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Abstract

The present research was conducted to provide better insight into the proficiency levels of
Aruban students in Dutch. Previous research indicated that Aruban students struggle in tertiary
education because of their low proficiency in Dutch. The main research question was whether
Aruban students have a B2/3F level of Dutch proficiency, which is the entry requirement for
Dutch universities of applied sciences. Additional questions concerned the manner of testing,
what mistakes do Aruban students make in Dutch, and language attitude of Aruban students
towards Dutch. Aruban students in the Netherlands (n=155) were contacted for a questionnaire
and then further partook in a writing assignment (n=6) as a means to measure their proficiency
and identify common mistakes. The participants (n=6) in this research showed that there is
indeed a proficiency issue with Dutch among Aruban students. This may be attributed to the
way Dutch is taught in school, as well as the manner in which they are tested. The mistakes
made can be accounted for through learners of Dutch as a foreign language common mistakes
and L1 interference. Most participants have five or more years living in the Netherlands, which
may have affected the findings. Further research is needed to determine language attitude
towards Dutch to make concrete conclusions on this aspect.
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1. Introduction

A key component for prosperity in education is language proficiency. Language is the means
of communication through which knowledge is transferred and tested. The purpose of this study
was to compare Aruban students in the Netherlands’ Dutch proficiency and the Dutch hoger
beroepsonderwijs (HBO) entry requirements – HBO is the equivalent to universities of applied
sciences. First, this master thesis looks at the historic developments in education; how Dutch
became the language of instruction on a Caribbean island whose population’s native tongue is
Papiamento and how Papiamento has remained the Aruban vernacular throughout the years.
Second, it defines proficiency and the way it is measured. Third, it discusses academic language
and the expectations held for those who attend Dutch universities. Lastly, it presents a
description of the performance and opinions held by a small number of Aruban students who
are currently attending a Dutch HBO.
1.1 Problem statement
The discussion in regards to Dutch in the Aruban education system has been ongoing for some
time. There is a pilot program that seeks to implement Papiamento in the education system set
in place ready to be implemented. The pilot program seeks to incorporate Papiamento as the
language of instruction in Aruban academia. However, this has not yet occurred. While Aruba
has its own university, it is relatively small and limited in the programs it offers. This is why
many Arubans still opt to go abroad for higher education. Since Aruba is part of the Dutch
kingdom and its citizens typically have the Dutch nationality, Arubans are granted the same
rights as the Dutch, which includes funding for higher degrees. Due to the financial
attractiveness, many Arubans opt to attend a program in the Netherlands rather than in a nearby
country such as the U.S. However, it is notable that Aruban students typically take longer to
finish a program than is expected because of academic delays. Linden (2017) indicated that the
majority of Aruban students who attend universities of applied sciences in the Netherlands
change their major at least once in their academic careers. According to Linden (2017), this is
because Aruban students often face difficulties with the Dutch language at an academic level.
Aruban students appear to have a difficult time when it comes to academia and their command
of Dutch in an academic setting. This in turn affects their progress which not only costs them
time but also money. Thus, there is a possibility that Aruban students’ Dutch proficiency is not
sufficient enough for them to prosper academically in the Netherlands. Therefore, the purpose
of this study is to investigate whether Aruban students’ Dutch proficiency is below the
expectancy of Dutch universities as suggested by Linden (2017).
1.2 Significance of study
The present study not only serves as a means to identify if Aruban students are prepared on a
linguistic level for the tasks required of them at universities of applied sciences but also as a
tool for modelling and adapting the education system in Aruba. Through the identification of
the common difficulties and the potential causes of these pitfalls it will be easier to adapt and
develop language courses suited to Aruban students’ needs. This ensures that, on an academic
level, Aruban students are more prepared and capable of overcoming such obstacles improving
their chances of academic success. Additionally, it also adds to the discussion of having
European languages as the language of instruction in the Caribbean education system.
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1.3 Research questions
The main research question pertaining to this research is whether or not Aruban students in the
Netherlands have a Dutch proficiency adequate for Dutch universities. Thus, in other words, do
Aruban students have a B2/3F level of Dutch proficiency which is the entry requirement for
Dutch universities of applied sciences. Aside from this main question additional questions were
asked. Namely:
1. Are Aruban students being adequately tested according to their language needs?
1 A. How are they tested?
1 B. Do the testing methods line up with the literature?
2. What are the common mistakes made?
2 A. Can the mistakes be accounted for?
3. Do Aruban students have a negative opinion of Dutch?
3 A. What status do the participants give to Papiamento, Dutch, English, and Spanish?
1.4 Definitions
BISC – Conversational language. Language required in context-bound face-to-face social
situations. It is used in everyday social interactions.
CALP – Academic language. It refers to terms and concepts which students are expected to
learn and use in an academic context that is different from the everyday conversational
language. It includes a variety of formal-language skills such as vocabulary, grammar,
punctuation, syntax, discipline-specific terminology, or rhetorical conventions.
CEFR – Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching,
and Assessment. The CEFR is a guideline used to describe proficiency/language
achievements of foreign language learners in Europe. It consists of six reference
levels that are widely accepted as a standard for grading individuals’ language
proficiency.
Classification error – When test takers' scores are compared with a specified cut-off score,
two kinds of decision errors are possible: (1) a test taker whose true score is above the
cut can get a score below the cut; (2) a test taker whose true score is below the cut can
get a score above the cut. It is possible to modify the decision rule to make one kind
of decision error occur less often, but only at the cost of making the other kind of
decision error occur more often. Also called “misclassification."
Heritage language – Defined as a sub-type of bilingual first language acquisition. Heritage
language refers to a minority language, a language that is spoken at home where it is
often learnt by speakers as their first language. However, the language is not spoken
widely in the community and is usually not fully acquired by speakers due to limited
input in social environments.
L1 – First language or mother tongue
L2 – Second language
Skill/modality – Used interchangeably to refer to the means through which languages are
produced and perceived namely, writing, speaking, listening, and reading.
SLA – Second language acquisition
HBO – Used in this context to refer to Dutch university of applies sciences or vocational
universities, Hoger beroepsonderwijs (HBO). It is not to be confused with
wetenschappelijk onderwijs (WO) which is often referred to as university in Dutch.
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1.5 Organization of chapters
The first chapter introduces the problem statement (1.1) and is the followed by the significance
of the study and how it fits into the academic discussion (1.2). Once the significance of the
study has been discussed, the research question will be introduced along with the sub-questions
(1.3). Finally, definitions that are used throughout the research will be defined (1.4) and then
an overview of the remaining chapters will be provided (1.5).
The second chapter consists of the literature review. This chapter is divided into several
sections. The first section discusses the linguistic landscape on Aruba as well as provides
background information and previous literature on Creoles in education (2.1). The following
section defines proficiency and provides a general overview of the complexities of defining a
term like proficiency (2.2). This section is followed by a section that describes how proficiency
is measured and how these measurements can be interpreted (2.3). The next section discusses
academic language and the ways in which secondary school in Aruba test Dutch proficiency
(2.4). Finally, this section discusses the CEFR and entry requirements for Dutch universities of
applied sciences (2.5).
The third chapter discusses the methods used for the present research. Chapter four
discusses the results. This chapter is divided into questionnaire results (4.1), results from the
writing task (4.2), and results from the interviews (4.3). The questionnaire results are provided
as an individual section but the other parts are organized according to the overall results from
the writing task and interview, and then each individual participant is discussed in depth (4.4).
The final chapter discusses and interprets the findings. It also addresses shortcomings
and improvements. The discussion also suggests further research in terms as Dutch as a second
language for Aruban students. This section concludes with a brief summary of the research
questions, the answers to these questions, suggestions, and potential future research.
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2. Literature review
2.1 Aruba’s historical linguistic landscape
Aruba is a Caribbean island off the coast of Venezuela with a rather unique linguistic landscape.
Due to historical, political and economic influences it is common that its citizens speak four
languages. The four most commonly spoken languages are Papiamento, Spanish, English, and
Dutch. Aruba was a Dutch colony up until 1986 when she became an autonomous state within
the kingdom of the Netherlands (Museo Arqueologico National Aruba [MANA], 2017). Since
Aruba was a colony and is part of the kingdom as an autonomous state, its official language is
Dutch alongside Papiamento. Papiamento received its official status in 2003 and is best
described as Proto-Afro-Portuguese Creole that grew organically as a lingua-franca between
Portuguese, Dutch, African languages, and Amerindian languages (Linden, 2017).
Papiamento was brought to Aruba from Curaçao once it was permitted by the Dutch to
settle on the island (Linden, 2017). However, due to the influential Aruban-Venezuelan
relations, Aruba’s Papiamento took characteristics of its own and became different from
Papiamentu which is spoken on Bonaire and Curacao. For this reason there are two different
orthographies, with Aruba opting for an orthography based on etymology (based on the
conventional spelling of the lexifier language) and Bonaire and Curacao opting for a phonemic
based orthography that is based on the sounds that occur in the Creole (Linden, 2017). Up until
the late 19th century Papiamento was the written language of choice. However, when the Dutch
began funding Aruban schools they outlawed Papiamento in favor of Dutch. Aside from
Papiamento and Dutch, English and Spanish are also widely spoken on the island. This is due
to two major immigrant influxes. First, of English speakers from other Caribbean regions when
a refinery opened and second, of Spanish speakers from nearby Latin American countries.
Aside from immigrants, the island relies heavily on tourism for its economy and the majority
of the tourists are from nearby North and Latin America.
A census survey done in 2010 indicated that the majority of the population speaks
Papiamento at home (68%), followed by 14% speaking Spanish, followed by English 7%,
Dutch 6%, and other with 5% (Enseñansa Aruba [EA], 2017). A survey done by Linden (2017)
on the higher educated population indicated that Papiamento is the primary means of
communication, followed by English and Dutch then Spanish which are often used in
combination with Papiamento. Professor Eric Mijts from the Universidad di Aruba indicated
that Dutch plays a minuscule role in public domains (Oostendorp, 2017). This coincides with
Linden (2017), Vasić (2016) and Bamberger (2016) who also reported that English and Dutch
were used primarily in the occupational field but not in the daily lives of Arubans. Dutch also
extended to the field of education where it is still formally the primary language of instruction.
Since 2009 there has been a pilot program called Proyecto Scol Multilingual where
Papiamento has been introduced as the primary means of instruction in two pilot kindergartens
(EA, 2016). In 2012 this was extended to elementary first grade and gradually introduced to
higher grades until the sixth grade in the school year of 2017-2018 (EA, 2016). The program is
structured that children are taught in Papiamento and Dutch is gradually introduced during the
second half of the second grade and fully integrated as the language of instruction from grade
five onward (Table.1) (EA, 2016). Besides the pilot schools all kindergarten and elementary
schools are formally taught in Dutch. Linden (2017) states that Papiamento is an official part
of the curriculum but that in practice that is actually not the case. In recent years this has
changed for secondary schools as Papiamento has been introduced as a subject. Additionally,
the pilot program is being adopted as the new school system as of the school year 2019/2020.
However, Dijkhoff and Pereira (2010) indicated that there is a disconnect in regards to
education professionals and politicians in terms of where education stands on the list of
4

priorities. Linden (2017) and Dijkhoff & Pereira ( 2010) concluded that while Dutch is one of
the official languages of state it is not regarded as a community language and is more of a
foreign language.
Table.1. Note. From “Enseñansa Aruba,” Programa Multilingual, 2018. Translated from Papiamento.

Grade
Language
of
instruction
Papiamento
Dutch
English
Spanish

K1

K2

Learning to
read and
write

Preparation to
learn to read
and write in
Papiamento

E1

E2

Papiamento

E3

E4

E5

E6

Dutch

Systematic instruction
Familiarization
Familiarization
Familiarization
Learn to read
and write in
Papiamento

Systematic instruction
Systematic instruction
Systematic
instruction
Read and
Read
Read and write
write in
and
in Spanish
Dutch
write in
English

Additionally, Mijts indicated that there is a negative stigma surrounding Dutch
(Oostendorp, 2017). He gave an example when students went into protest because they did not
want Dutch as a means of instruction or as a subject. He also elaborates on a personal experience
where he quotes a student telling him ‘hulandes ta laaf,’ this translates to Dutch is boring. Mijts
stated that the student explained that his standpoint stems from Dutch being an obstacle for him
(Oostendorp, 2017). Similar results were reported through interviews done by Linden (2017),
where all interviewees stated that they changed their major from a Dutch taught program to an
English taught program because Dutch was too difficult for them. Therefore, most students who
attend higher education in the Netherlands make a conscious choice to attend an English taught
program to avoid Dutch; but according to professor Mijts Aruban students’ English proficiency
is not significantly better than their Dutch proficiency, it is merely that they are more
comfortable and confident in English than in Dutch (Oostendorp, 2017). Vasić (2016) reported
similar results that majority of students prefer English as the language of instruction for higher
education. However, Vasić (2016) also stated that students had a preference for Papiamento as
the language of instruction over Dutch. According to Linden (2017), one interviewee stated that
while the Dutch proficiency of Aruban students is sufficient enough to conduct daily matters,
it is not enough for academic purposes. Professor Mijts touches upon this saying that the current
setup does not prepare individuals to be independent in their use of Dutch (Oostendorp, 2017).
These statements indicate that there appears to be a negative attitude towards Dutch which may
be a significant road block for Aruban students; not only those who move to the Netherlands
but also locally because all final exams are identical to those given in the Netherlands (NU,
2018; Examen 2018 [E2018], n.d.).
It is argued that negative attitudes towards a language makes it more challenging to
acquire and use the language (Garrett, 2010; Karahan, 2007; Zhang and Slaughter-Defoe,
2009). This, combined with the final exam appearing to be at a higher proficiency than what
Aruban students are used to, leaves little room for success (NU, 2018). Previous research
indicated that this is a common occurrence in the Caribbean where creole languages and
European languages co-exists. According to Carroll (2015) and Herrera (2003) receiving
education in an L2 might be problematic because intelligence is not necessarily being measured
5

by the students’ knowledge of a particular content area but rather on how well they are able to
articulate themselves in Dutch on the given content. Accordingly, first language pedagogy
research has shown that children benefit more from instruction in their native language (Thomas
& Collier 1997). Similarly, those who initially acquired literacy in their creole, appeared to
have better skills in the European language compared to those who learned the European variant
first (Siegel, 2005). In turn, lower literacy levels, increases the likelihood for individuals to face
difficulties, higher rates of failure, and slower development than those whose first language is
used in schools (Dijkhoff & Pereira 2010). Thus, there is arguably a positive correlation
between academic performance and creole L1’s in education (Wigglesworth, Billington, &
Loakes, 2013).
Notably while Papiamento has high importance in the Aruban community and English
is preferred and given significance due to globalization, students of higher education do have a
positive attitude towards knowing all the languages on the island (Carroll, 2015; Vasić, 2016).
They have an equal appreciation for all four languages spoken, but acknowledge that it may
also be at their disadvantage in regards to their language proficiency (Vasić, 2016).
2.2 Defining proficiency
A significant part of language research, typically language acquisition and language learning,
is defined by an individuals’ LP (language proficiency). Despite this, there appears to lack a
clear and straightforward definition for LP. Thomas (1994), gives two definitions for language
proficiency. He states that LP represents a person’s overall competence and ability to perform
in a second language (L2); but that LP is also commonly used in a narrower sense to refer to
oral skills. Similarly, Hughes (2012) describes proficiency as a degree of skill with which a
person can use a language, such as how well a person can read, write, speak, or understand a
language. In other words how much command of a language does a person have. Specifically,
language proficiency is determined by an individual’s ability in a language which may differ
depending on which skill is being measured. In this context language skill is defined as
production and reception of language through writing, reading, speaking, and listening. Hulstijn
(2015) states that language ability is language proficiency. Language ability, as defined by
Bachman and Palmer (1996), is the capacity for creating and interpreting discourse. Thus, it
can be understood that a language skill is an instrument used to quantify an individuals’
language ability in their L1/L2 that is referred to as language proficiency.
There are several theories in the literature regarding language acquisition, mainly on
second language acquisition (SLA), that seek to account for language abilities through the
means of language proficiency. One such theory is Cummins (1980) BICS/CALP theory. BICS
stands for basic interpersonal communicative skills that is defined by L1 acquisition such as
accent, fluency, and sociolinguistic competences (Cummins, 1980). Whereas CALP is defined
as cognitive/academic language proficiency, distinguished as those aspects of language
proficiency that are closely related to the development of literacy skills in L1 and L2 – cognition
is defined as a neural network comprising of representation and use of information and
knowledge and skill (Cummins, 1980; Hulstijn, 2015). Cummins argues that if the purpose of
LP assessment is to assign bilingual children to classes taught through the language in which
they are most capable of learning, it is essential that they are tested on CALP. Essentially, it is
argued that there is a natural acquisition of language that is required for the basic principle of
understanding and being understood by others which is attainable by almost all humans – with
the exceptions of those with disabilities – and what is regarded as literacy. Cummins’ theory
makes a clear distinction, stating that L2 pronunciation and syntax may be acquired by an
individual but will not load on CALP unless it is taught in an educational setting, strengthening
the divide between natural language and literacy (Cummins, 1980). Literacy in this context is
used as the language explicitly learned whether it is L1 or L2. Thus, an individual might be
6

proficient in communicating with others but is not necessarily literate.
In the case of SLA, Cummins discusses the interdependence hypothesis that suggests
that the cognitive/academic aspects of L1 and L2 are interdependent and that L2 proficiency
development is partially a function of the L1 proficiency at the time when intensive exposure
of L2 is introduced (Cummins, 1980). This entails that older L2 learners whose L1 CALP is
better developed will acquire L2 proficiency more rapidly that younger learners because it
already exists in their L1. However, this is unrelated to aspects that do not concern CALP
(Cummins, 1980). This is contradictory to the belief that because children have a critical period
where they can acquire multiple languages with relative ease they should start learning an L2
as early as possible. While it is often argued that children have a critical period or ‘maturational
constraints’, it is also stated that language acquisition depends on the input and output of the
L2 learners receive; and that in non-bilingual situations there is normally not enough exposure
for effective L2 acquisition (Unsworth, 2013; Blom & Bosma, 2016; Bedore, et. al. 2012; Lu,
et. al. 2016; Birdsong & Molis, 2001). Specifically, when it comes to grammar, experiential
factor is more important than age of acquisition (Fledge et. al. 1999). Cummins states that
exposure needs to be accounted for to measure the success of L2 acquisition; stating that the
relationship between cognitive/academic aspects of L1 and L2 does not occur in an
experimental vacuum and variables, such as amount of exposure and motivation, play a role
(Cummins,1980). He elaborates on this by stating that the common underlying proficiency
makes it possible to transfer concepts, skills, and learning strategies across languages but the
degree of transfer depends on the context, specifically the opportunity to develop both
languages and having the motivation to do so (Cummins, 2016).
Cummins’ BICS/CALP has received criticism for reflecting an autonomous perspective
on language that ignores its location in social practices and power relations. He also received
criticism that the distinction represents a deficit perspective insofar that it attributes
underachievement to ‘low CALP;’ and that the distinction is oversimplified and unhelpful in
developing curricula and learning strategies for promoting students’ knowledge of academic
language (Cummins 2016). One such critic is Hulstijn who expanded on Cummins’
BICS/CALP with his own theory BLC/HLC. BLC stands for basic language cognition and is
what all L1 speakers have in common (Hulstijn, 2015). BLC pertains to largely implicit,
unconscious knowledge in the domains of phonetics, prosody, phonology, morphology, and
syntax and largely explicit conscious knowledge in the lexical domain in combination with the
automaticity with which these types of knowledge can be processed (Hulstijn, 2015). It is
restricted to frequent lexical/grammatical items common to all L1 adults regardless of age,
literacy, or educational level and speech reception/production (Hulstijn, 2015). HLC stands for
higher language cognition. However, it does not mean better than BLC but rather an extension
or complement to BLC (Hulstijn, 2015). HLC is identical to BLC except that in HLC utterances
can be understood/produced containing low frequency lexical/grammar and HLC utterances
pertain to written as well as spoken language of more complex than everyday matter (Figure.1)
(Hulstijn, 2015). According to Hulstijn (2015), linguistic cognition includes knowledge of how
to use language forms appropriate to communicative situation such as pragmatic knowledge,
sociolinguistic knowledge, and knowledge of discourse organization.
BLC/HLC is characterized by core and periphery. Core components of language
proficiency pertain to phonetic-phonological, morphological, syntactic, and lexical pragmatic
domains (Hulstijn, 2015). Whereas, peripheral components pertain to interactional ability. The
ability and strategic competence of how to perform in verbal communication under adverse
conditions or with limited linguistic knowledge, e.g. time constraint, metalinguistic knowledge
i.e. explicit grammar knowledge, and knowledge of characteristics of various types of oral and
written discourse (Hulstijn, 2015).
Hulstijn argues that the difference between BICS and BLC is that BLC is more specific
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and explicitly refers to the distinction between perception and production, representation and
online processing of linguistic information, and to particular linguistic domains (Hulstijn,
2015). According to him, his notion of BLC and HLC aims to help explain a more fundamental
problem of understanding individual differences in language abilities (Hulstijn, 2015).

Figure.1 Onset to BLC age is regarded as L1 development. BLC is high-frequency words and structures that may occur in any communicative
situation common to all adult native speakers regardless of age, literacy or educational level. HLC or ‘extended language cognition’ is common
and uncommon words and structures and oral and written language use.
Retrieved from Hulstijn 215 page 23

Hulstijn (2012) claims that there is no linguistic, psycholinguistic, or sociolinguistic
theory on the basis of which the levels of LP could be defined and that there is no theoretical
basis for the distinction between levels of LP in education. While this may indeed be that case,
it may be unavoidable; assessment of language proficiency in the context of education is
necessary in order to mark progress towards fluency (Huffines, 1990; Hulstijn, 2012). However,
it needs to be acknowledged that there are great lengths that need to be travelled for a
comprehensive understanding of what it means to assess a person’s language ability and how
to make language assessment educationally and socially beneficial (Kunnan, 2004). The most
essential thing to remember is that proficiency is used in two fields regarding language and
while the definitions do overlap there are slight differences in definition. In the field of
education where proficiency is used in terms of language assessment measuring a learners
progress proficiency is defined by abilities according to language skills which are based on the
four language modalities (Hulstijn, 2015). It is a constructed scaled continuum running from
low/little to high/much (Hulstijn, 2015). In the field of linguistics on the other hand proficiency
is defined as a construct using the dichotomy of basic and higher language cognition, referring
to the knowledge of language and the ability to access, retrieve, and use that knowledge in
linguistic situations (Hulstijn, 2015).
It has been discussed that LP is used in the field of education as a means to determine
students’ abilities within a given language. However, it is also of importance to determine what
facet of language is considered important for education. Based on Cummins (1980) and Hulstijn
(2015), it can be assumed that there are several dimension to language use and its purposes.
8

The Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) also discusses these differences
referring to it as language domains (CoE, 2001). The number of domains is indeterminate since
any definable sphere of activity or area of concern may constitute a domain. However, there are
four general domains that are central to the purpose of language learning and teaching namely,
personal, public, occupational, and educational (CoE, 2001). Personal domain is concerned
with language in a person’s private life, i.e. centered on home life with family and friends;
public domain concerns language used in general public; occupational domain regards language
used in a person’s job or profession; and educational domain regards language used in organized
learning within an educational institution – academic language (CoE, 2001). This corresponds
to Cummins’ CALP and Hulstijns’ HLC, in the sense that, not only are certain modalities of
higher importance in certain domains, but the register and jargon is also domain related. There
are instances in which domains do overlap which is often the case for occupational and
educational domains especially in higher education as preparation to enter the occupational
field (CoE, 2001).
Language use in the educational domain or academia is often referred to as academic
language. Considering that occupation and academia are important spheres for success, it seems
evident that having control over academic language is a requirement for success (Snow &
Uccelli, 2009). However, what exactly defines academic language? According to (Snow &
Uccelli, 2009), there is no simple definition of what academic language is. Lillis and Scott
(2007) describes academic language as, “a broad descriptor of the writing activities, or textual
conventions, associated with academic study in general, as a descriptor of the range of the
rhetorical practices, discourses and genres in academia bound up with specific disciplines.” In
other words academic language can be considered domain and jargon specific language. It is
not the average everyday language used for common interaction. Cummins (2008) defines
academic language as “an individual’s access to and command of the specialized vocabulary
and functions of language that are characteristic of the social institution of schooling.” Thus,
the context and use for academic language is within school, in formal settings and writing
(Snow & Uccelli, 2009). It is the variety or register of language used in professional books and
characterized by the linguistic features associated with academic disciplines, such as to formal
language rules, structure, and content for academic dialogue and text, and the communicative
conventions (Snow & Uccelli, 2009; Lexia learning, 2017). It is the register and jargon used in
journals, abstracts, reference books, or dictionaries and is also specific to the field that it
concerns (CoE, 2001). An example of a specific field, which is referred to by Cummins (2008)
the secondary discourses of schooling, is that avid amateur gardeners and professional
horticulturalists have acquired vocabulary related to plants and flowers far beyond the
knowledge of those not involved in this sphere of activity. In sum, language proficiency is the
ability to understand and be understood through the use of language skills dependent on age,
input and output, domain specific jargon and grammar, and motivation to interact with the given
language. It is often used as a reference to which an individuals’ ability in a given language is
measured.
2.3 Measuring proficiency
Over the previous sections it has been discussed what can be defined as LP (language
proficiency) and how that shapes the language used in academia. Now it will be discussed how
this relates to the use and interpretation of measuring LP. Proficiency is often determined by
measurement of language abilities. In the field of linguistics LP is used as a means to measure
an individual’s ability to process and produce language. While in the field of education, LP is
used as a means to measure language learning progress through the four modalities writing,
reading, listening, and speaking.
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The American Council on the teaching of foreign languages proficiency guidelines uses
this same reference point when addressing LP (ACTFL, 2012). ACTFL determines the level of
proficiency according to each modality which is defined by five levels of proficiency: novice,
intermediate, advanced, superior and distinguished (ACTFL, 2012). Contrastingly, the U.S.
department of State measures these through ‘coded language proficiency’ as language abilities
ranging from 0-5 with 0 defined as ‘no practical proficiency’ and 5 defined as ‘equivalent to
that of an educated native.’ These two major departments in the U.S. describe LP through
different means of measurement. Similarly, there are two major English language proficiency
test that are used to determine an individual’s LP namely, TOEFL (testing of English as a
foreign language) and the IELTS (International English Language Testing System) exam. The
TOEFL iBT test is divided into sections that corresponds to the language modalities, writing,
speaking, listening, and reading, The two former modalities are normally scored through
computers and the two latter modalities are scored by humans – for accuracy since computers
are not robust at scoring complexities such as quality of ideas (TOEFL scores, n.d.). Each
section is scored according to a grid with points ranging from 0-30. Accordingly, the amount
of points awarded are defined. While the scores for each section can be compared to scores of
the same section, scores across sections cannot be compared (TOEFL scores, n.d.). Despite the
scoring system there is no passing or failing score (TOEFL scores, n.d.). This means that
individual higher education institutions or agencies set their own score requirements (TOEFL
scores, n.d.). Similarly, the IELTS tests on each modality separately (IELTS, 2018). A notable
difference is that there are two versions of the IELTS a general and an academic version
(IELTS, 2018). The speaking and listening portions are the same in both versions but the writing
and reading is different. The main differences in the tasks are the topics which are discussed
(IELTS, 2018). Notably, the IELTS is scored according to a band scale from 0-9 which are all
defined to the level of an individual’s abilities (IELTS, 2018). From these two comparisons it
is evident that the materials and interpretation are quite different from one another. Thus, it
should be evaluated which materials are best suited for the individual’s needs.
Based on the aforementioned points one would assume that test scores for proficiency
are arbitrary as tests differ from one another. The scoring, grading, and evaluation are different
per exam. However, this is not the case. Based on a clearly defined construct it would be
possible to make inferences about an individual’s language ability (Bachman & Palmers, 1996).
Test developers would have to insure construct validity in order to make accurate inferences
which can be achieved by specifying particular components of the ability/abilities to be
measured appropriate to the testing situation (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). The appropriateness
of the testing situation entails that the constructs not only include language specific features but
also topical knowledge if the situation calls for in in the case of ‘language learning for a specific
purpose’ (Bachman & Plamer, 1996).
The commonalities that LP tests have is that they often test each language modality
separately according to a testing format that best suits the given modality that is being tested. It
can then be assumed that there are different levels of proficiencies and that they may differ
across modalities. The level of proficiency is then determined by a predetermined score range.
Due to this, it is relevant to know what test is required or better suits the specific needs of a
candidate. These tests are constructed to estimate an individual’s language knowledge to
succeed in an academic or professional sphere. This entails that there are several different types
of tests determining different aspects of proficiency for different purposes. Therefore, tests can
be categorized according the type of information they provide such as, proficiency tests,
achievement tests, diagnostics tests, and placement tests (Hughes, 2002). It must be noted that
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in this context the term proficiency in ‘proficiency test’ and ‘language proficiency’ differs from
one another. As previously discussed, proficiency in this contexts is an individual’s language
ability measured according to language modalities known as language skills.
Essentially, in order to use scores from language tests to make decisions or inference
about an individuals’ language ability, it must first be demonstrated how performance on the
test relates to language use in specific settings and not just on the test itself (Cummins, 1980;
Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Additionally, in order to have credible scores of which inferences
of an individual’s ability can made it is important to insure construct validity by specifying the
particular components to be measured (Bachman & Palmer, 1996).
2.4 Language testing
In the previous section language tests and their role in LP language proficiency was introduced.
While it is an entirely expanded discussion of its own, important key points for language tests
will be mentioned. As previously mentioned, in order to use language tests to make inferences
and decisions about an individual’s language ability it is of high importance to demonstrate
how the performance on a given test related to the language use in real life (Bachman & Palmer,
1996). This means that the test should reflect how the language in question will be used and the
purpose of learning the language. In order to demonstrate such a relationship a conceptual
framework is required that enables the treatment of performance on a test as a particular
instance of language (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Bachman and Palmer (1996) put forth what
they refer to as qualities of usefulness to determine a tests usefulness by considering the
measuring qualities of the test which are reliability, construct validity, authenticity, impact, and
practicality (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Under reliability is understood consistency of scoring,
which is statistically estimated (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Construct validity is the degree to
which it is appropriate to interpret a test score as an indicator of the construct (i.e. ability) of
interest (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Authenticity is the degree to which tasks resemble Target
Language Use tasks – (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Impact regards the effects of the test on
people and institutions, including (but not limited to) backwash – the effect of a test on teaching
and learning (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Finally, practicality is the degree to which there are
enough resources to develop and use the test (Bachman & Palmer, 1996).
There are several key points to keep in mind when constructing a test. The construction
of a test can be viewed in several steps. The first and main step is to set up objectives and
consequences. This means who wants to know what about whom (Gorsuch & Griffee, 2018).
In this stage it is important to be aware of any biases (a biased test is one in which there are
systematic differences in the meaning of test scores associated with group membership e.g.
cultural, prior knowledge test wiseness). An example of such a bias is asking culturally relevant
subject matter within a specific community such as questions regarding Sinterklaas to nonDutch test takers. In this step background, level of education, skills, prior knowledge, domain,
and language level (0-A1, A1-B1 etc.) are accounted for (Hughes, 2002).
The following step concerns the test specifications. In this step the skill (reading,
writing, ect.), level (A1,A2, ect.), test/item type (open/closed), test length, and conditions are
established (Hughes, 2002). A major part of academia, regardless of the specified field of study,
is reading and writing and are the primary skills used to test language knowledge. Test
developers should keep in mind not to create items easily answered by logic or experience
likewise not to make it too difficult by asking too much from test takers. This entails that the
task should measure exactly what it is intended to measure and not that test takers are required
to have a certain level of reading abilities in order to complete a writing task. According to
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Frydrychova Klimova (2014), writing is one of the most commonly used means of
communication, but also one of the most difficult skill to acquire in a foreign language. As a
university student, writing is the primary mean of assessment, with written exams, written
papers, and written research for a final thesis. Due to this it is important that students are capable
of expressing themselves adequately through writing. Writing can be substantially difficult if
the individual lacks a sufficient level of the language at hand, specifically referring to having a
wide range of academic vocabulary and relevant discourse structures (Frydrychova Klimova,
2014). Schoonen et. al. (2003), found that fluency measures were correlated with overall writing
performance in both L1 and L2 but that when compared to linguistic knowledge resources the
fluency measures had no additional value in predicting writing performance in L1 or L2. It turns
out, L2 writing proficiency is highly correlated with L1 writing proficiency more than either
L2 linguistic knowledge or the accessibility of this knowledge. Additionally, writing tasks
require the student to have a sufficient command of grammar, vocabulary, mechanics (e.g.
spelling and punctuation), fluency (e.g. style and ease of communications), and form (e.g.
organization; clear progression of ideas that are well linked) (Hughes, 2002). Students need to
know the different kinds of texts and the structures that are associated with the type of
information to be conveyed through the texts, such as an argumentative text over a summary.
More often than not there is also a word count assigned to the task which means that not only
should they have sufficient command of the different aspects of the language in general but
should also be able to do so within a given range of word count.
Proceeding this is the construction of the test with the aid of descriptors namely, the
CEFR (discussed later)( Hughes, 2002). After constructing the test it is important to do a pretest
to see how the items perform (Hughes, 2002). Then the items should be evaluated and put
together to form the final test (Hughes, 2002). Additionally, a mark scheme or assessment grid
should be made that corresponds to the tests (Hughes, 2002). Finally, check the produced items
and administer the test (Hughes, 2002). Thus, a language test is designed with the test takers in
mind and their reasons for evaluating their language knowledge. The test should correspond to
the purpose of learning the language in question according to set objectives specified for the
test takers.
2.5 HBO language requirements
It was previously discussed that language tests developers should primarily consider what is the
purpose of the test and who are taking the test. In this context the test takers are Aruban high
school students in preparation to attend university of applied science (HBO) in the Netherlands.
Thus, it is of high importance to establish what is required form these students when entering a
Dutch HBO in terms of language knowledge.
There are two main scales of references used to establish language objectives for Dutch
language learners namely, the aforementioned CEFR scale (Common European Framework
Reference) and ‘referentieniveaus.’ The Common European Framework is intended to promote
international co-operation in the field of modern languages by overcoming barriers to
communication among professionals working in the field of modern languages arising from the
different educational systems in Europe (Council of Europe, 2001 [CoE]). Thus, it aims to
describes the levels of proficiency required by existing standards, test, and examinations in
order to facilitate comparisons between different systems and qualifications based on a
descriptive scheme and the common reference levels (CEFR) (CoE, 2001). The CEFR is
divided into three branches which are essentially interpretations of the classic basic,
intermediate, and advanced (CoE, 2001). However, they are interpreted as three broad levels
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Table. 2 CEFR descriptors according to each level
From Council of Europe 2001

Basic
User

Independent
User

Proficient
User

CEFR Description
A1
Understands and uses familiar everyday expressions and very basic
phrases aimed at the satisfaction of needs of a concrete type. Can
introduce themselves and others, ask and answer questions about
personal details such as where they live, people they know, things
they have. Ca interact in a simple way provided the other person
talks slowly and clearly and is prepared to help.
A2
Understands sentences and frequently used expressions related to
areas of most immediate relevance. Can communicate in simple
and routine tasks requiring simple and direct exchange of
information on familiar and routine matters. Can describe in simple
terms aspects of their background, immediate environment and
matters in areas of immediate need.
B1
Understands the main points of clear standard input o familiar
matters regularly encountered in work, school, leisure ect. Can deal
with most situations likely to arise whilst travelling in an area
where the language is spoken. Can describe experiences and
events, dreams, hopes, and ambitions and briefly give reasons and
explanations for opinions and plans.
B2
Understands the main ideas of complex text on both concrete and
abstract topics, including technical discussions in their field of
specialization. Can interact with a degree of fluency and
spontaneity that makes regular interaction with native speakers
quite possible without strain for either party. Can produce clear,
detailed text on a wide range of subjects and explain a viewpoint
on a topical issue giving the advantages and disadvantages of
various options.
C1
Understands a wide range of demanding, longer texts, and
recognize implicit meaning. Can express themselves fluently and
spontaneously without much obvious searching for expressions.
Can use language flexibility and effectively for social, academic,
and professional purposes. Can produce clear, well-structured,
detailed text on complex subjects, showing controlled used of
organizational patterns, connectors and cohesive devices.
C2
Understands with ease virtually everything heard or read. Can
summarize information from different spoken and written sources,
reconstructing arguments and accounts in a coherent presentation.
Can express themselves spontaneously, very fluently and
precisely, differentiating finer shades of meaning even in complex
situations.

A, B, and C (CoE, 2001). These levels are then each divided into two broad levels reflecting
six broad levels giving an adequate coverage of the learning space and each assigned a number
1 or 2. The CEFR can then be illustrated as seen in table 2.
In the Netherlands the CEFR is not used to determine proficiency in local schools with
native students, but rather the ‘referentieniveau’ (RN) is used as the means of proficiency
measurement. The RN indicates the basic knowledge and skills that students need to acquire
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for language (Dutch) and mathematics (Referentieniveaus taal uitgelegd [RTU], n.d.). The RN
is measured by scale; 1F, 2F, 3F, 4F and 1S, 2S, and 3S (Niveauopbouw [NO], n.d.; RTU, n.d.).
The measurement scale 1F-4F is the fundamental level that indicates the rising difficulty level
and 1S-3S is viewed as the target level. Every fundamental level includes the previous level,
this means that when a fundamental level is achieved the next level can be seen as the target
level. Thus, 2F is 1S, 3F is 2S, and 4F is 3S. In this model language is measured based on four
different abilities; verbal language skills that include conversation skills, listening skill, and
speaking skill; reading skill that includes the ability to read and understand formal text,
fictional, narrative, and literary texts; writing skill specifically geared towards producing
creative and formal texts; and glossary and language maintenance the former is aimed at
learning terms and concepts required for effective communication between student and teacher
and the latter to maintain a good written language production (NO, n.d.). The RN coincides
with a specified grade level, 1F and 1S are expected on finishing primary and special education,
2F is upon finishing mbo 1, 2, 3, or vmbo, 3F is upon finishing mbo 4 or havo, and 4F upon
finishing vwo (RTU, n.d.). This suggests that a prerequisite for entering HBO is a minimum of
3F, and for WO (wetenschappelijke onderwijs) level universities 4F level (RTU, n.d.).
According to the scale, the abilities required to enter a HBO is to actively and effectively
be able to partake in discussion, debates, deliberation, to have a proper reaction during these
conversations, and have a wide vocabulary range; can read relatively complex texts and
summarize the main points in their own words; are able to differentiate text types, make
conclusions regarding the author’s intention, view, and emotions; can critically read young
adult fictions and simple adult literature; can have discussions with their peers about
interpretation and quality of the literary items; are able to write a detailed text that includes
information and arguments from different sources; and are capable of taking notes based on a
clear structured story (RTU, n.d.). This is tested based on a central exam (CE) and school exams
(SE), testing on domains A to F – domain A reading skills, domain B speaking skills, domain
C writing skills, domain D argumentative skills, domain E literature, and domain F orientation
on education and occupation (Examenprogramma Nederlandse taal en literatuur havo/vwo
[ENHV], 2014; Examenblad, 2017). The central exam testing domains A and D and the school
exams testing on the remaining domains not tested by the central exam (ENHV, 2014;
Examenblad, 2017).
For students who did not complete high school in the Netherlands there is the
Staatsexamen Nt2 and CNaVT – Certificaat Nederlands als Vreemde Taal (Certificate of Dutch
as Foreign Language) which are Dutch language tests specifically for non-native Dutch
speakers. The Nt2 has two programs the first at a B1 level typically required for mbo 3 or 4 and
the second at B2 level typically required for HBO and universities (Staatsexamens Nt2 [SNT],
n.d.). The Nt2 II is also as other proficiency exams tested according to each language modality.
It is not required to take each of the four parts every time but can take each section individually
(SNT, n.d.). The CNaVT is divided into five different exams according to three domains and
four CEFR levels; maatschappelijk informeel (informal social) at A2 level intended for those
who want to function in everyday informal situations; maatschappelijk formeel (formal social)
at B1level intended for those who want to function independently in a Dutch or Flemish
community; zakelijk professioneel (business professional) at B2 level intended for those who
want to have a command of Dutch on the job e.g. administrative jobs or healthcare; educatief
startbekwaam (educative starter competence) at B2 level intended for those who want to start
an academic career in an Flemish of Dutch HBO or university (WO); lastly, educatief
professioneel (educative professional) at C1level intended for those who need an advanced
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command of Dutch for the academic or professional sphere (CNaTV: Onze examens, 2018).
Thus, the language prerequisites that are required for enrollment to Dutch taught programs is
then minimally 3F of the RN or B2 of CEFR.
As previously mentioned, Dutch plays a significant role in Aruban education, it is the
language of instruction for practically all courses and the language the exams are made in
(Examen 2018, n.d.). The exams that are used are the identical copies of the exams being used
in the Netherlands at real time; except for history and Papiamento in VWO (Voorbereidend
wetenschappelijk onderwijs) and Culture and Art, history, and Papiamento in HAVO (hoger
algemeen voortgezet onderwijs) In MAVO (middelbaar algemeen voortgezet onderwijs)
schools all the nature science courses (mathematics, chemistry, physics, and biology) and
English are the same as the Dutch CE (Regeling schoolexamen HAVO Colegio Arubano,
2018). This means that in principle those who pass these exams are theoretically at the same
level as Dutch students in the Netherlands. In turn, the Dutch proficiency exam used to test
Aruban students are the CE’s used to measure the RN of native Dutch speakers and similar SE
are to test the domains that are not included in the CE. Thus, Aruban students are tested on 3F
RN levels. The next chapter will discuss the methods used in order to acquire data necessary to
determine whether or not Aruban students in the Netherlands are truly at a 3F/B2 level of Dutch
required to attend HBO in the Netherlands.
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3. Method

In the following chapter the methods used to attain data are described. It is divided into several
sections explaining why certain choices were made and how the research was conducted step
by step. First, the appropriateness of the research design is discussed. This section explains how
the research question(s) will be answered and why such methods were employed. The second
section discusses the participants. The third section deals with the instrumentation and is
followed by the procedure and finally the way the data will be process and analyzed.
3.1 Appropriateness of the Research Design
The following research is an analysis of the Dutch proficiency of Aruban students. It is divided
into three sections, composed of a demographic survey, a writing task, and interviews, all from
Aruban students who came to the Netherlands with ‘Arubalening’ – a student loan provided by
the Aruban government. The first part, the questionnaire, is intended to provide a demographic
overview of the sample the participants came from in the domain of language use. It established
their L1, length of residence, and amount of exposure. The second part of the research is a
written proficiency task derived from old ‘schriftelijk schoolexamen HAVO’ (SSHAVO) and
Nt2 II exam. The final part of the research is an interview conducted to provide a general profile
of the participants who completed the writing task.
As discussed previously language proficiency can be determined in several ways. The
commonality is that proficiency is determined according to tests. Since tests are used to
determine rather specific abilities it is important to use the appropriate test in order to receive
the right information. In the Netherlands, admittance to HBO universities requires students to
have a HAVO level of Dutch 3F or to have passed the Nt2/CNaVT at a B2 level exam for
enrollment into Dutch taught programs. The choice for the Nt2 II exam was based on the entry
level requirements of the HAN (hogeschool Arnhem Nijmegen) who specifically requests and
provides preparatory courses for the Nt2 II. The difference between the two chosen tests is that
the former is intended for Dutch L1 speakers and the latter for Dutch L2 speakers. Participants
were tested on both the SSHAVO and the Nt2 II test in order to see if there is a difference in
scoring and what that difference may be. This would indicate if there is a flaw in the tests being
used for this specific group.
In the previous chapter it was discussed that Aruban students may have a negative
attitude towards Dutch and this may be an underlying cause for poor performance as would be
the case for low motivation to learning the language. For this reason an interview was added to
determine if participants have difficulties with Dutch as a language or whether they are
subconsciously less motivated to learn Dutch. The interview consisted of five parts, general
personal information, family background, work and school, language status, and reflecting on
the writing task they made. The interview items were partly open questions and partly selfrating scales in order to ensure validity since direct questions may have a lower validity and are
more difficult to interpret, especially in regards to language attitudes. This is not to say that
scaled responses does not also have some short comings. There are differences based on
individuals’ interpretation of the Likert scale and questions may differ. In order to keep the
interpretation variances to a minimum the interview was conducted face to face so that the
interviewer can answer questions if necessary.
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3.2 Participants
Participants were contacted through Arubahuis – an Aruban ‘embassy’ located in the Hague.
The selection criteria was for Aruban students still enrolled at a Dutch university who would
have been registered as such through the aforementioned institution. In accordance to the
privacy laws it was not possible to directly contact potential participants; participants were
approached by the institution and were asked to indicate whether or not they would like to be
contacted. Of the 1016 students contacted 159 responded to the questionnaire; of which four
were excluded because they did not meet the requirements. Of those who responded to the
questionnaire 101 indicated that they did not wish to be contacted once more. The 54
respondents who remained were contacted via email with additional information regarding the
task and were invited to take part in the writing task; limited information was provided to
minimize self-selection. Due to the nature of the task it was expected that not all of those
contacted will continue in the research. As expected only ten responded that they are willing to
take part in the writing task. Of the ten respondents, six showed up to the participate in the task.
All participants were Aruban students who moved to the Netherlands after secondary school to
attend HBO. All are currently residing and enrolled at a HBO in the Netherlands.
3.3 Instrumentation
For the questionnaire Google form was used. It was easier to distribute via in an indirect way
(via Arubahuis) and provided an excel file with all the data enclosed. The data from the excel
file was added into SPSS and analyzed through descriptive statistics.
The practical portion of the research consisted of a writing language proficiency test.
The test consisted of two parts; one part derived from an old SSHAVO training and the other
part derived from the writing portion of an Nt2 II staatsexamen. The former is an old exam used
to measure writing proficiency for seniors in HAVO available online via Dienst Uitvoering
Onderwijs (DUO) as practicing material. The latter is an exam for L2 Dutch speakers who
require a specific level of Dutch for either their academic careers or for their vocation in the
Netherlands. These exams are developed by college voor toetsen en examens (CvTE) and the
exam items are made partially by Cito (listening and speaking) and partially by Bureau ICE
(writing and reading). The Nt2 II exam was accessed via Radboud in’to languages, which is a
language training institute at the Radboud university.
For the construction of the materials both exam portions were reduced from the original
material and combined to create one general writing test. Participants took the test as they would
usually do except that they were graded twice and received two scores. This was done due to
time constraints. The Nt2 II consists of two parts; part A and part B of which only items of part
A were included as items for the writing task, summing up to a total of six test items. The
SSHAVO consists of two topics each consisting of two questions. For the purpose of the
practical it was narrowed down to one question of one of the given topics. The item was chosen
based on the availability of the accurate correction model. Ultimately, the writing task consisted
of six items derived from the Nt2 II and one from the SSHAVO amounting to a total of seven
test items.
The test items for the writing task included writing an argumentative essay of 600-750
words (betoog), four ‘finish the sentence’ tasks (inschrijven voor tentamens; lange file;
sollicitatieformulier terugsturen; regering bezoekt Nederlandse provincies), writing a formal
letter (stagemogelijkheid), and writing a press release for a newspaper of 100-150 words (het
populairste vakantieland). There were two versions of the test available consisting of the same
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test items rearranged, appropriately labeled as version A and version B, for counterbalance. The
two versions were identical with the exception that version A first started with the six items
selected from the Nt2 II followed by the one item from the SSHAVO exam (appendix A). While
version B started with the one item from the SSHAVO followed by the six items from the Nt2
II (appendix B).
3.4 Procedure
The primary data was collected via email. Participants were sent a link to which they could
choose to respond to or not. The email was sent to a total of 1016 Aruban students residing in
the Netherlands who are registered with Arubahuis. Those who responded that they would like
to be contacted once more provided their email and were then contacted personally via email
providing more information on the writing task. Those who were interested in participating
further responded to the initial email setting up a beneficial date when the test could be
administered.
The test was a written exam that was administered at the university in a reserved room.
Participants were placed with space between them and were instructed that it was to be dealt
with as if it was a typical school test. This meant that everyone looked at their own paper, there
was to be no talking, and there was to be no use of devices such as laptops, cell phone, or tablets.
There was also no possibility of using a dictionary. Participants were informed of the amount
of time they will have to complete the set of tasks beforehand and were reminded prior to
beginning with the task. The total time awarded corresponded to the time given according to
the developers of the exams. This added up to a total of 3.5 hours (60 minutes Nt2 II and 150
minutes SSHAVO). Participants who attended were provided with the materials necessary for
making the tasks. These materials included a set of papers with the test items version A or
version B, pen, and scratching paper.
The interview portion was conducted with the remaining participants who took part in
the writing task. The purpose of the interview was to determine which items participants found
particularly easy or difficult; their expectations and the reality of how they performed on the
test; and the attitudes they have regarding Dutch. Participants were contacted once more via
mail and were individually invited to the university for a face to face interview.
3.5 Data Processing and Analysis
The data collected via the survey was analyzed using frequency measures through spss.
The task itself was graded based on the corresponding correction criteria. This means that the
Nt2 II portion was graded with the matching assessment requirements determined by the test
developers. Similarly, the national exam portion was graded based on the criteria determined
by the developers. These assessment criteria were available alongside the test items themselves
and correlate to each other. The two parts were scored separately and two grades were provided,
one for the Nt2 II and one for the SSHAVO.
The Nt2 II assessment sheet included the criteria for both parts of the written exam but
for this task only one was used (appendix D). Content was divided into several sections:
adequacy/comprehensibility, cohesion, word choice, and structure. Similarly, formulation was
also scored based on different aspects such as grammatical correctness and spelling. The scoring
was stricter on content than on form with a ratio of 2:1. Participants could have gotten a
maximum score of 32 and a minimum passing score of 19.
The assessment sheet for the SSHAVO looks a bit different from the Nt2 II. The
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SSHAVO was assessed based on three main points content, structure, and spelling. Content is
then scored based on the quality of introduction, the pro-argumentation, the against
argumentation, and the conclusion. Form is scored based on title, appropriateness of addressing
the audience, layout, texts structure, and style/originality. Finally, spelling where a maximum
of 20 points are deducted based on the amount of mistakes present in the text. All elements of
the assessment are present in an excel spreadsheet where the corrector can fill in the scored
points. Once all the scores had been entered in the excel spreadsheet, the grade would be
automatically generated according to a set of calculations present in the sheet (appendix E).
This was calculated based on the amount of points scored and the amount of points deducted
due to spelling errors.
The writing task was corrected by a native Dutch teacher who teaches at a Dutch
secondary school to ensure accuracy of grammar and spelling assessment. The grades per
participant and sections were evaluated as a pass at approximately 60% correct or a grade of
6.0. If participants scored lower than a six means that they do not have the proficiency required
to attend an HBO program in Dutch. If a participant scored a six means that they are at the base
level required for entry at a university level. However, while it is a pass it is nearly a pass and
may cause difficulties as the expected academic performance raises. This distinction was made
since the participant would be so close to the cut-off point that they may fall in a classification
error. A seven was regarded as satisfactory and means that the participant is still capable of
maintaining a passing grade in an HBO program. An eight and higher was regarded as good to
excellent, indicating that writing proficiency should not be a stumbling block for participants.
The interview was done face to face which made it easy to ask for clarifications on both
ends. The data generated by the interviews was viewed from a socio-linguistic perspective. The
research at hand aimed to determine the proficiency of Aruban student attending HBO in the
Netherlands. This was done through a written exam testing writing proficiency, based on the
assumption that writing requires a significant command of the target language to be
academically successful. The results of the data collected will be presented in the next chapter.
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4. Results

This chapter is divided into four subparagraphs. First, the results of the questionnaire and
respondent answers will be discussed. This section was primarily to establish contact with
potential participants and provide a demographic overview of the participants. Second, a
summary of participant performance on the task. In this section, results are presented as a group.
The succeeding section summarizes participants’ backgrounds and motivations as a group. All
individual responses are summarized into one to provide an overview of the kind of participants
who took part in the task. Finally, the last section looks at each participant individually. Namely,
their background information, their results on the tasks, how they felt about the task, how they
rate their proficiency according to the CEFR self-rating grid, their opinions of the languages in
education, and their opinions on given statements regarding the languages at hand. In this
manner, all participants are profiled, providing an accessible overview. In this section,
respondents refers to individuals who participated in the questionnaire (n=155) and participants
refers to those who also took part in the writing task (n=6).
4.1 Questionnaire
The questionnaire determined the demographic of the students from where the participants
came from. It included brief questions to assess language use, language exposure, and language
input and output.
Table 3 shows the results regarding the language(s) respondents use with their families.
Family and home in this context refer to extended family as well as immediate family. The
majority of respondents speak only one language at home (62.6%); mainly, Papiamento
Table 3. Results language(s) spoken by respondents with their family.

Language spoken with family
Frequency
Percent
Papiamento
72
46.5
Spanish
11
7.1
English
9
5.8
Dutch
4
2.6
Cantonese
1
0.6
Dutch – Spanish
2
1.3
English –Dutch
3
1.9
English – Spanish
1
0.6
English – Tagalog
1
0.6
Papiamento – Chinese
2
1.3
Papiamento – Spanish
13
8.4
Papiamento – Dutch
13
8.4
Papiamento – English
9
5.8
Papiamento – Dutch – Farsi
1
0.6
Papiamento – Dutch – Spanish
1
0.6
Papiamento – Dutch – English
6
3.9
Papiamento – English – Spanish
3
1.9
Papiamento – English – Dutch – Spanish
2
1.3
Papiamento – English – Dutch – Spanish – Portuguese
1
0.6
155
100
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(46.5%), followed by Spanish (7.1%), English (5.8%), and Dutch (2.6%). It must be noted that
there was also one additional participant who only spoke Cantonese at home, who accounted
for an extra 0.6% to monolingual households. However, the home language was also divided
into several combinations of languages; 37.4% of participants used two languages at home. The
two main combinations for the bilingual households are Papiamento and Spanish (8.4%) and
Papiamento and Dutch (8.4%). These two combinations were closely followed by Papiamento
and English (5.8%) bilingual households. Additional households who used two languages
include combinations of English-Spanish (0.6%), English-Tagalog (0.6%), PapiamentoChinese (1.3%), Dutch-Spanish (1.3%), and Dutch-English (1.9%). Aside from that, some
households used more than two languages consisting of combinations of Papiamento, English,
Dutch, Spanish, Portuguese, and Farsi. Papiamento was generally the most spoken language
among respondents. It is spoken as the sole home language for almost half of respondents and
also spoken in combination with other totaling up to 79.8% of participants speaking Papiamento
at home. Papiamento was followed by Spanish, with 21.9% of participants speaking Spanish at
home, followed by English (7.1%) and Dutch (5.8%).
Additionally, respondents were asked to specify what language(s) they speak with their
parents. The language(s) that participants speak to their parents mimic the languages spoken to
their families (table 4). The majority was monolingual Papiamento (48.4%), followed by
Spanish (11.6%). Where it differs is that the following majority is a combination of two
languages, namely, Papiamento-Dutch (7.1%), Papiamento-Spanish (5.2%), and PapiamentoEnglish (5.2%). The rest was distributed among the same languages that had been mentioned
before, combinations of Papiamento, English, Dutch, Spanish, Portuguese, Tagalog, and Farsi.
The respondents who stated that they spoke Chinese at home, even those who spoke a
combination of Papiamento and Chinese, have parents who only speak Chinese. The one who
indicated that they spoke Farsi at home also had a parent who spoke Farsi. Additionally, while
only one person responded to speaking Tagalog with family (who has a parent who speaks it),
two additional respondents have at least one parent who speaks Tagalog. Despite Portuguese
Table. 4. Language(s) that responds use to speak to their parents.

Language
Papiamento
Spanish
Dutch
English
Chinese (Cantonese)
Tagalog
Papiamento – Dutch
Papiamento – English
Papiamento – Spanish
Dutch – English
Dutch – Spanish
Papiamento – English – Spanish
Papiamento – English – Dutch
Papiamento – English – Tagalog
Papiamento – Dutch – Farsi
Papiamento – Dutch – English – Spanish

Frequency

Percent
75
18
8
3
3
2
11
8
8
4
3
6
3
1
1
1
155

48.4
11.6
5.2
1.9
1.9
1.3
7.1
5.2
5.2
2.6
1.9
3.9
1.9
0.6
0.6
0.6
100
21

Table 5. The year that respondents moved from Aruba to the Netherlands

YoA
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Frequency 1
1
2
8
12
14
14
14
22
24
Percent
0.6
0.6
1.3
5.2
7.7
9
9
9
14.2 15.5
Total

2018
43
27.7
155

being present in the familial setting, no respondent had a parent who spoke Portuguese.
Respondents were also asked to indicate which year they had moved to the Netherlands.
The year of arrival (YoA) – ranges from 2008 to 2018 and is positively skewed (table 5). There
were only 16.8% of respondents with an arrival date between 2008 and 2012. The majority of
participants (27.7%) were new arrivals from 2018 residing in the Netherlands for less than half
a year at the time of the questionnaire.
Aside from the year of arrival, respondents were also asked what the highest degree they
attained prior to moving to the Netherlands was. The highest earned degree prior to moving to
the Netherlands was distributed across MAVO, HAVO, VWO, EPI (educacion profesional
intermedio), which is comparable to Dutch MBO, and a university degree from Universidad di
Aruba or University of Curaçao. The majority of participants came to the Netherlands after
finishing HAVO 49.7%, followed by 27.1% of VWO students, and 16.1% who completed EPI.
Lastly, 3.2% of respondents completed MAVO, and 3.9% completed a program at a Dutch
Caribbean university. Thus, only 3.2% of the candidates would have had a lower than expected
proficiency level of Dutch and that all other 96.8% would have a sufficient proficient command
of Dutch to attend Dutch taught HBO programs in the Netherlands.
Furthermore, respondents were asked which language skill they find to be most
challenging. As expected, respondents generally found the productive skills, writing and
speaking, the most difficult skills of Dutch (table 6).While 57 respondents indicated they
exclusively find writing to be problematic, 28 additional respondents choose writing in
combination with other skills as the most challenging skills – amounting to a total of 85
respondents who find writing a challenging skill. Similarly, speaking had 47 respondents who
exclusively picked speaking and an additional 41 who choose speaking in combination with
other skills. This amounts to a total of 88 respondents who have trouble with speaking, making
it the most challenging skill to command. Of which, 20 respondents indicated specifically that
writing and speaking are the skills they find most challenging. The receptive skills were
considered more accessible skills to master, with 15 respondents explicitly choosing listening
Table 6. The language Modalities that respondents find difficult in Dutch.

Modality
Writing
Speaking
Listening
Reading
Writing, Speaking
Writing, Reading
Reading, Listening
Writing, Listening, Speaking
Writing, Listening, Reading
Listening, Reading, Speaking
Writing, Listening, Reading, Speaking
Total

Frequency
57
47
6
1
20
2
15
4
1
1
1
155

Percentage
36.8
30.3
3.9
0.6
12.9
1.3
9.7
2.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
100
22

and reading. Additionally, six respondents exclusively chose listening as a challenging skill and
an extra 22 chose listening in combination with other skills. As for reading, one respondent
found it to be the most challenging skill to sufficiently command. Likewise, five more indicated
that they find reading to be difficult in combination with other skills.
Moreover, respondents were asked how often they use Dutch (table 7). Ten respondents
indicated that they never use Dutch and 54, who seldom use Dutch. There were 57 who use it
daily and 34 who use it regularly. All participants who moved to the Netherlands before 2011
use Dutch daily. Those who moved between 2011 and 2017 use is primarily daily or regularly,
except those who arrived in 2014 where equal amounts use it daily or regularly as well as those
who seldom or never use it. The majority of those who came in 2018 (43) rarely use Dutch (24)
or never use Dutch (4).
Table 7. How often respondents use Dutch.

Use of Dutch
Year of Arrival
‘08 ‘09 ‘10 ‘11 ‘12
‘13 ‘14 ‘15 ‘16 ‘17 ‘18
Never
0
0
0
3
0
0
1
0
1
1
4
Seldom
0
0
0
2
5
2
5
7
3
6
24
Regularly
0
0
0
1
3
8
3
2
5
6
6
Daily
1
2
1
2
6
4
3
13
5
11
9
Total
1
2
1
8
14
14
12
22
14
24
43

10
54
34
57
155

In addition, respondents were asked whether or not they feel like Dutch is a stumbling
block for them (table 8). The majority (97 respondents) indicated that they do not feel as if
Dutch is currently a stumbling block in the Netherlands. Despite this, 58 participants who
comprise of 37.4% of respondents indicate the contrary. According to 19 of those respondents,
the issue lies with speaking. Similarly, 12 respondents stated that writing and speaking, while
7 responded that speaking and listening are a hindrance. Likewise, 13 consider writing to be
challenging. In total, those who regard Dutch to be a hurdle find speaking (43 respondents) the
primary skill they do not sufficiently command. Followed by writing (30 respondents), listening
(14 respondents), and reading (3 respondents). Contrastingly, of the 97 respondents who do not
find Dutch to be a stumbling block majority (44 respondents) state that they find writing to be
Table 8. Crosstab of the modalities respondents found difficult and Dutch as a stumbling block.

Difficulty with Dutch
Modality or skill
No
Yes
Total
Writing
44
13
57
Speaking
28
19
47
Listening
5
1
6
Reading
1
0
1
Writing, Speaking
8
12
20
Writing, Reading
2
0
2
Speaking, Listening
8
7
15
Writing, Listening, Speaking
1
3
4
Writing, Listening, Reading
0
1
1
Listening, Reading, Speaking
0
1
1
Writing, Listening, Speaking, Reading
0
1
1
Total
97
58
155
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the most challenging skill, followed by speaking (28 respondents). In total, the majority find
writing (55 respondents) to be the most challenging skill followed by speaking (45
respondents), listening (14 respondents), and reading (3 respondents).
Most of the respondents who indicated that Dutch is not an impediment, speak Dutch
daily (39) (table 9). Those who regularly use Dutch (21) were less than those who seldom use
Dutch (31). Only six stated they never use Dutch. Of those who consider Dutch a stumbling
block, most stated that they rarely use Dutch (23) while others use Dutch daily (18) or a regular
basis (13). Again only a hand full do not use Dutch (4).
Finally, respondents were asked to provide the language of instruction of their current
program. As expected, the greater part of respondents is enrolled in an English-taught program,
75 respondents indicated that the program they are currently enrolled in is taught solely in
English. Additionally, 55 participants are enrolled in a Dutch-taught program and 22
participants are enrolled in a bilingual English-Dutch program. Lastly, 3 participants were
enrolled in other programs that are not a combination of Dutch or English but rather a
combination of English, Dutch, Spanish, French, and Mandarin.
Of the 155 respondents, 6 took part in the writing task that will be discussed in the
following sections. These participants came from a sample who predominantly speak
Papiamento in a familial setting, with more than 3/4 indicating that Papiamento is a language
of discourse either in combination or as the sole language. The second most spoken language
used in family discourse was Spanish, with roughly 1/5 of respondents indicating that they
speak Spanish among family either in combination or as the sole language of discourse. While
English and Dutch were also spoken in a familial setting, it was to a much lesser extent. Nearly
all respondents were at an expected level of Dutch as assumed by their highest earned degree
before attending a Dutch HBO. Most of the respondents have been living in the Netherlands for
at least seven years, of which half had a YoA of 2 years or less. Those who have a more
extended period of residency speak Dutch more frequently compared to those who have a
shorter residency period. Those who indicated that their proficiency level of Dutch hinders them
(a bit more than 1/3) stated that it is because of their speaking abilities. Whereas those who do
not find it to be hindersome stated that writing is a skill they do not sufficiently command. The
majority was enrolled in an English-taught program (48.4%) or a Dutch-taught program
(35.5%), and some were enrolled in a bilingual Dutch-English program (14.2%). The following
section will take a closer look at the 6 participants’ performance on the writing task and their
overall opinions.
Table 9. How often respondents use Dutch and if they
have difficulty with Dutch.

Difficulty with Dutch
Dutch use
No
Yes
Total
Never
6
4
10
Seldom
31
23
54
Regularly
21
13
34
Daily
39
18
57
Total
97
58
155
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4.2 Overall participant performance
The participants (n=6) received two separate scores, one for the SSHAVO referred to as betoog
and one for the NtII 2 (table 10). NtII 2 had six different items, each labeled as follows,
inschrijven voor tentamens, lange file, sollicitatieformulier terugsturen, regering bezoekt
Nederlandse provincies, stagemogelijkheid, and het populairste vakantieland (appendix A,
appendix B). For the first half, the betoog, participants scored on average 3.7, with a minimum
score of 2.5 and a maximum score of 4.9 out of 10. The most common overall mistake was
assigning the wrong definite articles de/het, which was present with all participants. Another
common error was using incorrect prepositions or demonstratives. Furthermore, there were a
lot of mistakes regarding verb conjugation. Verbs were either not written correctly with ‘t’ or a
‘d,’ or they were not presented in the correct tense/personal pronoun. Similarly, verbs were
placed in non-native positions in sentences. For the second half of the writing task concerning
the NTII 2 items, participants performed extremely well in comparison to the betoog. The
average score was 7.85, with a minimum score of 7.2 and a maximum score of 8.4 out of 10.
Participants generally scored well for almost all rating scales. The most common rating scales
where points were deducted was for grammar and spelling. Nearly all participants, besides
participant 13, were not awarded any points for the task lange file which required them to
formulate an inverted sentence. The most common mistakes were formulating what is
considered odd or non-native sentence structures, incorrect verb form, preposition, and
demonstrative use. Notably, Table 10. The scores and average scores of the participants.
despite not being penalized due
Participant number Betoog
NtII 2 test items
to the scoring criteria from the
2
2.5
7.5
NTII 2, all participants
3
3.2
7.8
incorrectly assigned the definite
13
8.4
articles throughout (appendix
15
4.9
7.2
C). Thus, the overall errors
18
4.8
8.4
concern the definite articles,
60
3.1
7.8
sentence
structures,
verb
Average
3.7
7.85
positioning
and
form,
preposition, and demonstratives.
4.3 Overall participant opinions
The six participants who took part in the task all lived in Aruba a better part of their lives and
completed their secondary education on the island. Four participants were born on the island,
one was born in Colombia and had an age of arrival of one year, and one was born in the
Netherlands and had an age of arrival of six months. They all moved to the Netherlands in
different years, starting from 2011 (3 participants), 2013 (2 participants), and 2018 (1
participant). The majority of participants are enrolled in an English-taught program (4
participants) and the rest are enrolled in an English-Dutch bilingual program (2 participants).
Half the participants were 18 years old when they moved to the Netherlands and the other half
19 years old. Three participants stated their L1 was Papiamento, one whose L1 is English, one
whose L1 is Spanish, and one whose L1 is a combination of Dutch and Papiamento.
Comparatively, their parental L1 corresponds to their L1 except for one participant, who
provided Papiamento as their L1 but her parental L1 was Dutch-Papiamento. Of the six
participants, four of them had two siblings and two had only one sibling. Only one participant
was the eldest sibling, all the rest were the younger siblings. Moreover, three participants spoke
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only Papiamento with their sibling(s), while one spoke English, one spoke Dutch, and one spoke
a combination of Papiamento, Spanish, and English. Furthermore, two participants had a
Spanish speaking nanny in their childhood. Apart from this, participants primarily spoke
Papiamento with their friends as children. However, three also spoke English with friends, and
one additionally spoke Dutch with their friends. In regards to daily language use, half of the
participants speak English, Dutch, and Papiamento every day; two speak Dutch and English,
and one Dutch and Papiamento every day. Of those, two regularly speak Dutch and two speak
it daily, one never speaks Dutch and one who seldom speaks Dutch. The participants are split
in half in terms of considering Dutch to be a hindrance for them. Three stated that speaking is
the most difficult skill, while two stated they have issues with writing, and one with listening.
Two participants who rated the task a difficulty level of 5 on the Likert scale, and four
gave it a rating of 4. All participants (who were graded) mentioned the Betoog to be the most
challenging item on the task. Reasons given were because they struggled to translate their ideas
to the paper and that it was difficult to express their views and opinions in Dutch. According to
participants, they had difficulties with tense, articles, and demonstratives. Finally, they found
reading and writing academic articles to be too complex. However, there were only two
participants who stated that Dutch was a source of problems for them in secondary school,
while four did not. Despite this, nearly all participants did encounter issues when it came time
to attend HBO. Only one participant indicated otherwise but also stated that their program is
entirely in English and was never graded in Dutch.
Nevertheless, participants generally rated their Dutch proficiency between B2-C2
levels. There was one participant who rated himself B1-B2 on all communicative aspects of
Dutch. Notably, only two participants rated their ability lower than C1 for writing production.
All other participants rated themselves C1 proficiency level despite stating that Dutch is
difficult and that they did not do well on the writing task.
The consensus among participants was that Dutch is vital to those who want to further
their academic career in the Netherlands. Two explicitly stated that it is an official language
and should therefore be learned. Half of the participants state that it would be good to include
Papiamento in the curriculum because it is the local language. However, there was an overall
agreement that Dutch should remain a significant part of the curriculum as well. Participants
believe that since the Netherlands is the most accessible option for Aruban students, Dutch
should remain of high importance. There was only one participant (participant 18) who stated
that they do not see the need to have Papiamento as the language of instruction or as a subject.
Meanwhile, all participants said that they would prefer an English curriculum, but they do not
feel that it is necessary and prioritize learning Dutch. Additionally, participants were given
statements which they had to rate according to the Likert scale (table 11). Based on those
statements, participants indicated that, on average, Dutch had a 3.8 for importance in academic
prosperity – it should be mentioned Table 11. The average scores for each statement based on the Likert scale (1-5),
that overall, it was rated with a 4-5. with 1 indicating no importance and 5 high importance. N=6.
Notably, one participant scored the
Statement Dutch
English Papiamento Spanish
Important for academic
3.8
4.2
2.3
2.3
statement a 2, bringing down the
prosperity
average significantly. For the same
Important to live on
2.3
3.7
4.3
3
Aruba
statement, English received a rating
Important to work on
3.8
4.1
3.8
3.3
of 4.2, which is higher than Dutch.
Aruba
Importance in politics
4.8
4.8
4.8
4.3
All but one participant, who gave it
Importance in tourism
4
4.6
3.6
4.6
a 5 rating, rated English a 4.
Importance in finance
4
3.8
3.3
2.8
Important to live in NL
4.6
3.5
1.2
1
Papiamento and Spanish received
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lower scores than the aforementioned languages; they both received an average of 2.3 ratings.
Participants rated Papiamento the most important language needed to live on Aruba (4.3),
followed by English (3.7), Spanish (3), and Dutch (2.3). According to participants, English
(4.1) is the most important language in order to work on Aruba, followed by Dutch (3.8) and
Papiamento (3.8) equally and lastly, Spanish (3.3). There was a consensus that all four
languages in question are of high importance regarding the political sphere. All languages
received a 4.8 rating except Spanish, which was rated 4.3. In the field of tourism, English (4.6)
and Spanish (4.6) came out on top, followed by Dutch (4) and Papiamento (3.6). Participants
rated the language needed for financial stability Dutch (4) followed closely by English (3.8),
Papiamento (3.3), and Spanish (2.8). As expected, all participants regarded Dutch (4.6) to be of
utmost importance to live in the Netherlands. Additionally, English (3.5) was rated to be of
relative importance to live in the Netherlands, but Papiamento (1.2) and Spanish (1) was
considered to be of no importance.
Furthermore, participants were asked whether or not they agree with the given
statements. The participants indicated that they do not think Dutch is easy (4 participants) or
that they are neutral in the difficulty of Dutch (2 participants). Half of the participants stated
they enjoyed learning Dutch, and the other half does not. Most (4 participants) stated that Dutch
is an important language and others (2 participants) did not give their position on such
statement. Similarly, most participants (4 participants) do not think that Dutch is a beautiful
language. However, there was one participant who indicated she thinks Dutch is a beautiful
language and one who did not give a clear opinion. While participants indicated earlier that
Dutch is important to live in the Netherlands, half of the participants indicate that they disagree
that it is important to know Dutch to live in the Netherlands. Likewise, half of the participants
indicate that knowing Dutch is not pivotal for living in the Netherlands, one disagreed with the
statement and two remained neutral. Most of the participants indicate that Dutch is more
important than Papiamento and this is also mirrored in the statement that Papiamento is more
important than Dutch. The majority of participants state that English is easy and more important
than Dutch and all participants indicate they enjoy learning English. It should be noted that in
follow up questions participants indicated that English is a global language and thus, more
important than Dutch.
4.4 Participant results
4.4.1 Participant 2
Participant 2 (P2) moved to the Netherlands in 2013 and is following an English taught
program. She was born on Aruba and lived there her entire life until 18 when she moved to the
Netherlands for university. The language she was raised speaking with their caregivers, their
L1, is Papiamento. Under caregivers was understood her parents and grandparent who all have
Papiamento as their L1 as well. P2 stated that her father was born on Aruba and her mother on
Curacao. Additionally, she has one older sister who is three years older than her and to whom
she speaks Papiamento. Additionally, she spoke only Papiamento with friends as a child.
Now that she is living in the Netherlands, she speaks the same language (Papiamento)
with her family but has expanded to Dutch, English, and Spanish alongside Papiamento when
talking to friends. She also uses Dutch as a means of contact with her neighbors. Similarly, she
uses multiple languages on a daily basis namely, Papiamento, English, and Dutch. Despite
indicating that she regularly uses Dutch, she also stated that she considers Dutch to be a
stumbling block for her specifically for the production skills – speaking and writing.
For the SSHAVO portion of the task, P2 scored a 2.5 and for the NTII 2 a score of 7.5.
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In total, for the content portion of the SSHAVO item she scored a 5.5 but got several points
deducted due to spelling, punctuation, and formulation errors to which 2 points were deducted.
An additional 1 point had been deducted because she did not meet the word count requirement.
Her mistakes consisted of several spelling and formulation errors specifically with assigning
the wrong definite article ‘de’ and ‘het’ which accounts for 9 of the 25 points deducted. In total
P2 was penalized up to a total of -25 for these mistakes. However, because of the maximum
allowed penalty she received a deduction of -20. Thus, she only received a deduction of 2 points
from the final score. Some of her other mistakes included non-native sentence structures,
spelling words incorrectly with ‘d’ or ‘t’, and incorrect verb conjugation namely, subject-verb
agreement. Regardless of the deducted points, P2 did not score high enough to meet the cut-off
point set to be considered proficient enough for a Dutch taught program at a university.
As for the NTII 2 portion of the writing task P2 scored higher than the SSHAVO. She
scored a total of 24 points which was doubled amounting to 48 points and scored according to
the scoring grid provided by NTII 2. In the two tasks lange file and sollicitatieformulier
terugsturen she did not receive any points for grammatical correctness. For the task
stagemogelijkheid she received 2 out of 3 points for adequacy and comprehensibility because
she missed one of the criterion listed to be included in the text. Additionally, she got one extra
point deducted for grammatical mistakes meaning she had between 5-10 mistakes in her written
product. For all other rating scales she received the maximum amount of points. Finally, for the
task het populairste vakantieland she received 3 out of 5 points for adequacy and
comprehensibility because she missed one criteria listed to be included in the article. For
grammatical correctness P2 got one point deducted for having 5-10 grammar mistakes. P2 had
the same mistakes that were reported earlier such as de/het (points were not deducted for these
mistakes; see appendix C), grammatical structures, and verb conjugation especially in the write
a letter task. Similarly, she also got one point deducted for cohesion. As for the rest of the rating
scales she received all points that could have been awarded.
Upon reflection P2 scored the task a 5 (most difficult level on the Likert scale).
Specifically due to the betoog. P2 felt that she did not perform sufficiently because she struggled
to translate her ideas to paper. This caused her to encounter a time issue, because of which she
was unable to finish the task. P2 was asked to elaborate on what she consideres particularly
difficult in Dutch and she responded that she struggles with the differences between Dutch
taught in a formal setting and Dutch in real life. According to her, what is taught in a formal
setting is not what people regularly use in written nor spoken language. Stylistically
newspapers, articles, and political debates are written in a completely different manner than
what is formally learned. She states similar concerns for spoken language. According to her,
too many idioms are used of which she cannot follow or reproduce effectively. P2 does actively
try to improve on this by asking her Dutch friends to correct her mistakes. P2 stated that she
has sought out additional Dutch classes in order to improve but was turned down because she
was considered too proficient for the course and would not benefit from it. Consequently, she
was told that only immersion in the language will help her. When asked if she had similar issues
in secondary school, P2 indicated that it was not an issue until senior year. According to her,
her teacher was the primary cause of this change. P2 states “he was a Dutch Amsterdam teacher
who was ‘unprofessional’ and made it difficult and attacked my confidence quite a bit’. P2 was
then asked if Dutch remained a source of issue for her in regards to her university program. P2
stated that it was indeed a stumbling block for her in her bachelor program, a bilingual Dutch-
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Spanish
program, Table 12. The CEFR self-rating grid according to Participant 2. The CEFR can do statements have
where
she
was been reduced to the CEFR proficiency level to which it corresponds.
expected to translate
Skill
Papiamento Dutch
English
Spanish
Listening
C2
B2
B2
B2
Spanish articles to
Reading
C1
C1
C1
C1
Dutch as well as
Spoken interaction C2
C2
C2
C2
write Dutch essays.
Spoken production C2
C1
C2
C2
Due to this,
P2
Written interaction C2
C1
C1
C1
ended up taking the
Written production C2
C1
C2
C2
translation
course
three times and
encountering a delay in her academic career prior to completing the course and graduating.
Upon graduating P2 switched to an English taught program.
P2 was asked to rate her language proficiency according to the CEFR self-rating scale
for each language. To which she rated herself significantly high for all languages and most
skills at C1-C2 levels (table 12). For listening however, P2 rated herself as an independent user
for Dutch, English, and Spanish. When P2 was asked for her opinion of Papiamento in schools
she indicated that the use of Papiamento as an instruction language would be beneficial because
it would facilitate better understanding of grammatical constructions in Papiamento which can
later be applied when learning a second language. P2 holds the belief that by learning you
mother tongue you have a good basis for acquiring other languages. However, she were on the
fence in regards to Papiamento being a subject or main language of instruction stating that on
one hand in, formative years, it would be useful as the instruction language. She added that it
might be better for the general population to use Papiamento since not everyone goes to the
Netherlands for a university degree. On the other hand P2 feels that it is important to those who
do move to the Netherlands. Additionally, she states that Dutch is an official language and
therefore should be learned especially in the context of judicial proceedings that are all in Dutch.
Therefore, she settled on a bilingual program that can incorporate both languages alongside
each other. According to P2 English is not the solution. While she enjoys her English taught
program, she believes that in the context of Aruba and secondary schools it is not necessary
because, ‘people will learn it [English] regardless mainly through media’. Additionally, she
stated that it is not an official language and not a part of the culture.
P2 rated the following statements and the language in question according to Likert scale
as follows (table 13). P2 rated Dutch, English, and Spanish equally and higher than Papiamento.
P2 also gives Papiamento of highest importance in order to live on Aruba, which was followed
closely by English and Spanish equally. While Dutch was of lesser importance to live on the
island it is not of utmost insignificance. Despite this, P2 rated all languages of utmost
importance equally in order to work on Aruba as well as in the field of tourism and political
sphere. Additionally, P2 rated Dutch of highest importance and Papiamento of lesser
importance in order to achieve
13. Participant 2 rated scores for each statement based on the Likert scale
financial stability. In this context Table
(1-5), with 1 indicating no importance and 5 high importance.
English and Spanish were given
Statement regarding to Dutch
English Papiamento Spanish
equal ratings above Papiamento and
language importance
For academic prosperity 4
4
2
4
below Dutch. Finally, P2 rated
To live on Aruba 3
4
5
4
Dutch and English of high
To work on Aruba 5
5
5
5
In politics 5
5
5
5
importance to live in the
In tourism 5
5
5
5
Netherlands and Papiamento and
For financial stability 5
4
3
4
To live in NL 5
4
1
1
Spanish of no importance to live in
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the Netherlands.
Finally, P2 was provided with statements to which she had to indicate if she agreed or
disagreed (table 14). P2 disagreed with the statements: Dutch is easy, you do not need to know
Dutch to live in the Netherlands, you do not need to know Dutch to live on Aruba, knowing
Dutch is more important than Papiamento, knowing Papiamento is more important than Dutch,
and English is easy. They agreed to these statements: I enjoy learning Dutch, Dutch is an
important language, Dutch is a beautiful language, and I enjoy learning English. Finally,
participant 2 does not agree nor does she disagree that knowing English is more important than
knowing Dutch.
Table 14. An overview of the agreed, disagreed or neutral statements as indicated by participant 2.
Agree
I enjoy learning Dutch
Dutch is a beautiful language
I enjoy learning English.
Dutch is an important language

Neutral
Knowing English is more important
than knowing Dutch

Disagree
Dutch is easy
You do not need to know
Dutch to live in the Netherlands
You do not need to know
Dutch to live on Aruba
Knowing Dutch is more
important than Papiamento
Knowing Papiamento is more
important than Dutch
English is easy

4.4.2 Participant 3
Participant 3 (P3) moved to the Netherlands in 2011 and is following a bilingual program taught
in Dutch and English. She was born on Aruba and lived there entire life until 19, when she
moved to the Netherlands for higher education. The language she was raised speaking is
Papiamento. Her parents were both born on Aruba but her father’s L1 is Dutch and her Mother’s
L1 is Papiamento. Additionally, P3 has two older siblings, a brother who is 7 years older and a
sister who is 13 years older, both of which she speaks Papiamento. Furthermore, P3 had a
nanny as a baby who spoke Spanish. As a child P3 spoke Papiamento and English to her friends.
Now that P3 is living in the Netherlands she speaks the same language with her family
but has expanded to Dutch with their father and English with her partner. P3 did not disclose
what language she uses to communicate to her neighbors and chose not applicable. However,
P3 uses multiple languages on a daily basis namely, Papiamento and English. She indicated she
rarely uses Dutch and specified that she only speaks Dutch at work and considers Dutch to be
difficult, finding that writing in particular is a skill she cannot yet master.
For the SSHAVO portion of the task, P3 scored a 3.2 and a 7.8 for the NtII 2. In total
for the content portion of the betoog she scored a 6.067 but got several points deducted due to
spelling, punctuation, and formulation errors which amounted to 1.9 deducted points. P3 also
got 1 point deducted because she did not meet the word count requirement. Her main mistakes
included incorrect use of definite articles (de and het), prepositions, and verb and adjective
spelling such as the use of ‘d’ or ‘t’ and whether or not an ‘e’ needs to be added. P3 would not
be considered to be at a proficient level to attend a Dutch taught program. If spelling errors are
not to be considered, P3 would have met the cut-off point requirement. However, she was very
close to the line and would be considered to be in a ‘dangerous’ zone.
In regards to the NTII 2 portion, P3 scored 25 points which totaled to 50 points. For
sollicitatieformulier terugsturen she did not receive any points for grammatical correctness
because she had 5-10 grammatical errors. This was also the case for the task stagemogelijkheid,
P3 received 1 out of 2 points for grammatical mistakes meaning she had between 5-10 mistakes.
30

For all other rating scales she received the maximum amount of points. Her errors consisted
mainly of prepositions and demonstratives. Finally, for the task het populairste vakantieland
P3 received 1 out of 5 points for adequacy and comprehensibility because she missed more than
one of the criteria listed to be included in the article. Additionally, P3 got one point deducted
for having 5-10 grammar mistakes for their grammatical correctness. These mistakes are
Table 15. The CEFR self-rating grid according to Participant 3. The CEFR can do statements have
been reduced to the CEFR proficiency level to which it corresponds.

Skill
Listening
Reading
Spoken interaction
Spoken production
Written interaction
Written production

Papiamento
C2
C2
C2
C2
C2
C2

Dutch
C1
C1
C1
C1
C1
C1

English
C2
C2
C2
C2
C2
C2

Spanish
B2
B2
A1
A1
A2
A2

excluding the definite article errors made, P3 made several prepositional errors and verb
conjugation errors.
When reflecting on the task P3 rated is a difficulty level of 4 and stated that the betoog
was the most difficult task and the other open questions were the easiest. P3 thought she
performed average to poor on the task because her writing in Dutch is ‘very weak’ and she has
a difficult time expressing herself and her opinions in Dutch. Additionally, she struggled to
understand the idioms used in the text she was required to read. However, she also indicated
that she does not actively try to improve her Dutch. Despite this she did take an additional Dutch
course for academic purposes. While Dutch was not a problem for P3 in secondary school it
very much became one once she moved to the Netherlands. P3 was asked to rate her proficiency
according to the CEFR self-rating scale can do statements (table 15). P3 rated her proficiency
for all languages significantly high. She rated her English and Papiamento proficiency C2 on
all modalities and C1 for Dutch on all modalities. Contrastingly, she rated her Spanish as a
basic level on all skills besides listening and reading which she rated as an intermediate user.
P3 indicated that it would be great if the language of instruction were to change to
Papiamento because it is the native language. She would support such an initiative because she
considers it a way to preserve Papiamento. P3 acknowledges that it would have consequences
since the school system is in Dutch and all materials are derived from the Netherlands, as well
as the time and financial costs that are attached to such a transition. P3 indicates that Papiamento
would be best suited as the language of instruction in primary schools and a subject in secondary
schools and college/universities. P3 stated that she would like to see Dutch solely as a subject
but states that it remains important and mandatory. Additionally, she feels that English would
be the best fit as the language of instruction because it is a worldwide language and there are
many benefits attached to having a high proficiency in English. P3 indicated that while they
prefer English as a means of instruction instead of Dutch, Dutch should remain a mandatory
subject. This is because Aruba is still part of the Dutch kingdom and it is therefore ‘important
and relevant’ for those living on Aruba. However, P3 also reflects on the language use on a
grander scale stating that Dutch is spoken only in the Netherlands which is a relatively small
country. Accordingly, she does not see any other reason, aside from having the Dutch
nationality, as a reason to learn Dutch.
P3 rated the following statements and the language in question according to Likert scale
as follows (table 16). For academic purposes English was given higher importance all other
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languages were rated equally, low Table 16. Participant 3 rated scores for each statement based on the Likert scale
but not totally useless. However, in (1-5), with 1 indicating no importance and 5 high importance.
Statement regarding to Dutch
English Papiamento Spanish
order to live on Aruba P3 indicated
language importance
that Papiamento is the most
For academic prosperity 2
4
2
2
To live on Aruba 3
4
5
4
important
language
directly
To work on Aruba 4
5
5
4
followed by English and Spanish
In politics 5
5
5
5
In tourism 4
5
5
5
equally. She rated Dutch the lowest
For financial stability 4
4
5
3
of all the languages but with a 3
To live in NL 5
3
1
1
giving it some precedence on the
islands. In the vocational sphere P3 rated Papiamento and English of the highest importance
equally, immediately followed by Dutch and Spanish. In terms of politics however, P3 states
that all four of the languages are of high importance. Additionally, for tourism Dutch is given
less albeit high importance in comparison to the other three languages. In term of financial
stability, Papiamento again was regarded of high importance. Similarly, but less than
Papiamento, Dutch and English were also considered to be important followed by Spanish.
Finally, P3 indicated that Dutch is of utmost importance while Papiamento and Spanish is of
no importance. Furthermore, P3 was asked whether or not she disagreed with the given
statements (table 17). P3 agreed with the statements: you do not need to know Dutch to live in
the Netherlands; you do not need to know Dutch to live on Aruba; knowing Papiamento is more
important than Dutch; I enjoy learning English; and knowing English is more important than
knowing Dutch. However, P3 disagreed with the statements: Dutch is easy; I enjoy learning
Dutch; Dutch is a beautiful language; and knowing Dutch is more important than Papiamento.
Finally, P3 did not agree nor disagree with the statements that Dutch is an important language
and English is easy.
Table 17. Provides an overview of the agreed, disagreed or neutral statements as indicated by participant 3.
Agree
Knowing English is more
important than knowing Dutch.
I enjoy learning English.
You do not need to know Dutch
to live in the Netherlands.
You do not need to know Dutch
to live on Aruba.
Knowing Papiamento is more
important than Dutch.

Neutral
Dutch is an important language.

Disagree
Dutch is easy.

English is easy.

Dutch is a beautiful language.
I enjoy learning Dutch.
Knowing Dutch is more
important than Papiamento.

4.4.3 Participant 13
Participant 13 (P13) was born on Aruba moved to the Netherlands in 2018 at the age of 19. P13
is currently enrolled in an English taught program. Her L1 is Papiamento, the same as both her
parents who were also born on Aruba. P13 has an older brother who is 2 years older than her to
whom she speaks Papiamento. Additionally, she also had a combination of a Papiamento and
Spanish speaking nanny on weeks days for roughly 10 years as a child. Furthermore, P13 spoke
Dutch, Papiamento, and English with friends as a child. She currently speaks Papiamento and
Dutch daily. Accordingly, P13 speaks Papiamento with her parents, Dutch with her partner and
neighbors, and a combination of both with her brother and friends. P13’s indicated that her
brother is also living in the Netherlands and therefore a shift in language choice. Despite this,
P13 indicated that she finds Dutch to be difficult, specifically writing in Dutch.
For the SSHAVO portion of the task P13 did not receive a score because of
incompletion and for the NTII 2 she score scored an 8.4. In regards to the betoog P13 only
wrote one paragraph which contained three mistakes, one of which is incorrect use of the
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definite articles and two spelling errors.
Despite not completing the betoog task, P13 scored the highest grade of all participants
for the NTII 2 tasks, scoring 27 points which totaled to 54 points. She scored maximum points
on the sentence completion tasks, inschrijven voor tentamen, lange file, sollicitatieformulier
terugsturen, and regering bezoekt Nederlandse provincies. For the task stagemogelijkheid she
received nearly all points. The only rating scale where P13 got a point deducted was for
grammatical correctness. She made mostly prepositional errors and one definite article error
(not included as error). Similar to the previously discussed participants they had 5-10
grammatical mistakes. Notably, she did make spelling errors however they did not exceed five
mistakes. For the final NTII 2 task het populairste vakantieland they scored 3 out of 5 points
for adequacy and comprehensiveness. P13 did not score the maximum of 5 points because she
did not adequately include all criteria required. She got one additional point deducted for both
grammar and spelling. Her errors included awkward sentence structures and wrong subjectverb agreement such as ‘zijn’ instead of ‘is’. Aside from that, she had four gender marking
mistakes that were not penalized.
P13 rated the task a difficulty of 4 on the Likert scale. She stated that the most difficult
part was formal writing. This is also the reason why she felt that she had not do well on task,
indicating that while she uses informal Dutch regularly she had not used formal Dutch since
high school. Similarly, P13 stated that formal writing is the most difficult aspect of Dutch. They
do not actively try to improve their Dutch but have taken an academic writing course for Dutch.
Additionally, P13 did not have difficulties with Dutch in secondary school nor at a
university. She clarified that her program is in English and she does not have to depend on
Dutch academically. P13 was asked to rate her proficiency for each language according to the
Table 18. The CEFR self-rating grid according to Participant 13. The CEFR can do statements have
been reduced to the CEFR proficiency level to which it corresponds.

Skill
Listening
Reading
Spoken interaction
Spoken production
Written interaction
Written production

Papiamento
C2
C2
C2
C2
C2
C1

Dutch
C2
C2
C2
C2
C1
C2

English
C2
C2
C2
C2
C1
C2

Spanish
B2
B2
B1
B1
A2
A2

CEFR self-rating scale (table 18). Overall P13 rated her Dutch, Papiamento, and English high
at a C1-C2 level. However, she rated her Spanish mostly as an independent user except for
writing where she rated herself as a basic user.
According to P13 there are advantages and disadvantages to having Papiamento as the
language of instruction. An advantage would be having a better grip on their own language,
Papiamento. As well as potentially being able to learn other languages better. However, she
considers it as a disadvantage for those who go to the Netherlands to study in Dutch, because
they will ‘struggle even more than we already do’. P13 indicated that she does not have
sufficient knowledge on the topic to make a statement on whether or not Papiamento should be
a subject or language of instruction but does state that she strongly believes it would be a ‘great
disadvantage’ if Dutch would be entirely removed from the education system. As far as she is
concerned, if the language of instruction is to be changed she will prefer Papiamento instead of
English. However, in regards to English replacing Dutch she states that it is beneficial seeing
as Aruban understanding English better making it easier, but that many Arubans are also forced
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to go to the Netherlands because Table 19. Participant 13 rated scores for each statement based on the Likert
they cannot afford to study in the scale (1-5), with 1 indicating no importance and 5 high importance.
Statement Dutch
English Papiamento Spanish
U.S.
Academic prosperity 4
4
3
2
P13 rated the following
Important to live on 4
4
3
3
Aruba
statements and the language in
Important to work on 4
4
1
1
question according to Likert scale as
Aruba
Importance in politics 4
4
4
3
follows (table19). For academia
Importance in tourism 2
4
4
1
Dutch and English are of high
Importance in finance 3
4
1
3
Important to live in NL 4
4
1
1
importance followed by Papiamento
and the least important Spanish.
Similarly, for residency on Aruba P13 gave higher importance to Dutch and English in
comparison to Papiamento and Spanish. She also did the same for the vocational statement
however, she rated Papiamento and Spanish lower than before. In the political sphere P13 gave
all languages equal importance besides Spanish which was given a lower status. In the field or
tourism P13 gave English and Papiamento a higher precedence than Dutch which was followed
by Spanish. However, in terms of financial stability P13 rated Papiamento of no importance
and English of the highest importance in comparison to the other languages. Finally, P13 gave
Dutch and English equal high status and Papiamento and Spanish no importance for residing in
the Netherlands.
P13 was asked whether or not she agreed with the following statements (table 20). She
indicated that she agreed with: I enjoy learning Dutch; Dutch is an important language; you do
not need to know Dutch to live in the Netherlands; you do not need to know Dutch to live on
Aruba; knowing Dutch is more important than Papiamento; English is easy; I enjoy learning
English; and knowing English is more important than knowing Dutch. She disagreed with the
statements Dutch is easy and Knowing Papiamento is more important than Dutch. Finally, they
did not agree nor disagree with the statement, Dutch is a beautiful language.
Table 20. Provides an overview of the agreed, disagreed or neutral statements as indicated by participant 13.
Agree
I enjoy learning Dutch
Knowing Dutch is more
important than Papiamento
I enjoy learning English.
Dutch is an important language
You do not need to know Dutch
to live in the Netherlands
You do not need to know Dutch
to live on Aruba
English is easy
Knowing English is more
important than knowing Dutch

Neutral
Dutch is a beautiful language

Disagree
Dutch is easy
Knowing Papiamento is more
important than Dutch
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4.4.4 Participant 15
Participant 15 (P15) was born on Aruba moved to the Netherlands in 2011 at the age of 19.
P15’s L1 is English, the same as his father who is from Haiti and his mother who is from Aruba.
P15 has an older brother who is 7 years older than him to whom he speaks English. Growing
up P5 spoke Papiamento to his friends. He currently speaks Dutch, English and Papiamento
every day. His current language use is English with his parents and sibling, Papiamento with
his partner, Papiamento and English with friends, and Dutch and English with neighbors. P15
considers speaking and listening to be difficult aspects of Dutch but indicated that he does not
consider Dutch to be a problem for him. P15 speaks Dutch daily and is enrolled in an English
taught program.
For the SSHAVI portion of the task P15 scored a 4.9 and for the NTII 2 he received a
score of 7.2. In total for the content portion of the betoog P15 scored a 5.5 but got 0.6 points
deducted due to spelling and punctuation. It must be noted that P15 did not completely follow
the task. While he did meet certain requirements, he wrote more of a summary not an
argumentative text. This caused him to lose several points in the content section, for example,
for not having concrete arguments and taking an explicit standpoint. It must therefore be
mentioned that P15 did not actually complete the task at hand. Thus, unsurprisingly, he did not
positively pass the cut-off point and failed the test. P15 did however, have the lowest amount
of mistakes in regards to spelling and punctuation.
P15 received an overall score of 23 which amounted to 46 total score for the NTII 2
tasks, to which he scored the lowest of all participants for the NTII 2 tasks. He got one point
deducted for lange file for incorrect use of tense/verb. For the task stagemogelijkheid, he scored
3 points because one of the required criteria was not sufficiently present. Despite receiving all
points for grammatical correctness he made a few errors; he used the wrong preposition and
had an odd sentence structure. P15 received zero points for word use because of the significant
informality in which the text was written. As for the final task het populairste vakantieland, he
scored 3 points for adequacy/comprehensiveness due to a missing criterion. He only had one
grammatical mistake and was therefore awarded all points. For spelling he was awarded only
one point of the two because he made 5-10 mistakes. However, all these mistakes were either
that he did not use a capital letter or an incorrect use of comma’s. Similar to the task
stagemogelijkheid he used informal and inappropriate language for the task and therefore did
not receive any points for word use.
Upon reflection P15 rated the task a difficulty level of 4, mainly because of the betoog
task. He felt that he did not do well on the task because he found it difficult dealing with the
different tenses. P15 stated that he actively tries to improve his Dutch on a daily basis with his
colleagues by practicing, using, and incorporating more difficult Dutch sentences in their
speech. P15 also took a Dutch course that his school offered. He indicated that Dutch was a
problem for him in secondary school and continues to be a stumbling block.
Table 21. The CEFR self-rating grid according to Participant 15. The CEFR can do statements have
been reduced to the CEFR proficiency level to which it corresponds.

Skill
Listening
Reading
Spoken interaction
Spoken production
Written interaction
Written production

Papiamento
C2
C2
C2
C2
C2
C2

Dutch
B1
B1
B2
B1
B1
B2

English
C2
C2
C2
C2
C2
C2

Spanish
A1
A2
B1
A2
A2
A2
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P15 rated his proficiency for Table 22. Participant 15 rated scores for each statement based on the Likert
Papiamento and English level scale (1-5), with 1 indicating no importance and 5 high importance.
Statement Dutch
English Papiamento Spanish
according to the CEFR self-rating
Academic prosperity 3
4
2
2
scale at C2 level on all modalities
Important to live on 2
3
4
4
Aruba
(table 21). However, he rated his
Important to work on 3
4
4
4
Dutch and Spanish at a lower
Aruba
Importance in politics 5
5
5
5
proficiency level. According to P15,
Importance in tourism 5
5
4
5
his Dutch is at independent user
Importance in finance 4
4
3
3
Important to live in NL 5
4
2
1
level while his Spanish is at basic
user level. The way he rated himself
indicates that his Dutch proficiency is below the expected B2 level and all skills except speaking
interaction and written production. When P15 was asked about the consequences of
Papiamento becoming the main language of instruction he explained that he thinks it would
become more difficult for people to transition into speaking Dutch if they move to the
Netherlands. Therefore, he thinks that Papiamento should remain a subject in order to prevent
Dutch from becoming too difficult for those moving to the Netherlands. He strongly believes
that Dutch should remain the language of instruction, because the level of Dutch proficiency is
already a problem, it is not sufficient enough. P15 thinks it would be beneficial to have English
as the language of instruction but not to the full extent. He stated that he would personally prefer
such a system because it ‘comes more naturally’ to him. However, he clarifies that it would
only be of relevance for students who choose an English taught program. He added that the
same can be said about Dutch, but Aruba is a Dutch country so that should get precedence. He
does add that he considers it beneficial to know more languages regardless.
In regards to the importance of languages in specified domains P15 rated the following
statements and the language in question according to Likert scale as follows (table 22). In
academia P15 gave more precedence to English followed by Dutch which was then succeeded
by Papiamento and Spanish that was rated of equal and lesser importance then the two
aforementioned languages. However, he gave opposite rating when asked about the languages
to live on Aruba. Papiamento and Spanish was rated higher than English which was also rated
higher than Dutch. This hierarchy is also present when discussing the vocational sphere on
Aruba. Despite this, in terms of politics, all languages were rated equally and of utmost
importance. Similar results were measured in the field of tourism, only Papiamento was rated
one band lower. When discussing the importance of languages to achieve financial stability P15
gave higher importance to Dutch and English equally above Spanish and Papiamento. Finally,
he rated Dutch the most important language to live in the Netherlands. P15 also gave English a
high rating for living in the Netherlands albeit lower than Dutch. Spanish and Papiamento were
rated of lower importance with the former rated of no necessity to live in the Netherlands. When
asked whether or not P15 agreed or disagreed with the following statements he responded that
he agreed with the statement: You do not need to know Dutch to live on Aruba; knowing Dutch
is more important than knowing Papiamento; English is easy; I enjoy learning English; and
Knowing English is more important than knowing Dutch (table 23). He disagreed with the
statements: I enjoy learning Dutch; Dutch is a beautiful language; You do not need to know
Dutch to live in the Netherlands; and Knowing Papiamento is more important than Dutch. They
did not agree nor disagree with: Dutch is easy and Dutch is an important language.
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Table 23. Provides an overview of the agreed, disagreed or neutral statements as indicated by participant 15.
Agree
Knowing English is more
important than knowing Dutch
Dutch is a beautiful language
I enjoy learning English.

Neutral
Dutch is easy
Dutch is an important language

Disagree
Knowing Papiamento is more
important than Dutch
I enjoy learning Dutch
You do not need to know
Dutch to live in the Netherlands

You do not need to know Dutch
to live on Aruba
Knowing Dutch is more
important than Papiamento
English is easy

4.4.5 Participant 18
Participant 18 (P18) was born in the Netherlands and moved to Aruba with six months where
they lived until 2013 when she moved back to the Netherlands at the age of 18. She stated that
her L1 was both Papiamento and Dutch, because she speaks Dutch with their mother whose L1
is also Dutch and Papiamento with her father whose L1 is Papiamento. She elaborated that her
parents were separated and she lived primarily with her mother. P18 has two younger sisters
who are 5 and 13 years younger to whom she spoke Dutch growing up. Furthermore, she had a
nanny to whom she spoke Spanish with for two days a week growing up. In social situations
with friends she spoke Papiamento. Currently, P18 speaks Dutch, English, and Papiamento on
a daily basis. She still only speaks Dutch to her mother and siblings and she now speaks a
combination of Dutch and Papiamento with her father. As for her friends and current partner
she speaks a combination of Papiamento and English. P18 is enrolled in an English and Dutch
taught program and considers speaking to be a difficult aspect of Dutch but does not consider
Dutch to be a problem for them as they regularly speak Dutch.
For the SSHAVO portion of the task P18 scored a 4.8 and for the NTII 2 she a received
score of 8.4. In total for the content portion of the betoog she scored a 6.8 but 2 points were
deducted due to spelling, punctuation, and formulation errors. P18 got additional points
deducted for incorrect use of prepositions, demonstratives, articles, and singular and plural
forms. Once more, assigning the gender marker appeared to be a difficult task. Of the 20 errors,
11 were due to the mixing of the articles. Additionally, she also got reduced points for
punctuation due to their incorrect use of commas. P18 did not meet the overall requirements of
the cut-off point. This is mainly due to deducted points because of spelling and punctuation
errors. Her scores based on content would have been considered sufficient as it is above the cutoff point and near what would have been described as near satisfactory level where she would
be able to maintain a passing grade at university.
P18 scored 27 points amounting to 54 points overall. She did not receive points for
grammatical correctness for lange file because of incorrect verb. She was not awarded any
points for the task sollicitatieformulier terugsturen because she did not meet the specified
criteria and had grammatical mistakes. Additionally, points were also deducted for regering
bezoekt Nederlandse provinies because of grammatical errors. P18 received all possible points
for the task stagemogelijkheid. She fulfilled all the criteria as well as having limited spelling
and grammatical errors. However, P18 had three spelling errors all of which were incorrect use
of comma’s. As for grammatical errors she only had two, one of which was incorrect use of
verbial t/d and incorrect placing of ‘je’ in a sentence, and the one incorrect gender marking that
was not penalized. Finally, for het populairste vakantieland P18 scored nearly maximum
possible points. She got one point deducted for grammatical errors that consisted of exclusion
of words such as ‘ene’ and ‘zich’, and non-native sentence structures or word insertion.
37

Table 24. The CEFR self-rating grid according to Participant 18. The CEFR can do statements have
been reduced to the CEFR proficiency level to which it corresponds.

Skill
Listening
Reading
Spoken interaction
Spoken production
Written interaction
Written production

Papiamento
C1
B2
C1
C1
C1
C1

Dutch
B2
B2
B2
C1
C1
C1

English
B1
C1
C1
C1
C1
C1

Spanish
B2
B1
B2
B2
B2
B2

P18 rated the task difficulty 4 on the Likert scale. She found the betoog to be particularly
difficult specifically in order to formulate an opinion in Dutch. Additionally, P18 felt that her
vocabulary was ‘very limited’. She thought that she did not perform well on the task because
she has not done such in exam in a while and felt unprepared. She particularly find articles and
demonstratives difficult. P18 stated that she actively tries to improve her proficiency in Dutch
by mimicking native speakers’ speech and language choice/use. She took additional Dutch
classes and partook in independent studying with her own Dutch books. P18 did not have
problems with Dutch in secondary school and stated the level of Dutch was not high enough
for her because spoke Dutch at home. She therefore stated that she performed significantly
better than her peers who spoke Papiamento or Spanish at home. However, she still indicated
that when it came to her university career it did have a negative impact on her progress.
Accordingly, she indicated that she regularly received her work back in order to improve on her
written Dutch. She states that she continuously worked on this by interacting with native Dutch
speakers during her internships and independent studies. P18 was ask to rate her proficiency
level according to the CEFR self-rating scale (table 24). She rated herself as primarily an
independent and proficient user. Her Spanish proficiency according to her is that of an
independent user while her Papiamento and English proficiency was primarily that of a
proficient user. P18’s Dutch proficiency appears to be on the border of independent and
proficient user.
When P18 was asked what she thought about Papiamento becoming the main language
of instruction she indicated that it would be a ‘bad idea’. According to P18, if Papiamento is
introduced as the language of instruction the main source of Dutch would be cut-off and those
who go to study abroad in the Netherlands would struggle a lot in the future; because most
Arubans do not speak Dutch at home or with their friends. Furthermore, P18 states that if
Papiamento is the language of instruction the degree is not valid. Upon further enquiry P18
stated that Papiamento is not recognized internationally and therefore would invalidate the
degree. According to P18 Papiamento should be an elective course and not a language of
instruction or a compulsory subject. The reason she holds this opinion is because she had a
friend who moved to Aruba and struggled during Papiamento classes. P18 believes that Dutch
should strictly be the language of instruction. However, she was not opposed to informal use of
Papiamento in class. P18 also believes that English should remain only a subject because there
is enough English in the environment for Arubans to learn it and it is not as difficult as Dutch
for them. P18 personally feels it will be easier to have English as the language of instruction
but that it will only be relevant for those who do not move to the Netherlands.
In terms of language status and importance in given domains P18 rated Dutch and
English of utmost importance equally for academic success (table 25). While, Papiamento and
Spanish were rated lower than the two former languages they were not considered unimportant.
P18 gave the languages the exact ratings in regards to living and working on Aruba. According
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Table 25. Participant 18 rated scores for each statement based on the Likert
scale (1-5), with 1 indicating no importance and 5 high importance.
Statement
Academic prosperity
Important to live on
Aruba
Important to work on
Aruba
Importance in politics
Importance in tourism
Importance in finance
Important to live in NL

Dutch
5
4

English
5
4

Papiamento
3
3

Spanish
3
3

4

4

3

3

5
5
4
5

5
5
3
3

5
5
4
1

5
5
2
1

to P18 Dutch and English are of higher importance than Papiamento and Spanish. However, in
the domains of politics and tourism she rated all languages equally and of highest importance.
Despite this, P18 gave Dutch and Papiamento higher importance than English and Spanish
when it concerns financial stability. Finally, P18 indicated that Dutch is of highest importance
in the Netherlands followed by English. She indicated that Spanish and Papiamento are of no
relevance for living in the Netherlands. Furthermore, P18 indicated that she agrees with the
statements “I enjoy learning Dutch, Dutch is an important language, knowing Dutch is more
important than Papiamento, English is easy, I enjoy learning English, and knowing English is
more important than knowing Dutch” (table 26). Similarly, she disagreed with the statements:
“Dutch is a beautiful language and you do not need to know Dutch to live in the Netherlands”.
Finally, she did not agree nor disagree with the statements: “Dutch is easy, you do not need to
know Dutch to live on Aruba, and knowing Papiamento is more important than Dutch”.
Table 26. Provides an overview of the agreed, disagreed or neutral statements as indicated by participant 18.
Agree
I enjoy learning Dutch,

Neutral
Dutch is easy

Disagree
Dutch is a beautiful language

Knowing English is more
important than knowing Dutch
I enjoy learning English.

You do not need to know Dutch to
live on Aruba
Knowing Papiamento is more
important than Dutch

You do not need to know
Dutch to live in the Netherlands

Dutch is an important language
Knowing Dutch is more
important than Papiamento
English is easy

4.4.6 Participant 60
Participant 60 (P60) was born in Colombia and moved to Aruba when he was 1 year old. He
lived on Aruba for 18 years until moved to the Netherlands in 2011. P60’s L1 is Spanish the
same as both of his parents who were both from Colombia. P60 indicated that he has two older
siblings, an older brother by 3 years and an older sister by 8 years. With his brother he speaks
Papiamento and English and with his sister he speaks Papiamento and Spanish. P60 also lived
with his grandmother his entire life (until he moved to the Netherlands) to whom he spoke
Spanish. P60 spoke Papiamento and English among friends. These are also the languages he
currently speaks on a daily basis. P60 is enrolled in an English taught program and he seldom
speaks Dutch but does not consider it do be a source of problems for him.
For the SSHAVO portion of the task P60 scored a 3.1 and for the NTII 2 he received a
score of 7.8. In total for the content portion of the betoog he scored a 6.1 but got several points
deducted due to spelling, punctuation, and formulation errors of which 2 points were deducted
as well as an additional 1 point for not reaching the required word count. It must be noted that
P60 did have a substantial amount of errors in regards to articles, demonstratives and one or
two sentences that had odd structures. There were also difficulties in assigning a -d or a -t to
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verbs.
For the Nt2 II items P60 scored 25 points. P60 got one point deducted for grammatical
errors in the task lange file. In the task stagemogelijkheid, he was awarded 2 out of 3 points for
adequacy/comprehensiveness due to missing specified criteria. For the same task one additional
point was deduced for grammatical use. Common mistakes were odd sentence structures, verb
conjugation, prepositions, and incorrect assignment of possessive pronouns ‘ons/onze’. Similar
mistakes were also present in het populairste vakantieland. P60 did not invert the verbs
correctly and also used the inappropriate demonstrative. Furthermore, he had 4 gender marking
errors which were not penalized.
P60 rated the task difficulty a 5 on the Likert scale. He found the most difficult item to
be the betoog and the easiest was the letter writing task. P60 did not think he did well on the
task because the language was quite difficult and reading the articles to write the betoog added
to the level of difficulty. He considers writing to be the most difficult aspect of Dutch and the
second most difficult would be reading academic articles which is exactly what the task
consisted of. Despite this he does not actively try to improve his Dutch, aside from a Dutch
course he took in order to pass a Dutch language test for his program. P60 states that Dutch had
been a stumbling block for him indicating that he ‘always had a difficult time scoring a passing
grade’. Especially for writing assignments even for other subjects. Notably he did not have
difficulty with the subjects themselves, just the writing assignments that needed to be written
in Dutch. In his primary bachelor years he struggled significantly with Dutch, specifically for
the language test he had to retake 4 times before passing. P60 elaborated that he put in hours of
work to pass that test and completed two language practice books. Additionally, P60 was asked
to rate his proficiency level according to the CEFR self-rating scale (table 27). P60 rated himself
as a proficient user in all languages except for writing in Dutch where he rated himself as an
independent user.
Table 27. The CEFR self-rating grid according to Participant 60. The CEFR can do statements have
been reduced to the CEFR proficiency level to which it corresponds.

Skill
Listening
Reading
Spoken interaction
Spoken production
Written interaction
Written production

Papiamento
C2
C2
C2
C2
C1/C2
C2

Dutch
C1
C1
C1
C1
B1
B2

English
C2
C2
C2
C2
C1/C2
C2

Spanish
C2
C2
C2
C2
B2
C1

When P60 was asked to comment on the consequences of changing the language of
instruction from Dutch to Papiamento he responded that it would not be beneficial for students
who want to go to the Netherlands. He responded that it would be ‘detrimental’ and create a
‘bigger language barrier’. P60 added that it remains the case that the Netherlands is the most
accessible place to study and that should be held in mind. P60 indicates that Papiamento should
remain only a subject because Aruba is ‘bound’ to the Netherlands in terms of education. He
added that this is due to the fact that it is ‘unbelievably expensive’ to study in the U.S. and the
options on the island itself are limited in terms of faculties and programs offered at the
university. Therefore, P60 indicates that Dutch should remain the language of instruction as
well as a subject in the curriculum. He does not consider it necessary to have English as more
than a subject, indicating that it would be enough for people to have a sufficient command of
English they need. However, he would personally prefer having English as the language of
instruction over Dutch.
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Table 28. Participant 60 rated scores for each statement based on the Likert
scale (1-5), with 1 indicating no importance and 5 high importance.
Statement
Academic prosperity
Important to live on
Aruba
Important to work on
Aruba
Importance in politics
Importance in tourism
Importance in finance
Important to live in NL

Dutch
5
1

English
5
2

Papiamento
2
5

Spanish
1
1

3

3

5

3

5
3
4
5

5
4
4
3

5
2
4
1

3
4
2
1

According to P60 Dutch and English are of the highest importance in comparison with
Spanish and Papiamento (table 28). He indicates that to live and work on Aruba Papiamento is
the most important language by far in comparison to the other languages. However, he does
raise their importance in the vocational domain. He gave all languages except Spanish the
highest importance. He rated the language status for financial stability in the same form.
Contrastingly, he rated English and Spanish highest importance and Papiamento of no
importance in the domain of tourism. Finally, P60 rated Dutch the most important language to
live in the Netherlands and Papiamento and Spanish as playing no important role in the
Netherlands. Furthermore, P60 indicated that he agreed with the statements, Dutch is an
important language; You do not need to know Dutch to live in the Netherlands; Knowing Dutch
is more important than Papiamento; English is easy; and I enjoy learning English (table 29). He
indicated that he disagreed with the statements, Dutch is easy; I enjoy learning Dutch; Dutch is
a beautiful language; knowing Papiamento is more important than Dutch; and knowing English
is more important than knowing Dutch. Finally, he did not agree nor disagree with the
statement, you do not need to know Dutch to live on Aruba.
Table 29. Provides an overview of the agreed, disagreed or neutral statements as indicated by participant 60.
Agree
Dutch is an important language
Dutch is a beautiful language
Knowing Dutch is more
important than Papiamento
You do not need to know Dutch
to live in the Netherlands
English is easy
I enjoy learning English.

Neutral
You do not need to know Dutch to
live on Aruba

Disagree
Dutch is easy
I enjoy learning Dutch
Knowing Papiamento is more
important than Dutch
Knowing English is more
important than knowing Dutch
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5. Discussion

In this chapter the research questions will be discussed based on the results presented in chapter
4. The results will then be interpreted and compared to the literature that was gathered in chapter
2. After this the conclusions and the shortcomings of the research will be discussed and finally
suggestions will be presented for further research as well as advice for possible improvements
for the current curriculum on Aruba.
5.1 Sub-question 1: testing adequacy
The first sub-question was whether Aruban students are being tested adequately. Thus, how are
they being tested and how does this line up with the literature? Aruban students are being tested
based on the same materials used in the Netherlands. Specifically, in regards to the language
subject, Dutch, Aruban students follow the same curriculum and take the same exam as those
in the Netherlands. Based on the questionnaire administered to the students who moved to the
Netherlands, a majority (49.7%) immigrated after completing H.A.V.O. meaning that
theoretically they are at B2/3F level of proficiency in Dutch. However, because the curriculum
follows that of the Netherlands, Aruban students are being taught Dutch as an L1. Despite this,
Dutch is not the average Aruban’s L1. The questionnaire showed that on average only 5.8%
speak Dutch to their family. This means that the way Dutch is taught is not tailor-made for the
Aruban students who are learning the language. This is contrary to what has been discussed in
the literature. In chapter 2, two theories are discussed Cummins’ (1980) BISC/CALP and
Hulstijn’s (2015) BLC/HLC. Both theories have essentially the same basis that there are
different forms of language and language use; in terms of basic language comprehension and
production that is innate to human interaction, sans the presence of any disability that may have
an effect on language production or perception, and a broader spectrum of language use. What
is argued is that there are basic language abilities that can be learned by all humans – natural
language, then there are language components that are explicitly acquired based on education
and social interactive norms which will differ across individuals. What both Hulstijn and
Cummins discuss corresponds to Hughes’ take on language learning and testing, that the test
and, therefore, curriculum should be tailored to the learners’ language needs. Mainly, their
purpose for learning the language at hand. Hughes (2002) stresses that the learners’ needs
should be at the forefront and should be defined as objectives, in order to have an efficient
curriculum as well as to ensure reliability and validity. In this specific case, the purpose and
therefore needs of Aruban students for learning Dutch.
Despite not being the community language, Dutch is still an official language and most
students opt to go to the Netherlands for higher education. It can then be assumed that Dutch is
primarily an academic language learned to be used in organized learning within an educational
institution. Thus, specific to what is referred to by Cummins as literacy. However, an important
aspect to remember is that Dutch will also be used in what the Council of Europe refers to as
public domain. Aruban students need to learn Dutch not only for academia but also for everyday
use in public domains since they will be living in the Netherlands where Dutch is the main
language of discourse.
What appears to be the case is that there is use of an unsuitable method of teaching and
objectives. Participant 2 explicitly indicated that the Dutch that is formally taught is not what
she ultimately needs in order to follow articles and political debates, that is, what is required of
her in her academic career. Participants also stated that the level of Dutch proficiency they have
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upon entering a university of applied science in the Netherlands is not enough. According to
Cummins (1980) and Schoonen et. al. (2003) L1 proficiency is a determinant factor for L2
acquisition. The former discusses the interdependence hypothesis suggesting that older L2
learners whose L1 CALP is better developed will acquire L2 proficiency more rapidly than
younger learners because it already exists in their L1. Similarly, the latter suggests that L1
writing proficiency is a determining factor for L2 proficiency because L2 writing proficiency
is highly correlated with L1 writing proficiency more than either L2 linguistic knowledge or
the accessibility of this knowledge. This supports Siegel (2005), Dijkhoff & Pereira (2010), and
Wigglesworth, Billington, & Loakes’ (2013) notion that it is pivotal in language learning that
an individual first learn the basics in their L1 prior to expanding their explicit linguistic
knowledge to another language. This corresponds to the literature on the language in education
in the Caribbean region where it is the norm to have a European language as the official
language despite the communal language being a Creole; that is, Creoles should be the first
language taught in schools. This further support the notion that what is being taught or the way
it is being taught is not efficient for students and their needs especially, considering that there
is a significant lack of Dutch input in the daily lives of students.
There are two factors that may have a negative impact on Aruban students’ Dutch
proficiency, both regarding the way it is taught in Aruban schools. First, as stated in previous
literature, Dutch is a foreign language being taught as an L1. Humans have an innate capability
to perceive and produce language. However, when it comes to a foreign language it can become
very abstract especially, if it is a language with limited input; which is a key factor on Aruba.
Aruban children do not have a sufficient basis of their L1 to which they can associate the
abstract concepts of Dutch and all that comes with learning grammar and vocabulary. Second,
the objectives do not line up with the needs of Aruban students given the fact that the objectives
are set for L1 learners of Dutch and not for L2 learners of Dutch. This is evident in the tasks
where participants performed significantly well on the NtII 2 test items compared to the
SSHAVO test item. The main difference was that the NtII 2 was more lax in terms of mistakes
that were tolerated compared to the SSHAVO. An example of this was the NtII 2 correction
model excluding definite article mistakes de/het, contrary to the SSHAVO which heavily
penalized these mistakes. Additionally, the SSHAVO required a lot more linguistic knowledge
than the NtII 2 items. Participants were required to not only be able to understand a Dutch native
journal article but also the idioms that this included. Additionally, they were required to
formulate and coherently bring their opinions across based on such an article within a word
count and correct Dutch grammar and register. The assumption here is that the NtII 2 did not
measure the participants’ ability to function in a Dutch university of applied science as would
be expected. It did however, measure their ability to live in the Netherlands and conduct basic
communications in Dutch on a professional level.
Participants’ poor performance may be attributed to attrition of their academic Dutch.
It is more likely that individuals would write letters, short articles, and give straightforward
explanations compared to the likelihood that they would write and argumentative essay based
to two articles. Nearly all participants have been in the Netherlands for five or more years and
are enrolled in an English or a Dutch-English taught program, meaning it has been a few years
since they were last required to perform such tasks such as writing an argumentative essay
(betoog). This also accounts for the better performances in the Nt2 II tasks which are tasks
participants are more likely to encounter in their daily lives. Thus, they frequently perform these
tasks. Additionally, factors that may have affected participant’s performance could have been
the length of the task. It required a significant amount from participants to concentrate for
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several hours. This means that they could have experienced a reduced concentration as the time
passed. It was initially taken into account and the items were counter balanced. However, test
wiseness was not accounted for. The task was counterbalanced with two versions A which
started with the items derived from the NTII 2 and ended with the SSHAVO derived item and
a version B that started with the SSHAVO item followed by the NTII 2 items. The assumption
was made that participants would work through the task from item one to seven chronologically.
This was not the case for all participants. One participant explicitly stated that she went through
all the items and began with the items she could complete the fastest. Due to this she was not
able to complete all the test items and did not finish the SSHAVO item.
5.2 Sub-question 2: common mistakes in Dutch made by participants
The writing task was corrected and the overall common mistakes were compiled creating an
overview of the mistakes all participants made. This leads to the second sub-question, what
were the common mistakes made and can they be accounted for? The most common mistakes
that participants made consisted of the definite articles and demonstratives, prepositions, verb
conjugations, and sentence structures. The main mistakes that participants made were in regards
to the definite articles and gender marking. All participants had trouble assigning the definite
articles, because of this they got several penalty points deducted. Gender markings in Dutch are
notoriously difficult for Dutch L2 learners especially with the neuter het (Takens, 2008). L2
Dutch learners systematically show a delay in definite determiner acquisition, as well as signs
of fossilization in a non-target like stage of overgeneralization (Cornips et al., 2006; Hulk &
Cornips 2006; Blom et al., 2008; Brouwer et al., 2008; Cornips & Hulk, 2008; Unsworth, 2008).
In example, in Dutch de is used with common nouns and het is used for neuter nouns (Cornips
et al., 2006; Unsworth, 2008). However, it is common that learners over generalize de using it
with neuter nouns instead of the target het, it is in this stage that an apparent fossilization occurs
(Cornips et al., 2006; Unsworth, 2008).
Apparrant factors that influence the acquisition of the definite determiners are age of
acquisition, proficiency, and length of exposure (Takens, 2008). Accordingly, earlier
acquisition and higher proficiency seem to lead to a better perception of het and a better
perception of het leads to a better production of het (Takens, 2008). Additionally, earlier
acquisition and lenghtier exposure seem to lead to a better production and a higher proficiency
level seems to lead to a better production of de and het (Takens, 2008). However, as discussed
previously Aruban students do not receive enough exposure (input and output) or have a high
proficiency in order to acquire gender marking. Furthermore, Papiamento does not have gender
marking.
It is important to note that nearly all participants have Papiamento, English or Spanish
as their L1. For the Spanish and English L1 speakers their L1 is regarded as heritage language
because they only ever spoke it at home and switched to Papiamento in the community. Even
now with their partners they speak Papiamento. Therefore, they are treated as bilingual L1
Papiamento speakers. Aside, from not enough exposure to the articles de/het, participants have
an L1 that, as many Creoles, does not have grammatical gender (Agard, 1985). Papiamento has
two articles, the definite article ‘e’ and the indefinite article ‘un’ which can take on any noun
(Littmann, 1945). In example, the man, ‘e homber’ or a man, ‘un homber’; the woman ‘e muhe’
or a woman ‘un muhe’; the/a cat ‘e/un pushi’ etcetera. This means that when it comes to Dutch
there are many more options and rules that need to be acquired which are not present in their
L1. Thus, the concept of gender marking is rather foreign, abstract, and complex to acquire. In
turn, this causes a continuous incorrect assigning of definite articles to nouns such as, ‘het
44

praktijk’ instead of ‘de praktijk’; ‘de vaccin’ instead of ‘het vaccin’ and ‘de risico’ instead of
‘het risico’.
Another common mistake all participants made concerned the use of demonstratives.
These mistakes are expected given that participants had difficulty assigning gender markings
and the demonstratives in Dutch are assigned based on the grammatical gender, ‘de’ is assigned
‘die/deze’ and ‘het’ is assigned ‘dit/dat’. If an individual does not know the correct article to
assign to a noun, they run the risk of assigning the incorrect form of the demonstrative to that
noun. This was evident with the word ‘vaccin’ where the participant assigned ‘de’ to the noun
and then proceeded to refer to ‘deze vaccin´ indicating that he is aware that ‘die/deze’ are for
common nouns that take on the non-neuter article ‘de’ and vice versa. The issue is then that the
demonstratives are article dependent which the participant(s) does not have a command
sufficiently. Notably, four of the six participants made this mistake with the word ‘vaccine’,
only one participant assigned the neuter article correctly and one participant use both definite
articles interchangeably for the noun ‘vaccine’. There was one participant who assigned the
possessive pronouns ‘ons/onze’ incorrectly. This can also be accounted for by the lack on
command of gender marking in Dutch. Ons is assigned to neuter nouns and onze is assigned to
non-neuter nouns e.g. ons huis – onze auto (our house – our car; nos cas – nos auto).
Similar to gender marking, prepositions are also difficult for foreign learners of a
language to acquire. The incorrect use of prepositions were also found among mistakes made
by participants. Factors that may account for this is that there may be no one-to-one relation
between prepositions in L1 and L2; an individual’s L1 or L2 does not have or has limited
prepositions; or that prepositions tend to follow regularities which may not always be clear. If
there are a lot of differences in the use of prepositions between L1 and L2, cross-linguistic
influence can lead to interference or errors. In the case with the participants, they assigned
incorrect prepositions to collocations. An example of this is *‘zo kan ik voor mezelf keuzes
maken voor wat ik later…’ the ‘voor’ in this case should be ‘over’ thus, ‘ik maak keuzes over
wat…’. Additional mistakes include, *‘langdurig infectie van hpv speelt een cruciale…’ of
which ‘van’ should be ‘met’.
Participants also made mistakes with verb conjugation. Verb conjunctions are relatively
straight forward in Papiamento compared to Dutch. Papiamento does not have inflection
markers which may account for the issues Aruban students have verb conjugations in Dutch.
Papiamento indicates tense by adding ta, tawata, a, lo, or sa before the verb and while nan is a
plural marker it also means them. Only for the gerundive does the verb receive the suffix -ndo.
Examples given:
Dutch (full verb: lopen)

English (full verb: to walk)

Ik loop
S V + present singular

Papiamento (full verb:
cana)
mi ta cana
S V + present singular ‘ta’

Ik liep
S V + past singular

mi tawata cana
S V + past ‘tawata’

I walked
S V + past sing. -ed

Ik was aan het lopen
S V-phrase
‘was’ indicating past
‘aan het lopen’ auxiliary
verb indicating continuation

mi tawata canando
S V-phrase
tawata indicating past and
-ndo indicating progression

I was walking
S V-phrase ‘was’ auxiliary
verb and gerund -ing as
progressive aspect

I walk
S V + present singular
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Ik ben aan het lopen
S V-phrase
‘ben’ indicating present
‘aan het lopen’ indicating
progression

mi ta canando
S V-phrase
‘ta’ indicating present -ndo
indicating progression

I am walking
S V-phrase ‘am’ indicating
present singular and -ing
indicating progression

hij loopt
S + masculine V + -t
indicating third person
singular present tense

e ta cana
S V-phrase ‘ta’ indicating
third person present with the
full verb

He walks
S + masculine V + -s
indicating third person
singular present tense

wij lopen
S + first person plural
V + present and plural

nos ta cana
S + first person plural Vphrase ‘ta’ indicating
present with the full verb

We walk
S + first person plural V

wij waren aan het lopen
S + first person plural
V-phrase ‘waren’ indicating
past and plural

nos tawata canando
S + first person plural Vphrase tawata indicating
past and -ndo progression

We were walking
S + first person plural
V-phrase ‘were’ indicating
past plural and -ing
indicating progression

zij waren aan het lopen
S + third person plural
V-phrase ‘waren’ indicating
past and plural

nan tawata canando
S + third person plural Vphrase tawata indicating
past and -ndo continuation

They were walking
S + third person plural
V-phrase ‘were’ indicating
past plural and -ing
indicating progression

Essentially, Papiamento indicates plurality based on the personal pronoun without gender
marking, present marker is ‘ta’, past marker is ‘tawata’, and progression is the suffix ‘-ndo’.
While tawata indicates past continuous, a indicates past perfect; lo indicates future perfect and
lo a indicates future perfect continuous. So there is not much conjugation occurring compared
to English and Dutch. This may account for the mistakes made by participants which include
using tegengaan instead of tegengaat or had instead of heeft. Participants use incorrect tenses
or combine different tenses. In the case of had/heeft they used the past perfect instead of the
present perfect. Additionally, on multiple occasions participants used the infinitive form of a
verb instead of the contextual form assigned to the personal pronoun. While it cannot be said
with certainty, what may be the case, is that participants continuously use the infinitive because
this is how they first encounter the word in an educational setting. After learning the infinitive
form and its meaning they are taught verb inflection based on the contextual personal pronoun.
This is taught to be the case because when the personal pronoun is nearby they typically do not
make these mistakes but once the verb and the personal pronoun become further from one
another they tend to revert to using the infinitive, i.e. *‘het is belangrijk dat u deze formulieren
voor 1 January 2019 opsturen’ instead of ‘het is belangrijk dat u deze formulieren voor 1
January 2019 opstuurt’. In this sentence the participant also wrote January with a capital letter
which is grammatically correct in English but not in Dutch or Papiamento potentially indicating
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English interference.
An additional obstacle in regards to verbs that appeared frequently is the spelling error
of the [stem] + t rule for 2nd and 3rd person singular pronouns. Participants often omitted the t
with words ending in -d (aanbied or word) when referring to third person singular. Despite
knowing the third person is verb+t rule (as shown with other verbs) participants may omit the
-t because the sound is already present because of the fortis/lenis relationship between /d/ and
/t/. This is suggested because they did not make this mistake with words that did not end in -d.
Similarly, participants used a -t and -d interchangeably when dealing with past participles
(verdeelt instead of verdeeld). In Dutch all past participles end with a -d (unless the word ends
with a voiceless consonants in Dutch i.e. the ‘t kofschip); however, participants made mistakes
such as *‘vaccinaties zijn bedoelt om bepaalde …’ when it should be ‘vaccinaties zijn bedoeld
om bepaalde…’.
Finally, participants had problems with sentence structures in Dutch. Participants did
not have much issues formulating independent clauses but had trouble constructing sub-clauses.
Like English, Papiamento is an SVO (subject, verb, object) language whereas Dutch is an SOV
V2 language (Koster, 1975). This may account for the non-native sentence structures found in
the participants’ performance. Dutch SOV V2 means that finite verbs move to the second
position while non-finite verbs remain in final position. In main clauses in Dutch, the sentence
structure is not SOV. The verb always comes in second position even if it is not necessarily
preceded by a verb e.g. zomeet wil ik or dat wil ik ook. However, in Dutch, sub-clauses have an
SOV structure. Thus, the underlying structure of Dutch is SOV, which is evident in the
subclauses but, in main clauses Dutch has a V2 structure to which the verb comes in second
position. Essentially, in main clauses the verb comes in second position and in sub-clauses the
verb comes in final position.
For example:
Dutch:

Ik
S

wil
V2

je
O

helpen
V

English:

*I
S

want
V

you
O

to help
V

I
S

want to help
V

you
O

Papiamento:

*Mi
S

kier
V

bo
O

yuda
V

mi
S

kier yuda
V

bo
O

The first sentence in English, when directly translated, conveys a different
meaning where ‘you to help’ becomes an embedded clause within the main
clause to which an object such as ‘me’ or ‘us’ can be added. Whereas the second
sentence indicates information about the subject towards the object. The same
can be seen in the case of Papiamento.
Additionally, subordinate clauses are structured with pure SOV order. For example:
Dutch
English

→
→

Amber vertelde jou
S
V2
O

dat
Complementizer

Jan linguistiek leuk vindt.
S
O
V

*Amber told you that Jan linguistics likes.
Amber told you that Jan likes linguistics.
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Papiamento

→

*Amber a bisa bo cu Jan linguistica leuk haya.
Amber a bisabo cu Jan ta haya linguistica leuk.

Similar examples are also found in the task responses. An example taken from a participant:
*“In 2015, Amerika werd gekozen door 40% van alle Nederlanders…” The correct sentence in
this case would be ‘in 2015 werd Amerika gekozen door 40% van de Nederlanders…’. This
participant applied the SVO structure that is present in English and Papiamento which interferes
with the V2 structure of Dutch. Time in English is typically indicated at the end of a sentence
but if there was an emphasis on the time in which something occurs, it can be moved to the
front of the sentence. In English, it would be correct to say ‘in 2015, America was chosen…’
in this sentence the year in which America was chosen is emphasized. The main clause remains
‘America was chosen’ which is SVO. However, this is more complex in Dutch because of the
V2 rule. As indicated earlier in Dutch the verb comes in second position regardless of what
comes before it, in this case ‘in 2015’. In example:
Dutch

in 2015 werd Amerika gekozen door…/* in 2015 Amerika werd gekozen door…

English

*in 2015 was America chosen by… / in 2015 America was chosen by

Papiamento

*na 2015 a wordo Merca chosen dor di…/na 2015, Merca a wordo escohi dor di

The aforementioned mistakes made by participants appear to be common to Dutch
foreign learners such as, the neuter article and demonstrative pronouns, and prepositions. As
well as verb conjugation i.e. subject-verb agreement by number and spelling, and sentence
structures in sub-clauses.
5.3 Sub-question 3: motivation to learn Dutch
Finally, the third sub-question was intended to see if there is a possibility that motivation may
play a role in Dutch acquisition among Aruban students and their opinions of the four languages
present on Aruba. This sub-question was not sufficiently answered and will required more
research. Linden (2017) and Oostendorp (2017) indicated that Aruban students may have a
negative attitude towards Dutch. What was indicated was that people tended to be rather neutral
with all languages indicating they all have their role. Participants also indicated that it has its
advantages being multi-lingual because of the linguistic landscape they were exposed to. In
chapter 2 it was discussed that Papiamento is given high prestige on Aruba and along with
English is preferred over Dutch. This was also reflected in the responses that was collected by
participants. Participants found English to be easier than Dutch and felt that Dutch has limited
relevance to them. According to participants, Dutch has its place because it is an official
language and students typically pursue a higher degree in the Netherlands because it is
financially more viable. However, all indicate that they prefer English. Due to this, the
assumption can be made that English is given precedence above Dutch had it not been an
official language on Aruba and if there was an option to attend tertiary education in an English
speaking country. The preference for English is also reflected in the responses of the
questionnaire where roughly half of respondents were enrolled in an English taught program, a
little less than half in bilingual English-Dutch programs, and only a handful were enrolled in a
Dutch taught program. There are multiple perspectives on these results. First, there are
significant differences and there is a large language distance between Dutch and Papiamento
which is not present in English, which may account for why Aruban students feel more
comfortable in English. This entails that in terms of language similarities Papiamento is closer
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to English than it is to Dutch. This means that theoretically, English is easier for L1 Papiamento
to learn compared to Dutch, which is evident by the mistakes made by participants. Second,
Arubans have a higher input and output in English compared to Dutch. Linden (2017) reported
that Dutch is not present in the public domain. Outside of school and specific vocational
functions no one in the Aruban community speaks or encounters Dutch. On the contrary they
also state that English is readily available through media and contact with North American
tourists – a statement also reflected by the participants in this research. Thus, linguistically and
socially Dutch is less accessible than English. This in combination with the Dutch exams, with
which Aruban students are being tested, can cause a situation of frustration. They are being
tested as native speakers, do not have enough input/output, and are expected to be academically
up to par for Dutch tertiary education. However, in the interviews participants indicated that
Dutch has it role to play in the Aruban community; it offers opportunities for tertiary education
and it remains an official language so should be taught. What appears to be the case is that
Aruban students and additional stakeholders are of the opinion that knowing Dutch has benefits
but, despite those benefits, participants do not have an intrinsic will to explicitly learn Dutch
preferring English and Papiamento. More research needs to be done on this topic in order to
establish Arubans’ attitude towards Dutch. What was gathered by this research was not enough
to explicitly make statements and conclusions seeing that participants were back and forth on
their responses. It could be that they wanted to give what they believed to be desired responses.
This may have been the case with at least one participant whose L1 was Spanish and is a Spanish
immigrant who said rated the importance of Spanish the least compared to other participants.
Spanish is a source of discussion and low prestige on Aruba because of political and social
circumstances (Linden, 2017). This cannot be confirmed for other participants.
5.4 Reflection
When it came to the CEFR self-rating scale nearly all but one participant indicated that they
had a proficiency level of C1-C2 in Dutch. However, they also indicated that they have
difficulties with Dutch and it was evident in their written task that they do indeed have
proficiency issues. This means that the CEFR rating-scale did not function as intended and did
not provide the information hoped for. In the context of the NTII 2 it does provide similar results
to the participant scores. However, for the SSHAVO item participants scores did not appear to
be near B2/3F level. The general rating-scale provided by the Council of Europe was used for
this research but they also have more detailed self-rating scales available according to each skill
in-depth which might be more appropriate for future research. Additionally, it may also be the
case that the NTII 2 was made with the CEFR criteria in mind. Whereas, the SSHAVO used
another criteria with objectives more specified to the 3F framework.
Notably, for future research the NtII 2 should not be used but rather CNaVT for
academic purposes. While the NtII 2 was used based on the entry requirements of the HAN the
testing was not appropriate since it tested mainly on Dutch use in common daily tasks and not
Dutch use in a professional academic setting, to which the CNaVT does offer a more specified
set of test items. As previously mentioned, nearly all participants have been in the Netherlands
for five or more years and are enrolled in an English or a Dutch-English taught program. Thus,
it has been years since they have had to write an argumentative essay. Additionally, participants
are more likely to use items they encountered in the NTII 2 items rather than writing a Dutch
argumentative essay. Furthermore, the length of the writing task was too long for one sitting
and may have had an affect on the participants’ performances. They were required to
concentrate for an extended period which may have caused a reduced concentration as the time
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passed.
Additionally, it is important to bear in mind that the research at hand had a small sample;
and in order to analyze the common mistakes made by Aruban students in Dutch and create an
overarching method that focuses on aiding these students based on the common mistakes made,
a bigger sample would be necessary. Because of the small sample it is difficult to differentiate
between certain mistakes whether they were due to L1 interference with the individual or if it
is based on common mistakes Aruban students make and will continue to make when learning
Dutch.
5.5 Conclusion
In conclusion, Aruban students do have a B2 level proficiency according to the NtII exam but
do not have the 3F proficiency according to the Dutch national examination (HAVO 5 level).
Aruban students who typically enter Dutch universities with a Dutch HAVO degree from the
island – which should be equivalent to that of the Netherlands – are assumed to have a 3F level
of proficiency in Dutch. However, this does not appear to be the case from the results. The
participants indicated that they had several difficulties with the task betoog and also made
several mistakes that could have been accounted for through common mistakes foreign learners
of Dutch make and potentially L1 interference (bigger sampler and more in-depth research is
required). This also shed light on the opinions from participants that English is easier than
Dutch; seeing that English’s linguistic properties relate closely to that of Papiamento, whereas
Dutch differs significantly from Papiamento. The way Dutch is currently integrated in the
Aruban education may create a disadvantaged situation for students since they are being taught
and tested on a foreign language in a native context. It should be taken into consideration that,
while the results suggest that participants are being tested with items unsuitable for their needs,
there needs are relevant to the university requirements. This means that the writing requirements
at universities are at a certain standard and Aruban students should meet that standard. With
this in mind they Aruban secondary schools’ curriculum for Dutch should be reevaluated and
adjusted to address the common obstacles in order to suitably equip Aruban student for higher
education in the Netherlands. This includes a program that is designed to help students with the
aspects of Dutch that they might have difficulty in acquiring. This should be done where Dutch
is taught as a foreign language rather than as a native language where emphasis can be put on
the pitfalls that students are more likely to encounter as native Papiamento speakers learning
Dutch. From the research at hand this would include the acquisition of definite articles, verb
conjunctions, and sentence structures. The productive skills especially writing should be
incorporated to get students to be comfortable in Dutch. Additional research can focus on more
in-depth analysis, with a larger group of participants, of common mistakes made by Aruban
student to which curriculum can be modelled after.
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Appendices
A. Version A of writing task
Op de volgende bladzijden staan korte tekstgedeelten. In elk tekstgedeelte is een hele zin of
een deel van een zin weggelaten.
Schrijf op de lijnen één zin of een deel van een zin. Wat u opschrijft, moet goed passen bij de
andere zinnen van het tekstgedeelte.
Opdracht
Schrijf op de lijnen één zin of een deel van een zin.
1. Inschrijven voor tentamen
Als u zich niet op tijd inschrijft voor het tentamen,
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
Lange file
Er stond een lange file doordat
_____________________________________________________________________
2.
_____________________________________________________________________
Sollicitatieformulier terugsturen
Bijgaand ontvangt u een sollicitatieformulier voor de functie van projectleider.
_____________________________________________________________________
3.
_____________________________________________________________________
Formulieren die na deze datum binnenkomen, worden niet meer in behandeling genomen.
Regering bezoekt Nederlandse provincies
U bent persvoorlichter van de Nederlandse regering. U schrijft onderstaand persbericht.
Den Haag – De ministers zullen dit jaar een bezoek brengen aan alle provincies.
_____________________________________________________________________
4.
_____________________________________________________________________
Daarnaast biedt het hun de mogelijkheid kennis te nemen van de problemen die er in de
samenleving spelen
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5. Stagemogelijkheid
U bent student Engelse Taal en Cultuur aan de Universiteit Arnhem. Bij deze studie is het
niet mogelijk stage te lopen, terwijl dat bij vergelijkbare studies in andere steden wel het
geval is. U bent het hier niet mee eens. U vindt dat studenten Engelse Taal en Cultuur de
mogelijkheid moeten krijgen om stage te lopen en u heeft ook ideeën over het soort stage.
U besluit een brief aan het opleidingsbestuur van de Faculteit der Letteren van de
Universiteit Arnhem te schrijven (het opleidingsbestuur beslist over de inhoud van het
studieprogramma).
Opdracht
Schrijf op de volgende bladzijde een overtuigende en beleefde brief aan het
opleidingsbestuur van de Faculteit der Letteren van de Universiteit Arnhem.
Bespreek in uw tekst in ieder geval:
- waarom u schrijft;
- wat u wilt;
- waarom u dat wilt. Geef minimaal één argument hiervoor;
- minimaal één idee voor een stageplaats.
Doel van opdracht is het opleidingsbestuur ervan te overtuigen dat er een stage in het
studieprogramma opgenomen moet worden.
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Universiteit Arnhem
Faculteit der Letteren
t.a.v. Opleidingsbestuur
Postbus 80125
6808 TC Arnhem
Betreft: creëren stagemogelijkheid voor studenten Engelse Taal en Cultuur
Arnhem, 2 december 2018
Geachte leden van het opleidingsbestuur,

Met vriendelijke groet,
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6. Het populairste vakantieland
U werkt bij een reisbureau. In de krant leest u een artikel ‘Amerika is het populairste
vakantieland van Nederlanders’. U reageert met een ingezonden stuk. U gebruikt daarbij
de gegevens uit de onderstaande tabel. Deze gegevens zijn afkomstig van het reisbureau
waar u werkt.
Tabel: ‘Top-5 vakantiebestemmingen Nederlanders’
Top-5
% in 2015
% 2016
vakantiebestemmingen
Nederlanders:
Amerika
40
18

% 2017

12

België

14

18

21

Duitsland

6

13

17

Frankrijk

20

21

22

Spanje

13

20

27

Opdracht
Schrijf op de bladzijde hiernaast een stuk voor de krant die het artikel ‘Amerika is het
populairste vakantieland van Nederlanders’ heeft gepubliceerd. U gebruikt 100 tot 150
woorden voor uw stuk.
In uw stuk reageert u op het artikel door de gegevens uit de tabel te beschrijven en te
vergelijken met de bewering in het artikel.
Ook geeft u mogelijke verklaringen voor uw gegevens.
Uw stuk moet te begrijpen zijn zonder de tabel.
Het doel van uw stuk is lezers te informeren over de favoriete vakantiebestemmingen van
Nederlanders en een overtuigende reactie te geven op het artikel uit de krant. Zie andere
bladzijde.
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7. Artikel schrijven

Het is de bedoeling dat u aan de hand van de aangeboden teksten een artikel schrijft.
Gebruik de volgende richtlijnen:
· Ga uit van de tekstsoort en het publiek, zoals in de opdracht is aangegeven.
· Zorg voor een duidelijke alinea-indeling.
· Bedenk een pakkende titel.
· Bedenk minstens drie tussenkopjes van maximaal zes woorden.
· Het is niet de bedoeling dat u de inleiding bij onderwerp 1 of 2 klakkeloos overneemt in
uw eigen schrijfproduct.
· Let op zinsbouw, stijl en spelling.
· Gebruik minimaal 600 woorden en niet meer dan 750 woorden. Vermeld het aantal
woorden onder uw tekst.
Opdracht
Schrijf voor de lezers van een regionale krant een betoog waarin u uw mening over de hpvvaccinatie geeft. U neemt in ieder geval de volgende informatie-elementen op:
1. Een inleiding waarmee u de aandacht van de lezers trekt en waarin u uw standpunt aan de orde
stelt door middel van een stelling.
2. Twee argumenten die pleiten voor uw standpunt. Gebruik hierbij een relevant citaat uit
onderstaande bronnen. Zet dit citaat tussen aanhalingstekens.
3. Een tegenargument. Weerleg dit tegenargument. Gebruik een relevant citaat uit onderstaande
bronnen. Zet dit citaat tussen aanhalingstekens.
4. Een slot met een conclusie die aansluit bij uw stelling.
De teksten die u kunt gebruiken, zijn:
Van Leeuwen, F. en Habbema, D. (2009, 13 maart). Nou, de effectiviteit is nog niet bekend. NRC
Handelsblad.
Osterhaus, A. (2009, 13 maart). HPV-vaccinatie gaat duizenden levens redden. NRC Handelsblad.
Vergeet niet de richtlijnen uit de algemene instructie in acht te nemen!
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B. Version B of the writing task.
1. Artikel schrijven

Het is de bedoeling dat u aan de hand van de aangeboden teksten een artikel schrijft.
Gebruik de volgende richtlijnen:
· Ga uit van de tekstsoort en het publiek, zoals in de opdracht is aangegeven.
· Zorg voor een duidelijke alinea-indeling.
· Bedenk een pakkende titel.
· Bedenk minstens drie tussenkopjes van maximaal zes woorden.
· Het is niet de bedoeling dat u de inleiding bij onderwerp 1 of 2 klakkeloos overneemt in
uw eigen schrijfproduct.
· Let op zinsbouw, stijl en spelling.
· Gebruik minimaal 600 woorden en niet meer dan 750 woorden. Vermeld het aantal
woorden onder uw tekst.
Opdracht
Schrijf voor de lezers van een regionale krant een betoog waarin u uw mening over de hpvvaccinatie geeft. U neemt in ieder geval de volgende informatie-elementen op:
1. Een inleiding waarmee u de aandacht van de lezers trekt en waarin u uw standpunt aan de orde
stelt door middel van een stelling.
2. Twee argumenten die pleiten voor uw standpunt. Gebruik hierbij een relevant citaat uit
onderstaande bronnen. Zet dit citaat tussen aanhalingstekens.
3. Een tegenargument. Weerleg dit tegenargument. Gebruik een relevant citaat uit onderstaande
bronnen. Zet dit citaat tussen aanhalingstekens.
4. Een slot met een conclusie die aansluit bij uw stelling.
De teksten die u kunt gebruiken, zijn:
Van Leeuwen, F. en Habbema, D. (2009, 13 maart). Nou, de effectiviteit is nog niet bekend. NRC
Handelsblad.
Osterhaus, A. (2009, 13 maart). HPV-vaccinatie gaat duizenden levens redden. NRC Handelsblad.
Vergeet niet de richtlijnen uit de algemene instructie in acht te nemen!
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Op de volgende bladzijden staan korte tekstgedeelten. In elk tekstgedeelte is een hele zin of
een deel van een zin weggelaten.
Schrijf op de lijnen één zin of een deel van een zin. Wat u opschrijft, moet goed passen bij de
andere zinnen van het tekstgedeelte.
Opdracht
Schrijf op de lijnen één zin of een deel van een zin.
2. Inschrijven voor tentamen
Als u zich niet op tijd inschrijft voor het tentamen,
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
3. Lange file
Er stond een lange file doordat
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
4. Sollicitatieformulier terugsturen
Bijgaand ontvangt u een sollicitatieformulier voor de functie van projectleider.
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
Formulieren die na deze datum binnenkomen, worden niet meer in behandeling genomen.
5. Regering bezoekt Nederlandse provincies
U bent persvoorlichter van de Nederlandse regering. U schrijft onderstaand persbericht.
Den Haag – De ministers zullen dit jaar een bezoek brengen aan alle provincies.
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
Daarnaast biedt het hun de mogelijkheid kennis te nemen van de problemen die er in de
samenleving spelen.
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6. Stagemogelijkheid
U bent student Engelse Taal en Cultuur aan de Universiteit Arnhem. Bij deze studie is het
niet mogelijk stage te lopen, terwijl dat bij vergelijkbare studies in andere steden wel het
geval is. U bent het hier niet mee eens. U vindt dat studenten Engelse Taal en Cultuur de
mogelijkheid moeten krijgen om stage te lopen en u heeft ook ideeën over het soort stage.
U besluit een brief aan het opleidingsbestuur van de Faculteit der Letteren van de
Universiteit Arnhem te schrijven (het opleidingsbestuur beslist over de inhoud van het
studieprogramma).
Opdracht
Schrijf op de volgende bladzijde een overtuigende en beleefde brief aan het
opleidingsbestuur van de Faculteit der Letteren van de Universiteit Arnhem.
Bespreek in uw tekst in ieder geval:
- waarom u schrijft;
- wat u wilt;
- waarom u dat wilt. Geef minimaal één argument hiervoor;
- minimaal één idee voor een stageplaats.
Doel van opdracht is het opleidingsbestuur ervan te overtuigen dat er een stage in het
studieprogramma opgenomen moet worden.
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Universiteit Arnhem
Faculteit der Letteren
t.a.v. Opleidingsbestuur
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6808 TC Arnhem
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7. Het populairste vakantieland
U werkt bij een reisbureau. In de krant leest u een artikel ‘Amerika is het populairste
vakantieland van Nederlanders’. U reageert met een ingezonden stuk. U gebruikt daarbij
de gegevens uit de onderstaande tabel. Deze gegevens zijn afkomstig van het reisbureau
waar u werkt.
Tabel: ‘Top-5 vakantiebestemmingen Nederlanders’
Top-5
% in 2015
% 2016
vakantiebestemmingen
Nederlanders:
Amerika
40
18

% 2017

12

België

14

18

21

Duitsland

6

13

17

Frankrijk

20

21

22

Spanje

13

20

27

Opdracht
Schrijf op de bladzijde hiernaast een stuk voor de krant die het artikel ‘Amerika is het
populairste vakantieland van Nederlanders’ heeft gepubliceerd. U gebruikt 100 tot 150
woorden voor uw stuk.
In uw stuk reageert u op het artikel door de gegevens uit de tabel te beschrijven en te
vergelijken met de bewering in het artikel.
Ook geeft u mogelijke verklaringen voor uw gegevens.
Uw stuk moet te begrijpen zijn zonder de tabel.
Het doel van uw stuk is lezers te informeren over de favoriete vakantiebestemmingen van
Nederlanders en een overtuigende reactie te geven op het artikel uit de krant. Zie andere
bladzijde.
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C. Additional information pertaining to the grading model for NtII 2.
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D. Scoring model for NtII 2.
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E. Example of the scoring model for the SSHAVO, betoog item.
Alleen de gele vak moet
Bij de schaal verdeling is de minimum te
je in vullen!
geven aantal punten:
Vul bij de punten de
Bij de schaal verdeling is de maximum te
volgende getalen in
geven aantal punten:
0 = niet aanwezig
1 = onvoldoende aanwezig Soort
correctie:
2 = voldoende aanwezig
Groepsnummer:
3 = uitstekend aanwezig
Naam
corrector:

0
3

Nederlands
College-examen
HAVO
Schrijfopdracht: Betoog

Achternaam kantidaat

Inhoud

Onderdeel
Aandacht trekken

Max
5

Stelling poneren
Kwaliteit en orignaliteit inleading
Twee argumenten voor (per arg. 2 punten)

5
5
4

Kwaliteit van de argument voor
Relevante citaat uit de tekst
Een argument tegen

9
2
2

Kwaliteit van het argument tegen
Weerlegging van het argument tegen
Kwaliteit van de weerlegging
Relevante citaat uit de tekst
Concluderend slot

5
2
4
2
5

Aansluiting bij de stelling
Kwaliteit afsluiting

5
5

Informatie-element 1(15
punten)

Informatie-element 2(15
punten)

Informatie-element 3(15
punten)

Informatie-element 4(15
punten)

Vorm
Titel (5 punten)
Publiek (5 punten)

Indeling (inleadingmiddenstuk-slot) (5
punten)
Tekstopbouw (10 punten)

EX.NR

Aantal interpunctie fouten
Aantal overage fouten (spelling formulering,
herhalingsfouten meetellen)
Aantal woorden

Onderdeel
Passende titel
Pakkende titel
Consequente manier van aanspreken van de
lezer
Aansluiting bij het publiek qua woordkeus en
formulering
Evenwichtige verdeling

Duidelijk alinea opbouw
Gebruik van signal woorden

Punten

2
3
2
3
5

3
5
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Stijl/originaliteit (15
punten)
Spelling en woordgrens
Spelling, formulering en
interpunctie
Woordgrensoverscheiding
(max – 10 punten)

Gebruik van goede tussenkopjes van max zes
woorden
Goed geschreven: bijv. Geen stijlbreuk.

2

Onderdeel
Minder dan 550 woorden

20
550

Meer dan 800 woorden

800

15

Score vorm en inhoud
Aftrekpunten voor spelling, formulering en
interpunctie
Aftrekpuntern voor overschrijding van de
woordgrens
Totaal score
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