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Abstract
Worldwide migration has brought more linguistic diversity to classrooms. While negative
attitudes towards minority-induced multilingualism still prevail in the education system,
positive language attitudes have proven to improve pupils’ academic achievement and their
overall well-being. There is a need to include more multilingual teaching practices in school
curricula, in order to let pupils benefit from their multilingualism. In the North of the
Netherlands, projects like 3M and T4A have been launched in which researchers, teachers and
teachers-in-training work together on the creation and implementation of new didactic tools for
multilingual education. As positive attitudes have been proved to be a key factor for successful
implementation, many studies over the past years explored the language attitudes of teachers.
Remarkably, less research has aimed at investigating the language attitudes of pupils. Since
pupils are the ones who actual benefit from multilingual education, this study tried to fill in that
gap by researching the language attitudes of primary school children. A sample of 275 pupils
from the previously mentioned projects participated in the current study in which a
questionnaire was used to measure their explicit attitudes, and several short interviews were
conducted to obtain more in-depth information. In this mixed-method study, statistical analyses
examined the attitudes of the pupils towards different types of languages. The results showed
several patterns related to the age and language background of the pupils, as well as for the type
of school they attend and the location of the school. The outcomes of the interviews gave insight
into the preferences of the pupils towards different types of accented speech. Combining the
strengths of qualitative and quantitative data, this research unveiled the under-researched topic
of pupils’ language attitudes in a highly diverse area.
Keywords: multilingualism in education, pupil’s language attitudes, multilingual children,
multilingual school, minority language speaking pupils, migrant language speaking pupils
Word count: 14.191
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1. Introduction
Today’s globalised world has brought people with different language backgrounds together. In
many classrooms, this has resulted in an increasing number of children who speak more than
one language. While it has been proved that a good development of children’s home languages
facilitates the learning of a new language (Cummins, 2000; Krashen, 1982), most current
educational systems leave little room for such multilingual approaches. The educational system
is in need of fundamental changes in order to adapt to the growing linguistic diversity. It is
based on the so called ‘monolingual bias’ (Barratt, 2018), the viewpoint that monolingualism
(speaking only one language) is the norm and multilingualism (speaking two or more
languages) the exception. However, the fact is that multilinguals are not an exception anymore
and monolinguals are becoming more and more rare.
Accordingly, the challenge is to incorporate the concept of multilingualism in
educational practices. Since the beginning of the 21st century, new teaching approaches have
been developed. Yet, their implementation in school curricula has proved to be a difficult task,
due to the many parties involved; researchers, linguists, teachers, school directors, pupils,
politicians, etc. (Van Avermaet, Slembrouck, Van Gorp, Sierens & Maryns, 2018). So far, there
is no consensus in the scientific field on which approach works best, so teachers prefer to stick
to traditional methods. Furthermore, many teachers do not acknowledge the importance of
acknowledging minority-induced multilingualism, thus hindering the implementation.
Successful implementation of multilingualism in education clearly depends on multiple factors
that have to be implemented in the appropriate way.
A crucial aspect for successful multilingual practices is that stakeholders should hold
positive attitudes towards multilingualism. Eagly & Chaiken (1993, p.1) define the concept of
attitudes as follows: “a psychological tendency that is expressed by evaluating a particular
entity with some degree of favor or disfavor”. Without positive attitudes towards
multilingualism in the classroom, it will be unlikely that multilingual teaching methods will be
implemented or effective. While most research on attitudes towards multilingualism in
education has been focused on the attitudes of teachers, less is known about the attitudes of the
pupils. It is more difficult to measure children’s attitudes, due to their lower development level
(Oliver & Purdie, 1998; Wiegand, 1992) and due to their reduced attention span. However,
research into children’s attitudes is indispensable in educational settings, as they are the ones
who receive education and hopefully benefit from it. Researching young children’s language
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attitudes thus gives insights into the possible ways in which didactical approaches can be
developed in order to cater for pupils’ actual needs.
Hence, the current study seeks to gain insight into pupils’ language attitudes towards
different languages. Further, it wants to explore the factors that influence these attitudes. The
research has been conducted within the scope of two projects in the North of the Netherlands,
the 3M-project and the Talen4all-project. Both projects are based on the development and
implementation of multilingual practices in classrooms. To obtain the children’s perspectives
on multilingualism, this study applied a questionnaire to collect data from 268 pupils in 7
Frisian schools. Also, short interviews with 7 children from 2 other schools have been
conducted in order to collect more in-depth information. The combination of quantitative and
qualitative research into pupils’ language attitudes offers a unique insight into this mainly
under-researched topic.
This thesis starts with a theoretical background in which relevant background information will
be discussed; information about multilingualism in education and language attitudes. Then, the
method section describes the methodology used for this research; about the context of the study,
the sample, the instruments, the procedure and the data analysis. This is followed by the results
from both the questionnaire and the interviews. Further explanations and the interpretation of
the results are provided in the discussion. Then, the conclusion answers the research questions
and sums up the most important findings. The questionnaire and the transcriptions of the
interviews can be found in bibliography. The thesis ends with an overview of all references
used.
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2. Theoretical background
This section provides an overview on the issue of multilingualism in mainstream education in
general, and in Fryslân in specific. It also specifies the concept of language attitudes and
describes current language attitudes in education. At the end, a summary is given, together
with three research questions.
2.1. Multilingualism in education
Schools are typical places where a large amount of linguistic diversity can be found. Due to
worldwide migration, children of today’s society bring a variety of languages and cultures to
the classroom. However, their languages are often devalued and ignored in school settings (Van
Avermaet et al., 2018). While research over the past years has proven multilingualism to be a
valuable learning resource, teachers tend to silence the voices of their plurilingual pupils (Hélot
& Laoire, 2011). As such, minority-induced linguistic diversity is not being properly
acknowledged and managed as the pupils are not given equal opportunities.
A typical problem arising from this situation is that children with another home language
than the school language are more likely to encounter problems in their academic achievement
as compared to children whose mother-tongue equals the language of instruction (OECD,
2017). This underachievement has been termed the ‘achievement gap’ and is repeatedly found
in the outcomes of large-scale monitoring studies such as PISA, PIRLS or TIMSS, that provide
an immense amount of data about pupils’ academic achievement worldwide. Besides the pupils’
home language and migration background, the socioeconomic status of the child is also found
to influence the achievement of non-native pupils (OECD, 2015). In each measurement, the
PISA study shows a strong relationship between speaking another language at home and/or
having a migrant background and the academic performance of the 15-year olds in most
participating countries. Another strong relationship is between low socioeconomic status and
academic performance, meaning that the lower the socioeconomic status of a child, the lower
their school performance tend to be (OECD, 2015). The Netherlands is among of the countries
in which these relationships are the strongest.
Schools are not thus not yet capable of closing the achievement gap and thus fail in
giving appropriate education to the pupils that have other home languages than the school
language (Cummins, Hu, Markus, & Kristiina Montero, 2015). This can be partly attributed to
the fact that the current educational system is still built upon monolingual beliefs dating back
to the formation of nation-states in the eighteenth century (Gogolin, 2002). These monolingual
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beliefs represent the idea of the homogeneous nation state with one language and culture, and
in which diversity is often perceived as a threat to the unity of the nation (Van Der Wildt, Van
Avermaet, & Van Houtte, 2017). This principle can also be found in education policies in which
proficiency in the dominant language is seen as the key for academic success (Pulinx, Van
Avermaet, & Agirdag, 2015). As a consequence, many people still believe that fostering
minority-induced linguistic diversity may have a negative effect on educational performance.
In addition, teachers often do not know how to deal with the linguistic diversity of their
pupils and decide to discourage multilingualism in the classroom (Van Der Wildt et al., 2017).
They insist on pupils using only the language of instruction as they think that the use of other
languages hinders the development of the language of instruction and learning in general (Hélot
& Laoire, 2011).
Over the past years it has, however, become clear how important a pupil’s home
language is for their individual, social and educational development. Cummins (1979; 2000)
describes how bilingualism may have valuable cognitive and academic benefits, but only when
the first language is adequately developed. This assumption is called the interdependence
hypothesis. As languages share certain underlying features, language learners can use principles
learnt from one language for learning another language (Cummins, 2007). In other words, a
well-developed home language facilitates the learning of new languages. When a child cannot
develop their mother tongue at school, they are more likely to face difficulties in their academic
achievement, as their personal and conceptual foundation for learning is disrupted. Moreover,
home languages also form an important part of a pupil’s identity (Coelho, 2012). When
children’s languages are rejected in school, they are more or less told to leave out a big part of
their identity (Cummins, 2001).
In reaction to these scientific findings, new education models have been put forward,
focussing on including multilingualism in the classroom to improve school participation and
academic performance of multilingual pupils (Duarte & Günther-van der Meij, 2018). From
2011 to 2015, 67 primary schools in Flanders participated in the ‘Validiv-project’ that aimed to
valorise the linguistic diversity of the schools and find alternative ways to deal with it. A
noteworthy outcome was that more tolerant multilingual practises caused that both monolingual
and multilingual pupils feel more at home at school (Van Praag, Agirdag, Van Avermaet, &
Van Houtte, 2017). Many other attempts to include multiple languages in education have
demonstrated promising positive effects (Canagarajah, 2011; Lowen et al., 2007; Mary &
Young, 2018). Nonetheless, the biggest challenge appears to be the transfer of this knowledge
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and the need for more positive attitudes towards multilingualism of teachers, educators and
policymakers (Herzog-Punzenberger, Le Pichon-Vorstman & Siavora, 2017).
Despite the increasing number of studies and literature on multilingual approaches in
education, incorporating these approaches in school curricula appears to be a challenge. This is
due to the many parties involved; linguists, politicians, school directors, teachers, teacher
training programs, etc. Different views of people make it hard to find concrete solutions on how
to make best use of linguistic diversity in school settings (Van Avermaet et al., 2018). While
researchers in applied linguistics have developed different multilingual didactical approaches,
schools are often not in the position to introduce them, as there is, for example, also
governmental support needed. Furthermore, teachers also have to realise the importance of this
form of education. They often do not feel qualified or supported to teach multilingual children
and use multiple languages in doing so. Therefore, it is important that they are also
professionalised to do so (OECD, 2010). Changes within the education system cannot be done
solely by researchers, but rather must occur in co-construction with teachers and schools.
2.2. Multilingualism in Fryslân
The current study is set in the province of Fryslân, a region in the North of the Netherlands,
where the regional minority language Frisian is spoken. From the 646.000 citizens, around 55%
has Frisian as their first home language, while 35% has Dutch as their mother tongue. The
remaining 10% speak other languages, often migrant languages (Provinsje Fryslân, 2015). The
Fryske Taalatlas study (2015) of the Province of Fryslân, that investigates the proficiency and
use of Frisian among its inhabitants every 4 years, further found that approximately 75% of the
citizens can speak Frisian, and around 20% of the Frisian speakers has this language as second
language. Solely 15% of the Frisians can write Frisian well, making the language predominantly
oral. Besides, Frisian speakers are usually proficient in Dutch, as this is the dominant language
and the main language of instruction in education. Frisian speakers are mostly found in the rural
areas and small villages, in the bigger towns and cities the Dutch language is more dominant
(Provinsje Fryslân, 2015).
In 1970 Frisian attained the status of the second official language of the Netherlands
(Rijksoverheid, 2013). In the years after, Frisian became an obligatory school subject on
primary and secondary schools in Fryslân. However, schools had plenty of freedom in the way
and amount of Frisian teaching practices and they often put little effort in it, which caused
Frisian to have a relatively weak position in education (Ellenbroek, 2010). By the end of the
1990s, it appeared that previously established headline targets for Frisian, as well as for English
9
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were indeed not achieved by many pupils in Frisian primary education (Van Ruijven & Ytsma,
2008).
In order to fight this and stimulate the Frisian language in education, a new education
model was set up in which a different approach towards Frisian language proficiency was put
forward (Duarte & Günther-van der Meij, 2017). The concept of a trilingual school appeared,
based on Cummins’ theoretical principles for successful multilingual education (Klinkenberg
& Van der Meer, 2014). Three languages of instruction are alternatively used in in this trilingual
model; Dutch, English and Frisian. This concept was implemented as a pilot project called
‘Trijetalige skoalle’ [trilingual school], in seven primary schools from 1997 till 2006 and later
expanded.
There are three main ideas that form the basis for this educational model. The first one
is the idea of additive bilingualism. This is the viewpoint that second language learning does
not happen at the expense of the first language (Klinkenberg & Van der Meer, 2014). So, a
second language can be learned while the first language also continues to be developed. In this
way, a language is added in a learning process, instead of replaced. For the trilingual model it
means that more Frisian is used in the classroom by means of translanguaging, to also stimulate
Frisian proficiency of pupils with Frisian as their mother tongue. The second idea is that of the
interdependence hypothesis, in which knowledge of one language facilitates the learning of
other languages, as they have common features. This can be easily implemented in the model,
as Dutch, Frisian and English are relatively similar languages. The third principle is about
interactive education. This means that the learning of a language occurs by reason of successful
communication (Klinkenberg & Van der Meer, 2014). In the trilingual model this emerges as
three languages of instruction. So instead of English and Frisian being subjects, they are now
also mediums of instruction and other subjects can be taught in these languages as well.
During the years of the pilot project, the pupils were tested on different aspects of their
language competence and compared to pupils from control schools that did not participate in
the project. This study revealed encouraging results. In the first place, it appeared that the pupils
from the trilingual schools had the same level in Dutch, even though they received
approximately 50% less exposure to this language (Van Ruijven & Ytsma, 2008). Further, they
scored significantly better on Frisian language competence. With regards to English the pupils
performed the same, but according their statements, the pupils from the trilingual schools felt
more comfortable speaking English (Van Ruijven & Ytsma, 2008). The positive results of the
investigation made the province of Fryslân create funds available for the implementation and
certification of the trilingual model at more schools in Fryslân (Klinkenberg & Van der Meer,
10
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2014). By September 2018, Fryslân counted already 83 trilingual primary schools (Province of
Fryslân, 2018). The concept of the trilingual education model is now also expanding to
secondary schools.
Apart from the multilingual situation concerning the regional language Frisian, there
are also many other languages present in Fryslân. The number of migrants in Fryslân has
increased over the past years (CBS, 2017). So, in addition to having to deal solely with the
minority language Frisian, schools increasingly have to cater for other languages that their
pupils bring to school. The achievement gap is also found for the multilingual children that
attend a primary school in Fryslân; for migrant pupils, as well as for children with a Frisian
language background (De Boer, 2009; Duarte & Günther-van der Meij, 2018).
This complex multilingual situation has brought Duarte and Günther-van der Meij to
come up with a new model for multilingual education that fits the current situation in Fryslân.
This approach has been termed holistic multilingual education and its aim is to “acknowledge
and use multilingualism of different types of multilingual pupils attending diverse school types
in the Netherlands” (Duarte & Günther-van der Meij, 2018, p. 5). The model is based on three
main principles. The first is that it combines most important theoretical findings together with
didactical practices that are proven to be effective for both minority and migrant pupils. It is
made to be applicable for different types of schools. The second principle is that the model
includes a number of relevant approaches towards multilingual education (language awareness,
language comparison, receptive multilingualism, CLIL and immersion) and shows to what
extent the approaches aim at language acknowledgment on the one side and how teachers can
use them in the classroom on the other side. The third principle is about improving multilingual
attitudes, knowledge and skills of teachers and pupils (Duarte & Günther-van der Meij, 2018;
Herzog-Punzenberger, Le Pichon-Vorstman, & Siarova, 2017). Figure 1 provides an overview
of the holistic model.
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Figure 1. Holistic model for multilingualism in education (Duarte, 2018, p.29).

This holistic approach is now being implemented and tested by means of several projects
throughout the province of Fryslân. More information about these projects is given in section
3.1. In the current study, a sample of primary school pupils attending these project schools will
be surveyed, in order to investigate their attitudes towards different languages within the
complex language ecology of the Frisian context.
2.3. Language attitudes
In general, people hold certain ideas and feelings towards languages. These evaluations are
labelled as language attitudes and play an important role in the research field of multilingualism
(Baker, 1992). Attitudes have cognitive, affective and conative elements. The cognitive element
of an attitude covers the thoughts and beliefs about the attitude object, the affective component
is about the feelings towards an attitude object and the conative element concerns the
behavioural intentions (Azjen, 1989; Baker, 1992; Dekker, 2019). Table 1 demonstrates the
different type of responses from which attitudes can be inferred (Azjen, 1989).
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Table 1. Responses used to infer attitudes (Rosenberg & Hovland, 1960, p. 60).

Language attitudes are relevant in two ways. In the first place, they predict and explain human
behaviour (Baker, 1992). Attitudes and behaviour are inextricably linked to each other, as
people tend to act on their beliefs. In other words, knowing someone’s attitude makes it possible
to explain and predict likely behaviour of this person. Secondly, language attitudes reveal the
vitality of a language. They show us how people think about a particular language and thus
mark the position of this language within society. How speakers judge a language can have an
influence on their willingness to use the language. Baker (1992, p. 10) states that the status of
a language can most easily be measured by attitudes towards that language.
Besides being a main interest in the field of sociolinguistics, research into language
attitudes is also relevant in the field of (educational) politics, for language planning and policies.
As language attitudes indicate the vitality of a language, in cases where there is danger of
language attrition, increasing positive attitudes is often an important task for language
policymakers. Especially in the case of regional and minority languages, where the protection
of these languages often has a high priority. A good example for this is the situation in Fryslân,
where the province actively promotes the Frisian language in order to boosts its imago. “The
favourability or unfavorability of attitudes in the population fundamentally affects the success
or otherwise of language preservation”, Baker explains (1992, p. 9). The effectiveness of certain
policies can be found in a study of Woolard & Gahng (1990), who found that attitudes towards
Catalan had become more positive after the Catalan language was given an official status in
Catalonia in Spain (Hilton & Gooskens, 2013).
2.4. Language attitudes in education
In general, attitudes towards multilingualism in education are positive. To exemplify, the EUEurobarometer study (2012) showed that approximately 98% of the European citizens think
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that their children will benefit from proficiency in foreign languages. In fact, several studies
that focused on teachers’ attitudes towards multilingualism found that in general these are also
positive, especially towards foreign languages with a high status, such as English, German or
French (Haukas, 2016). However, teachers often hold negative attitudes towards migrant and
minority languages, as they often perceive these languages as obstacles hindering the
development of the school language (Pulinx, Van Avermaet & Agirdag, 2017). In addition,
teachers are afraid to allow the use of these languages in class, as they often do not speak them
and thus fear losing control over what is being said in class. These negative attitudes towards
migrant languages show that the monolingual viewpoint is still present among teachers
(Gogolin, 2002). In addition, in cases where teachers did show positive attitudes towards
different languages, it is found that they often are not able to act on them, due to external reasons
such as economics, group size, expectations from pupils or their parents, the school curriculum
or time pressure (Johnson, 1996). This hinders them from acting on their positive beliefs.
Stimulating more positive attitudes by teachers is important, as teachers’ attitudes and
expectations have proven to negatively influence the academic achievement of the pupils
(Pulinx, Van Avermaet & Agirdag, 2017). This is termed the Pygmalion or Rosenthal effect,
named after the study of Rosenthal & Jacobsen (1968) who found that teachers’ expectations
influence pupils’ performance. Studies of recent years investigated that implementing migrant
and minority languages in didactical practices results in better academic achievements, and it
also positively affects pupils’ overall well-being (Dekker, 2019; Van der Wildt et al., 2017).
Multilingual teaching practices are most successful when positive attitudes dominate in the
classroom, on the side of the teachers, but also on the side of the pupils.
Since most research on attitudes towards multilingualism in education explored the
attitudes of teachers, the attitudes of the pupils remain mainly under-examined. While this kind
of research is more challenging, e.g. due to children’s lower development level (Oliver &
Purdie, 1998; Wiegand, 1992), it is important to get insight into their attitudes, as children are
the ones who are educated (Bernaus, Masgoret, Gardner & Reyes, 2004). Pupils’ attitudes
towards languages also determine their motivation to learn them, which is essential to attaining
higher outcomes. Over the past years, there were a few studies that explored the attitudes of
pupils. Recently, it was found that native pupils in bilingual regions, who do not speak the
regional minority language, hold negative attitudes towards minority languages (Ibarraran,
Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2008), and also towards migrant languages (Caruana et al. 2013).
Likewise, Bernaus et al. (2004) discovered that immigrant students were more motivated to
learn the majority language Spanish and the foreign language English, than to learn the minority
14
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language Catalan. The study of Septién (2006) also showed similar findings, as was found that
immigrant pupils had more negative attitudes towards Basque, as Spanish was the language
they had to learn to live successfully in the new country (Ibarraran, Lasagabaster & Sierra,
2008).
Studies into the language attitudes of children further revealed that attitudes, motivation
and academic performance are interrelated (Oliver & Purdie, 1998; Skehan, 1989; Tragant &
Muñoz, 2000). Positive attitudes lead to better academic performance, while negative attitudes
can negatively influence pupils’ academic achievement. According to Cummins (2000),
positive attitudes of pupils towards their mother tongue is also important for the successful
development of a second or third language spoken in an immigration country. Furthermore,
Krashen (1982) suggests that a positive attitude towards a language that is learned facilitates
the learning process of that language. Knowledge about pupils’ attitudes can thus, to a certain
extent, provide an explanation for their academic achievement. It gives teachers and curriculum
makers essential insights that help them by adjusting teaching practices and schoolbooks in
order to strengthen positive attitudes towards different type of languages, so pupils can take
advantage of it.
2.5. Measuring language attitudes
Language attitudes can be divided into explicit and implicit attitudes. Explicit attitudes are
overtly held attitudes that people are aware off, while implicit attitudes are covertly held
attitudes that people are not always aware off and are made automatically, unconsciously and
unintentionally (Gawronski & De Houwer, 2014; Nosek et al., 2007; Williams & Steele, 2016).
Over the years, different techniques have been used to measure language attitudes. Explicit
attitudes are usually measured by direct methods such as questionnaires and interviews, in
which a person is asked directly for a reflection about an attitude object. Implicit language
attitudes, on the other hand, are generally revealed by using indirect methods, such as the
Matched-Guise Technique in which people are asked to evaluate speakers of different
languages or dialects on certain characteristics (e.g. ‘friendly’ versus ‘unfriendly’), or the
Implicit Association Test in which reaction times expose the strength of certain associations;
people respond faster to concepts that are already strongly connected to them (Dekker, 2019).
Generally, the questionnaire is the most popular instrument used to measure explicit
attitudes, as it is an easy and efficient way of data gathering, in which a large sample of people
can be reached (Agheyisi & Fishman, 1970). Determining attitudes by means of an interview
is probably the oldest method but has never reached the amount of popularity as the
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questionnaire, due to the impossibility of generalising results. It is more difficult and timeconsuming to process the data attained with this method. However, due to the personal contact,
the researcher is more likely to receive honest and serious responses and has more context to
give form to the interviewee’s attitude (Agheyisi & Fishman, 1970). The Matched Guise
Technique has been developed by Lambert et al. (1960) and has been used many times over the
years. A vast advantage of this approach is that, if there is adequate control over all variables,
the ‘real’ attitude towards a certain language or variety is revealed, which often is related to
stereotypes towards that language. However, Dekker (2019) states that this method still relies
on self-reported attitudes, which makes it doubtful whether they reveal the real attitude. The
Implicit Association Test is a relatively new method, created by Greenwald et al. in 1998. As
this test is based on reaction times, people do not have much control over their responses. A big
disadvantage of this test is, however, that it does not provide much information about an
attitude, as only one segment can be measured.
So, while there many ways to measure language attitudes, all these methods are
accompanied by certain shortcomings that make it impossible to reveal a person’s complete
attitude. In his book Attitudes and Languages (1992), Baker sums up the three prominent
problems in attitude research. In the first place, people are likely to give socially desirable
answers to show a better version of themselves. This can be done consciously as well as
unconsciously and even totally contradict their actual attitude. Secondly, people are often
influenced by the researcher, the aim of the research and even the environment. For example,
factors such as ethnicity, status and age of the researcher may affect the attitudes of others.
Third, an attitude test must address all possible attitudes and provide a full range of ideas
towards the attitude object, in order to discover the most complete attitude. Likewise, the test
has to be carried out on a representative sample of people.
By conducting and analysing an attitude test one should have taken in account all
previously mentioned issues. Combining different methods is assumed to be the most reliable
and useful way to do attitude research (Agheyisi & Fishman, 1970). As a result, the current
study will use a combination of two different methods in order to measure pupils’ language
attitudes.
2.6. Summary and research questions
Research has shown that there is need for including multilingual practices in classrooms in
order to manage the variety of languages that pupils bring to school. While multilingualism in
general is valued by teachers, their language attitudes towards minority and migrant languages
16
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are still mostly negative, which points towards the fact that monolingual beliefs are still present.
As these beliefs are proven to affect pupils’ academic performance, it is crucial to promote the
benefits of multilingualism as a learning resource in order to cater for equal opportunities in
education and raise outcomes of multilingual children. One of the requirements for successful
implementation of multilingual practices is the need for positive attitudes towards languages.
While most research on language attitudes in education has focused on teachers’ attitudes, less
is known about the attitudes pupils hold towards different type of languages. This study aims
to address this crucial shortcoming by giving insight into primary school pupils’ attitudes by
researching the following questions:
1. What are Dutch-, Frisian-, and migrant language speaking primary school pupils’
explicit attitudes towards majority, minority, foreign and migrant languages?
2. Which factors influence their language attitudes?
3. How do pupils justify their language attitudes?
Given the scope of this thesis, this study has opted for direct methods to measure the conscious,
explicit attitudes of pupils. In order to answer the first and second research question,
questionnaires were analysed by executing statistical tests (see section 3.5.1 for more details).
It is expected that the factors age, language background and school type may influence the
attitudes, as this is found in previous research (Baker 1992). The data was completed by
qualitative interviews with a sub-sample of 7 pupils, to find answers for the third research
question.
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3. Method
This section provides more detailed information about the method of this study; about the
context, the participants, the material and the procedure. The data analysis of the study is also
described.
For this study a so-called mixed method design (Creswell, 2003) was used in which quantitative
and qualitative research methods were combined. A questionnaire was used to provide
quantitative data, by measuring and identifying patterns in pupils’ attitudes and determining the
factors influencing them. Interviews were conducted to obtain qualitative data in order to gain
in-depth insight into these attitudes. These interviews were held after the participants had
performed an Implicit Association Test (IAT) (Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998), which
was used as a stimulus-based method for this study. In this way, it could be unveiled how the
pupils perceived accented speech from people with a majority, minority or migrant language
background.

3.1. Context of the study
The current research was conducted within two projects that promote multilingualism on
primary schools in Fryslân. It can be seen as a valuable contribution to the projects, as it
provides insight into a crucial aspect for successful multilingual education. In the following
sections more information is given about these projects.
3.1.1. 3M-project
The project 3M stands for ‘Meer kansen Met Meertaligheid’, which means ‘more opportunities
with multilingualism’. It is a 4-year project in which 24 teachers from 12 primary schools,
researchers and pre-service teachers work with various organisations on the design,
implementation and testing of the holistic model for multilingual education (Duarte & Günthervan der Meij, 2018), as mentioned in section 2.2. This model provides a framework for the use
of migrant languages, and for a coherent use of Dutch, Frisian and English in schools. The
project is in hands of the NHL Stenden University of Applied Sciences and is financed by the
Dutch Science Foundation. The 3M-project works with different types of schools:
-

Trilingual Frisian/Dutch/English primary schools

-

Refugees/Newcomer primary schools

-

Primary schools with a high percentage of migrant language speakers

-

Primary schools with a high percentage of Dutch speakers
18
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All participating schools have come up with an own research question concerning
multilingualism that they wish to address, and then different types of activities are being
developed with and for these schools. These activities belong to the categories ‘attitudes’,
‘knowledge’ and ‘skills’. More specifically, the activities focus on different aspects (Candelier
et al., 2011):
•

Awareness of own languages and the languages in the area.

•

Knowledge about languages in Fryslân, Europe and the world.

•

Knowledge about language differences (vocabulary and sentence structure).

•

Language learning strategies.

•

Knowledge about cultural diversity.

All successfully developed tools and activities are collected in a digital 3M-Toolbox, which
will be made available to schools inside and outside the project. Furthermore, a video-box
containing videos with didactical suggestions for multilingual education, and a digital and
interactive learning platform for primary school pupils with multilingual material provided in
six languages are two further outcomes of the project.
3.1.2. T4A-project
The project Talen4all (‘Languages for everyone’; further referred to as T4A) is a pilot project
in which several researchers, teachers in training and primary school teachers work together on
the development, implementation and evaluation of activities in order to promote
multilingualism in education. It is a project of approximately 18 months that is, like the 3Mproject, in hands of the NHL Stenden University of Applied Sciences but is financed by the
Province of Fryslân. In total, 8 primary schools in Friesland participate in this project. Different
types of schools participate:
-

Primary schools with (partial) exemption for the teaching of the Frisian language

-

Primary schools in urban areas with a high percentage of Dutch-speaking pupils

-

Primary schools in urban areas with a high percentage of foreign-language pupils

The T4A-project has two main goals. In the first place, it wants to raise positive attitudes among
pupils and teachers towards the appreciation and use of Frisian and other languages. Secondly,
it aims to create less language separation between the languages of instruction. Explicit
language comparison is an example of this. The activities created for the project address the
same topics as the ones of the 3M-project:
•

Raising awareness of own languages and the languages of the area.
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•

Knowledge about languages of Fryslân, Europe and the world.

•

Knowledge about language differences (vocabulary and sentence structure).

•

Language learning strategies.

•

Knowledge about cultural diversity.

During the project, researchers and student-assistants work on two end products; a mobile
application and an online toolbox.

3.2. Sample
In total, there were 275 participants in this study. These are divided between the participants of
the questionnaire and participants of the interviews, which will be explained below.
3.2.1. Participants questionnaire
The participants of the questionnaire were 268 Dutch-speaking and multilingual primary school
pupils. They varied in their language background; some had Dutch, Frisian or a migrant
language as mother tongue, while others grew up bilingual with a combination of these
languages. The pupils attended different types of primary schools, all located in the province
of Fryslân. There were three schools located in the capital city Leeuwarden, one school in the
city Heerenveen, one school in the village Goutum, one school in the village Wirdum and one
school in the town Joure. Generally, the difference between city schools and village schools in
Fryslân is that city schools often have more migrant language speaking pupils, while village
schools often have more minority language speakers. Figure 2 shows a map which gives an
overview of the distribution of the schools of the participants.

Schools of the participants

Figure 2. Distribution of schools of the participants in Fryslân.
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Further, the pupils were 8 to 13 years old and were attending the highest grades of 7 primary
schools that participated in the T4A-project. The average age of the pupils was approximately
10.5 years. Tables 2 & 3 and Figures 3 & 4 give an overview of the ages and gender of the
participants of the questionnaire.
Table 2. Ages of participants of the questionnaire in frequency.

Age

Frequency

8

3

9

35

10

77

11

97

12

52

13

4

Total

268

Age
1%

2%
19%

8 years
9 years

13%

10 years
29%

36%

11 years
12 years
13 years

Figure 3. Age of participants of the questionnaire in percentages.
Table 3. Gender of participants of the questionnaire in frequency.

Gender

Frequency

Girl

126

Gender
47%

Boy

152

Total

268

53%

Boy

Girl

Figure 4. Gender of participants of the questionnaire in percentages.

3.2.2. Participants’ interviews
The participants for the interviews were 7 Dutch primary school pupils. These participants also
attended different types of schools, located in the province of Fryslân. Their ages varied from
8 to 13 years old and they were from 3 different schools that participated in the 3M-project.
Table 4 gives an overview of the ages, gender and language background of the participants of
the interviews.
Table 4. General information about the participants of the interviews.

Participant

Age

Gender

Mother-tongue

01

9 years

Boy

Dutch/Frisian

02

9 years

Boy

Frisian
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03

12 years

Boy

Dari/Farsi

04

12 years

Boy

English/Tigrinya

05

12 years

Girl

Kurdish/Arabic

06

13 years

Girl

Arabic

07

12 years

Girl

Arabic/Tigrinya

3.3. Instruments
3.3.1. Attitude questionnaire
The questionnaire used for this research was based on an already existing questionnaire
(Dekker, 2019) that was used for the pupils of the schools that participated in the 3M-project,
also to measure their language attitudes. Small changes were made in order to include more
specific attitude questions towards migrant languages. Also, a question about the willingness
to learn the languages of classmates was added. In total, the questionnaire contained 37
questions (open questions, yes/no-questions and 5-point Likert scales) and was created to be
understandable for children from 7 to 12 years old. Figure 5 gives an example of an open
question, Figure 6 shows a yes/no-question and Figure 7 provides an attitude statement with a
Likert scale.

Figure 5. Example of open question from the questionnaire: Which languages do you speak with your
parents?

Figure 6. Example of yes/no-question from the questionnaire: I intend to learn more languages; yes or no.

Figure 7. Example of an attitude statement with a Likert scale from the questionnaire: Frisian is an important
language; disagree-disagree a little-no opinion-agree a little-agree.
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The questionnaire started with a short overview about the types of questions asked,
followed by an explanation on how the questions should be answered. The next part consisted
of five items to gather sociolinguistic information about the pupils; their name, age, group,
school, gender, followed by twelve questions about their language background; about which
languages they speak, and with whom. The following section contained fifteen attitude
statements which had been mostly used in previous research into language attitudes (e.g. Lee
& Oxelson, 2006; De Angelis, 2011; Haukås, 2015; Pulinx et al., 2015) and two questions about
which languages they find important and unimportant. For the attitude statements, sentences
were used like ‘people who speak Dutch are friendly’, or ‘people who speak Arabic are smart’.
The answers for these statements would reveal the attitudes of the participants, in a way that
the more the participant agrees with a statement, the more positive his or her attitude. The
languages used to measure the attitudes were Dutch as the majority language, Frisian as the
minority language, English as the foreign language and Arabic and Polish as the migrant
languages. Table 5 shows the different sections of the questionnaire, the number of items, the
type of response elicited and what variables were used for the analysis.
Further, a factor analysis was conducted to test the validity of the questionnaire items.
The questionnaire was found to be reliable, as the Cronbach’s Alpha scored higher than .70 (15
items; ⍺ = .838). For this study, it was thus an appropriate analytical technique.
Data was collected by the researcher between March and May in 2019, using a paperpencil version of the questionnaire. The questionnaire (in Dutch) can be found in Appendix I.
Table 5. Structure of the questionnaire.

Question

Type of response

Variable used for analysis

Personal information
1. What is your name?
2. How old are you?
3. Which grade are you in?
4. What is the name of your school?
5. I am a girl/boy/I do not want to say

Open
Open
Open
Open
Other

Age
Type of school/Location of school
Gender

Linguistic background
6. Which languages have you learned before you went to
school?
7. Which languages have you learned afterwards?
8. I am planning to learn more languages.
If yes, which ones?
9. I like to learn a new language
10. I think it is easy to learn a new language
11. Which languages do you think are easy to learn?
12. Which languages do you think are hard to learn?
13. Which languages do you speak with you parents?

Open

Linguistic background

Open
Yes/no
Open
Likert scale
Likert scale
Open
Open
Open

Linguistic background

Linguistic background
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14. Which languages do you speak with your brothers and
sisters?
15. Which languages do you speak with your grandparents?
16. Which languages do you speak with your friends?
17. Which languages do you use at school?

Open

Linguistic background

Open
Open
Open

Linguistic background

18. People who speak Dutch, are friendly.
19. People who speak Frisian, are smart.
20. People who speak Polish, are smart.
21. People who speak English, are friendly.
22. Dutch is an important language.
23. People who speak Dutch, are smart.
24. People who speak Arabic, are friendly.
25. People who speak Frisian, are friendly.
26. Arabic is an important language.
27. People who speak Polish, are friendly.
28. Frisian is an important language.
29. People who speak Arabic, are smart.
30. English is an important language.
31. People who speak English, are smart.
32. Polish is an important language.

Likert scale
Likert scale
Likert scale
Likert scale
Likert scale
Likert scale
Likert scale
Likert scale
Likert scale
Likert scale
Likert scale
Likert scale
Likert scale
Likert scale
Likert scale

Attitude_majority
Attitude_minority
Attitude_migrant
Attitude_foreign
Attitude_majority
Attitude_majority
Attitude_migrant
Attitude_minority
Attitude_migrant
Attitude_migrant
Attitude_minority

33. Which languages do you find important?
34. Which languages do you find unimportant?

Open
Open

Attitudes

Languages practices
35. All language I know, I am allowed to use in class.
If not, which ones not?
36. I use all languages I know on the schoolyard.
If not, which ones not?
37. I want to learn more about the languages of my
classmates.
If yes, which ones?

Yes/no
Open
Yes/no
Open
Yes/no
Open

3.3.2. Interviews
As the goal of the interviews was to obtain more in-depth information about the language
attitudes pupils hold, this study used semi-structured interviews (Barriball & While, 1994). The
researcher asked open-ended questions, to let the pupils answer in their own way and give
reasons for their choices. The interview guide developed in order to elicit pupils’ language
attitudes was structured as follows:
First, personal information about the pupil was asked: their name, age, from which grade
they were and what languages they spoke. Then, the researcher shortly referred back to the
‘game’ (IAT) the pupil just had played, that they had heard three different accents; a Moroccan,
a Frisian and a Dutch accent. A series of literature-based questions was posed. These questions
were categorized as either solidarity (e.g. friendly, generous) or status (e.g. competence,
intelligence) related questions, as attitudes towards different accents have been found to vary
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on these two aspects (Anderson, 2004). Additionally, the questions had been adapted to adjust
to the pupils’ age. The following questions were asked, starting with a sentence like ‘if you
think about the accents you just heard...’:
-

With which one would you like to work together for a task on school? (status)

-

With which one would you like to be friends in the first place? (solidarity)

After these two questions, the pupils were asked if they knew people who speak with those
accents. This is important side information as it can influence their language attitudes. After
this question, two other questions about status and solidarity were asked.
-

Who sounds the friendliest? (solidarity)

-

Who sounds the smartest? (status)

The interviews were short in duration (approx. 5 min.) in order to take account of the short
attention span of children. The conversations were recorded with a mobile phone and field notes
were taken for analysis. Each interview followed more or less the same structure but was
adapted to every conversation. The transcriptions of the interviews can be found in Appendix
II.

3.4. Procedure
The data collection took place from the end of March till the beginning of May, in the year
2019. For the data collection the researcher was dependent on the schools to arrange dates for
visits. The researcher used the Dutch language to obtain the data from both the questionnaires
and the interviews.
3.4.1. Procedure questionnaires
As for the questionnaires, the researcher was mostly in charge of the data gathering and
introduced the questionnaire and explained the protocol for answering the questions and
statements by herself. However, two out of seven schools wanted to fill in the questionnaire in
their own time, on a moment when they had time left. In these schools the researcher thus did
not have control over the instruction protocol for the questionnaire. Though, the teachers had
been clearly instructed by the researcher about how the questionnaire should be filled out.
For some pupils it took around 15 minutes to fill in the questionnaire, while others
worked on it for 35 minutes. This difference can be explained by the short attention spans of
some, and difficulties with the questions by others.
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3.4.2. Procedure interviews
The interviews were conducted with 7 pupils who had been randomly chosen by the researcher.
After they had done an IAT of 20 minutes, they were asked if they were willing to answer a
couple of questions from the researcher. Most of times the interviews could be done in the same
place, except if there was too much noise so the pupil could be distracted; in that case the
researcher chose to sit somewhere else with the pupils. Interviews took between 4 and 7
minutes.

3.5. Data analysis
3.5.1. Data analysis of questionnaire data
The quantitative data from the questionnaires were first entered into a spreadsheet in Excel and
then imported into the statistical analysis software program SPSS (IBM SPSS Statistics for
Macintosh, Version 25.0).
On the one hand, the depend variables were the attitude statements, categorized per
language. These attitude statements were coded as ‘majority’, ‘minority’, ‘foreign’ and
‘migrant’ languages to discover whether pupils hold different attitudes towards different type
of languages. As there were two languages used to measure the attitudes for migrant languages
(Arabic and Polish), the total points for these statements were divided by two, in order to obtain
the mean for these statements. The attitude statements had been answered on a 5-point Likert
scale. Hence, the attitude was calculated as follows: the first point on the scale was ‘disagree’
and this was then worthy 1 point, all the way up to ‘agree’ which was the most positive attitude
and counted 5 points. All points together for the 15 statements was transformed into a variable
labelled ‘overall attitude’ of a pupil.
On the other hand, there were the independent variables ‘age’, ‘gender’, ‘language
background’, ‘school type’ and ‘location of the school’. To categorize the language background
of the pupils, different profiles were created post-hoc. In this way, statistical analysis could find
out whether there are relations between language attitudes and certain language backgrounds.
The pupils were classified according one of the following profiles:
Table 6. Language profiles of participants of the questionnaire.

Language background profile

Language type

Dutch

Majority language

Frisian

Minority language
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Bilingual Dutch-Frisian

Bilingual majority-minority language

Bilingual Dutch-English

Bilingual majority-foreign language

Bilingual migrant language-Dutch

Bilingual migrant-majority language

Migrant language

Migrant language

Multilingual in another way

X

Unclear

X

The last two profiles were not taken into account for the analysis of the language background
compared to the language attitude, as there were too few ‘multilinguals in another way’ and the
pupils with an unclear language background were impossible to analyse. For the analysis, the
profiles were then also categorized into ‘migrant’ or ‘non-migrant’. Profile 1 to 4 were seen as
non-migrants, while in profile 5 and 6 there were migrant languages involved so these were
labelled as migrants. Further, schools were classified by type; ‘school with a high percentage
of Dutch pupils’ or ‘school with a high percentage of migrant pupils. There were two schools
that had a high percentage of migrant pupils and five schools that had mainly Dutch pupils.
Another variable that was taken for analysis was the location of the school of the pupils. Four
schools were located in a city, two schools in surrounding villages and one school in a place
that was in an area ‘in-between’; in a place bigger than a village but smaller than a city. So, for
this variable there were 3 categories used.
After all necessary variables had been coded, different statistical tests were executed.
For the mapping of pupils’ attitudes, descriptive statistics were used. A correlation analysis was
used to check whether age and language attitude were related, and Independent samples t-tests
revealed whether the variables gender, language background (migrant vs- non-migrant) and
school type influenced the language attitude. Further, a one-way ANOVA was executed to
check whether the variables language background (according the language profiles) and school
location had an effect on the language attitude. In order to identify factors influencing the
attitudes, a multiple regression analysis was carried out.
3.5.2. Data analysis of interview data
The qualitative data from the interviews were transcribed for further analysis. The answers
given by the interviewees were then outlined to get an overview of the concrete answers for
every question. Thereafter, the outcomes were put into a quadrant in which the status dimension
is put along the y-axis and the solidarity dimension along the x-axis. This method of analysis
has also been used in previous studies (e.g. Anderson, 2004; Luhman, 1990) and gives a clear
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overview of the position of a language. The position of each language in the quadrant was
measured in the following way: In total, there could be 2 points earned for the status questions,
and 2 points earned for the solidarity questions. So, each time a certain language was given as
answer, this language received a point. The scale of the y-axis and x-axis went up to 2 points.
Figure 8 shows the quadrant that was used. Comparing the positions of the accents in the
quadrant of all participants together would then show a general position of each accent.

Figure 8. Quadrant presenting solidarity on the x-axis and status on the y-axis (Tannen, 2003, p.182).
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4. Results
In this section, the research results from both the questionnaire and the interviews are
presented and structured per research question. These results will be discussed in section 5.
4.1. Explicit attitudes towards majority, minority, foreign and migrant languages
Descriptive statistics showed that the pupils held the most positive attitudes towards the foreign
language English. This was followed by the majority language Dutch and then by the minority
language Frisian. The pupils were significantly less positive towards migrant languages. Table
7 gives the concrete values per language type and Figure 9 shows a histogram of the results.
Table 7. Mean scores by language type.

Figure 9. Histogram of mean scores towards the different types of languages.

4.2. Factors influencing the language attitudes
In order to unveil the factors that influence pupils’ language attitudes, several factors had been
taken into account: age, gender, language background, school type and location of the school.
Age and language attitudes
To find out whether there was a relationship between age and the language attitudes towards
the different types of languages, a correlation analysis was executed. This test showed that age
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and language attitudes towards the majority language Dutch were significantly negatively
related (r(267) = -.148, p=.015). Pearson correlations can be found in Table 8. So, the older the
pupil the more negative the attitude towards Dutch. Also, the test showed that positive attitudes
towards one language type automatically meant that the attitudes towards the other language
types also were more positive.
Table 8. Pearson correlations among age and language attitudes.

Gender and language attitudes
An Independent samples t-test revealed that gender and language attitude towards the different
types of languages were not significantly related. However, a trend can be found concerning
the language attitudes of boys towards the foreign language English, p=.059. Generally, boys
were slightly more positive in their overall language attitude than girls. Figure 10 demonstrates
the mean scores of language attitudes from boys and girls towards the different type of
languages.

Figure 10. Mean scores of language attitudes towards different type of languages divided by gender.
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Language background and language attitudes
To examine whether language background, in the first-place migrant versus non-migrant, had
an influence on pupils’ language attitudes, an Independent samples t-test was performed. It
revealed significant differences between migrants and non-migrant towards the foreign
language English (t(234)=-2.09, p=.038) and towards migrant languages (t(234)=-3.08,
p=.002). On average, migrant pupils (M=11.35, SD=2.30) were more positive towards English
than non-migrant pupils (M=10.69, SD=1.98). Hedges’ g was used to calculate the effect size,
as this is the appropriate test by different sample sizes (54 migrants versus 182 non-migrants).
The effect size was medium, g=.321. Further, migrant pupils (M=9.47, SD=2.09) were more
positive towards migrant languages than non-migrants (M=8.42, SD=2.25). This effect was of
a large size, g=.474. Figure 11 shows the mean scores of language attitude towards different
types of languages by language background.

Figure 11. Mean scores of language attitude towards different types of languages by language background.

Another analysis was done to see whether language background, according to the 6 different
profiles, had an effect on language attitudes. A one-way ANOVA revealed several effects.
There was a significant effect of language background on the attitudes towards Frisian,
F(5,230)=6.93, p<.001. This effect was of a small size, ηp2 =.131. A Bonferroni post-hoc
analysis revealed that Frisian pupils (M=11.81, SD=2.48) scored significantly more positive
towards Frisian than Dutch pupils (M=8.50, SD=2.35), p<.001. Bilingual Dutch-Frisian pupils
(M=10.06, SD=3.09) also scored significantly more positive towards Frisian than Dutch pupils

31

PRIMARY SCHOOL PUPILS’ LANGUAGE ATTITUDES

(M=8.50, SD=2.35), p=.009. Besides, Frisian pupils (M=11.81, SD=2.48) scored significantly
more positive towards Frisian than bilingual Dutch-English pupils (M=8.44, SD=3.17), p=.028.
Finally, Frisian pupils (M=11.81, SD=2.48) scored significantly more positive towards Frisian
than bilingual migrant-Dutch pupils (M=8.46, SD=2.43), p=.001. There was also a significant
effect of language background on the attitudes towards migrant languages, F(5,230)=3.12,
p=.010. This effect was also of a small size, ηp2=.064. A Bonferroni post-hoc analysis revealed
that migrant pupils (M=9.96, SD=1.88) were significantly more positive towards migrant
languages than Dutch pupils (M=8.47, SD=2.08), p=.006. Figure 12 gives an overview of the
mean scores on language attitudes towards the different types of languages, divided by the
different language backgrounds.

Figure 12. Mean scores of language attitude towards different types of languages by language background.

School type and language attitudes
An Independent samples t-test between the school type (‘school with a high percentage of
Dutch pupils’ versus ‘school with a high percentage of migrant pupils’) and language attitudes
revealed some significant differences between the groups. These differences were found
towards Frisian (t(266)=2.88, p=.004) and towards migrant languages (t(266)=-3.69, p<.001).
On average, pupils from a mainly Dutch school (M=9.33, SD=2.62) held more positive attitudes
towards Frisian than the pupils from the schools with a mainly migrant population (M=8.20,
SD=3.33). The size of this effect was between medium and large, g=.400. Further, pupils from
migrant schools (M=9.46, SD=2.26) were significantly more positive towards migrant
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languages than their Dutch peers (M=8.31, SD=2.25). The effect size from this finding was
large, g=.511. Also, a trend can be found concerning pupils from migrant schools that were
slightly more positive towards English (p=.070). Looking at the overall attitude, the pupils from
the schools with a high percentage of migrant pupils held a more positive language attitude than
the pupils from a mainly Dutch school. Figure 13 shows the mean scores of language attitude
towards different types of languages divided by type of school.

Figure 13. Mean scores of language attitude towards different types of languages by school type.

School location and language attitudes
To examine whether the location of a school had an influence on the pupils’ language attitudes,
a one-way ANOVA was carried out. It demonstrated several effects of the school location on
the language attitudes. There was a significant effect of the school location on the attitudes
towards the majority language Dutch, F(2,265)=3.92, p=.021. This effect was of a small size,
ηp2 =.029. A Bonferroni post-hoc analysis revealed that pupils from an in-between school
(M=10.77, SD=2.58) scored significantly more positive towards Dutch than pupils from a city
school (M=9.70, SD=2.28), p=.028. The other significant effects were found towards the
minority language, F(2,265)=8.78, p<.001. This effect was also of a small size, ηp2 =.062. A
Bonferroni post-hoc analysis revealed that pupils from a village school (M=9.59, SD=3.13)
scored significantly more positive towards Frisian than pupils from a city school (M=8.49,
SD=2.63), p=.032. Pupils from an in-between school (M=10.30, SD=2.86) also scored
significantly more positive towards Frisian than city school pupils (M=8.49, SD=2.63),
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p<0.001. Figure 14 gives an overview of the mean scores of language attitudes towards the
different types of languages while taking the school location of the pupils into account.

Figure 14. Mean scores of language attitudes towards the different types of languages by school location.

Overall language attitude compared to all independent variables
Multiple regression analysis was conducted in order to reveal the variables influencing of the
overall attitude of the pupils the most. Results reveal that the following variables significantly
predict the overall language attitude: school type and school location. Besides, a trend can be
found for language background (with 2 levels: migrant versus no migrant), p=.094. Regression
coefficients are shown in Table 9.
Table 9. Regression coefficients of school type, school location and language background compared to the
overall language attitude.

In sum, it was found that the pupils held the most positive attitudes towards the foreign language
English, followed by the majority language Dutch. In the third place came the minority
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language Frisian. The pupils held most negative attitudes towards migrant languages (Arabic
and Polish). Further, statistical analysis showed several significant relationships and effects
between the different factors and the pupils’ language attitudes: a significant negative
relationship between age and the attitude towards Dutch, significant differences between
migrants and non-migrant towards English and migrant languages, significant effects of
language background on the attitudes towards Frisian and migrant languages, significant
differences between school type and attitudes towards Frisian and migrant languages and
significant effects of the school location on the attitudes towards Dutch and Frisian.
4.3. Interviews pupils
To analyse the interviews, the outcomes of each participant are outlined by means of tables and
graphs. First, a general overview is given. Then, the answers of each participant are worked out
in more detail and their answers are put in a quadrant. Based on the method used by Luhman
(1990), these quadrants are compared in the last part and then put in a final quadrant that shows
the mean position of each language. Participant 07 was not taken into account by the analysis
of the quadrants, due to fact that this participant did not provide useful answers. Table 10 gives
an overview of the answers of each participant concerning the four different questions.
Table 10. Overview answers participants of the interviews.

Participant

Work

Become friends Friendliest

Smartest

together
01: Frisian-Dutch

Frisian

Dutch

Frisian

Moroccan

02: Frisian

Frisian

Frisian

Dutch/everyone

Dutch

03: Dari-Farsi

Dutch

Everyone

Everyone

Dutch

04: English-Tigrinya

Moroccan

Dutch

Frisian

Moroccan

05: Kurdish-Arabic

Dutch

Moroccan

Frisian

Dutch

06: Arabic

Dutch

Frisian

Dutch

Moroccan

07: Arabic-Tigrinya

Dutch

Dutch

?

?

In the following section, each page shows the outcomes of the interview with a pupil. The five
questions are outlined together with the answers of the pupils and their explanations. Then, their
answers are put in the quadrant that was introduced in section 3.5.2.
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Participant 01

Boy, 9 years old, mother-tongue Frisian and Dutch

1. With whom would you like to work on a project of school?

- status

Answer

Frisian

Explanation

“I speak Frisian with most of my family members. I go a lot to my Frisian
grandparents, and they come very often at our place.”

2. With whom would you like to become friends?

- solidarity

Answer

Dutch

Explanation

“Yes, because I play soccer a lot with my father.”
(speaks Dutch to father)

5. Do you know people with a Dutch, Frisian and Moroccan accent?
Dutch

Frisian

Moroccan

Yes

Yes

Yes (a soccer player)

4. Who sounds the friendliest?
Answer

Frisian

Explanation

X

- solidarity

5. Who sounds the smartest?
Answer

Moroccan

Explanation

X

- status

Frisian

Moroccan

Dutch

Figure 15. Quadrant of participant 01.
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Participant 02

Boy, 9 years old, mother-tongue Frisian

1. With whom would you like to work on a project of school?

- status

Answer

Frisian

Explanation

“Well, at home I talk a lot of Frisian. So, I speak Frisian very well. In the
past, I already talked a lot of Frisian and then when I talked Dutch to my
friends, I started talking very weird because I didn’t know what the words
were.”

2. With whom would you like to become friends?

- solidarity

Answer

Frisian

Explanation

“Just because that person also speaks Frisian, and I also speak Frisian very
well.”

5. Do you know people with a Dutch, Frisian and Moroccan accent?
Dutch

Frisian

Moroccan

Yes

Yes

No

4. Who sounds the friendliest?
Answer

Dutch/everyone

Explanation

“In the game it does.” (but e.g. at school; everyone)

5. Who sounds the smartest?
Answer

Dutch

Explanation

X

- solidarity

- status

Frisian Dutch

Moroccan

Figure 16. Quadrant of participant 02.
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Participant 03

Boy, 12 years old, mother-tongue Dari and Farsi

1. With whom would you like to work on a project of school?

- status

Answer

Dutch

Explanation

“Yes, because I don’t speak Frisian. And the Moroccan accent I don’t know.
I just prefer Dutch.”

2. With whom would you like to become friends?

- solidarity

Answer

Everyone

Explanation

“That doesn’t matter to me. I can be friends with Moroccans, with Dutch. I
have one or two Moroccan friends, but I don’t speak to them very often. And
I also have Frisian friends.”

5. Do you know people with a Dutch, Frisian and Moroccan accent?
Dutch

Frisian

Moroccan

Yes

Yes

Yes

4. Who sounds the friendliest?
Answer

Everyone

Explanation

X

5. Who sounds the smartest?
Answer

Dutch

Explanation

X

- solidarity

- status

Dutch

Moroccan, Frisian

Figure 17. Quadrant of participant 03.
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Participant 04

Boy, 12 years old, mother-tongue English and Tigrinya

1. With whom would you like to work on a project of school?
Answer

Moroccan

Explanation

“It sounds a bit smart.”

- status

2. With whom would you like to become friends?
Answer

Dutch

Explanation

“Just because Dutch people are sweet.”

- solidarity

5. Do you know people with a Dutch, Frisian and Moroccan accent?
Dutch

Frisian

Moroccan

Yes

Yes

Yes

4. Who sounds the friendliest?
Answer

Frisian

Explanation

X

- solidarity

5. Who sounds the smartest?

- status

Answer

Moroccan

Explanation

“I don’t know. I know a lot of people who are Moroccan and who are smart.”

Moroccan

Dutch, Frisian

Figure 18. Quadrant of participant 04.
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Participant 05

Girl, 12 years old, mother-tongue Kurdish and Arabic

1. With whom would you like to work on a project of school?
Answer

Dutch

Explanation

“That’s what I understand better.”

- status

2. With whom would you like to become friends?
Answer

Moroccan

Explanation

“I cannot really deal with Dutch children.”

- solidarity

5. Do you know people with a Dutch, Frisian and Moroccan accent?
Dutch

Frisian

Moroccan

Yes

Yes

Yes

4. Who sounds the friendliest?
Answer

Frisian

Explanation

X

- solidarity

5. Who sounds the smartest?

- status

Answer

Moroccan

Explanation

“Because if you talk Moroccan, then someone cannot understand

everything.”

Dutch

Moroccan, Frisian

Figure 19. Quadrant of participant 05.
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Participant 06

Girl, 13 years old, mother-tongue Arabic

1. With whom would you like to work on a project of school?

- status

Answer

Dutch

Explanation

“Because I learned this language from the beginning.”

2. With whom would you like to become friends?

- solidarity

Answer

Frisian

Explanation

“Because a lot of people here in the village speak Frisian, and then you can
learn from it.”

5. Do you know people with a Dutch, Frisian and Moroccan accent?
Dutch

Frisian

Moroccan

Yes

Yes

No

4. Who sounds the friendliest?
Answer

Dutch

Explanation

“It just sounds like that.”

- solidarity

5. Who sounds the smartest?
Answer

Moroccan

Explanation

X

- status

Dutch

Moroccan

Frisian

Figure 20. Quadrant of participant 06.
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Participant 07

Girl, 12 years old, mother-tongue Arabic and Tigrinya

1. With whom would you like to work on a project of school?

- status

Answer

Dutch

Explanation

“Because a lot of children can speak Dutch and not Frisian. And some of
them also don’t speak Moroccan. But Dutch speaks almost everyone.”

2. With whom would you like to become friends?

- solidarity

Answer

Dutch

Explanation

“Because I don’t speak Frisian and also not Moroccan.”

5. Do you know people with a Dutch, Frisian and Moroccan accent?
Dutch

Frisian

Moroccan

Yes

Yes

Yes

4. Who sounds the friendliest?
Answer

X

Explanation

X

5. Who sounds the smartest?
Answer

X

Explanation

X

- solidarity

- status

Mean positions languages in a quadrant
In order to get the mean positions of the three languages, the scale points of every language and
of every participant were summed up and divided by the number of participants; 6 in this case.
The following scale points were the mean positions, with the first number representing the xaxis and the second number the y-axis:
-

Dutch: (1, 1)

-

Frisian: (1.33, 0.33)

-

Moroccan (0.67, 0.67)
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Figure 21 demonstrates the outcomes that give an overview of the mean position of every
language in a quadrant. The middle of the quadrant is considered as the zero-point.

Dutch
Frisian

Moroccan

Figure 21. Quadrant with mean positions of the languages according the participants.

In sum, the outcomes of the interviews revealed that the pupils varied in their preferences
regarding the different accents. While in some cases the answers were validated by a concrete
explanation, the pupils often could not explain why they had chosen a particular accent. Putting
all answers together, it appeared that the Dutch accent was chosen most often by the status
questions, and Frisian by the solidarity questions. The pupils chose the Moroccan accent the
least often.
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5. Discussion
In this section the main results of this study will be summarized and related to each of the
research questions. The results of the questionnaire and the interviews are discussed and
interpreted in the light of other studies. Recommendations for further research will also be
given.
The current study used an attitude questionnaire together with semi-structured interviews in
order to get insight into the language attitudes of primary school pupils in Fryslân. The aim was
to find answers for the following research questions:
1. What are Dutch-, Frisian-, and migrant language speaking primary school pupils’
explicit attitudes towards majority, minority, foreign and migrant languages?
2. Which factors influence their language attitudes?
3. How do pupils justify their language attitudes?
Explicit attitudes towards majority, minority, foreign and migrant languages
In the first place, it was found that the pupils in general held the most positive attitudes towards
the foreign language English. Regarding the different language profiles, pupils with a migrant
language background and Dutch-English bilinguals had the most positive attitudes, while
Dutch-Frisian and Dutch pupils were the least positive towards this language. The positive view
towards English can be explained by the high status this language holds within the Dutch
society. It is generally known that this language has permeated in almost every aspect of daily
life in the Netherlands (Edwards, 2016). As found in other countries of Europe, such as
Germany and Finland (Erling, 2004; Leppänen et al., 2011), the English language plays an
important role for especially young people in expressing themselves and for the constructing of
their identities. It broadens people’s horizon and connects them to the outside world.
The majority language Dutch also obtained positive scores. This is not surprising, as
people are in general most positive towards their native language (Hilton & Gooskens, 2013;
Ytsma, 2007). A majority language often has a respectively high status as well. Proficiency in
this language means that one has opportunities in the corresponding country. However, it is
interesting to find that these primary school pupils consider English to be more important than
the majority language Dutch. By contrast, a large study of recent years, that aimed to identify
attitudes of Dutch people towards English and Dutch, found that 90% of the people (from
different age groups) considered Dutch to be more important than English (Edwards, 2016).
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Further research could reveal whether primary school pupils generally hold different attitudes
than older people and whether there is a pattern in the change of attitude over the years, or that
young people of today’s world have become even more positive towards English than previous
generations.
The languages that received the less positive feedback were the minority language
Frisian and the migrant languages (Arabic and Polish). It is generally known that many Dutchspeaking people hold negative attitudes towards the Frisian language. Evidence can be found
in almost every study that focusses on language attitudes towards Frisian (e.g. Gorter &
Jonkman, 1995; Hilton & Gooskens, 2013; Ytsma, 1995, 2007). While many attempts have
been going on in order to promote the Frisian language and boost its imago from the side of the
province, Hilton & Gooskens found in their study (2013) that attitudes towards Frisian
remained relatively unchanged. There is a need for further research into the reasons of these
negative attitudes in order to create rewarding language policies concerning the Frisian
language.
The lack of positivity towards migrant languages could be attributed to the fact that for
many children these languages are unknown and are therefore considered unimportant to them.
In that way, it is not surprising that migrant languages received the least positive feedback.
Nonetheless, what matters it that children are taught that all languages are important. If society
holds positive attitudes towards a particular language, the native speakers of that language feel
accepted and that positively influences their well-being (Suek, 2014).
Factors influencing language attitudes
It became clear that there was a negative relationship between age and language attitude towards
the majority language Dutch. The older the pupil, the more negative the attitude towards Dutch
appeared to be. One could speculate that this is because older pupils have learned more about
the size of the world and of all its languages. In that case, the pupils evaluate the statements
from another point of view and see the bigger picture. To exemplify, there were several pupils
who wrote next to the statement about the importance of the Dutch language that the Dutch
language is not important in the world. However, as it is just a speculation, more research is
needed to confirm this explanation or to reveal other reasons for this change in attitude.
Other interesting findings were related to the language background of the pupils. Whether the
pupils spoke a migrant language or not had an influence on their attitude towards English and
towards migrant languages. Migrant pupils had in both cases more positive attitudes than non45
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migrant pupils. Migrant pupils were also slightly more positive towards Dutch than non-migrant
pupils. Only the minority language Frisian was evaluated a little more negative by the migrant
pupils, but this was due to the formation of the groups (migrant versus non-migrant), in which
particular profiles within a group differed a lot in their attitudes. As will be explained further
on, looking more closely into the language profiles drew a better picture. Overall, migrant
pupils showed more positive attitudes towards the languages then non-migrants. Migrant pupils
can thus be considered more tolerant towards different language types, compared to nonmigrant pupils.
When concentrating on the different language profiles, there were also several intriguing
outcomes. From this angle, the effects were found for Frisian and for migrant languages. For
Frisian it appeared that the children who had Frisian as mother-tongue were much more positive
towards this language than the others. This is in accordance with the theory that attitudes
towards the mother-tongue are often the most positive (Hilton & Gooskens, 2013; Ytsma,
2007). Bilingual Dutch-Frisian came in the second place followed by migrant pupils, who were
also remarkably positive towards this language. Dutch pupils, together with bilingual DutchEnglish and bilingual migrant-Dutch pupils showed the most negative attitudes. Concerning the
migrant languages, it was found that migrant language speaking pupils had the most positive
attitudes, opposed to Dutch pupils, who held the most negative attitudes. It is unclear why Dutch
pupils were the most negative towards migrant languages, but it could be because of Dutch
pupils being the least multilingual, while all other pupils are to a greater extent surrounded by
other languages in their daily life.
Interestingly, it appeared that the factors school type and school location contributed most to
the overall language attitude of the pupils. In other words, whether they attended a school with
a high percentage of Dutch pupils or a school with a high percentage of migrant language
speaking pupils and whether this school was located in a village, city or in a place in-between
mostly influenced their overall language attitude. In specific, it appeared that the pupils from
the schools with a high percentage of migrant pupils held clearly more positive attitudes than
their Dutch peers. This suggests that the more the child is surrounded by linguistic diversity,
the more positive attitudes it has towards all types of languages. Focussing on the different type
of languages, the most interesting findings were (a) that pupils from the Dutch schools were
more positive towards the minority language Frisian and (b) that migrant school pupils were
more positive towards migrant languages. The first outcome can be explained by the fact that
the Frisian pupils are mostly found in the schools with a high percentage of Dutch pupils, and
46

PRIMARY SCHOOL PUPILS’ LANGUAGE ATTITUDES

these pupils were often mostly positive towards Frisian. The same accounts for migrant pupils,
who were the most positive towards migrant languages and were mostly found on the schools
with a high percentage of migrant language speaking pupils.
Regarding the school location, the biggest differences in attitudes were found for Dutch
and Frisian. In-between schools were clearly more positive towards Dutch and Frisian than city
schools. Generally, the in-between school showed most positive attitudes towards the majority
language, the minority language and the foreign language, followed by the village schools. The
city schools turned out to have the most negative attitudes towards these languages. However,
this was not the case for the migrant languages, as the city schools were the most positive
towards these languages, followed by the in-between school. The village schools showed the
most negative attitudes towards migrant languages, which can be explained by the fact that
there are fewer migrant pupils on these schools.
Justification language attitudes
The seven interviews with different type of multilingual pupils gave more insight into the way
pupils perceive different accents. The first question revealed that almost every migrant pupil
preferred to work together on a school project with a Dutch accented speaker, as they find this
accent easier to understand. The Frisian accent was chosen by the two pupils who had this
language as mother-tongue, because they made clear that they prefer to communicate in Frisian.
With reference to the second question, about becoming friends, the opinions varied; Dutch was
mentioned three times, Frisian two times and Moroccan and ‘everyone’ once. An interesting
finding was that one migrant girl mentioned Frisian because many people in her village speak
Frisian, so she could learn from it. This shows that this girl has a desire to be part of her
surroundings and wants to fit in. Further, almost all pupils knew people who speak similar as
the accents they heard in the IAT, except for two pupils who did not know any Moroccan
accented speakers. This, however, did not seem to have an influence on their answers. The
bilingual Frisian-Dutch pupil was clever in a way to recognize the Moroccan accent from a
famous soccer player. The fourth question was about which accent sounded the friendliest.
Frisian was chosen three times, and Dutch and ‘everyone’ both twice, Moroccan was not
specifically mentioned. Finally, the last question was about which accent was considered the
smartest. In this case, Frisian was not given as an answer; the pupils either chose the Dutch or
the Moroccan accent. The bilingual English-Tigrinya boy said that he knows a lot of Moroccan
people who are smart, which makes it a logical choice. The answers of the pupils concerning
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the last two questions are, however, mostly unexplained which makes it difficult to further
clarify.
Putting all answers from the pupils together in order to draw a general view, it was found
that (a) Frisian scored highest on solidarity and lowest on status, (b) Dutch scored highest on
status and scored between Frisian and Moroccan on solidarity, (c) Moroccan scored the lowest
on both solidarity and status. Based on the literature, these findings are in line with certain
findings from previous studies. First, it has been found that dialect speakers are often evaluated
less competent or intelligent than speakers of the standard variety. Studies of Crowl &
MacGinitie (1974) and Ramaut et al. (2013) showed that teachers graded oral performance of
their pupils lower when it was presented in a dialect vernacular, even when the quality was the
same as that of the standard variety (Pulinx, Van Avermaet & Agirdag, 2017). Also, Hilton &
Gooskens (2013) discovered the Frisian vernacular was perceived as less clever, compared to
the Dutch variant. The pupils from the interviews also evaluated Frisian much lower on status
than Dutch. Not surprisingly, Dutch, being the standard variety, scored the highest of all on
status. Secondly, while Frisian appeared to score the lowest on status, this language was
evaluated the highest on the solidarity dimension. The same was found in studies of Jonkman
(1985, 1989), who compared attitudes towards the minority language Frisian with the majority
language Dutch and the urban vernacular of the capital of Fryslân, as measured by a variant of
the matched-guise technique. He concluded that Frisian was evaluated the highest on the
solidarity dimension and Dutch on the status dimension (Jonkman, 1990). While all examples
of the previously mentioned studies involved participants of higher ages, this study found that
similar attitudes can already be found by primary school pupils.
Focussing on the explanations for the answers given by the pupils, there were no clear
patterns found. It seemed that, in general, the pupils preferred the accented speech that for them
sounded the most normal. For the Frisian pupils this was Frisian, and for the others it was mostly
Dutch. In some cases, it became clear that pupils chose a particular accent because they knew
a person who spoke with the same accent and met that concrete characteristic. A lot of
explanations, however, made no sense which made it difficult to further justify the pupils’
language attitudes.
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6. Conclusion
In this section, a short summary is given of all that is mentioned before. The outcomes of the
study are shortly presented once again. The limitations and shortcomings of the current
research are also discussed.
Although multilingualism can be a valuable learning resource for pupils, incorporating
multilingual didactics in school curricula remains a challenge. The monolingual viewpoint
(Gogolin, 2002) that still exists among many people hinders the changes in the current
educational system that need to be done, in order to let pupils benefit from their language
background (Van Der Wildt et al., 2017). Research into language attitudes is a helpful step in
the right direction, as it shows what kind of language policies will be effective. Many studies
have explored teachers’ attitudes, but on the side of the pupils there is little known about their
attitudes. Since positive attitudes help by making the change towards a more multilingual
oriented way of teaching, the current study was designed to investigate the attitudes of primary
school pupils towards different type of languages. It also tested whether age, gender, language
background, school type and location of the school were factors that determine the language
attitudes of the pupils. The combination of questionnaire data of language attitudes and
interview data of accented speech has provided a more complete picture of the pupils’ explicit
language attitudes.
In general, the pupils held most positive attitudes towards the foreign language English
in the first place, followed by the majority language Dutch. In the third place came the minority
language Frisian and the least positive attitudes were found towards migrant languages.
Zooming in on the factors influencing the attitudes, there were interesting patterns found related
to age, language background, school type and school location. The older the pupils, the more
negative the attitude towards Dutch appeared to be. Further, migrant language speakers had
more positive attitudes towards the different language types, compared to non-migrant language
speakers. Taking the different language backgrounds of the pupils into account, it was found
that Frisian speaking pupils were extremely positive towards Frisian, an attitude not shared by
others in that extent. Dutch pupils were rather negative towards Frisian and migrant languages.
Interestingly, the factors that mostly influenced the pupils’ language attitudes were the school
type and the location of the school. Pupils from schools with a high percentage of migrant
language speakers were clearly more positive towards migrant languages and less positive
towards Frisian, while for the pupils from schools with mainly Dutch speakers this was the
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other way around. As for the location of the school, it was found that the pupils from city
schools held the least positive language attitudes. However, with regard to the attitudes towards
migrant languages, the pupils from the city schools were the most positive, while the pupils
from the village schools were the least positive towards these languages. From the interviews
with multilingual pupils it became clear that, in general, Dutch was evaluated as the variety
with the highest status, as many pupils chose this accent to work together with on a school
project, or they said this accent sounded the smartest. The Frisian accent speech was perceived
as the friendliest vernacular. While the pupils did not choose the Moroccan accent very
frequently, many pupils did find this accent sounding the smartest. Due to a lack of explanations
it is impossible to further draw conclusions from the answers of the pupils.
Limitations and follow-up
The current study has several limitations and shortcomings that should be taken into account
before jumping to conclusions. With regard to the questionnaire, it has to be noted that the
attitude statements can be interpreted in different ways. Some children gave their answers from
a global perspective, while others did this from a more regional viewpoint. Having directed at
one perspective by mentioning this before the statements, could, thus, have resulted in other
results. Additionally, the middle point of the Likert-scale, labelled as ‘no opinion’, was chosen
extremely often as answer for the attitude statements. As the researcher had emphasized that
the pupils should choose this answer when they did not agree nor disagree with the statement
(when introducing and explaining the questionnaire to the pupils) it was easy for the pupils to
fill out the questionnaire in that way. It seemed that the pupils chose this answer conveniently,
in order to finish the questionnaire faster. For future research it is recommended to avoid this
by leaving out the middle option on the Likert-scale and use a 4-point Likert-scale, as this
response scale has been used effectively in other studies that investigated children’s attitudes
(Post & van der Molen, 2019). A shorter questionnaire would also be recommendable.
As concerns the interviews, there are also important issues that should be addressed.
First of all, the ages of two pupils who are 9 years old are not comparable with the other pupils
who are on average three years older. As it turned out that age can affect certain language
attitudes, this aspect should be controlled better in further research. Besides, since the accented
speech of the IAT was spoken by three different women, it could have influenced the way the
pupils perceived this speech. Also, it could be that children percept speech differently when
spoken by adult people than when spoken by children of their age, but these are just speculations
that could be interesting to investigate in future studies. Moreover, interviewing more pupils
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would provide a more complete picture of the pupils’ attitudes towards accented speech
varieties. Important is to also include more pupils with different type of language backgrounds.
More extended research could be done into the implicit attitudes of pupils, to see whether they
differ from their explicit attitudes and if so, in what way. Further, it would be interesting to see
whether the language attitudes of the pupils change over a period of time, and if so, what the
cause is of this change.
All in all, this research was unique in its approach to unveil the under-researched topic of pupils’
language attitudes in a highly diverse area, since previous studies mostly focused on the
language attitudes of teachers (Lasagabaster & Huguet, 2007). Additionally, it studied the
language attitudes of young children, instead of aiming at secondary school pupils or students
who are older and easier to investigate. Studies over the past years showed that people often
hold most positive attitudes towards English and the majority language (Edwards, 2016; Ytsma,
2007) and lesser positive attitudes towards minority and migrant languages (Caruana et al.
2013; Ibarraran, Lasagabaster and Sierra, 2008; Ytsma, 2007). This research found similar
outcomes, and therefore suggests that those language attitudes already exist at a young age.
While positive attitudes have proven to positively effect pupils’ academic performance and
well-being (Oliver & Purdie, 1998; Skehan, 1989; Tragant & Muñoz, 2000), this study appeals
for continuing the implementation of more multilingual practices in school curricula, as it also
found that the more the child is surrounded by linguistic diversity, the more positive attitudes
it holds towards all types of languages.
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Appendices
Appendix I – Questionnaire (in Dutch)

Vragenlijstje meertaligheid
Hoeveel talen spreek jij eigenlijk? En vind je het leuk om nieuwe talen te leren? Door middel
van deze vragenlijst willen wij erachter komen wat jij vindt van meertaligheid op school.
Eerst gaan we oefenen hoe we de vragen invullen.
Je krijgt een zin met daarbij een gekleurde antwoordbalk. Ben je het eens met de zin? Of
oneens? Zet een cirkel om het goede antwoord. Bijvoorbeeld zo:
Ik hou van broccoli
Als je helemaal niet van broccoli houdt, zet je het rondje zo:
Oneens

Beetje oneens

Geen mening

Beetje eens

Eens

Beetje eens

Eens

Als je een beetje van broccoli houdt, zet je het rondje zo:
Oneens

Beetje oneens

Geen mening

Als je broccoli niet lekker vindt, maar ook niet vies, zet je het rondje in het midden:
Oneens

Beetje oneens

Geen mening

Beetje eens

Eens

Bij sommige zinnen hoef je alleen maar te kiezen tussen JA of NEE. Bijvoorbeeld:
Ik wil nog meer sporten leren met gym.

□ JA
□ NEE
Heb je JA ingevuld? Welke sporten zou je nog meer willen leren? Vul ze maar in:
a) .................................................................. c) ..................................................................
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b) .................................................................. d) ..................................................................
Je mag zelf de antwoorden bedenken die je wil opschrijven. Je hoeft niet alle lijntjes vol te
schrijven!
Alvast bedankt en laat ons weten of je vragen hebt. Wij helpen je graag!
Op het volgende blad komen de echte vragen.
1. Wat is je naam?
..............................................................................
2.

Hoe oud ben je?

..............................................................................

3.

In welke groep zit je?

..............................................................................

4.

Hoe heet je school?

..............................................................................

5.

Ik ben een:

meisje / jongen / wil ik niet zeggen

6.

Welke talen heb je geleerd voordat je naar school ging?
a) .................................................................. c) ................................................................
b) .................................................................. d) ................................................................

7.

Welke talen heb je daarna nog meer geleerd?
a) .................................................................. c) ................................................................
b) .................................................................. d) ................................................................

8.

Ik ben van plan om nog meer talen te leren.

□ JA
□ NEE
Heb je JA ingevuld? Welke talen zou je willen leren?
a) .................................................................. c) ..................................................................
b) .................................................................. d) ..................................................................
9.

Ik vind het leuk om een nieuwe taal te leren.

Oneens

Beetje oneens

Geen mening

Beetje eens

Eens
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10. Ik vind het makkelijk om een nieuwe taal te leren.
Oneens

Beetje oneens

Geen mening

Beetje eens

Eens

11. Welke talen zijn (denk je) makkelijk om nog te leren? Vul maar in.
a) .................................................................. c) ................................................................
b) .................................................................. d) ................................................................
12. En welke talen zijn (denk je) moeilijk om te leren? Vul maar in.
a) .................................................................. c) ................................................................
b) .................................................................. d) ................................................................
13. Welke talen spreek je met je ouders?
a) .................................................................. c) ................................................................
b) .................................................................. d) ................................................................
14. Welke talen spreek je met je broers en zusjes?
a) .................................................................. c) ................................................................
b) .................................................................. d) ................................................................
15. Welke talen spreek je met je grootouders (opa&oma)?
a) .................................................................. c) ................................................................
b) .................................................................. d) ................................................................
16. Welke talen spreek je met je vrienden?
a) .................................................................. c) ................................................................
b) .................................................................. d) ................................................................
17. Welke talen spreek je op school allemaal?
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a) .................................................................. c) ................................................................
b) .................................................................. d) ................................................................

18. Mensen die Nederlands praten, zijn aardig.
Oneens

Beetje oneens

Geen mening

Beetje eens

Eens

Beetje eens

Eens

Beetje eens

Eens

Beetje eens

Eens

Beetje eens

Eens

Beetje eens

Eens

Beetje eens

Eens

Geen mening

Beetje eens

Eens

Geen mening

Beetje eens

Eens

Beetje eens

Eens

19. Mensen die Fries praten, zijn slim.
Oneens

Beetje oneens

Geen mening

20. Mensen die Pools praten, zijn slim.
Oneens

Beetje oneens

Geen mening

21. Mensen die Engels praten, zijn aardig.
Oneens

Beetje oneens

Geen mening

22. Nederlands is een belangrijke taal.
Oneens

Beetje oneens

Geen mening

23. Mensen die Nederlands praten, zijn slim.
Oneens

Beetje oneens

Geen mening

24. Mensen die Arabisch praten, zijn aardig.
Oneens

Beetje oneens

Geen mening

25. Mensen die Fries praten, zijn aardig.
Oneens

Beetje oneens

26. Arabisch is een belangrijke taal.
Oneens

Beetje oneens

27. Mensen die Pools praten, zijn aardig.
Oneens

Beetje oneens

Geen mening

55

PRIMARY SCHOOL PUPILS’ LANGUAGE ATTITUDES

28. Fries is een belangrijke taal.
Oneens

Beetje oneens

Geen mening

Beetje eens

Eens

Geen mening

Beetje eens

Eens

Geen mening

Beetje eens

Eens

Geen mening

Beetje eens

Eens

Geen mening

Beetje eens

Eens

29. Mensen die Arabisch praten, zijn slim.
Oneens

Beetje oneens

30. Engels is een belangrijke taal.
Oneens

Beetje oneens

31. Mensen die Engels praten, zijn slim.
Oneens

Beetje oneens

32. Pools is een belangrijke taal.
Oneens

Beetje oneens

33. Welke talen vind je verder belangrijk? Vul maar in.
a) .................................................................. c) ................................................................
b) .................................................................. d) ................................................................
34. Welke talen vind je onbelangrijk? Vul maar in.
a) .................................................................. c) ................................................................
b) .................................................................. d) ................................................................
35. Alle talen die ik ken, mag ik in de klas gebruiken.

□ JA
□ NEE
Heb je NEE ingevuld? Welke talen mag je niet gebruiken tijdens de les? Vul maar in.
a) .................................................................. c) ................................................................
b) .................................................................. d) ................................................................
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Heb je talen ingevuld die je niet gebruikt tijdens de les? Zou je deze talen willen gebruiken?

□ JA
□ NEE
We zijn bijna klaar!!!
36. Ik gebruik alle talen die ik ken op het schoolplein.

□ JA
□ NEE
Heb je NEE ingevuld? Welke talen ken je die je niet gebruikt op het schoolplein?
a) .................................................................. c) ................................................................
b) .................................................................. d) ................................................................
37. Ik wil meer leren over de talen van mijn klasgenoten, die ik zelf niet spreek.

□ JA
□ NEE
Heb je JA ingevuld? Welke talen die je klasgenoten kunnen spreken wil jij ook leren?
a) .................................................................. c) ................................................................
b) .................................................................. d) ................................................................

EINDE VRAGENLIJST
Dankjewel voor het invullen!
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Appendix II – Transcriptions interviews
All interviews have been conducted in Dutch and were translated to English.
___________________________________________________________________________
Interview 1
R: researcher
01: Boy, 9 years old, mother-tongue Frisian and Dutch
R: So, you just played a game. Did you like it?
01: Yeah.
R: And if I am right, you heard a Dutch speaking person, you heard someone with a Frisian
accent and with a Moroccan accent. Any more?
01: No, that’s it.
R: All right, so we have three accents. Now, when you think back to these accents, so think
about how the Dutch accent was spoken, the Moroccan and think back to the Frisian. If you
think about it, with whom would you like to collaborate on a project for school? Although you
haven’t seen them, but you heard them. Who would you choose?
01: Hmm, Frisian.
R: Frisian? Okay. Can you tell me why?
01: I speak Frisian with most of my family members. I go a lot to my Frisian grandparents, and
they come very often at our place.
R: Okay. So, you speak a little bit more Frisian then Dutch at home?
01: Yeah.
R: Well, then I get it. And image if you can become friends with one, to play outside with,
which one would you chose?
01: Hmmm. Dutch.
R: Dutch? Okay. And can you tell me why you choose that one?
01: Hmmmm, no.
R: No?
01: Yes, because I play soccer a lot with my father.
R: Ahh. And at school, you speak more Dutch or Frisian?
01: More Dutch. And I also have a friend in class with whom I sometimes speak Frisian.
R: Okay, so there is little Frisian at school, mainly Dutch?
01: Yes.
R: And, when you think about the accents again, you know people who speak Frisian, who
speak Dutch, but do you also know people who have a Moroccan accent?
01: One, yes.
R: And who is that?
01: A soccer player of Ajax.
R: Ahh, a soccer player. So you recognized the accent from him. That’s nice.
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01: Yes, I once met him, and we took a picture.
R: Soooo, aha. And if you think back to the accents, which one sounds the friendliest? To talk
with.
01: Hmm, Frisian.
R: Frisian? Okay. Do you know why?
01: No.
R: Is there one of the persons you think is the smartest?
01: The Moroccan one.
R: Moroccan, okay. And why the Moroccan?
01: No idea.
R: Okay.
___________________________________________________________________________
Interview 2
R: researcher
02: Boy, 9 years old, mother-tongue Frisian
R: You just played a game, right? Which accents did you hear?
02: Moroccan, Dutch and Frisian.
R: Yes, so three different ones.
02: Yes.
R: And if I ask you, when you think back to these accents, and you may choose one of them
with whom you can collaborate on a project on school. So you have somebody with a Frisian,
accent, somebody with a Dutch accent and somebody with a Moroccan accent. Who would you
choose? With whom you think you can collaborate best?
02: Frisian accent.
R: Frisian accent. And can you also explain why you would choose that one?
02: Well, at home I talk a lot of Frisian. So, I speak Frisian very well. In the past, I already
talked a lot of Frisian and then when I talked Dutch to my friends, I started talking very weird
because I didn’t know what the words were.
R: Haha, okay… So, your Frisian is better than your Dutch?
02: Yes.
R: Yes?
02: Yes.
R: And at school you therefore learned mostly Dutch?
02: Yeah.
R: Okay. And if you also may choose one, with whom you may become friends, of those three.
With whom you would become friends at first?
02: With a Frisian person.
R: Frisian as well. All right. And why?
02: Just because that person also speaks Frisian, and I also speak Frisian very well.
R: Yes.
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02: So you can speak very good to each other and you can discuss.
R: Would you then also talk Frisian with that person? Or would you talk in Dutch?
02: In Frisian.
R: Okay, nice. Hmm. So, you heard those three different accents. Do you also know people
who speak like that? So for example the Moroccan accent, do you know someone who speaks
like that?
02: Hm, no.
R: No? Okay. And Dutch you do of course, because we are all Dutch people here. Frisian you
also know, that you also recognized.
02: Yeah.
R: Okay. And do you also have an idea about who would be the smartest? Wie sounds the
smartest?
02: Who sounds the smartest? Hm, the Dutch one.
R: The Dutch one. And can you also tell me why you think that?
02: Well, yeah I don’t know actually.
R: That’s just a feeling?
02: Yes.
R: Okay. And the friendliest, who sounds the friendliest?
02: Also the Dutch.
R: Yes? Okay.
02: In the game it does.
R: And at school for example? The ones with a Dutch accent, or the ones with a Frisian accent?
02: Just everyone.
R: Everyone? Okay.
___________________________________________________________________________
Interview 3
R: researcher
03: Boy, 12 years old, mother-tongue Dari and Farsi
R: You just played a game where you heard three accents, the Frisian accent, the Dutch accent
and the Moroccan accent. And if you may choose one with whom you can work together on a
school project, who would you choose? So think back to the accents you just heard.
03: Dutch
R: Can you tell me why?
03: Yes, because I don’t speak Frisian. And the Moroccan accent I don’t know. I just prefer
Dutch.
R: Okay. And if you can become friends with one of those three, who would you chose?
03: That doesn’t matter to me. I can be friends with Moroccans, with Dutch. I have one or two
Moroccan friends, but I don’t speak to them very often. And I also have Frisian friends.
R: So all three of them you say?
03: Yes.
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R: And you know people with a Moroccan accent you said?
03: Yes.
R: Okay, and with a Frisian accent as well?
03: Yeah.
R: Okay. And do you have a preference for who sounds the friendliest in general? Of course,
you don’t know them, but if you listen to them. Who sounds the friendliest? The Frisian accent,
the Dutch accent or the Moroccan accent?
03: All three.
R: And is there one who sounds the smartest?
03: I think Dutch.
R: Dutch? Do you know why?
03: No.
R: Okay.
___________________________________________________________________________
Interview 4
R: researcher
04: Boy, 12 years old, mother-tongue English and Tigrinya
R: You just heard three accents, someone with a Dutch accent, someone with a Frisian accent
and someone with a Moroccan accent, right?
04: Yeah.
R: If you think back to those different accents, and if you can pick one to work together with
on a project for school, who would you choose in the first place?
04: Sorry? The accents?
R: Of the people you just heard. You don’t know them of course, but when you think of the
accents. Who would you prefer to collaborate, when you can pick one?
04: The Moroccan.
R: Can you tell me why?
04: It sounds a bit smart.
R: All right, good. And if you can pick one to become friends with, who would you choose of
the three?
04: If I may choose one… Dutch.
R: Dutch accent. And why?
04: Just because Dutch people are sweet.
R: Yes?
04: Moroccan people as well, but I don’t see them a lot anymore.
R: So you know people with, for example, a Moroccan accent?
04: Yes, many.
R: And also people with a Frisian accent?
04: Yeah.
R: Okay. And is there one of the accents that sounds the friendliest in your opinion?
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04: Friendliest, Frisian.
R: And why?
04: Is a bit old and stuff.
R: All right. And is there one who sounds the smartest?
04: Smartest, Moroccan.
R: Yeah, I think you said that before. And do you know why?
04: I don’t know. I know a lot of people who are Moroccan and who are smart.
R: Yeah, then I understand.
___________________________________________________________________________
Interview 5
R: researcher
05: Girl, 12 years old, mother-tongue Kurdish and Arabic
R: So, you just played a game with different accents. A Frisian accent, a Dutch accent and a
Moroccan accent. And if I ask you, you may choose one of them, so think back to the accents,
with whom would you prefer to work together on a school project?
05: With the Dutch accent.
R: Dutch accent, okay. Why?
05: That’s what I understand better.
R: Okay. And with whom would you like to become friends the most? If you can pick one.
05: Moroccan.
R: And do you know why?
05: I cannot really deal with Dutch children.
R: Okay. Hmm, do you also know people with, for example, a Moroccan accent?
05: Yeah
R: And with a Frisian accent?
05: Also.
R: Also. And Dutch of course, right?
05: Yes.
R: Is there also one who sounds the friendliest?
05: Frisian.
R: Frisian. And why?
05: I don’t know.
R: Okay. And is there one who sounds the smartest?
05: Dutch.
R: Dutch. And why?
05: Because if you talk Moroccan, then someone cannot understand everything.
R: Okay.
___________________________________________________________________________
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Interview 6
R: researcher
06: Girl, 13 years old, mother-tongue Arabic
R: When you think back to the game, on the three accents you heard, so you heard a Moroccan
accent, a Frisian accent and a Dutch accent. And if I ask you, you have to pick one with whom
you can collaborate on school for a project. Who would you choose? You don’t know these
persons, but you heard their accent. Can you then say with whom you prefer to work together?
06: Uhmmm..
R: What is the first accent that comes to your mind?
06: Dutch
R: Dutch? And can you tell me why?
06: Because I learned this language from the beginning.
R: Okay. And if you can pick one to become friends with, who would you choose? Moroccan
accent, Frisian accent or Dutch accent.
06: Frisian.
R: Frisian. And why?
06: Because a lot of people here in the village speak Frisian, and then you can learn from it.
R: Yeah. Do you also know people with a Frisian accent? From the village you said?
06: Yeah.
R: And do you also have that with the Moroccan accent?
06: No.
R: Dutch you do, right? There are a lot of people that talk Dutch here. And if I ask you, who
sounds the friendliest?
06: Dutch.
R: Dutch. And why?
06: It just sounds like that.
R: Okay, and the smartest?
06: Hm, I think Moroccan.
R: Moroccan, why?
06: I don’t know.
R: All right, that doesn’t mind.
___________________________________________________________________________
Interview 7
R: researcher
07: Girl, 12 years old, mother-tongue Arabic and Tigrinya
R: You just played a game where you heard three accents, you heard someone with a Dutch
accent, with a Frisian accent and with a?
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07: Moroccan.
R: Moroccan accent indeed. And if I ask you to collaborate on a school project with one of
those accents you heard, which one would you choose?
07: Dutch
R: Dutch accent.
07: Yeah.
R: And can you also tell me why?
07: Because a lot of children can speak Dutch and not Frisian. And some of them also don’t
speak Moroccan. But Dutch speaks almost everyone.
R: And if you can pick one to become friends with? So think back to the accents, the Frisian
accent, the Dutch accent, the Moroccan accent. With whom do you think you can become
friends with the fastest?
07: Dutch.
R: Dutch, and why?
07: Because I don’t speak Frisian and also not Moroccan.
R: Okay. And do you know people with a Moroccan accent?
07: Yes.
R: And with a Frisian accent?
07: Hmm, yes.
R: Also? So both you know. And is there one who sounds the smartest, in your opinion?
07: I don’t know.
R: No? Or the friendliest?
07: No.
R: Okay.
___________________________________________________________________________
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