre-
sentatyf te wêzen foar de wurden yn dy taal. It is in feit dat Frysk en Neder-
lânsk in oerlaap yn wurdskat ha. Dêrom soe dy oerlaap ek wjerspegele wurde 
moatte yn ’e wurdskattests fan beide talen.
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Wurdskatûndersyk

Yn it wurdskatûndersyk, dat yn haadstik 6 beskreaun stiet, waard de rol fan 
taalynput, te witten thústaal en taalynput bûtenshûs, yn ’e wurdskatwinning 
fan it Frysk en it Nederlânsk ûndersocht. It ûndersyk bestie út 91 dielnimmers, 
58 bern mei Frysk en 33 bern mei Nederlânsk as thústaal. Beide groepen 
ferskilden net signifikant faninoar oangeande geslacht of sosjaal-ekonomyske 
status. Yn ’e earste testronde waarden 43 fan ’e 58 bern mei Frysk as thústaal 
bûtenshûs benammen oan it Frysk bleatsteld en de oare 15 bern oan ’e oare 
taal, it Nederlânsk. Fierder waarden 19 fan ’e 33 dielnimmers mei Neder-
lânsk as thústaal yn dy testronde bûtenshûs benammen oan it Nederlânsk 
bleatsteld en 14 bern út dy groep hearden bûtenshûs benammen Frysk. Oer it 
generaal wiene de thústaal en de taalynput bûtenshûs fan ’e dielnimmers net 
ôfhinklik faninoar. Alle bern sieten ien oant trije moarns- of middeisskoften 
yn ’e wike op in pjutteboartersplak. Foar 42% fan ’e dielnimmers wie dit in 
pjutteboartersplak mei in Frysk of twatalich (Frysk en Nederlânsk) taalbelied. 
De oare 58% fan ’e bern besochten in pjutteboartersplak sûnder eksplisyt taal-
belied. Beide thústaalgroepen ferskilden faninoar yn ’e taalynput dy’t sy thús 
krigen by it foarlêzen of fan ’e tillevyzje. De dielnimmers mei Frysk as thústaal 
waarden bygelyks yn beide talen foarlêzen, wylst de dielnimmers mei Neder-
lânsk as thústaal benammen yn it Nederlânsk foarlêzen waarden. Fierder joe-
gen de âlden fan ’e bern mei Frysk as thústaal oan dat harren bern thús soms 
ek Nederlânsk neist it Frysk praten bygelyks ûnder it boartsjen, wylst harren 
Nederlânske leeftiidsgenoatsjes dan allinnich Nederlânsk praatten.

By de Fryske reseptive wurdskat die bliken dat thústaal en de taalyn-
put bûtenshûs signifikante faktoaren wienen. De bern mei Frysk as thústaal 
skoarden signifikant heger as de bern mei Nederlânsk as thústaal op dy wurd-
skattest. Bern dy’t bûtenshûs substansjeel oan ’e oare taal bleatsteld waarden 
skoarden heger as de bern dy’t bûtenshûs benammen oan deselde taal as thús 
bleatsteld waarden. By de Nederlânske reseptive wurdskattest die bliken dat 
allinnich de taalynput bûtenshûs belangryk wie. Op ’e nij hellen de bern dy’t 
bûtenshûs benammen oan ’e oare taal bleatsteld waarden in signifikant hegere 
skoare op dy wurdskattest as harren leeftiidsgenoatsjes dy’t bûtenshûs benam-
men oan deselde taal bleatsteld waarden as thús. Beide thústaalgroepen lieten 
gjin signifikante ferskillen sjen yn harren skoares op dy wurdskattest.

By de Fryske produktive wurdskat die bliken dat allinnich thústaal in 
belangrike faktor wie. De dielnimmers mei Frysk as thústaal hellen signifi-
kant hegere skoares op dy wurdskattest as harren fan-hûs-út Nederlânsktalige 
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leeftiidsgenoatsjes. Boppedat wie der in ynteraksje-effekt tusken thústaal en 
tiid. Dat wol sizze dat it ferskil yn skoares tusken beide thústaalgroepen grut-
ter waard al nei’t de tiid foardere. Thústaal wie ek in signifikante faktor yn 
’e Nederlânske produktive wurdskat. De bern mei Frysk as thústaal hellen 
signifikant legere skoares op dy wurdskattest as harren leeftiidsgenoatsjes mei 
Nederlânsk as thústaal. By dy wurdskattest waard gjin ynteraksje-effekt fûn; 
dat betsjut dat it taalwinningstempo fan ’e bern mei Frysk as thústaal gelyk 
wie oan dat fan ’e bern mei Nederlânsk as thústaal.

De data fan in seleksje besteande út 20 dielnimmers fan ’e mjittings mei 
’e wurdskattests waarden brûkt om te analysearjen op in tredde leksikale taal-
maat, nammentlik it tal unike wurden. Dy dielnimmers hiene allegear trije 
taalsamples mei spontane taal yn it Frysk en trije yn it Nederlânsk dy’t elk 
langer as alve minuten duorren. De bern wienen matcht op thústaal, geslacht 
en non-ferbale yntelliginsje. Fan elk sample waarden de earste 100 berne-
uterings útskreaun en analysearre op it tal unike wurden en de gemiddelde 
sinlingte yn wurden. De risseltaten foar gemiddelde sinlingte wurde yn ’e 
folgjende paragraaf behannele.

Der waard in thústaaleffekt fûn by it tal unike wurden yn it Frysk, mar 
net by it Nederlânsk. De taal bûtenshûs wie net wichtich by dy taalmaat, net 
yn it Frysk en ek net yn it Nederlânsk. Der waarden ek gjin ynteraksje-effekten 
fûn. Dat betsjut dat de bern mei Frysk as thústaal yn it Frysk signifikant mear 
unike wurden brûkten dan de bern mei Nederlânsk as thústaal. Yn it Neder-
lânsk lieten beide groepen gjin ferskil sjen.

De data fan in subgroep besteande út in seleksje fan 20 dielnimmers 
út ’e mjittings mei de wurdskattests waard brûkt om te analysearjen op in 
tredde leksikale taalmaat, nammentlik it tal unike wurden. Dy dielnimmers 
hiene allegear trije taalsamples mei spontane taal yn it Frysk en trije yn it 
Nederlânsk dy’t elk langer as alve minuten duorden. De bern wiene matcht 
op thústaal, geslacht en non-ferbale yntelliginsje. Fan elk sample waarden de 
earste hûndert berne-uterings útskreaun en analysearre op it tal unike wurden 
en de gemiddelde sinlingte. De risseltaten foar gemiddelde sinlingte wurde yn 
’e folgjende paragraaf behannele.

Der waard in thústaaleffekt fûn by it tal unike wurden yn it Frysk, mar 
net by it Nederlânsk. De taal bûtenshûs wie net wichtich by dizze taalmaat, net 
yn it Frysk en net yn it Nederlânsk. Der waarden ek gjin ynteraskje-effekten 
fûn. Dat betsjut dat de bern mei Frysk as thústaal yn it Frysk signifikant mear 
unike wurden brûkten as de bern mei Nederlânsk as thústaal. Yn it Nederlânsk 
lieten beide groepen gjin ferskil sjen.
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Korrelaasje-analyze fan alle wurdskatskoares liet in sterke relaasje sjen 
tusken it tal unike wurden en produktive wurdskat. Beide ekspressive taal-
maten korrelearden minder sterk mei reseptive wurdskat, benammen by it 
Frysk.

Morfosyntaktysk ûndersyk

Yn it morfosyntaktysk ûndersyk, dat beskreaun stiet yn haadstik 7, waard 
de rol fan taalynput, te witten thústaal en taalynput bûtenshûs, yn ’e morfo-
syntaktyske ûntwikkeling fan it Frysk en it Nederlânsk ûndersocht. Dêrneist 
waard sjoen nei de relaasje tusken morfosyntaksis en wurdskat binnen en 
tusken de beide talen. It ûndersyk waard útfierd by de subgroep besteande 
út 20 dielnimmers fan it wurdskatûndersyk (sjoch de foarige paragraaf). 
Hûndert berne-uterings fan elk sample waarden transkribearre en hjir waard 
de gemid delde sinslingte yn wurden út berekkene.

Ut ’e risseltaten die bliken dat by de Fryske gemiddelde sinlingte thústaal 
belangryk wie, wylst dy faktor gjin rol spile by de Nederlânske gemiddelde 
sinlingte. Boppedat waard der in ynteraksje-effekt tusken thústaal en tiid by 
de Fryske gemiddelde sinlingte fûn. Dit betsjut dat de foarsprong fan ’e diel-
nimmers mei Frysk as thústaal ferlike mei dy fan ’e fan-hûs-út Nederlânsk-
talige dielnimmers mei de tiid grutter waard. De taalynput bûtenshûs wie 
gjin belangrike faktor by de gemiddelde sinlingte, noch by it Frysk, noch by 
it Nederlânsk.

Dêrneist waarden signifikante relaasjes fûn tusken de gemiddelde sin-
lingte, it tal unike wurden en de reseptive en produktive wurdskatskoares 
binnen elke taal. Dy relaasjes lieken lykwols sterker te wêzen tusken de gemid-
delde sinlingte en de produktive wurdskat en tusken de gemiddelde sinlingte 
en it tal unike wurden, ferlike mei de relaasje tusken de gemiddelde sin-
lingte en de reseptive wurdskat. Der waarden gjin relaasjes tusken beide talen 
fûn oangeande morfosyntaksis en wurdskat, op in negative relaasje tusken de 
Fryske gemiddelde sinlingte en it Nederlânske tal unike wurden yn ’e tredde 
testronde nei.
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Rol fan taalynput: thústaal en taalynput bûtenshûs

Thústaal wie in belangrike faktor by de Fryske reseptive en produktive wurd-
skat, it tal unike wurden yn it Frysk, de gemiddelde sinlingte yn it Frysk, en 
by de Nederlânske produktive wurdskat. It spile lykwols gjin belangrike rol by 
de Nederlânske reseptive wurdskat, it tal unike wurden yn it Nederlânsk en de 
gemiddelde sinlingte yn it Nederlânsk. Dat betsjut dat by de Fryske wurdskat 
en morfosyntaksis de dielnimmers mei Frysk as thústaal signifikant hegere 
skoares hellen as harren leeftiidsgenoatsjes mei Nederlânsk as thústaal. It fer-
skil yn skoares tusken beide thústaalgroepen yn ’e Fryske produktive wurdskat 
en de gemiddelde sinlingte yn it Frysk waard boppedat mei de tiid substan-
sjeel grutter. De ôfwêzigens fan in ynteraksje-effekt by de Fryske reseptive 
wurdskat en it tal unike wurden yn it Frysk wiist derop dat, hoewol’t de bern 
mei Nederlânsk as thústaal in efterstân fertoanden op dy twa taalmaten, it 
taalwinningstempo fan dy bern yn dy taalmaten gelyk wie oan dy fan harren 
Frysktalige leeftiidsgenoatsjes. Wat it Nederlânsk oanbelanget skoarden beide 
thústaalgroepen gelyk op ’e reseptive wurdskattest, it tal unike wurden en 
morfosyntaksis. By de Nederlânske produktive wurdskat hellen de dielnim-
mers mei Nederlânsk as thústaal signifikant hegere skoares as harren Frysk-
talige leeftiidsgenoatsjes. Der waard gjin ynteraksje-effekt fûn tusken thústaal 
en tiid, dat wol sizze dat de bern mei Frysk as thústaal de Nederlânske produk-
tive wurdskat like fluch winne as harren leeftiidsgenoatsjes mei Nederlânsk 
as thústaal.

It relatyf lytse tal dielnimmers yn ’e subgroep (N=20) ferlike mei dy 
fan ’e wurdskattests (N=91) kin ferklearje wêrom’t thústaal essinsjeel wie by 
de Nederlânske produktive wurdskat, mar net by de Nederlânske morfosyn-
taksis en it tal unike wurden yn it Nederlânsk. Boppedat bestie de subgroep 
allinnich út bern mei seis taalsamples dy’t elk langer as alve minuten duor-
ren; dit kin betsjutte dat de selektearre dielnimmers minder lêst fan spanning 
hienen, mear praatsk wienen en miskien ek fierder yn harren taalûntwikke-
ling wienen as de net-selektearre dielnimmers.

In ferrassende útkomst wie dat de taalynput bûtenshûs net wichtich wie 
yn ’e ekspressive taalmaten. Dit kin ferklearre wurde troch de kwantifikaasje 
fan dy fariabele. Foar de kwantifikaasje fan ’e taalynput bûtenshûs is allinnich 
de ynput fan fersoargers meinommen. De risseltaten soene miskien oars wêze 
at wy ek de ynput fan leeftiidsgenoatsjes, tillevyzje of foarlêzen meinommen 
hiene. De taalynput bûtenshûs wie no allinnich in belangrike faktor by de re-
septive wurdskat yn beide talen. Dat betsjut dat dielnimmers mei fersoargers 
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dy’t de oare taal sprutsen as de thústaal hegere risseltaten yn reseptive wurd-
skat yn beide talen hiene as harren leeftiidsgenoatsjes dy’t benammen oan ien 
en deselde taal bleatsteld waarden troch sawol de âlden as de oare fersoargers.

De diskrepânsje yn taalfeardigens yn ’e oare taal as de thústaal kin fer-
klearre wurde troch it ferskil yn ynput dat de dielnimmers thús yn ’e oare taal 
krigen. De âlden fan ’e dielnimmers mei Frysk as thústaal liezen bygelyks yn 
beide talen oan harren bern foar, wylst de âlden fan bern mei Nederlânsk as 
thústaal benammen yn it Nederlânsk foarliezen. Sjoen it feit dat Nederlânsk 
de nasjonale taal is, moat al rekken holden wurden mei de hegere status en it 
folle gruttere tal Nederlânsktalige berneboeken en media, bygelyks tillevyzje-
programma’s, ferlike mei it Frysk. Fierder praten de fan-hûs-út Frysktalige 
bern neist Frysk ek Nederlânsk ûnder it (solo)boartsjen, yn tsjinstelling ta 
de bern mei Nederlânsk as thústaal dy’t dan allinnich Nederlânsk praten. It 
liket derop dat de bern mei Frysk as thústaal harren twadde taal (Nederlânsk) 
mear brûke as de bern mei Nederlânsk as thústaal it Frysk. De twadde taal 
prate, oftewol de output yn ’e twadde taal, kin dêrom ek ferklearje wêrom’t de 
T2-ûntwikkeling fierder foardere is by de iene thústaalgroep as de oare. Bop-
pedat hoege de dielnimmers mei Nederlânsk as thústaal net perfoarst Frysk 
te praten want alle Frysktalige folwoeksenen ha it Nederlânsk yn ’e macht. De 
Nederlânsktalige folwoeksenen kinne lykwols net altyd Frysk prate, dus de 
bern mei Frysk as thústaal moatte harren soms ferbrekke nei it Nederlânsk om 
harsels fersteanber te meitsjen. Dy lêste ferklearring wurdt jûn troch Paradis 
en Nicoladis (2007) yn in Kanadeesk ûndersyk nei taaldominânsje en taalkar 
yn it Frânsk en it Ingelsk.

De útkomsten litte sjen dat de dielnimmers mei Frysk as thústaal gjin 
signifikante ferskillen sjen litte mei harren fan-hûs-út Nederlânsktalige leef-
tiidsgenoatsjes yn Nederlânske reseptive wurdskat, it tal unike wurden yn it 
Nederlânsk en de gemiddelde sinlingte yn it Nederlânsk. Dat betsjut dat de 
pjutten mei Frysk as thústaal dwaande binne mei in ynhelslach yn it Neder-
lânsk ferlike mei de pjutten mei Nederlânsk as thústaal. It falt te ferwachtsjen 
dat sy nei in pear jier op ’e basisskoalle yn it Nederlânsk op itselde nivo pres-
tearje sille as harren Nederlânsktalige leeftiidsgenoatsjes (van Ruijven, 2006; 
de Jager e.o., 2002a, b, c). Yn ’e Welsk-Ingelske taalkontekst sjogge wy dat de 
bern mei Welsk as memmetaal en dy mei Welsk en Ingelsk de efterstân yn ’e 
nasjonale taal, it Ingelsk, ynrinne by in leeftiid fan njoggen jier. It liket derop 
dat yn ’e Frysk-Nederlânske kontekst dy ynhelslach (krekt wat) earder plak 
fynt. Dit kin ferklearre wurde troch it feit dat it Frysk en it Nederlânsk twa 
nau relatearre talen binne, wylst it Welsk en it Ingelsk folle  minder  oaninoar 
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relatearre binne. Frysk en Nederlânsk ha bygelyks in oerlaap yn wurdskat en 
morfosyntaksis, wêrtroch it foar de bern mei Frysk as thústaal miskien mak-
liker is om in ynhelslach te fasilitearjen.

Non-ferbale yntelliginsje wie, krekt as by oare stúdzjes, in wichtige fari-
abele yn ’e iere taalûntwikkeling fan it Frysk en it Nederlânsk. Testdata yn 
taalûndersyk soe dêrom altyd korrigearre wurde moatte foar yntelligensje. In 
oar risseltaat fan ’e dielstúdzjes binnen it projekt wie dat de groei yn ’e Fryske 
taalskoares it grutst wie tusken testronde 1 en 2 ferlike mei testronde 2 en 3. 
Dat wie net it gefal by de Nederlânske mjittings. Dat risseltaat wurdt wierskyn-
lik feroarsake troch it ‘earste kear’-effekt, sjoen it feit dat Frysk as earste metten 
is yn ’e earste testronde. Hoewol’t alle muoite nommen wie om gefoelens fan 
spanning tsjin te gean, kin de nije testsitewaasje en it feit dat it bern mei in 
frjemdling (de testassistint) bûten de feiligens fan ’e pjuttegroep wie mooglik 
stress feroarsake ha by de dielnimmers. Tsjin ’e tiid dat se yn it Nederlânsk test 
waarden, wisten de bern wat se ferwachtsje koenen en fielden se harren wier-
skynlik mear op harren gemak. Dêrom moatte de risseltaten fan ’e Fryske mjit-
tings yn ’e earste testronde beskôge wurde as in ûnderwurdearring fan harren 
feardigens. Efternei sjoen hie it better west om yn elke testronde de iene helt 
fan ’e dielnimmers earst yn it Frysk en dêrnei yn it Nederlânsk te testen en de 
oare helte earst yn it Nederlânsk en dan yn it Frysk. Troch tiidsplanning en 
finansjele redenen wie dat net mooglik binnen dit projekt.

Der waard binnen elke taal, oerienkomstich mei oare ûndersiken, in 
sterke relaasje fûn tusken de gemiddelde sinlingte, it tal unike wurden en de 
reseptive en produktive wurdskatskoares. Mei oare wurden, morfosyntaksis 
en wurdskat beynfloedzje inoar yn it Frysk en yn it Nederlânsk. De relaasje 
tusken de ekspressive taalmaten (de gemiddelde sinlingte, it tal unike wurden 
en produktive wurdskat) is sterker as tusken de gemiddelde sinlingte en de 
reseptive wurdskat. It tal unike wurden en de produktive wurdskatskoares 
lieten ek in minder sterke relaasje sjen mei reseptive wurdskat, wylst dy beide 
wol sterk mei-inoar korrelearden. Dit wiist derop dat, oars as by reseptive taal-
feardigens, by produktive taalfeardigens bykommende feardigens wierskyn-
lik ek in rol spylje, bygelyks oraalmotoryske feardigens, lykas DeThorne e.o. 
(2005) al suggerearden. Fierder ûndersyk is lykwols nedich om dy hypoteze 
te befêstigjen.

De korrelaasjes tusken beide talen lieten gjin substansjele relaasjes tusken 
de Fryske gemiddelde sinlingte en de Nederlânske wurdskat of de Nederlânske 
gemiddelde sinlingte en de Fryske wurdskat sjen, op in negative korrelaasje 
yn ’e tredde ronde tusken de skoares yn it Frysk op gemiddelde sinlingte en 
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it tal unike wurden yn it Nederlânsk nei. Dy útkomst kin ferklearre wurde 
troch tafal want it kaam mar ien kear foar. Mei oare wurden, de korrelaasjes 
tusken talen befêstigje de interdependence hypoteze net tusken talen; der is 
gjin ûnderlinge ôfhinklikheid tusken it Frysk en it Nederlânsk. Sjoen it feit dat 
de subgroep mar in lyts tal dielnimmers hie, is fierder ûndersyk nedich nei it 
gebrek oan bewiis foar de ûnderlinge ôfhinklikheid tusken beide talen.

Krekt as by Gathercole en Thomas (2009) kin oer it algemien konklu-
dearre wurde dat de taalwinning fan it Frysk de taalwinning fan ’e mearder-
heidstaal, it Nederlânsk, net yn ’e wei stiet. Dy útkomst is belangryk foar âlden 
dy’t harren soargen meitsje dat harren bern op ’e basisskoalle mei in grutte 
efterstân yn it Nederlânsk begjinne at sy harren bern yn it Frysk grutbringe. 
De risseltaten litte fierder sjen dat de taalûntwikkeling fan it Nederlânsk by 
bern mei Nederlânsk as thústaal gewoan trochgiet, wylst se it Frysk ek winne. 
(alhoewol’t de taalwinning fan it Frysk benammen op reseptyf mêd plak fynt 
yn dy groep).

Doe’t de dielnimmers mei Frysk as thústaal op ’e basisskoalle begûnen, 
sieten se noch midden yn it proses fan taalwinning fan it Nederlânsk. Earder 
ûndersyk hat útwiisd dat bern likernôch fiif oant sân jier nedich ha om op 
in goede wize de twadde taal te ûntwikkeljen. It is dêrom net realistysk om 
te ferwachtsjen dat bern mei Frysk as thústaal it Nederlânsk al folslein yn ’e 
macht ha tsjin de tiid dat sy nei de basisskoalle geane. Op basis fan earder 
ûndersyk (van Ruijven, 2006; de Jager e.o., 2002a, b, c) wurdt ferwachtte dat 
se harren efterstân yn it Nederlânsk folslein ynrinne yn ’e earste jierren op ’e 
basisskoalle.

Dit projekt is ien fan ’e earste ûndersiken nei wurdskat en morfosyntaksis 
by twatalige pjutten yn Fryslân. It is dêrom belangryk om de risseltaten fan ’e 
dielûndersiken yn dit projekt te befêstigjen. Om dy reden is in longitudinaal 
ûndersyk nedich dat sjen lit hoe’t beide talen har fierder ûntwikkelje yn ’e 
earste jierren fan ’e basisskoalle.




