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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

1.1 Introduction 

Individual bilingualism or multilingualism is mostly seen as an asset across the globe. However, 

bilingualism in a less prestigious immigrant language and a mainstream language is not always 

valued. While German plus English or French is highly valued, German plus Turkish is not always 

valued. Language policies depend on the prevalent language ideology in the immigrant receiving 

society (Yagmur, 2017). As documented by Extra and Yagmur (2004), the legal status of 

immigrant minority groups within host societies is not as straightforward as that of regional 

minorities. In most immigration contexts, legally, socially, and economically, immigrants are not 

considered to be equal members of the mainstream society; instead they are often considered as 

temporary, marginal, or even undesired within the host society. Depending on the ideological 

approach taken, immigrant multilingualism is seen either as a deficit or a resource. Immigrant 

minority languages are most often associated with problems of poverty, underachievement in 

schools, social and cultural problems, as well as lack of integration into the society of residence 

(Yagmur, 2017).  

Being the largest immigrant group in Western Europe, even after 60 years, the Turkish group 

still attracts attention by scholars and policy makers due to multiple socio-cultural issues 

surrounding the integration of Turkish immigrants. Scholars from various disciplines conducted 

research on acculturation orientations, bilingual skills, language maintenance/shift, and school 

achievement of Turkish immigrant groups in various countries (for an overview see Yagmur, 

2016). While the acculturation orientations of Turkish youngsters are studied extensively, there is 

almost no study linking linguistic skills and acculturation orientations. In this dissertation, the 

outcomes of an investigation on reading skills of bilingual Turkish children in connection with 

their acculturation orientations are presented. By employing standardized internationally tested 

instruments used in PIRLS (Progress in International Reading Literacy Study) and PISA 
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(Programme for International Student Assessment), the link between first and second language 

reading skills of bilingual Turkish children is investigated. Moreover, by measuring acculturation 

orientations of the same students, the links between linguistic skills and acculturation orientations 

are presented. It is assumed that investigating the link between bilingual skills and acculturation 

orientations will provide deeper insights into language use, choice and integration levels of 

bilingual immigrant children. 

1.2 Background of the research 

Although Turkish immigrants are numerically the largest group and they have been living in 

Europe for more than 50 years, they still have integration problems (Yagmur & van de Vijver, 

2012). The integration of Turkish immigrants in European countries can be approached from 

different angles. Historically, each generation has different experiences and responses towards 

integration to the host society, culture and language. Although there has been a great number of 

research on immigrant’s orientation to the host society (e.g., Arends-Tóth, 2003; Ataca & Berry, 

2002; Virta, Sam, & Westin, 2004; Yagmur & Akinci, 2003), there is still a need for more cross-

national evidence for younger generations of immigrants.  

There are multiple reasons for conducting this research. The findings of a previous research 

project (Arikan, van de Vijver, & Yagmur, 2017) on mathematics and reading performance 

differences of mainstream European and bilingual Turkish (immigrant) students in PISA 2009 

highlighted the need for further evidence on the relationship between first and second language 

skills of bilingual Turkish speakers. One of the main findings of Arikan et al.’s (2017) study was 

a large reading and mathematics performance difference between mainstream and immigrant 

students. Also, there were differences between Turkish bilingual children growing up in European 

countries and mainstream Turkish students growing up in Turkey. The differences could be an 

outcome of multiple interrelated factors but many educational specialists and policy makers in the 

European context point to the immigrant languages as the cause of lower results (e.g., McNamara, 

2011). In multiple studies comparing the PISA results of immigrant and mainstream children in 

different OECD countries, the comparisons include the reading test results only in the mainstream 

language. In group based comparisons, the outcomes show that bilingual immigrant students 

perform worse than mainstream students. Some researchers identify first language as the cause of 
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the academic achievement differences (e.g., Ammermüller, 2005). In the absence of data on 

reading skills in immigrant languages, making such claims is not adequate. Given the urgent need 

for data both in the first and mainstream languages, the current study was designed to examine the 

relationship between the heritage and mainstream language reading skills of bilingual Turkish 

students. Bilingual Turkish students in three European countries, namely, France, Germany and 

the Netherlands are tested. Turkish students in Turkey as a reference group are also tested. Given 

the favorable methodological characteristics of the PISA and PIRLS studies, such as probability 

sampling of schools, careful translation procedures of the items, and internationally tested 

instruments, reading tests used earlier in PISA (2009) and PIRLS (2011) were used. Because 

Turkey participates in PISA testing, the Turkish version of the PISA reading tests were available. 

However, because Turkey does not participate in PIRLS testing, the reading test from the English 

version was translated into Turkish to be used with the students. PISA and PIRLS tests were 

available through the national agencies in France, Germany and the Netherlands. Using these 

highly standardized internationally proven testing instruments, data from bilingual Turkish 

children in three countries could be collected. The earlier results of the tests were not utilized, the 

tests were used only as data collection instruments in the current study. 

1.3 The rationale of a cross-national design 

The children of over five million Turkish immigrants living in Western Europe have been studied 

for their linguistic skills, educational outcomes and acculturation orientations for decades. Overall, 

the research shows that bilingual Turkish children have lower linguistic skills than their 

monolingual peers, lower educational outcomes and they tend to identify themselves as primarily 

Turkish. Country-specific studies provided evidence on specific educational and linguistic matters 

in each immigration context (see OECD website for country specific reports, 

http://www.oecd.org/pisa/); however, cross-national evidence on students from an immigration 

heritage is not available. The current research project is a cross-sectional and cross-national study 

investigating the relationship between first and second language reading skills of Turkish students 

at different ages (10 and 15 year olds) in different countries (the Netherlands, Germany and France) 

in connection with their acculturation orientations.  
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Studies using the Migrant Integration Policy Index (MIPEX) report have found links between 

integration policies of countries and integration patterns of immigrant groups (Huddleston, Bilgili, 

Joki & Vankova, 2015). Researchers showed a clear link between educational outcomes of 

immigrant students and the integration policy used in a particular country (Huddleston et al. 2015). 

The policy and approach of the host country is of great importance to be taken into consideration 

in comparing school outcomes. According to Hochschild and Cropper (2010), immigration issues, 

educational regimes, and schooling processes are linked in different ways in each country. States 

that are liberal, or effective, on one issue may be highly passive and ineffective on another, and 

countries show changes in their motivation and enthusiasm to help people through immigration 

and schooling programs. Policies show differences not only by country but also by region, district, 

school grade level, and recency of immigration (Baysu & Valk, 2012; Hochschild & Cropper, 

2010). Yagmur and van de Vijver (2012) also documented that a more pluralist approach of the 

host country enables a strong orientation of immigrants towards the mainstream culture and 

language. A multicultural ideology and environment create a stronger integration orientation of 

the immigrants. In their study, Yagmur and van de Vijver found that immigrants who had a strong 

Turkish identity gave more value to Turkish and used Turkish language more. If there is a strong 

identification with the ethnic group, the perceived value of the ethnic language turned out to be 

high as well. Immigrants with a strong mainstream identity valued Turkish less. Moreover, 

Yagmur and van de Vijver (2012) found that Turkish immigrants have a high level of mainstream 

culture identification in Australia, most probably due to the multicultural climate and inclusive 

policies towards immigrants in that country. In contrast, in France, Germany and Netherlands they 

have lower levels of identification with the mainstream culture and language. Educated Turks in 

France showed strong signs of linguistic assimilation. Turkish immigrants in the Netherlands and 

Germany were comparable in terms of acculturation orientations. The gap between the German 

and Turkish identity was found to be larger than the gap between the Turkish and Dutch identity.  

Immigrant adaptation requires the efforts of both the host and the immigrant groups. 

Acculturation is a bidirectional change which takes place when the two cultures come into contact. 

The attitude of the host country plays a big role in shaping the orientations of acculturating groups. 

In the literature, four clusters of state ideologies shaping integration and language policies of 

immigrant receiving societies are identified (Bourhis, Moïse, Perreault, & Senécal, 1997). This 

ideological clustering model distinguishes pluralist, civic, assimilationist, and ethnist ideologies. 
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In the pluralist ideology, the state provides support for language classes and cultural activities to 

promote mother tongue maintenance alongside second language proficiency. Maintenance of 

ethnic group norms and values is accepted. A civic ideology expects that immigrants will adopt 

the public values of the mainstream society. The state neither interferes with the private values of 

its citizens nor provides any provisions for the maintenance or promotion of linguistic or cultural 

values of minorities. An assimilation ideology expects linguistic and cultural assimilation into the 

mainstream society. In the name of homogenization of the society, assimilationist language 

policies aim at accelerating language shift. An ethnist ideology shares most aspects of assimilation 

ideology; yet, there are ideological and institutional barriers for immigrant minorities to be 

accepted legally or socially as full members of the mainstream society.  

In addition to emphasizing the policy of the receiving country toward immigrants and 

minorities, Yagmur and van de Vijver (2012) point out that there are some other factors affecting 

the acculturation at the level of speech community and at the individual level. At the level of the 

speech community, these factors involve the size and distribution of the ethnic group, the value of 

the language within the country, and the proximity of the minority language to the mainstream 

language. As for individual factors, age, gender, birthplace, period of residence, education, 

marriage patterns, prior knowledge of the mainstream language, and reason for migration can be 

listed. Maintenance of the heritage language is more likely when the ethnic group is larger, is more 

concentrated in certain areas, and the heritage language is highly valued by its speakers. The 

studies on Turkish immigrant acculturation and language orientations in different countries 

(Australia, France, Germany, and the Netherlands) yielded significant results on the relations 

between identity and language and immigrant host country relations. The results showed that there 

is a close relationship between the degree of acculturation of immigrants and integration ideology 

adopted by the host country. Turkish identity was found to be a positive predictor of language 

value and preference whereas the mainstream identity was associated with a weaker focus on 

Turkish. (Extra & Verhoeven, 1999; Hochschild & Cropper, 2010; Yagmur & van de Vijver, 

2012).  

Although a large number of studies on Turkish immigrants in Western Europe has been 

conducted, there are almost no studies investigating the link between the acculturation orientations 

and linguistic skills of immigrant children in different countries. Depending on the generation, 

different acculturation orientations can be observed across the immigrants. Young immigrants’ 
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acculturation and its relationship with the linguistic skills has not been researched to a great extent 

cross-nationally.  

1.4 Macro-sociolinguistic factors impacting bilingualism of immigrant children 

In Western Europe, the Turkish language is considered to be a symbol of Turkish identity among 

Turkish immigrants. Yagmur (2016) points out that the value of the immigrant language in the 

society is a salient factor for first language maintenance and shift towards the mainstream 

language. Although individual bilingualism and multilingualism are significant assets for a society, 

bilingualism in a low status language is not valued in some countries. Having skills in the national 

language and a prestigious international language (such as English or German), is highly valued 

but having skills in an immigrant language and the national language is not always valued. 

Opponents of migrant bilingualism claim that if migrant children are overloaded with two 

languages they would have difficulty in learning the mainstream language and also adapting to the 

school and to the society. Besides, there are misconceptions about immigrant languages. They are 

thought to be obstacles for learning the mainstream language and immigrant groups are thought to 

be foreigners having adaptation problems to the mainstream culture and the language. As they are 

considered to be non-European, immigrants sometimes might face exclusion in the host society. 

In some countries, portions of the mainstream society might not always have the tendency to accept 

cultural diversity. This further problematizes and even stigmatizes the bilingualism of immigrant 

groups (Yagmur, 2017). 

Language education policy is a very significant part of the integration policy of the (nation-) 

state. Widespread use of submersion language education model in the European schools puts 

obstacles before immigrant children’s development of both the mainstream and heritage language 

skills. Being submerged in subtractive bilingual environments, linguistic and cognitive skills of 

bilingual children do not improve sufficiently in comparison to mainstream children. This might 

lead to lower self-esteem and lower identity development. 

Regarding the language acquisition of immigrant children, Extra and Verhoeven (1999) 

emphasize that in the course of acquisition social and political factors such as generation, level of 

communication with the speakers of the languages and educational policy as well as 

psycholinguistic factors play important roles. Until age five, the heritage language of bilingual 
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children seems to be at similar levels as that of their monolingual peers in Turkey. However, after 

starting primary school bilingual children’s first language dominance decreases. This suggests that 

certain linguistic functions emerging in the later stages of language development may never be 

acquired in this specific situation. Therefore, when looking at Turkish in the Netherlands from a 

language attrition or change perspective, inadequate and incomplete transmission of the language 

between the generations can account for the differences (Backus, 2015; Yagmur, 2016).  

In parallel with children’s language development assumptions, Leyendecker, Jakel, 

Kademo lu and Yagmurlu (2011) point out that children’s early cognitive development reflects 

the proximal environment in which they are raised. The interactions with close people such as 

parents, siblings, peers and particularly mothers as the primary caretakers, as well as the type of 

activities children take part in, provide the essential stimulation for their development. As shown 

by Leyendecker et al. (2011), the Turkish-German children received lower scores on the cognitive 

tasks that measure memory, strategies, categorization and body-related vocabulary skills when 

compared to their German peers. This shows that Turkish immigrant children do not have full 

access to certain genres in German, which limits their development. These are in line with previous 

studies (Duursma, Romero-Contreras, Szuber, Proctor & Snow, 2007; Hochschild & Cropper, 

2010) comparing the skills of mainstream children and bilingual Turkish children in Europe.  

Generational differences need to be taken into consideration before making any 

overgeneralizations about immigrant groups. Generally, a longer period of stay means a better 

command of the mainstream language and a decreased use of heritage language. Together with the 

duration of the stay, socio-economic status also has a considerable effect on mainstream language 

proficiency. Immigrant parents’ high level of education directly affects their children’s academic 

progress. However, even the high socio-economic status does not always guarantee a full access 

to the mainstream language. For instance, Russians in Israel have little interaction with Hebrew 

speaking peers beyond the school time which constrains them from having native like competence 

in Hebrew. Although Hebrew may be used for functional purposes, it is reported that Russian is 

still the language for transferring cultural and traditional values (Schwartz, Kozminsky & Leikin, 

2009).  
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1.4.1 The link between acculturation orientations and educational outcomes 

Acculturation studies examine the cultural change taking place in language contact settings. 

Mostly, cross-cultural psychologists investigate the acculturation process of immigrants. In 

majority of the cases acculturation studies are based on quantitative data with clear cut ethnic, 

religious and linguistic categories. Using a highly essentialist language, most social science 

researchers refer to students from an immigration heritage as “ethnic minorities” or “immigrant 

minorities” even if they are the third-generation descendants of some early immigrant groups. 

Because acculturation literature is full of such ‘categorical’ language as natives and ‘immigrants’, 

for the sake of consistency, ‘students from an immigration background’ or ‘students who belong 

to ethnic minorities’ is used in this section. 

Increasing social, religious and cultural conflicts between the host and immigrant groups 

puts integration very high on the agenda of immigrant receiving states. Given the relevance and 

weight of social problems, mostly cross-cultural psychologists investigate acculturation 

orientations and outcomes. By using a limited set of questions and surveys, acculturation 

orientations are measured. Language is the main vehicle for communication and for cultural 

learning. However, in most acculturation studies language receives almost no attention. The 

research methodology needs to enable sufficient data collection and accurate analyses. Scholars in 

various national contexts conducted independent studies on acculturation orientations of bilinguals 

with an immigration heritage (Andriessen & Phalet, 2003); while other researchers investigated 

educational achievement of bilingual immigrant children (Driessen, Sleegers, and Smit, 2008). 

The link between acculturation orientations and educational achievement; however, has not been 

researched. Investigating young students’ acculturation orientations is not an easy enterprise due 

to methodological limitations and age-specific factors. However, considerable number of studies 

were conducted on ethnic minorities and their academic achievements in Western Europe and the 

Netherlands (Andriessen & Phalet, 2002; Andriessen & Phalet, 2003; Terwel, 2004; Duquet et. 

al., 2007; Driessen, Sleegers &Smit, 2008; Heath, Rothon & Kilpi, 2008; Ross, 2009; Crul et. al., 

2012; Hannover et.al, 2013). These studies identify several factors that affect the school success 

of minorities such as the influence of student background characteristics (e.g. gender, SES, peers), 

cognitive (e.g. language skills, intelligence) and non-cognitive competencies (e.g. home climate, 

educational recommendation, study habits) and class/school characteristics (e.g. early tracking in 

some countries, school career, socio-ethnic class composition).  



 

9
 

 Although these influencing factors apply to all minorities, Andriessen & Phalet (2002) 

found that Turkish-Dutch and Moroccan-Dutch students show the most unfavorable educational 

performance in comparison to other ethnic minority groups in the Netherlands. Andriessen and 

Phalet (2002) found for example that refugee youth from Eastern Europe are performing as well 

as the average Dutch students, which raises the question of possible “cultural” differences in the 

educational investment strategies of minority families and communities. This suggests that 

acculturation attitudes (i.e. the changes arising from contact between individuals and groups of 

different cultural backgrounds) of various ethnic minorities might be an explanatory ground for 

the observed ethnic diversity in educational outcomes.  

 In line with this, a large-scale study of Tolsma, Coenders and Lubbers (2007) found that 

ethnic minorities are more likely to enroll in lower status educational levels compared to native 

Dutch students, even after controlling for parental socio-economic status. The authors therefore 

conclude that ethnic educational differences are maintained and state that ‘in a country (i.e. The 

Netherlands) where class-based and gender- based educational inequality has decreased over time, 

ethnic-based educational inequality remains very apparent’ (p.327). Werbner (2000) however 

stresses that one must be cautious with linking the “success” or “failure” of certain ethnic groups 

to intrinsic characteristics of that particular ethnic culture. Werbner argues that such assumptions 

might create ‘damaging -and unfounded- invidious stereotypes of different ethnic groups’ (p.548). 

Acculturation studies focus on the perceived ethnic identity of students from an 

immigration background. In this respect, investigating bilingual students’ acculturation 

orientations in relation to their ethnic identity perceptions and academic achievements is an 

interesting topic. Although the term ethnic identity is sometimes synonymously used with 

acculturation, these two terms should be distinguished (Cuellar, Nyberg, Maldonado & Roberts, 

1997). Ethnic identity reflects the various aspects of people’s identification with an ethnic group 

and concerns individuals and how they relate to their own group as a subgroup of the larger society 

(Phinney, 1990). Ethnic identity thus differs from acculturation and can be considered an aspect 

of acculturation. Based on the literature, the assumption is that the perceived ethnic identity and 

acculturation orientations of the Turkish bilinguals influence their academic attainment, (as 

measured by reading skills in this dissertation). 
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1.4.2 Acculturation and educational achievement 

Acculturation is an exchange of cultural elements, which occurs when individuals or groups from 

a different cultural background meet (Sam, 2006). Acculturation is bidirectional and reciprocal in 

terms of influence unlike assumed by older, one-dimensional acculturation models which 

suggested that acculturation is a process in which cultural adaptation to the mainstream is 

accompanied by loss of one’s own ethnic and cultural ties (Stevens, Pels, Vollebergh & Crijnen, 

2004). The bi-directional acculturation model considers acculturation as an independent process 

in which individuals may adapt to their new cultural environment while maintaining their own 

culture (Berry, 1980). This bi-directional acculturation model integrates the host community 

acculturation orientations and the immigrant acculturation orientations in a conceptual framework, 

which results in four acculturation strategies: integration, assimilation, separation, and 

marginalization (Arends-Toth, 2003; Bourhis et al, 1997). Assimilation occurs when the individual 

rejects one’s cultural values in favor of the cultural values of the dominant cultural group. 

Integration represents both maintenance of one’s cultural identity and involvement in the dominant 

culture. Separation represents cultural maintenance while avoiding involvement with other 

cultures while marginalization is an adaptation strategy in which neither cultural maintenance nor 

interaction with others is sought. Bourhis (2001) states that the interaction of mainstream and 

minority acculturation orientations produces relational outcomes that can be either consensual, 

problematic or conflictual.  These outcomes may subsequently affect the school achievement of 

bilingual Turkish speakers. 

The acculturation orientations of ethnic minorities appear to differ across domains. While 

in the public domain (e.g. at school) the norm of the mainstream group is strongly present, the 

norms of the ethnic group might be more dominant in private spheres (e.g. family). Accordingly, 

Andriessen and Phalet (2003) found that successful students show a preference for separation in 

the private domains while they opt for an integration orientation in the school context. Alternating 

acculturation strategies within domains thus results in an optimal match between person and 

environment, and therefore produces the best results at school. The findings of a more recent study 

on school success of immigrant youth in Germany (Hannover et. al., 2013) also found that 

immigrant students with an integration orientation towards the mainstream society were 

academically more successful than students with purely ethnic self-views. 
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In contrast to these findings, Buijs (1993) found that a strong orientation towards the 

mainstream community is not necessarily beneficial for school achievement while a strong 

orientation towards the ethnic culture results in positive educational outcomes. This stress-and-

coping theory of acculturation is partly supported by the study of Andriessen and Phalet (2002) as 

they found that ethnic culture maintenance for Turkish students acts as a psychological buffer 

against experiences of frustration in culture contact situations. The Moroccan sample however, 

showed a positive carry-over effect between intercultural contact at home and school adjustment 

and thus seems to support an alternative culture-learning approach of acculturation (i.e. 

intercultural contact results in successful socio-cultural adaptation). Andriessen and Phalet (2002: 

34) therefore conclude that ‘future research is needed to throw light on cultural differences in the 

educational investment patterns of students, their parents and their teachers’.  

Finally, linguistic, socio-cultural, parental background and school related factors have been 

investigated by educational experts to understand the causes of lower school achievements. 

Independent of the educational investigations, social scientists researched acculturation 

orientations of most allochthonous groups in Western Europe. The link between school 

achievement and acculturation orientations of Turkish students is however under-researched. The 

studies that are conducted in the past are large-scale, quantitative studies which fail to uncover the 

complexity of how ethnic background relates to various forms of educational inequality (Stevens 

et. al., 2011). By means of this cross-national and cross-sectional research project, the factors 

contributing to higher/lower reading proficiency and its relationship to ethnic identity and 

acculturation orientations of bilingual Turkish students are examined. 

 

1.5 The relationship between heritage language and mainstream language skills 

Before presenting a discussion on the links between first and second language skills of immigrant 

children, it is necessary to point out that what is referred to as ‘first’ language is not always the 

dominant language of some bilingual children. In the same vein, use of the term ‘mother tongue’ 

is also avoided in this dissertation because many bilingual mothers use two or even more languages 

with their children. Given the general language use pattern among Turkish immigrant children 

(Extra & Yagmur, 2004), Turkish is usually acquired first and a second language (Dutch, French 
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or German) is learned mostly in the school setting. Following this general pattern, first language 

refers to Turkish while second language refers to the mainstream language (either Dutch, French 

or German) in this dissertation. 

As discussed in detail by Akoglu and Yagmur (2016), the interdependence between first and 

second language skills of immigrant children is under-researched. They claim that there is a 

linguistic interdependency between first and second language skills, which is also supported by 

the findings of other researchers (Bialystok, 2005; Scheele, Leseman & Mayo, 2010; Yagmur & 

Konak, 2009). Limited linguistic skills in one language lead to limited skills in the second 

language. If immigrant children’s linguistic and cognitive skills are sufficiently developed in their 

first language, this will transfer to their second language skills. By limiting the use and acquisition 

of first language skills of immigrant children, schools and policy-makers limit immigrant 

children’s mainstream language skills as well. It is generally accepted that if there is a good basis 

in the first language, the skills in the second language would be better (Cummins, 1979). In this 

respect, if the first language of immigrant children were sufficiently developed, then second 

language learning would be smoother. Studies on the interdependence hypothesis provide 

significant data about Turkish bilinguals as well (Verhoeven, 1994; Yagmur & Konak, 2009). 

Regarding bilingual competence, one of the most discussed theories related to the cognitive 

effects of bilingualism is the threshold hypothesis (Cummins, 1979). It is commonly accepted that 

cognitive development is essential for academic achievement. The relationship between language 

development and cognitive growth has certain implications for bilingual students’ school 

achievement. Cummins (1977, p.10) proposed that “there may be a threshold level of linguistic 

competence which a bilingual child must attain both in order to avoid cognitive deficits and allow 

the potentially beneficial aspects of becoming bilingual to influence his cognitive growth.” A 

threshold explains the difference between a balanced bilingual and a dominant bilingual. Each 

threshold is a level of language competence that has consequences for a bilingual child. In order 

to avoid the negative consequences of bilingualism, the child has to reach the first threshold in 

both languages. If the child reaches the second threshold, he or she will be able to obtain cognitive 

benefits from bilingualism. Concerning language competence, bilingual speakers might be equally 

dominant in both languages, or more dominant in one language only, and/or insufficiently 

competent, limited bilingual, in either of the languages (Baker, 2006). Discussions seem to 

concentrate on language ability of bilingual children; yet, there is a close relationship between the 
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larger linguistic environment and language competence of immigrant children. It appears that a 

subtractive bilingual environment adversely affects immigrant children’s cognitive and scholastic 

progress.  

Policy makers and even some educational specialists claim that immigrant Turkish children 

perform poorly at school because they speak their heritage language at home, being unaware of 

the fact that the level of proficiency in the first language affects the level of proficiency in the 

second language. As there is a dependency between the languages in the mental lexicon, promoting 

the literacy skills of children in the first language and also intensive Turkish instruction in the first 

three years is important for second language development (Yagmur & Konak, 2009). While 

acquiring literacy skills, the children also acquire new ways of thinking in a particular subject in 

different domains. After acquiring those thinking skills, they start to create their own specific 

world views. Besides all of these, children start to get an understanding of the genres, 

communication types, and specialized forms of discourse including traditions, conventions and 

expectations. 

In some European schools, only the mainstream language skills of children are measured 

(Yagmur & Konak, 2009). By looking at the evaluations of the mainstream language performance, 

the children’s language skills are determined. Language development is very important for school 

subjects which require abstract thinking skills. Those immigrant children whose first language 

improvement stops before acquiring abstract thinking skills, turn out to have a lower level of 

educational capacity than their real achievement capacity. As documented by Cummins (1979), 

the developmental interdependence and the threshold hypothesis highlight the importance of the 

links between first and second language skills of bilingual children. Considerable delays in 

language development have serious cognitive consequences for bilinguals. The instruction of L1 

in the initial grades of the school leads to the development of a cognitively and academically 

beneficial form of additive bilingualism. As it can be deduced from the discussion, sufficient 

linguistic input and appropriate pedagogical approaches have considerable impact on immigrant 

children. 

Cummins (2000) further states that within a bilingual program, instructional time can be 

focused on developing students’ literacy skills in their primary language without adverse effects 

on the development of their literacy skills in the mainstream language. Furthermore, the 

relationship between first and second language literacy skills can provide a conceptual foundation 
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for long-term growth in target language literacy skills. This does not imply, however, that transfer 

of literacy and academic language knowledge will happen automatically: there is usually also a 

need for formal instruction in the target language to realize the benefits of cross-linguistic transfer. 

In line with Cummins’ (1979) hypothesis, Yagmur and Konak (2009) suggest that the 

interdependence hypothesis is one of the focal points for studying the cognitive benefits of 

bilingualism. For children's academic achievement, adequate cognitive development is necessary. 

For bilingual children, every threshold level has different consequences. As it is stated by 

Cummins (1979), the threshold levels may show changes according to the cognitive stages of a 

bilingual person or the academic demands of a certain school and there is not an absolute definition 

of each threshold level. In order, not to experience negative results of bilingualism, a bilingual 

child is expected to reach the second threshold level. Once the children reach the second threshold 

level in both languages, they can attain the cognitive benefits of bilingualism. Not reaching the 

first threshold in either of the languages has serious detrimental effects on linguistic and cognitive 

skills of bilingual children. Related to the language competence, bilinguals may be dominant in 

both languages, or may be less competent in either of the languages. While acquiring second 

language, the children start losing proficiency/fluency in their first language, which is called 

subtractive bilingualism. Subtractive bilingual environments negatively affect children’s cognitive 

and academic development.  

Bialystok (2001) maintains that all else being equal, the uses for which a child must employ 

the second language will influence the way in which the second language impacts on cognitive 

development. This confirms the fact that bilinguals usually do not have equal fluency in both of 

the languages. The proficiency that the child develops in each language is a specific response to a 

set of needs and circumstances. Some of these specific functions become integrated as inseparable 

parts of language proficiency. Furthermore, Verhoeven (2007) states that many minority children 

are fully exposed to the mainstream language to have a high level of competence in it and little 

importance is given to their first language. As it is mentioned in various studies (Limbird, Maluch, 

Rjosk, Stanat & Merkens, 2014; Kroll, Dussias, Bice & Perrotti, 2015; Lowry, 2011; Verhoeven, 

2007), monolinguals and bilinguals pass through similar developmental processes. The major 

difference is that monolinguals are exposed to single language input and bilinguals are exposed to 

two different language inputs. Although children pass through the same developmental stages as 

monolinguals, depending on the acquisition order, they can take their first language as reference 
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point and be dependent on their first language. As the bilinguals are aware that they know two 

languages, they can switch between the languages. 

In subtractive environments, acquisition of a second language might entail the loss of the first 

language. To what extent the children are exposed to the second language influences the level of 

language loss in the heritage language and also the level of interaction between first and second 

languages. Kroll et al. (2015) point out that if there is a lack of exposure to the first language for 

an extended period of time, language attrition occurs. This attrition typically occurs in bilinguals 

who have little contact with heritage language speakers or in bilinguals who have a negative 

attitude towards their heritage language. There is a remarkable level of coordination between the 

two languages of the bilinguals with evidence showing that both languages work in a single unified 

system with different levels of use. The interaction of the two languages makes cognitive systems 

and neural mechanisms more activated and also this interaction puts demand on the languages. 

These interactions can result in either language functioning fluently or code switching between the 

languages.  

Vocabulary acquisition is of utmost importance for the development of literacy skills and 

reading comprehension. In a study conducted by Verhoeven (2000), the minority children kept up 

with the native Dutch-speaking children on word blending and word decoding tasks. On word 

spelling and reading comprehension, however, the minority children were found to be less efficient 

than their monolingual Dutch peers. The structural models for word decoding and word spelling 

were highly comparable for the two groups. For reading comprehension, vocabulary knowledge 

was found to have more of an impact on the L2 learners than on the L1 learners. Differences in 

reading comprehension between monolingual and bilingual students are commonly reported in the 

literature (Arikan et al., 2017). Limbird et al. (2014) state that bilingual children develop their 

reading comprehension skills differently than their monolingual peers. Although similar basic 

components play a role in learning to read for both bilingual and monolingual children, the 

components manifest themselves differently for the two groups (Schwartz, 2014).  

In a study conducted by Duursma et al. (2007) it is also mentioned that reading achievement 

is closely related to vocabulary knowledge. Successful reading comprehension depends on the 

amount of known vocabulary in the text, grasp of the overall meaning, past knowledge, and lexical 

density of the passage. Although research on the connection between vocabulary and reading 

comprehension among second language (L2) readers has been limited, there is no indication that 
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the frequently replicated links between vocabulary and reading achievement among first language 

(L1) speakers are not also relevant to L2 reading. In understanding the reading development of 

bilingual children, then, a key question is what predicts vocabulary, both in L1 and in L2. 

Regarding language use of bilingual Turkish children, Leseman (2000) maintains that language 

and cognitive development are closely related.  

For language acquisition of children, another significant issue is the quality and the quantity 

of given input. Pearson (2007) states that among all other factors that parents and the community 

can manage is the quantity (and quality) of input given to children while learning the languages. 

Without meaningful input, learning does not take place (Krashen, 1985; Krashen & Terrell, 1983). 

If insufficient input is given, learning can take place, but children cannot reach the comfort level 

so as to use the language willingly and appropriately. A great amount of input means that the child 

will have more proficiency in the language and it opens space for more input. When children do 

not use their heritage language, then they are using a different language and thereby getting less 

input in the heritage language; they develop less proficiency, which leads to using it even less, and 

that in turn, leads to getting even less input in that language. The proficiency level of the child may 

change according to the age that she/he is first exposed to the language. Greater proficiency means 

greater use of the language. After reaching a certain threshold level, the amount of exposure does 

not matter. Many factors contribute to developing language proficiency such as the amount of 

input, language status, access to literacy, family language use, community support, and schooling 

experiences. Not only the quantity of input has a huge effect on whether a minority language will 

be learned, but language status and attitudes towards language also play a role (Pearson, 2007). As 

Schupbach (2009) puts forward, although there is not always a direct relationship between the 

amount of exposure to the language and amount of learning, quantity of input together with 

attitudes, values and social circumstances make the difference between being a successful bilingual 

or not. 

1.6 International testing programs and immigrant students 

The results of international surveys of student performance, such as the Programme for 

International Student Assessment (PISA), have been analysed from different perspectives by 

numerous scholars all over the world. Other than national comparisons, analyses were made on 
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the educational achievements of immigrant and mainstream students. Depending on the 

perspective taken, researchers compared and contrasted these groups along a number of 

parameters, such as parental background (education, socioeconomic background), language 

spoken at home, religious background, generational differences, type of schools attended, 

educational policies, and integration and immigrant incorporation policies of the host countries. In 

this study, we are interested in the educational achievement of Turkish immigrant students in 

different countries as a function of individual characteristics, such as socioeconomic status, and 

country characteristics, such as educational policies vis-à-vis immigrants. In this thesis, gaining a 

deeper understanding of the achievement differences by concentrating on a single immigrant group 

in multiple national contexts is aimed. The presence of Turkish immigrants in many west European 

countries enables an examination of cross-national differences regarding the possible effects of 

immigrant incorporation policies. Turkish immigrants are present in many of the PISA 

participating countries. The data in PISA do not include full details about parental country of birth 

or other detailed information to get an understanding of the different backgrounds of children as 

well as acculturation orientations (and outcomes). This leaves limited scope for cross-country 

comparison of the same immigrant group throughout different countries. Dustmann, Frattini and 

Lanzara (2011) took immigrant children as homogenous groups, explained the cross-country 

differences in test scores between immigrant and mainstream students by referring to differences 

in the countries of origin. When they compared Turkish children in Turkey to bilingual children 

growing up in Austria, Belgium and Germany, they found that bilingual Turkish children have 

worse scores in reading than their native counterparts. The disadvantage in reading results from 

the fact that the tests are administered in the host country language and the failure is explained 

with lower proficiency in the host country language of the immigrant students. If the same children 

were tested in their first language and the mainstream language, the proximity of proficiency levels 

between the two languages could be easily seen. Some researchers mentioned the problems 

inherent in group-based comparisons. For instance, Andon, Thompson and Becker (2014) 

mentioned the limitations of the PISA test for immigrant children’s assessment. They state that by 

controlling student level variables, such as ethnicity, socio-economic situation, and the native 

language, the gap across the countries have been revealed. Further, Dronkers, Levels and de Heus 

(2014) emphasize that the characteristics of both origin and host countries affect the achievement 

of migrant children. The educational, social, and political background in their heritage country 
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play an important role in the achievement in the host country. Researchers working with these data 

are supposed to take all these factors into consideration.  

Werning, Löser and Urban (2008) stated that the results of first PISA study have shown a high 

correlation between background and language proficiency with educational achievement. The 

results of the first PISA wave (data collected in 2000) also showed that 20% of 15-year-old 

immigrant students were put in the category of “very weak reader”, 50% could not achieve the 

basic level competency and only 2% could achieve a very high level of competency in reading. 

Insufficiency in the second language (mainstream language) was found to be the primary reason 

for scoring low in the reading part. Similarly, as it is indicated in the OECD (2011) report, 

immigrant students, who have a different first language than the language used in PISA tests, had 

scores 35 points lower than the native speakers of the language used in the tests.  PISA results 

(OECD 2011, 2012) show that students, who mostly speak a different language at home from the 

one used in school, have significantly lower reading scores than those who tend to use the test 

language at home most of the time. This effect is very strong, accounting for a difference of about 

30 points in reading scores. Basing all the measurements on a single factor of first language use is 

not comprehensive enough to claim that students, who use a different language other than the 

national language, perform worse in PISA reading tests. In the absence of data in both first and 

second language skills as well as socio-economic status (SES) data, accurate analyses cannot be 

made. As a consequence, some policy makers use these biased outcomes to argue against the 

teaching of immigrant languages in schools. 

When immigrant parents have restricted access to or a limited ability to choose schools, school 

choice may lead to segregation of students across immigrant status lines. In this regard, PISA 

results (OECD 2011, 2012) show that socio-economically disadvantaged parents are less likely to 

choose schools for their children and those school systems that promote parental choice of schools 

have lower equity levels than school systems that limit competition between schools. As stated in 

the OECD report (2012), high concentration of immigrants in a school or class does not put an 

obstacle on student performance. However, a low socio-economic background, common among 

immigrant children, has a strong relationship with poor student performance. Borgna and Contini 

(2014) point out that cross-country comparisons of educational performance of immigrant children 

are mostly based on international achievement assessments. There are no significant differences 

between immigrant and native students in Britain and non-European countries with a long 
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experience of immigration, whereas in Nordic and Continental Europe, achievement gaps are 

significant and substantial. Dustman et al. (2011) further mention that the test score gaps between 

children born to immigrants and natives tend to be large. When parental characteristics are kept 

homogenous, the educational achievement gap between children of immigrants and natives is 

reduced significantly in most countries. Another important factor in reducing the test score gap 

between children of immigrants and natives are school and peer characteristics. All in all, the most 

important single factor in explaining differences between immigrant and native children seems to 

be the language spoken at home. 

As shown by Arikan et al. (2017), there are clear-cut achievement differences between 

mainstream and immigrant Turkish students. In all countries, immigrant students were less 

successful than their mainstream peers. As indicated by Arikan et al. (2017, p.245), further 

investigation of these differences is essential: “given the putatively pivotal role of language in the 

achievement gap, it would be good to measure fluency in the ethnic and mainstream language in 

much greater detail in future studies so that we can better understand the role of language and 

suggest policies to alleviate the gap.” Moreover, it is necessary to examine the relationship 

between acculturation orientations (and outcomes) and language proficiency of immigrant children 

so that the effects of integration policies can be further investigated cross-nationally. Given this 

need, the following research questions are formulated. 

1.7 Research questions 

The focus of this study is on the relationship between first and second language reading skills of 

Turkish bilinguals growing up in France, Germany and the Netherlands. Reading comprehension 

skills are measured in both the heritage language (Turkish) and in the language of the host country 

(Dutch, French and German) by utilising the standardized tests (PISA and PIRLS). Further 

relationships between language skills and acculturation orientations are sought. The following 

research questions are formulated to address the above issues: 

1. Is there a link between first and second language reading proficiencies of bilingual 

Turkish immigrant students? 

2. Do the proficiency levels achieved in the first language predict second language skills 

(Dutch, French and German)? 
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3. What is the relationship between acculturation orientations and language proficiency 

(both L1  and L2) of bilingual Turkish immigrant students? 

Language performance is defined by scores on standardized reading comprehension tests 

(PIRLS for 10-year-olds and PISA for 15-year-olds) in Turkish and the in the language of the host 

country. The questions for PISA are selected from 2009 PISA reading test and the texts and 

questions for PIRLS were selected from 2011 application. The tests were available in Dutch, 

German, French and Turkish for PISA. In order to measure acculturation orientations of students’ 

acculturation survey was used. From an earlier project (Yagmur & van de Vijver, 2012), different 

language versions of the survey questionnaire were available in Dutch, French, German and 

Turkish.  

1.8 Design of the study 

In order to find answers to the above questions a cross-national and cross-sectional investigation 

is designed. In line with previous research claims regarding the interdependence between first and 

second language skills in bilingual children (Cummins, 1979; Leseman, 2010; Verhoeven, 1994, 

2007; Yagmur & Konak, 2009), we wanted to investigate the relationship between Turkish and 

mainstream language (Dutch, French and German) reading literacy skills of Turkish immigrant 

students. In order to account for the role of sociolinguistic factors on language skills of bilingual 

Turkish children, we included a comprehensive survey on language use, choice, attitudes and 

acculturation orientations of the students. Because we are primarily interested in the relationship 

between the first and second language reading skills of Turkish immigrant children, we used 

standardized testing instruments from PISA and PIRLS programs to find answers to the above 

research questions. 

The research questions start from the premise by Cummins (1979) and Verhoeven (1994, 

2007) as well as Yagmur and Konak (2009). Cummins’ (1979) interdependence hypothesis claims 

a relationship between L1 proficiency and L2 proficiency of bilingual children. According to the 

                                                 

1 Traditionally L1 refers to the first language acquired in immigrant families and L2 refers to the majority language 
learned in the society. However, in second and third-generation of immigrants, this separation is not always 
accurate because some parents make deliberate choices to use only the societal language at home, as a result of 
which, what is known as L2 is acquired as L1 in some immigrant families. Nevertheless, for the great majority of 
Turkish immigrants, still L1 refers to Turkish (Extra & Yagmur, 2010). 
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interdependence hypothesis, language skills acquired in the first language are transferred to the 

second language. In other words, a child’s performance in the second language is partly dependent 

on the skills acquired in the first language. Transfer of proficiency occurs if there is sufficient 

exposure to the second language. In addition, high level of proficiency in the first language can 

facilitate the cognitive and academic language skills in the second one. In line with Cummins’ 

hypothesis, Verhoeven (2007) points out that interdependence plays a critical role and individual 

differences can be observed in the L1 and L2 development of immigrant children. In line with the 

acculturation theory of Berry (1997) and the interactive acculturation theory of Bourhis et al. 

(1997), we wanted to see the relationship between acculturation orientations of Turkish-Dutch 

students and their reading literacy skills in Turkish and Dutch. On the basis of earlier research 

findings (Yagmur & van de Vijver, 2012), a clear association is expected between acculturation 

orientations and language skills of Turkish bilingual students. 

1.8.1 Measures 

Two different bilingual reading tests are used with 10- and 15-year-old children. The students are 

selected from the districts where Turkish people live in majority. Reading tests from the Progress 

in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) and the Programme for International Student 

Assessment (PISA) are used as data collection instruments because they are internationally 

demonstrated to be highly reliable and valid. As Levin and Shohamy (2008) suggest for 

achievement levels of immigrants, using specific tests in various contexts helps to understand 

children’s weak and strong points and also helps curriculum planners to structure more appropriate 

programs for immigrant bilinguals.  

PIRLS is an international comparative study of achievement, which evaluates reading skills 

of 10-year-old primary school children. The PIRLS assessment is composed of two different aims: 

reading purpose and comprehension process. Reading purpose explains the reason why readers 

read a text. It can be for literary purpose or to get some information. Comprehension processes 

explain how readers process what they read. PIRLS measures four comprehension processes: 

concentrating and getting clearly stated information; making direct deductions; interpreting and 

integrating ideas and information; and, examining and evaluating content, language and textual 

elements (Eivers & Clarkin, 2012). PIRLS documents worldwide trends in the reading knowledge 

of 4th-graders as well as school and teacher practices related to instruction. For 10-year-old 

students, two different types of texts including 24 multiple-choice and open-ended questions were 
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used. The first text, “Fly Eagle Fly”, was a literary text and the second text, “Day Hiking”, was an 

informative text. Each of the questions had specific cognitive demands, such as focusing on and 

retrieving explicitly stated information, making straightforward inferences, interpreting and 

integrating ideas and information, evaluating and critiquing context and textual elements. 

PISA is an international assessment that measures 15-year-old students' reading, mathematics, 

and science knowledge. PISA also includes measures of general or cross-curricular competencies, 

such as collaborative problem solving. Students participating in PISA are in the last years of their 

compulsory education and they are supposed to use the functional skills they have developed 

throughout their education. PISA is coordinated by the Organization for Economic Cooperation 

and Development (OECD). Similar to PIRLS, reading tests of PISA also have specific cognitive 

demands of the test takers such as integrating and interpreting ideas and information, reflecting 

and evaluating, as well as accessing and retrieving information. The informative type of text, 

“Safety and Mobile Phones”, included 10 multiple choice questions, while “Blood Donation” 

included 5 multiple choice and open-ended questions. The literary text, “The Miser and His Gold” 

included 5 multiple choice and open-ended questions. 

1.8.2 Language use-choice and acculturation survey 

The language use and acculturation scales, comprising 73 items, are primarily based on the study 

by Yagmur and van de Vijver (2012). The biographical section included 15 items on topics such 

as age, gender, birth country of the respondent and parent of the respondent, place of residence, 

profession and highest diploma obtained by parents, and frequency of visits to Turkey.  

The ethnic and mainstream identification scale consists of items which are designed to assess 

feeling of having ethnic and mainstream identity. The items in this section are related to cultural, 

linguistic, social, ethnic, and religious components of ethnic identification. Examples of items are 

“I feel Turkish because I speak Turkish, (I am a Muslim, etc.)” and “I feel Dutch/French/German 

because I speak Dutch/French/German (I know the Dutch/French/German mentality, etc.)”. All 

the items in this section are rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to 

strongly agree (5). 

The language use, choice and attitudes scale consists of items in 4 sub-sections on: language 

use (language register spoken with different interlocutors, such as mother, father and siblings), 

language choice across topics (e.g., in which language do you count numbers, dream and so on); 
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language attitudes (e.g., which language sounds pleasant, friendly and so on); and on language use 

in the social media (e.g., with Turkish friends on Facebook, in which language do you 

communicate?). The participants are asked to respond to language use or choice questions in a 

bipolar scale format, for instance: “In which language do you interact mostly with your mother?” 

The responses are indicated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from always <Dutch/French/German 

> (1) to always Turkish (5). The benefits of using bipolar formats in such research are discussed 

extensively by Kang (2006). All scales with the exception of the language scales contained a mix 

of negatively and positively worded items. The item presentation was randomly rotated within 

scales.  

1.8.3 General procedures 

For such a large-scale study, data collection was the most challenging enterprise. Many school 

directors denied access to the schools. In many cases students had to be gathered after school hours 

or in weekend schools to answer the test items. Weekend schools were DITIB organizations at 

which the families attend regularly and send their children for both religious education and Turkish 

instruction. The students who volunteered to take the tests participated in the study. Data collection 

for each national context is outlined in the relevant chapters. The data collection process in Istanbul 

was the easiest because after granting permission from the local education directorate, all schools 

provided access to their students. The reading comprehension tests were administered in some 

state schools in the Avcilar district of Istanbul. In Avcılar district, low and lower-middle income 

families live. District directorate of national education reported that the families in this district do 

mostly blue-collar work. Monolingual children in Turkey are used as a reference point for language 

measures. As explained in the comparative chapter, we made sure that Turkish students’ socio-

economic background is similar to the ones in France, Germany and the Netherlands.  

Scoring of the tests are explained in the chapters on each national context. Most questions 

were in multiple choice format on various types of texts (e.g., informative, literary). There were 

also open-ended questions, the answers to which were scored with 0, 1 or 2 points (for details of 

the scoring procedures, see Appendix-4). Turkish responses were evaluated by the researcher and 

checked by a Turkish teacher. Dutch, French and German responses were evaluated by the 

researcher together with teachers of that language and double checked by other teachers who teach 

those languages. Student profiles and recruitment process are presented in each chapter on France, 

Germany and the Netherlands in the methodology sections. 
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1.9 Structure of the dissertation 

After a general introduction to the aims, conceptual framework and methods of the investigation 

in the first chapter, country-specific findings are presented in the subsequent chapters. In each 

chapter on a national context, specific issues and questions related to Turkish immigrants are 

addressed. There is more or less a common structure in each chapter but information regarding 

school systems and educational processes might show differences. In Chapter 2, the findings of 

the Dutch context are presented while the results of Germany and France are presented in chapters 

3 and 4, respectively. In chapter 3, German school system is elaborated more in detail as early 

tracking system in German education leads to different educational outcomes especially for 

immigrant children. Chapter 5 documents the cross-national comparisons and includes an 

overview of the writing errors that Turkish bilingual children do. The purpose of the ‘writing 

errors’ section is not to provide to a detailed analysis of literacy issues but to show some of the 

effects of submersion education on students’ heritage language skills. In Chapter 6, the discussion 

and conclusions are presented. 



 

CHAPTER 2 

The relationship between heritage language and Dutch reading skills 

of Turkish-Dutch bilingual students and their acculturation 

orientations 

2.1 Introduction  

In this chapter, findings on the relationship between first and second language reading skills of 

Turkish bilingual students growing up in the Netherlands are presented. Similar to the other 

national contexts, most of the bilingual students are the third-generation descendants of Turkish 

immigrants. The second-generation parents are mostly bilingual speakers of Dutch and Turkish. 

Like the second-generation, the third-generation children are also raised in two languages 

(Bezcioglu-Goktolga & Yagmur, 2017) but in many cases, they are more dominant in Dutch. The 

grandparents’ immigrant heritage is still used to identify the third-generation descendants as 

‘immigrant’ or ‘allochthonous’ in the Netherlands. The words and phrases used to identify 

immigrant minority groups and the semantic load of those terms show the prevalent mainstream 

attitude towards minority groups in the European context (Yagmur, 2019). Most of the terms used 

in public and official discourse regarding the ethnic minorities indicate a social hierarchy of groups 

and their languages (Schalk-Soekar, van de Vijver, & Hoogsteder, 2004). Even in most European 

Union documents, policy makers refer to national, regional/minority and immigrant minority 

languages. As highlighted by Hogan-Brun, Mar-Molinero and Stevenson (2009, p. 1),  

One of the most pressing issues in contemporary European societies is the need to promote 

integration and social inclusion in the context of rapidly increasing migration. A particular 

challenge confronting national governments is how to accommodate speakers of an ever-

increasing number of languages within what in most cases are still perceived as monolingual 

indigenous populations.  
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In almost all immigrant-receiving societies, social integration of immigrants continues to 

dominate the social agenda of host societies. Almost after 60 years of immigration, ‘integration’ 

is still a problem. There are now third and even fourth generation immigrants. As a matter of fact, 

most youngsters with an immigrant heritage do not want to be called ‘immigrants’ any more. They 

were born and raised in the countries they live. They speak the host national language much better 

than their parental heritage language and in some cases; they cannot even speak their heritage 

tongue. Linking these young people always with their parental heritage becomes a means of social 

exclusion. Even if they fully associate themselves with their residential country, they are told that 

they belong to a ‘different’ ethnic, linguistic and sometimes, religious heritage. In some countries, 

even the third-generation descendants of immigrant heritage are registered in official registration 

systems with the birth-countries of their parents and grandparents (Yagmur, 2019). These legal 

practices might block possible social, ethnic and linguistic integration of these people with an 

immigration background.  

There are still clear social boundaries differentiating ‘natives’ from immigrants. Social 

categorization based on ethnic, linguistic and religious heritage seems to be the usual social 

practice in many public institutions. Schools are no exceptions to this general trend. Third and 

fourth generation descendants of immigrant people are often still identified as ‘immigrant children’ 

by the schools (Küeppers, & Yagmur, 2014). The existence of such rigid social boundaries 

between native and bilingual children with an immigration background reveals that boundaries are 

not only a linguistic matter. The outcomes of social and cultural contact between the native Dutch 

and bilingual Turkish speakers cannot be examined independently of sociocultural orientations 

towards their heritage culture and the host culture. In this chapter, the relationship between the 

heritage and Dutch language proficiency of third-generation bilingual Turkish speakers as well as 

their acculturation orientations are documented.  

In the literature on bilingualism, ‘first language’ usually refers to the home language of 

bilingual children with an immigrant heritage, whereas the ‘second language’ refers to the majority 

societal language. Linguistically speaking, the first language or mother tongue is usually 

considered the language to be first acquired. Depending on many different factors, bilingual 

Turkish children have either balanced bilingual skills or varying degrees of competences in either 

Turkish or Dutch. The group is not linguistically homogenous. For some bilingual speakers, Dutch 

might be the first language depending on the parental choices. Nevertheless, as pointed out earlier, 
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throughout this Chapter, first language (L1) refers to Turkish and second language (L2) refers to 

Dutch.  

There are many issues surrounding the bilingualism of Turkish children living in an 

immigration context. In the following sections, firstly, the discussion surrounding the ‘first’ and 

‘second’ language proficiencies of bilingual children is presented. Afterwards, the literature on the 

causes and consequences of ‘lower’ school achievement of Turkish bilingual children, followed 

by a section on acculturation orientations of Turkish speakers in the Netherlands, is discussed. To 

contextualize the findings, information on the demographic characteristics of the Turkish 

immigrant community in the Netherlands is presented. The methodological approach and research 

design section is followed by the results section. The chapter ends with a discussion and concluding 

remarks.  

As discussed earlier in the introductory chapter, bilingualism is a very complex topic and it 

has multiple educational, social, linguistic, cultural, and psychological dimensions. In this 

dissertation, our focus is on the relationship between the first and second language skills of Turkish 

bilingual children. Ignoring the possible interdependency between first and second language skills, 

most researchers rarely reflect on the relationship between heritage and mainstream language skills 

of immigrant students. Besides, some researchers (Driessen & Merry, 2011; Dronkers, 2010) 

ignore the possible effects of contextual factors on immigrant students’ language development and 

school achievement. The possibility that the acquisition of the mainstream language may benefit 

from a rich concept development in the first language so that the acquisition of L2 becomes much 

easier is ignored in most research conducted in the Netherlands (Dagevos, Gijsberts, & van Praag, 

2003; Dronkers, 2010). Nevertheless, there is research examining conceptual knowledge transfer 

from first to the second language in the vocabulary domain (Ordóñez, Carlo, Snow & McLaughlin, 

2002; Snow, Cancino, De Temple, & Schley, 1991). Due to the presence of socially and ethnically 

segregated schools and the subtractive bilingual environment in the Dutch context, cognitive skills 

of immigrant minority students do not develop sufficiently compared to mainstream children 

(Leseman & van Tuijl, 2001). Due to ethnic concentration in certain inner suburbs of large cities 

in the Netherlands, most ethnic minority children concentrate in the same schools in these inner 

suburbs. In some cases, there are only ethnic minority children in the classrooms. The classroom 

teacher might be the only native speaker of Dutch, which limits the native input that is crucial for 

language learning. Most Dutch schools use a monolingual pedagogical approach to teaching and 
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learning. In bilingualism terminology, such schools can be characterized to have submersion 

education. Besides, schools expect immigrant children to learn the societal language as quickly as 

possible. The primary focus falls on the mainstream language and the heritage language is seen as 

an impediment on the acquisition of the societal language. Children from minority backgrounds 

are expected to switch to Dutch. Subtractive bilingualism refers to the phenomenon that the 

acquisition and use of a second language (mostly the mainstream societal language) often are at 

the expense of the development and use of the first language (the immigrant minority language) 

(Baker, 2006). The educational linguistic literature claims an interdependence between first and 

second language skills of bilingual children (Verhoeven, 1994; Yagmur & Konak, 2009). 

However, some policy makers and politicians, who express doubts on the need and usefulness of 

multilingualism and bilingual education, dispute the existence of such a linguistic interdependence.  

The assumption of interdependence in first and second language development originates from 

research on the language development of Finnish immigrant children in Sweden (Skutnabb-

Kangas and Toukomaa (1976). Cummins (1979) further developed the idea of interdependence in 

first and second language development. He developed several hypotheses regarding the 

relationship between first and second language skills. The threshold hypothesis claims that 

bilingual children need a minimum level of linguistic competence in their L1 so that they can 

achieve similar levels in their L2. If the level in L1 is low, the predicted level in L2 is also low, 

which is called the interdependence hypothesis by Cummins. Assuming the validity of the 

interdependence between first and second language skills (Cummins 2000), delays in first 

language development might cause delays in second language acquisition. Particularly negative 

circumstances of subtractive bilingual environment might be a better explanation for the reported 

language delays and lower school achievement of Turkish immigrant students in the Dutch 

context. Nevertheless, the rich linguistic and cultural diversity among Turkish immigrant children 

as well as the role of first language development in the acquisition of mainstream language are 

under-researched (Extra & Yagmur 2010). Moreover, the studies investigating language 

acquisition and social integration of immigrant children disregard the macro-sociolinguistic 

circumstances surrounding these children. 

The development of first language skills is not always considered to be beneficial for ethnic 

minority children in mainstream public opinion. However, as discussed by Schwartz (2014), 

bilingual preschool education of language-minority children from immigrant backgrounds 



 

25
 

promotes rather than hampers their L2 vocabulary development. Sufficient and meaningful 

exposure to the mainstream language is the first condition for successful second language 

acquisition (Krashen, 1994). However, given the ethnic segregation in Dutch schools, immigrant 

students are exposed to a minimum of native Dutch language use in many primary schools. 

Children from immigrant heritage usually attend primary schools with high percentages of ethnic 

minority children. Such schools are known as zwarte scholen (black schools) in the Netherlands. 

The term black school refers to those schools student population of which is 70% or more from 

non-Western allochthonous background, mainly Antillean, Surinamese, Moroccan and Turkish 

immigrant heritage. 

In the absence of evidence on the relationship between first and second language skills of 

bilingual children, some researchers identify the use of heritage language to be the cause of lower 

proficiency levels in the second language (Dagevos, Gijsberts, & van Praag, 2003; Dronkers, 

2010). In the Dutch context, Ludo Verhoeven was the first scholar who actually tested the 

relationship between Turkish and Dutch proficiencies of bilingual Turkish children in the 1990’s. 

According to Verhoeven (2000), a higher level of development in the first language parallels a 

higher level of development in the second language. This interdependence positively influences 

the level achieved in Dutch. Turkish bilingual children show a lower achievement in standardized 

Dutch tests compared to native Dutch children; an important factor in this lower achievement may 

well be that their first language development is delayed or incomplete. By examining the first 

language skills of immigrant children, the actual causes of lower school achievement and delays 

in second language acquisition might be more accurately established. Akoglu and Yagmur (2016) 

have shown in their study that Turkish immigrant children lag behind in their first language skills 

in relation to their monolingual peers. Next to other factors, mothers’ education level turns out to 

be the most important factor in explaining the performance differences of immigrant children. 

2.2 School achievement and its relationship to language proficiency 

Large numbers of research papers and dissertations were written on Turkish immigrant children in 

the Dutch context. Most of those studies focus on immigrant children’s second-language 

acquisition, school achievement and on their integration into the host society (Backus, 2011). 

Large-scale studies have shown that Turkish students in Dutch primary schools lag far behind their 
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native Dutch peers in school achievement (Dagevos, Gijsberts, & van Praag, 2003; Extra & 

Yagmur 2010). Based on semi-longitudinal comparative studies, achievement gaps between native 

Dutch and immigrant children are reported (Driessen & Merry, 2011), but the factors leading to 

those gaps are usually not discussed. The following section provides a thorough discussion to 

exemplify the claims made here. 

Dutch national agencies such as Socio-cultural Planning Bureau, Statistics Bureau 

Netherlands or Testing and Evaluation Institute (commonly known as Cito) publish annual reports 

comparing students based on ethnic heritage. In most of these reports, Turkish and Moroccan 

students are grouped together, and findings are generalized for this highly heterogeneous 

population. In terms of educational achievement, Turkish, Moroccan and Surinamese students 

show lower achievement levels than native Dutch students. National testing and evaluation 

institution Cito conducts end of primary school exams. Based on the results received, students are 

referred to various types of schools as vocational or higher secondary schools. Students’ scores 

might vary from as low as 500 to as high as 550. Each year Cito scores for various immigrant 

groups are published next to native Dutch students. As presented in Table 2.1, the results for 

students with an immigration heritage are lower compared to native-Dutch students. 

 

Table 2.1. End of Primary Test Results across ethnic groups from 1994 till 2005 

Years 
Turkish Moroccan Surinamese 

Native- 

Low SES 

Native-

High SES 

1994/95 524.1 525.1 527.1 531.9 538 

1996/97 525.2 526.4 527.4 531.2 537.4 

1998/99 526.9 526.9 529.2 530.6 536.9 

2000/1 527.3 527.4 529.8 530.5 537.3 

2002/3 527.3 528.3 528.3 530.6 537.3 

2004/5 527 527.7 527.9 528.9 536.2 

 

On the basis of the results presented in Table 2.1, it is easy to derive the conclusion that 

immigrant groups perform much worse than the native Dutch students. Such group-based 

comparisons are disseminated in public and scientific publications. These comparisons are based 
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on ethnicity criteria. Because ethnic groups are not homogenous entities, it is necessary to control 

for socio-economic status, parental background and educational level of the parents. When the 

results are controlled for e.g., level of family income, the differences become more meaningful. 

Using the data available on the official website of Dutch Central Statistics agency, a calculation 

based on income levels of parents is made. As presented in Table 2.2, when the socio-economic 

status of the parents is controlled for, the differences between native Dutch and immigrant groups 

on Cito test results becomes insignificant. Immigrant students who come from high income 

families achieve as high as native Dutch children who belong to high socio-economic status (SES) 

families. As seen in Table 2, the differences between low-SES immigrant children and high-SES 

immigrant children are as large as the differences between low-SES native Dutch and high-SES 

native Dutch children.  

Table 2.2 Distribution of Cito scores across immigrant and native groups based on income levels 

Family 
income level 

Background 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 

Income 1st 
20% 

Native 
Dutch 

533 533 533 533 533 533 

Income 1st 
20% 

NWI 528 528 529 529 529 530 

Income 2nd 
20% 

Native 
Dutch 

534 534 534 534 534 534 

Income 2nd 
20% 

NWI 529 529 530 530 530 531 

Income 3rd 
20% 

Native 
Dutch 

535 535 535 535 536 536 

Income 3rd 
20% 

NWI 531 531 531 532 531 532 

Income 4th 
20% 

Native 
Dutch 

537 537 537 537 537 537 

Income 4th 
20% 

NWI 533 533 533 534 534 535 

Income 5th 
20% 

Native 
Dutch 

539 539 539 539 540 539 

Income 5th 
20% 

NWI 537 538 538 538 538 538 

Note: The income level is divided into 5 scales; 1st 20% indicates the lowest income level; while 5th 20% 

refers to the highest income level. NWI= Non-western immigrant 
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Once the differences are presented along social and economic factors, ‘ethnicity’ becomes 

much less meaningful. All ethnic groups are heterogeneous. There is huge social, economic and 

linguistic variation within each immigrant group. By putting them all in the same category and 

presenting results on group-based scores, the real causes of achievement problems are disguised. 

As a result, educational specialists, policy makers and teachers make inaccurate judgements based 

on inaccurate categorizations. They tend to identify ‘ethnic heritage’ as a factor in explaining 

school failure. Because there are many number of academic reports and scientific papers using 

similar methodologies based on ethnic comparison, the real differences are disguised.  

As reported by Leseman (2000), disadvantages of immigrant children are already manifest 

upon entering the primary school. Bilingual children’s L1 and L2 skills, in particular their 

vocabulary, are less than the language skills of their monolingual peers (Verhallen & Schoonen, 

1998). Nevertheless, Turkish immigrant children must acquire a substantial vocabulary in the 

mainstream language to succeed in school, while they need to maintain and expand their L1 skills 

for all kinds of communicative purposes in the context of the family and wider cultural community 

(Scheele et al., 2010). An extensive body of research with monolingual children has established 

that children’s early language skills are strongly related to their experiences with language input 

in the home context (Scheele et al., 2010; Schwartz et al. 2009; Snow, 1972). In the Dutch context, 

there is no societal and institutional support for first language development of immigrant groups. 

Submersion education undermines the use of first language, which leads to subtractive 

bilingualism. Turkish immigrant children who grow up in low-SES families mostly do not receive 

rich and elaborated language input to develop their L1 skills further (Leseman & van den Boom, 

1999). 

Educational specialists and policy makers increasingly focus on immigrant minority 

children’s development of second language proficiencies in the Dutch context. Speaking in a 

language different from Dutch is seen as an obstacle for learning Dutch. Teachers believe that the 

more the children are exposed to Dutch, the better it is for the acquisition of Dutch (Leseman, 

2000). Parents are strongly advised not to use any other language than Dutch in their homes 

(Driessen & Merry 2011; Rijkschroeff, ten Dam, Duyvendak, de Gruijter, & Trees Pels, 2005). 
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2.3 Teachers attitudes and opinions towards immigrant bilingualism 

Most teachers still believe that speaking an immigrant language at home delays the acquisition of 

the national language and consequently the integration into the mainstream society (Helot & 

Young, 2006). Based on a large-scale LINEE project, Franceschini (2011) reports that many of the 

teachers in their research believe that using a home language other than the national language 

might be an impediment to the students’ learning of the mainstream language because the first 

language could confuse the learners. Franceschini (2011) points out the most important problem 

by emphasizing the role of teachers in negatively influencing the parents. Most immigrant parents 

are misguided by teachers in schools by giving inaccurate information on the role of first languages 

in the learning of school languages. Parents are advised not to speak their native language with 

their children. By limiting the use and acquisition of first language skills of immigrant children, 

schools and policy makers limit these children’s mainstream language skills. As frequently 

reported in the literature, especially primary school teachers recommend parents to speak in the 

national language at home (Bezcioglu-Goktolga & Yagmur, 2018; De Angelis, 2011; Helot & 

Young, 2006; Pulinx, Van Avermaet & Agirdag, 2015). Teachers believe that they emphasize the 

importance of the school language but they are giving inaccurate messages to the parents regarding 

their native language. Such unfounded and inaccurate suggestions have serious cognitive and 

linguistic implications for the language development of immigrant children. If parents are not fully 

proficient in their L2 skills, they will communicate in a restricted code, which might seriously 

hamper the level and quality of communication between parents and children. Through language, 

parents can train their children. They communicate their norms and values to their children. Most 

important of all, parents transmit love and trust to their children in the language they are most 

comfortable with. If parents do not have full competence in the mainstream language, speaking 

only in L2 with their children would limit the communication process. Language skills and 

cognitive skills go hand in hand. If linguistic skills are not developed sufficiently, cognitive skills 

would be affected as well. In the case of most immigrant children, limited skills in their first 

language lead to lower skills in the mainstream language skills as well (Cummins, 1979; 

Verhoeven, 1994). As research findings have shown there is a linguistic interdependency between 

first and second language skills (Bialystok, 2005; Scheele et al., 2010; Yagmur & Konak, 2009). 

Limited linguistic skills in one language lead to limited skills in the second language. If immigrant 

children’s linguistic and cognitive skills are sufficiently developed in their first language, this will 
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transfer to their second language skills. Due to monolingualism ideologies, some teachers are 

misinformed about the role of a different first language in the homes of immigrants. They think 

that speaking a different language other than the national school language might obstruct or delay 

the learning of the national language. They ask for more input in the national language from 

parents, but this has (negative) implications for parents about the role and position of their heritage 

language. 

2.4 Policies on multilingualism in the Dutch context 

The European motto of ‘unity in diversity’ has been shared and cherished by the dominant official 

discourse in the Netherlands. Starting from the 1970s onwards, various Dutch governments have 

taken measures that supported ethnic minorities in maintaining their cultural and linguistic values. 

The Netherlands had been highly supportive of minority languages prior to the 2000s. The Dutch 

government had pursued an integration policy that focused on combating educational disadvantage 

as well as on maintaining the cultural identities of ethnic minorities (Verbeek, Entzinger & 

Scholten, 2015). In the late 1990s, cultural pluralism, the maintenance of collective cultural 

identities, and teaching of immigrant languages came to be seen as a threat to the process of 

sociocultural integration of immigrants into the Dutch society (Rijkschroeff et al., 2005).  

In the 1970s, the Dutch government offered first language instruction to immigrant children 

with the aim of maintaining the ethnic language and culture. No negative connection between the 

acquisition of their first language and Dutch was assumed. The schools even offered five hours of 

first language instruction per week to immigrant children. Schools received extensive support for 

offering extra help to immigrant children. Based on the financial resources they received, the 

schools could employ bilingual specialists, offer first language instruction, and provide extra-

curricular activities. Most important of all, schools could offer much less crowded classes. All of 

these incentives created a sphere of pluralism and facilitated respect for languages and cultures of 

immigrant minority children. In the 1980s, combating educational disadvantage became part of a 

combined approach to the social disadvantage of ethnic minorities. Schools received 

proportionately more resources for ethnic minority students to reflect their greater disadvantage. 

In a model called ‘weighing factor’, schools received twice as much money for immigrant children 

than for native Dutch children. Alongside the intercultural education oriented to all students, 
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education in the student’s own language and culture was continued in the 1980s with an 

increasingly clear connection with integration. Policy makers believed that by increasing the self-

esteem of immigrant children and by paying positive attention to their heritage language and 

culture, they could improve the school success rates of immigrant children so that they could 

benefit from educational opportunities in the Dutch society.  

After having realized that most immigrant groups settled permanently in the Netherlands, the 

policy makers introduced a new understanding of integration. Educational integration policies 

focused on combating disadvantage of immigrant children. They focused on learning Dutch and 

no longer on investing in the learning of the first language and culture of immigrant children. 

Policy makers dropped the cultural component from the policy but the language component was 

given the additional objective of supporting the learning of Dutch. Learning and teaching of 

heritage culture was dropped from the curriculum. The focus of first language instruction was not 

on the intrinsic reasons but on the auxiliary benefits, i.e. facilitating the acquisition of Dutch. The 

policy was now completely aiming at the full participation of minority children in the Dutch 

educational system. The notion of ‘preserving a group’s own language and culture’ has 

disappeared because one’s own culture is seen to be something private and it had the risk of 

blocking integration (Comissie Allochtone Leerlingen in het Onderwijs, 1992). Therefore, in the 

late 1990s, policy makers and opinion leaders in the society started making associations between 

the learning of an immigrant language and the incomplete learning of Dutch (Turkenburg, 2001). 

In a way they proposed that if immigrant children learn their mother tongue, this would undermine 

the learning of Dutch. They suggested that holding onto one’s own identity and learning a language 

other than Dutch would block the way to successful integration. As a result, first language 

instruction was fully abolished in primary schools in 2004. 

So, the Dutch policy shifted from highly inclusive pluralistic policies in the 1970s to a highly 

restrictive monolingualism policy in the 2000s. Learning and teaching of immigrant languages 

were seen as obstacle to the full linguistic integration of immigrant children. Even more damaging 

is the recent mindset that widespread school failure among immigrant children is a consequence 

of them having a different first language and having a different religious background (Dronkers, 

2010). Similar to many European countries, the diversity of languages and cultures at school is 

seen as a problem and in many cases, there is pressure on multilingual students to shift to the 

mainstream language as soon as possible (Helot & Young, 2006).  
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Cultural pluralism, the maintenance of collective cultural identities, has come to be seen as a 

threat to the process of sociocultural and structural integration into the host society (Rijkschroeff 

et al., 2005). Right-wing populist parties have played a significant role in promoting the idea that 

migrant identities are a threat to processes of integration as well as to national identity and that 

both are incompatible. Despite these negative policy measures, the demographic situation calls for 

different measures. First, second and third generations of migrant students from Turkey, Morocco, 

Surinam, the Antilles and several African countries currently comprise over 50% of the student 

population in primary and secondary education in the large cities in the Netherlands (Dagevos et 

al., 2003). Despite huge ethnic diversity in the society, the spatial and symbolic segregation 

between groups is growing. Vervoort and Dagevos (2011) report that contacts between Dutch and 

immigrants have declined since 2002. Considering the importance of the social contacts in the 

successful integration of ethnic minorities into the Dutch society, they find this development 

“alarming”. One of the reasons they suggest for the cause of diminishing social contact is the tense 

social relations and growing anti-immigrant discourse in the Netherlands. In this respect, it is 

important to reflect on the construction of spatial and symbolic ethnic boundaries among the Dutch 

natives and immigrant groups. 

Weiner (2014) suggests that the Netherlands sees itself as a particularly tolerant and colour-

blind nation, where race neither exists nor affects life chances but the social and historical realities 

show otherwise. Weiner claims that membership of the Dutch national community is primarily 

limited to white Europeans born in the Netherlands. The Dutch government and public institutions 

use terms as autochtoon (autochthonous) to describe native Dutch to indicate indigenous, native 

and authentic, and allochtoon (allochthonous) to identify those who are non-native, born elsewhere 

and basically outsiders. Even the children, ‘who were born in The Netherlands and even when one 

parent was born in The Netherlands’, would belong to the other category. According to Weiner 

(2014), this terminology inhibits the social and cultural acceptance of non-European immigrants 

and they remain to be perceived as aliens even if they are second or third generation immigrants.  

As suggested by Schrover and Schinkel (2013), the situational, institutional, and social 

contexts shape and affect discourses, and discourses influence social and political reality. 

Languages of inclusion and exclusion are produced collectively in the Netherlands. Before the 

1990s immigrants were identified with their ethnic identities. However, the growing anti-Islamic 

discourse led to racialization of religious identity. Most Turkish immigrants come from an Islamic 
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background and the racialization of religious identity in the Netherlands is a factor influencing the 

hardening of the boundaries between the mainstream public and Turkish immigrants. To better 

understand the social integration of Turkish immigrants in the Netherlands, a profile of the Turkish 

community is presented in the next section. 

2.5 The Turkish community in the Netherlands 

In this section, social, linguistic, educational and demographic characteristics of Turks in the 

Netherlands are described. Following the period after the Second World War, some Western 

European countries had shortage of manual labor due to various economic and demographic 

factors (Akgündüz, 2007). Turkey joined the labour exporting countries at a rather later stage 

during the 1960s. Unlike many other southern European immigrant workers, Turkish workforce 

migration was highly planned (for details see Yagmur, 2016). There were bilateral agreements 

between the West European and Turkish governments. From the beginning, it was made clear that 

these workers were to be employed for some undefined period and they were subject to bilateral 

agreements between the governments. Recruitment agreements were signed with Germany in 

1961, with the Netherlands, Belgium, and Austria in 1964, with France in 1965, and with Sweden 

in 1967 (Akgündüz, 2007). Accommodation, working hours, rights and responsibilities, and 

selection procedures of these workers were arranged between the governments of immigrant 

receiving countries and the Turkish government. In the early years of immigration, mostly male 

laborers went to West European countries leaving their families and children behind. 

Turkish workforce immigration to the Netherlands differs in some ways from Germany or 

France. Other than workers with recruitment contracts, many unemployed Turks from Central 

Anatolia arrived in the Netherlands as tourists. These people found jobs on their own initiatives 

and in many cases they did not have any work permits. The Dutch government gave work permits 

to 75% of those illegal workers in 1965 (Akgündüz, 2007). As there were no selection procedures 

for these workers, they had very different characteristics compared to workers with recruitment 

contracts. In most cases, they had very little or no schooling. Most of them were coming from 

isolated villages of Central Anatolia, which magnified the socio-cultural and linguistic differences 

(Yagmur, 2016). Until family re-union took place in the 1970s, not many people seemed to notice 

or at least complain about such differences because in most cases Turks worked and lived in 
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isolation from the mainstream society. Nowadays, issues of integration, unemployment, school 

dropouts, and criminality are associated with immigrants in the media. Such media representation 

is not always well founded. According to Brands, Crone, Leurdijk, and Top (1998), almost without 

exception, immigrants are always associated with problems in the Dutch media. Turkish and 

Moroccan groups seem to get the highest share in this negative projection.  

2.5.1 Demographic characteristics  

After Germany and France, the third largest group of Turkish immigrants reside in the Netherlands. 

According to Statistics Bureau of the Netherlands (CBS), by January 2015, total Turkish 

population was 396,555 persons. Males had a larger share (204,333) than females (192,222). 

Statistics Bureau of the Netherlands identifies ethnic minority groups on the basis of heritage 

combined with country of birth. Even if a person was in the Netherlands and has a native Dutch-

speaking mother and a Turkey-born father, this person would be identified as ‘Turkish’ in the 

population statistics (for details of this highly complicated matter, see Extra and Yagmur, 2004). 

The Turkish group is the largest immigrant group in the Netherlands. Like in other immigration 

contexts, Turks concentrate mainly in major urban centers. In the year 2002, the majority of Turks 

lived in Rotterdam (12.8%) followed by Amsterdam (10.8%), The Hague (8.4%), and Utrecht 

(3.5%). In these major concentration areas, they also tend to live in the same suburbs, which 

provides them with a broader social network. Compared to the mainstream society, Turkish 

immigrants are rather young.  

The birth-rate among the first-generation Turkish women was comparable to their 

counterparts in Turkey but the intermediate and second-generation immigrant women bear fewer 

children; their average (2.2) is much closer to the Dutch average (1.6). Even though the 

childbearing characteristics of Turkish women are similar to native Dutch women, the general 

public holds the view that birth rates among immigrant women are much higher. Alders (2000) 

reports that the actual cohort fertility is declining among Turkish women but due to many new 

immigrants coming through family formation since 1994, the overall fertility among Turkish 

women did not decline in the last few years. Alders also reports, “The decline of fertility levels 

and the postponement of childbearing are indicators that integration is taking place and cultural 

values are changing” (Alders, 2000, p.21). Nevertheless, despite declining childbearing among 

Turkish immigrant women, objective estimates show still higher birth rates among them. 
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The type of marriage (endogamous or exogamous) is considered to be an important variable 

in language maintenance and shift studies (Kipp, Clyne, & Pauwels, 1995). When members of a 

minority language group marry a partner from another ethnolinguistic group, the chance of shifting 

to the mainstream language is more likely. The extent of in-group marriages among Turks is high 

compared to most other major ethnic groups in the Netherlands. Most of the Turkish immigrants 

marry someone from the same ethnic-linguistic background. According to 2002 data of the Central 

Bureau Statistics (CBS), the majority of the first-generation men and women are married to 

someone from the same ethnic background. The same trend is found for the second-generation. As 

young immigrants marry mostly someone from the homeland, the number of immigrants arriving 

through family formation increases each year. Through family reunion and family formation 

(marriage), each year thousands of new immigrants used to arrive in the Netherlands; for example, 

around 6,200 new Turkish immigrants arrived in the Netherlands in 2002. In order to control this 

inflow of immigrants, the Dutch government took new measures to minimize the number of family 

formation immigrants entering the country. For instance, the Balkenende government demanded 

6,800 Euros from each newcomer for the cost of language and integration classes. The right-wing 

coalition was determined to limit this type of immigration by taking strict measures. According to 

Hooghiemstra (2003), it would be very difficult for Turks and Moroccans living in the Netherlands 

to marry a partner from the country of origin because  

In formulating the requirements to be met by applicants wishing to bring over a marriage 

partner, the Dutch legislator has placed the emphasis on income (and also age). The envisaged 

effect is two-fold: on the one hand to limit the volume of immigration, and on the other hand 

to stem the negative consequences of integration. The assumption is a) that the income 

requirement will mainly affect those who are interested in a partner outside the Netherlands; 

and b) that the income requirement will limit immigration by those with the least potential to 

integrate, i.e. those with a low level of education” (2003, p.174). In concluding her research, 

Hooghiemstra holds the idea that “marriage migration can never be controlled completely. 

Partner choice is a process that is very closely related to social and personal factors (2003, 

p.174).  

The effects of endogamous marriages on language development is discussed in the end of this 

section, where we assess the role of first-generation marriage partners’ in the acquisition of Turkish 

by young children growing up in the Netherlands.  
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2.5.2 Social networks 

Turkish immigrants have a large social network and through various organizations and 

associations group members maintain contact with each other. Heelsum and Tillie (1999) 

conducted the most comprehensive study on organizational network structure of Turkish 

immigrants; (this study still remains to be one of the main network analyses and has not been 

replicated). They distinguish four types of organizations: religious and political organizations, 

cultural foundations and sport clubs, as well as the associations belonging to ethnic minority 

groups (such as Kurds or Assyrians) originating from Turkey. There are about 1,200 organizations 

and foundations with different orientations and goals. Most of these organizations provide 

community services and offer public meeting places for the community members. Other than 

religious organizations there are left- and right-wing political organizations. They are remaining 

extensions of former political movements from Turkey. Besides these old networks, there are new 

organizations mainly established by second generation Turks, who aim to bridge the mainstream 

and the Turkish community. Nowadays, the strongest organizations are religiously oriented and 

Turkish state supported organizations in the Netherlands.  

In their network analysis, Heelsum and Tillie (1999) included 773 Turkish organizations and 

foundations. After the initial analysis, it appeared that 374 organisations were acting independently 

and they were mostly isolated, for which reason these organizations were not included in their final 

analysis. The remaining 399 organizations constituted 82 networks. Most of these networks were 

made up of two organizations, for instance, a combination of a mosque and an Islamic socio-

cultural centre. The biggest network contained 150 organizations linked to each other. All the 

political, religious, social, and even ethnic groupings were represented within this largest 

component. Political, ethnic, or religious divisions did not block the co-operation within this 

principal constituent. Both for the mainstream public and for the majority of Turkish immigrants, 

a commonly held belief is that the Turkish community is highly divided along religious, political, 

and social lines. However, the findings presented by Heelsum and Tillie (1999) disprove this 

commonly held assumption. Even the nationalistic Kurdish groups are linked to the largest Turkish 

network. In terms of ethnolinguistic vitality, and language maintenance of the Turkish group in 

the Netherlands or elsewhere, the findings of Heelsum and Tillie are illuminating. Through this 

strong social network, the Turkish community turns out to be a vital group, which has certain 

implications for ethnolinguistic vitality of the group. This strong social network constitutes an 



 

37
 

important dimension of institutional support factors. The Turkish language may not enjoy 

extensive support from the mainstream public institutions but the community members themselves 

have created institutional support infrastructure. In this respect, in the discussion of ethnolinguistic 

vitality and institutional support factors, there should be a distinction between mainstream public 

institutions versus ethnic community-based support structures. The majority of the Turkish 

organizations arrange various courses and activities for different target groups: Koran lessons for 

youngsters, sewing or cooking classes for women, sport activities, language classes (mainly Dutch 

and English), after school tutorials, and so on. Through such activities, solidarity and contact 

between the group members increase and first language use domains become broader. This 

situation might support first language maintenance, but this high in-group orientation might also 

lead to isolation within the mainstream society.  

The Turkish group has a large and structured social network allowing intensive contacts 

between the community members. Turkish is mostly spoken in the domestic domain and in the 

neighbourhood with other Turkish immigrants. Like other immigration settings, such as Germany 

and France, Turkish immigrants in the Netherlands concentrate in certain working-class suburbs, 

which provide them with a rich network of first language speakers. 

Another important factor contributing to first language maintenance among Turkish 

immigrants is the availability of Turkish language media. In the Internet age, the physical distances 

between countries do not mean much. Thirty years ago, Turkish immigrants had to wait for two or 

three days to get a Turkish language newspaper but now most of the major Turkish newspapers 

are easily accessible all-over Western Europe. Moreover, Turkish immigrants can access these 

papers and other first language print media on the Internet. Along with print media, major Turkish 

TV channels can be received by cable or satellite-dish. On a regular basis, Turkish language plays 

are performed both by actors coming from Turkey or by local immigrant Turkish theatre groups. 

Movies, concerts, and exhibitions by Turkish artists are also very common in West European 

countries. In the main Turkish-concentration areas, public libraries have quite rich collections in 

Turkish. These support factors contribute to the maintenance of Turkish language and provide a 

wide (and rich) social network for Turkish immigrants. 
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2.5.3 First language teaching 

First language classes offered in mainstream schools contribute to the ethnolinguistic vitality of a 

group. Turkish had been taught in both the primary and the secondary schools prior to 2004. In 

1995, there were 42,619 Turkish children in elementary education in the Netherlands, 77% of 

whom attended mother tongue classes. However, mother tongue education was abolished in 2004 

and bilingual Turkish children cannot receive any Turkish instruction in schools. The legal status 

of Turkish language classes in primary and secondary schools has always been different in many 

respects (Extra & Yagmur, 2010). It is common knowledge that education received in the first 

language supports language maintenance. Yet, education offered in the first language is also seen 

as a huge obstacle for integration and Dutch media has been campaigning against such education. 

The right-wing government passed a legislation to stop first language teaching completely in the 

primary schools, and partially in the secondary schools (Yagmur & Extra, 2011). Literacy skills in 

a language are crucial for first language maintenance. The policy makers hope that without 

language teaching in schools, the shift to the mainstream language might be accelerated.  

After a period of 30 years of heated debate on the value and goals of home language instruction 

(HLI) for immigrant minority children in languages other than Dutch, HLI was abolished in 

primary schools in 2004 and more than 1,400 home language teachers were dismissed because 

HLI was conceived of by the government as “working against integration policies” (Extra & 

Yagmur, 2006). Since then, several initiatives have been taken at local level to continue HLI in an 

extracurricular and complementary manner. 

In secondary education, instruction in languages other than Dutch (LOTD) is part of the school 

curriculum as an optional subject besides English, which is (virtually always) obligatory (Extra & 

Yagmur, 2006). Arabic, Spanish, and Turkish are possible options instead of French or German, 

in both vocational and higher-level schools. The same applies to Russian, but only in higher-level 

schools. According to legislation, all secondary school students are eligible for instruction in 

LOTD regardless of their ethnolinguistic background. Turkish and Moroccan students most 

commonly opt for Turkish and Arabic, respectively. Native Dutch students rarely participate in 

these lessons, although no accurate data are available on this issue (Extra & Yagmur, 2006). When 

offered, Spanish is available to students from different (mostly non-Spanish) backgrounds, and 

native Dutch-speaking students often participate. Despite the increasing number of immigrant 

minority students, however, the offer of LOTD as an optional subject has sharply decreased over 
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time. The current national educational philosophy is based firmly on a monolingual mind-set from 

which only English escapes and from which immigrant minority languages are almost completely 

excluded. This is even more valid for primary schools than it is for secondary schools. 

2.5.4 Social background of bilingual Turkish speakers and their school performance 

Most Turkish immigrants originate from rural areas in Turkey. Most of the parents have very little 

or sometimes no schooling at all. Even though Turkish families value education, they are not 

always able to provide guidance and support for their children at home. Low skills in Dutch 

language as well as cultural differences between the mainstream school system and home culture 

act as barriers to parents’ involvement in their children’s schooling process. Similar factors apply 

for other working-class families as well. Involvement in children’s schooling is mostly dependent 

on the parents’ education level, rather than on their ethnicity. Yet, irrespective of innumerable 

factors involved, it is common to see reports in the media comparing native Dutch to Turkish and 

Moroccan students. In most of these scientific reports published by state institutions, such as the 

Social and Cultural Plan Bureau, Turkish and Moroccan students are grouped together, and 

findings are generalised for this highly heterogeneous population. Each year the Social and 

Cultural Plan Bureau publishes a comprehensive research report on school achievement of students 

in the primary and secondary schools. Tesser and Iedema (2001) have prepared the 2001 Minorities 

Report (Raportage Minderheden, 2001). According to this report, Turkish children are one of the 

lowest achievers in primary schools. Current findings of Central Statistics Bureau (2016) show 

similar educational outcomes. Yet, compared to native Dutch students, Turkish background 

students’ performance in the Cito tests (National end of year primary school exam) has increased 

considerably. In the same vein, Turkish students’ entry levels into higher-level high schools 

(known as HAVO & VWO) marked an increase of 4% (from 20% in 2005 to 24% in 2016) (CBS, 

Statline interactive database, 2016)2.  

Despite such increases in the school success rates of Turkish children, various studies show 

that there are fundamental problems in Turkish (and other immigrants) children’s school 

performance. The language problem, namely proficiency in Dutch, is the most salient problem. 

Dutch policy makers, politicians, opinion-leaders in the media, and even some ‘educational 

specialists’ identify the use of first language as the underlying barrier before a successful 

                                                 

2 https://opendata.cbs.nl/statline/#/CBS/nl/dataset/71508ned/table?ts=1552639259568 
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acquisition of Dutch. Empirical research has shown that concerning Dutch language development, 

Turkish and Moroccan children lag some years behind the native Dutch children. Driessen (1996) 

showed that at the end of primary education, Turkish and Moroccan children are approximately 2 

years behind in their language development compared to children of high SES educated Dutch 

parents. This finding is not surprising at all because the majority of the Turkish and Moroccan 

parents in the Netherlands belong to working classes with little or even no formal schooling. When 

low SES Dutch children’s examination results are compared to high SES Dutch children, similar 

differences are seen. Instead of pointing out the social differences, some researchers prefer 

pointing to the ethnic differences. Concluding from such results, most politicians claim that 

immigrant Turkish and Moroccan children perform worse at schools because ‘they speak another 

language at home.’ Klatter-Folmer's (1996) study has shown that Turkish children's language 

proficiency, in terms of their command of Turkish and Dutch, is closely related to their educational 

achievement. She has also shown that proficiency in the first language goes hand in hand with the 

proficiency in the second language. Those students, who perform best at school, had high 

proficiency levels both in Turkish and Dutch. When some background variables, such as SES and 

social background are controlled, more representative results are obtained. For instance, according 

to Jansen-Heijtmajer and Cremers (1993), concerning Dutch language proficiency, Dutch dialect 

speakers and Frisian speakers perform worse than both the standard Dutch speakers and the 

immigrant children from comparable social backgrounds. The term comparable social background 

is the key here. In most studies no such distinction is made, because of which large differences are 

attributed to the ‘ethnicity’ factor.  

Driessen, van der Slik, and de Bot (2002) provided conclusive evidence to the discussion of 

first language versus Dutch language proficiency. They conducted a large-scale longitudinal study 

into the development of language proficiency of Dutch primary school students aged 7-10. Based 

on their findings they show that Turkish students, whose parents speak Turkish at home, perform 

significantly lower than the children of Dutch-speaking parents. Driessen et al. (2002), however, 

do not report any findings or differences between the language proficiency of Dutch speaking 

Turkish parents and Turkish speaking Turkish parents. Availability of such findings might 

contribute more conclusive evidence to the discussion. Nevertheless, Driessen et al. (2002) provide 

further evidence. Concerning Dutch language proficiency differences, they show that dialect 

speakers perform even better than native Dutch speakers. They conclude that children in dialect 
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speaking families find themselves in a diglossic situation in which they have mastered both 

languages (Dutch and the home dialect) but use them in different areas. Immigrant parents do not 

show this type of bilingualism or at least not to a similar degree. These findings strongly point to 

the fact that due to insufficient command in the first language, there is no positive transfer possible 

to the second language. Driessen et al., (2002, p. 191) conclude that:  

Our analyses also show that the children’s use of a language other than Dutch does not need 

to have any negative consequences for language proficiency. Limburgish-speaking children 

use Dutch the least, but they have the highest language proficiency score; whereas Turkish 

and Moroccan-speaking (i.e. Arabic) children speak Dutch more often, yet they have a much 

lower language proficiency score. For the debate on language acquisition of immigrant 

children, the distinction made by Cummins (1993) between CALP (Cognitive Academic 

Language Proficiency) and BICS (Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skills) remains 

relevant. (…) The transfer from home language to school register is far from self-evident. 

From this perspective, a direct relation between the use of Dutch at home and Dutch language 

proficiency at school cannot be expected. This means that the recent proposals of the Dutch 

Minister for Urban Policy and Integration of Ethnic Minorities, meant to encourage immigrant 

parents to speak Dutch at home, are based on a simplistic conception of the relationship 

between languages used at home and at school.  

As opposed to what is often heard in public discourse, Driessen et al. (2002) show that first 

language use does not have any negative effects on the dialect speaking children’s development of 

Dutch. This finding shows that it is not the first language use, which is responsible for immigrant 

children’s low Dutch proficiency but some other factors. In the first place, preparing language 

minority children for more successful school careers ideally requires a balanced bilingual approach 

in which children’s greater proficiency in the first language is utilised to promote general cognitive 

development and acquisition of the school language (Leseman & van Tuijl, 2001, p.309). In the 

Dutch context, rather than seeing the first language as a resource to facilitate second language 

learning, policy makers considered it a problem. Most important of all, first languages of 

immigrant children are always associated with problems and deficits. Children are not even 

allowed to speak in their first languages in the school building and on the schoolyard, which leads 

to negative associations in the minds of young children. 
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2.6 The need for empirical evidence 

The findings of a previous research project on mathematics and reading performance differences 

of mainstream European and Turkish immigrant students in PISA 2009 highlighted the need for 

further evidence on the relationship between first and second language skills of bilingual Turkish 

speakers (Arikan et al., 2017). One of the main findings of Arikan et al.’s (2017) study pointed to 

a large reading and mathematics performance difference between mainstream and immigrant 

students. In the same vein, there were differences between Turkish bilingual children growing up 

in European countries and mainstream Turkish students growing up in Turkey. The differences 

could be an outcome of many interrelated factors but many educational specialists and policy 

makers in the European context point to the immigrant languages as the cause of lower results 

(e.g., McNamara, 2011). In multiple studies comparing the PISA results of immigrant and 

mainstream children in different OECD countries, the comparisons include only the reading test 

results in the mainstream language. In group-based comparisons, the outcomes show that bilingual 

immigrant children perform less than mainstream children. Some researchers identify first 

language as the cause of academic achievement differences (e.g., Ammermüller, 2005). In the 

absence of data on reading skills in immigrant languages, making such claims would be inaccurate. 

Given the urgent need for data both in the first and second languages, the current study has been 

designed to see the relationship between first and second language reading skills of Turkish 

immigrant children. We wanted to test Turkish immigrant children in three European countries, 

namely France, Germany, and the Netherlands. We also tested Turkish children in Turkey as a 

reference group. Given the strong methodological characteristics of the PISA and PIRLS studies, 

such as probability sampling of schools, careful translation procedures, internationally tested 

testing instruments, we decided to use reading tests used earlier in PISA (2009) and PIRLS (2011). 

Because Turkey participates in the PISA study, we were able to use the Turkish version of the 

PISA reading tests. However, because Turkey does not participate in PIRLS testing, we translated 

the reading test from the English version into Turkish. We had PISA and PIRLS tests available 

through the national agencies in France, Germany and the Netherlands. Using these highly 

standardized internationally proven testing instruments, data from Turkish immigrant children in 

three countries was collected. In this Chapter, the findings from the Dutch context is discussed. 

The relationship between Dutch and Turkish reading skills of 10 and 15 year-old Turkish 
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immigrant children have been documented. The findings have also been linked to language use, 

choice, attitudes and socio-cultural orientation of immigrant children.  

2.7 Research design 

In line with previous research regarding the interdependence between first and second language 

skills in bilingual children (Cummins, 1979; Leseman, 2010; Verhoeven, 1994, 2007; Yagmur & 

Konak, 2009), we wanted to investigate the relationship between Turkish and Dutch reading 

literacy skills of Turkish immigrant children. In order to account for the role of sociolinguistic 

factors on language skills of Turkish-Dutch children, we included a comprehensive survey on 

language use, choice, attitudes and acculturation orientations of the students. Because we are 

primarily interested in the relationship between the first and second language reading skills of 

Turkish immigrant children, we used standardized testing instruments from PISA and PIRLS 

programs to find answers to the following research questions: 

1. Is there a link between first and second language reading proficiencies of Turkish 

immigrant students? 

2. Do the proficiency levels achieved in the first language predict second language skills? 

3. What is the relationship between acculturation orientations and language proficiency 

(both L1 and L2) of Turkish immigrant students? 

Our research questions start from the premise by Cummins (1979) and Verhoeven (1994, 

2007) as well as Yagmur and Konak (2009). Cummins’ (1979) interdependence hypothesis claims 

a positive relationship between L1 proficiency and L2 proficiency of bilingual children. According 

to the interdependence hypothesis, the language skills acquired in the first language are transferred 

to the second language. In other words, a child’s performance in the second language is partly 

dependent on the skills acquired in the first language. Transfer of proficiency occurs if there is 

sufficient exposure to the second language. In addition, high level of proficiency in the first 

language can facilitate the cognitive and academic language skills in the other. In line with 

Cummins’ hypothesis, Verhoeven (2007) points out that interdependence plays a critical role and 

individual differences can be observed in the L1 and L2 development of immigrant children. In 

line with acculturation theory of Berry (1997) and interactive acculturation theory of Bourhis et 

al. (1997), we wanted to examine the relationship between acculturation orientations of Turkish-
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Dutch children and their reading literacy skills in Turkish and Dutch. On the basis of earlier 

research findings (Yagmur & van de Vijver, 2012), we anticipate a close correlation between 

acculturation orientations and language skills of Turkish bilingual students. 

2.7.1 Participants 

The total sample comprised 238 students; 122 students for PISA testing and 116 students for 

PIRLS testing in the Dutch context. The participants were recruited from schools in Eindhoven, 

Helmond, Veghel, Tilburg and Utrecht. A gender split for each test type is presented in Table 2.3.  

 

Table 2. 3 Gender and age distribution of students in PISA and PIRLS testing 

Gender PIRLS students PISA students 

 N Mean age N Mean age 

Female 67 10.87 62 15.14 

Male 49 10.89 60 15.11 

Total 116 10.88 122 15.13 

     

As seen in Table 2.3, in the PIRLS group of students, the average age is 10.8 years. From the 

116 participants in the PIRLS group, 110 were born in the Netherlands, and 6 of them were born 

in Turkey. Most of the parents of PIRLS group were born in Turkey (78%). In the PISA group, 

the mean age is 15.1 year-old. From the 122 participants in the PISA group, 116 students were 

born in the Netherlands, 3 in Turkey and 3 in another European country. In the PISA group, around 

84% of the parents were born in Turkey. The majority of students in both PIRLS and PISA study 

were second-generation Turkish immigrant children.  

In the surveyconducted with the students, we included some background questions on literacy 

practices at home and in the community; such as, attending Turkish classes; places where Turkish 

classes are attended; frequency of reading Turkish books with parents, and the number of Turkish 

books at their homes (Appendix 3).  
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Table 2. 4 Attending Turkish classes by the students (N=238) 

 PIRLS students PISA students 

Following Turkish lessons N % N % 

No Turkish lesson 70 60.3 70 60.3 

1-2 hours per week 38 32.8 8 6.6 

3-4 hours per week 8 6.9 4 3.3 

Total 116 100 122 100 

 

As reported by the students in Table 2.4, 60% of PIRLS and 60% of PISA students do not 

receive any formal instruction in Turkish. Around 33% of the PIRLS students report that they 

receive 1-2 hours of Turkish instruction. Based on another question in the survey, we found that 

Turkish children receive instruction in Turkish mostly in local mosques and Turkish associations. 

There is no information on the curriculum and aims of these classes. Table 2.5 presents relevant 

evidence regarding the literacy practices at home.  

 

Table 2. 5 Extent of reading Turkish books with parents (N=238) 

Do you read Turkish books with your 

parents? 

PIRLS students PISA students 

 N % N % 

Yes 52 44.8 25 20.5 

No 64 55.2 96 78.7 

Missing - - 1 .8 

Total 116 100 122 100 

 

As can be seen in Table 2.5, the practice of reading Turkish books with parents is not very 

common among PIRLS students (45%), while it is much less common among PISA students 

(20%). The fact that most PISA students are 15 year-olds would explain why the percentage of 

reading books with parents is lower. Young teenagers do not usually read books with their parents. 
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2.7.2 Procedure 

Compared to other national contexts finding students was the most difficult because there are no 

formal Turkish classes in the mainstream schools. Given the difficulty of having access to local 

Turkish-speaking communities, two Turkish speaking M.A. students from Tilburg University were 

recruited. Asli Kocak and Adnan Iskenderkaptanoglu recruited Turkish bilingual students in 

multiple schools and organizations in Eindhoven, Helmond, Veghel, Tilburg and Utrecht.  

Participants were selected in a few stages. Firstly, the school directors had to accept that 

the study can be conducted in their schools. Afterwards, Turkish-speaking students had to be 

identified with the help of the school directors and the parental consensus forms had to be 

completed. These forms were distributed in both Dutch and Turkish to make sure the parents were 

able to read at least one version. This approval form stated that their child(-ren) will co-operate 

with this research program, unless one of the parents’ objects. In this case, the parents should let 

the school director know that his/her child will not participate in the research by signing and 

returning this form. Ultimately, all participants were selected based on parental consensus and 

their willingness and availability. For PIRLS, most of the primary schools in Tilburg, where large 

numbers of Turkish-speaking students attended, were targeted and their school directors were 

presented with information about this research. Some primary schools were left out because of the 

very small number of Turkish students at that particular school. Also, several students were 

recruited through homework support classes (NBA, Tilburg) in the local Turkish Süleymaniye 

mosque, and through Turkish language class in Uden. For PISA, four of the largest high schools 

in Tilburg were contacted: Cobbenhagen College, Beatrix College, Koning Willem II College and 

Jozefmavo. Together, these schools provided children ranging from the lowest level (vmbo) to the 

highest possible level (bilingual vwo). In Eindhoven, many children receive religious instruction 

at Fatih Mosque. With the permission of parents and the Mosque management, Asli Kocak 

recruited students in the age groups of 10 and 15 to conduct Turkish and Dutch tests. Most of the 

testing took place in spaces allocated to religious education of the Fatih Mosque in the weekends. 

The participants received their tests in both Dutch and Turkish in a random order. For example, in 

case of a classroom with twenty students, ten received their Turkish test and the other ten received 

the Dutch version. We made sure that at least a period of ten days was covered between their first 

and second test, so that they would not be able to remember any answers from the first test. This 

would not eliminate the possibility of a test effect completely but because half of the students do 
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one version of the test and the other half another version of the test, possible effects of 

remembering the test items would be equalized. During second visits, the students that already 

made their Turkish test, now made the Dutch version and vice versa. The language use, choice and 

acculturation survey was always handed out during the first visit. In most of the cases, a third or 

even a fourth visit was necessary in order to get all the data complete because of illness or absence 

of the students. For the first session, we scheduled around 45 to 60 minutes. For the remaining 

visits, 30 to 45 minutes was sufficient.  

All texts and questions of the tests were available online in English at the PISA and PIRLS 

websites. The Dutch version was obtained from Cito (Testing and Evaluation Institution in the 

Netherlands). PISA texts (see Appendix 2) and questions were available in Turkish but we had the 

texts and questions of PIRLS (see Appendix 1) translated into Turkish. Two different English-

Turkish bilinguals translated the texts and questions into Turkish. If there were any divergences 

between the translations, a third bilingual was consulted. The survey questions (see Appendix 3) 

were prepared in both Turkish and Dutch, but all students preferred to fill in the Dutch version of 

the survey. Both the tests and the surveys were delivered on paper. For PIRLS, it took 60 minutes 

to finish the Turkish version and between 30 to 50 minutes for the Dutch version. For PISA, it 

took between 40 and 60 minutes to complete the Turkish version and between 20 and 40 minutes 

for the Dutch version. The survey took about 10 – 15 minutes to complete. So, there were clear 

completion time differences between Turkish and Dutch versions of the same test. It is important 

to emphasize that to minimize the test effect, half of the students were given the Turkish test first, 

while the other half were given the Dutch version of the test in the first sitting. In the second round 

of testing, the order of tests was reversed for the students. The students, who took Turkish test in 

the first round, received the Dutch version and the other half, who completed the Dutch version in 

the first round, received the Turkish version in the second round of testing.  

2.8 Results 

We first describe the psychometric properties of the scales; in addition, we report exploratory 

factor analyses of the background variables (acculturation- and language-related scales), aimed to 

reduce their dimensionality to enable an analysis of the link between background and educational 

outcome scores. We then proceed by a comparison of the Turkish and Dutch scores of the students 
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on both PIRLS and PISA. This is followed by a test of the associations between the background 

factors and achievement in two path analyses (one for PIRLS and one for PISA data). 

2.8.1 Psychometric properties and exploratory factor analyses 

As can be seen in Table 2.6, the internal consistencies of the scales were adequate, with values of 

Cronbach’s alpha ranging from .61 to .83. Although not further documented here, we confirmed 

in exploratory factor analyses that all scales were unifactorial.  

Table 2. 6 Psychometric properties of the scales in the Turkish-Dutch group  

Acculturation and language Number of items Cronbach’s alpha 

Feeling member of Turkish culture 11 .81  

Feeling member of dominant culture 9 .81  

Mainstream orientation 7 .62  

Ethnic orientation 6 .65  

Language use 6 .75  

Language choice 8 .83  

Language attitudes 6 .70  

Media 2 .65  

Achievement scores  Dutch version Turkish version 

PIRLS reading (multiple choice items) 17 .67 .75 

PIRLS reading (open-ended items) 7 .72 .67 

PIRLS reading combined 24 .78 .78 

PISA reading 20 .61 .67 

 

We then conducted exploratory factor analysis to further reduce the number of acculturation 

and language scales to use these in a path model. Three exploratory factor analyses were carried 

out, the first on the two-ethnic orientation (Turkish) scales, the second on the two-dominant group 

orientation (Dutch) scales, and the third on the four language scales. The results are presented in 

Table 2.7. As can be seen, each factor analysis yields a strong first factor and revealed sizeable 
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loadings for each scale. The factor scores of the factor analyses were used as observed variables 

in the path analysis reported below.  

Table 2. 7 Exploratory factor analyses of (a) ethnic orientation; (b) dominant group orientation; 
(c) language variables 

Scale Percentage explained by first factor Loading 

Ethnic group orientation 55  

 Feeling member of Turkish culture  .75 

 Ethnic orientation  .75 

Dominant group orientation 72  

 Feeling member of dominant culture  .85 

 Mainstream orientation  .85 

Language 57  

 Language use  .83 

 Language choice  .84 

 Language attitudes  .58 

 Media use  .74 

 

2.8.2 Comparison of the Turkish and Dutch scores on PIRLS and PISA 

Differences in achievement scores in Turkish (L1) and Dutch (L2) were tested in a repeated-

measures analyses of variance, one for PIRLS and one for PISA; gender was used as control 

variable. The means and standard deviations are reported in Table 2.8 and the analysis results can 

be found in Table 2.9.  
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Table 2. 8 Mean and standard deviations of PIRLS and PISA scores per gender 

Test Dutch version Turkish version 

 M SD M SD 
PIRLS Reading     
 Females .66 .19 .54 .21 
 Males .59 .16 .49 .16 
 Overall .63 .18 .52 .19 
PISA Reading     
 Females  .62 .15 .59 .14 
 Males .56 .15 .47 .18 
 Overall .59 .15 .53 .17 

Note. Mean scores represent the proportion of correct responses. 

The main finding was the superior performance on the Dutch versions, which was highly 

significant for both PIRLS and PISA (with effect sizes of .34 and .11, respectively). So, 

performance in L2 (which is the medium of instruction) was higher than the L1 performance. 

Furthermore, females showed higher scores than males, although the difference was much larger 

for PISA than or PIRLS (for the latter test, the differences just failed to reach significance, p < 

.07). The interaction between gender and test language was significant only for PISA, where males 

showed a larger discrepancy between L1 and L2 performance than females. Yet, this finding has 

to be interpreted against the backdrop of much larger language differences in PIRLS than in PISA.  

Table 2. 9 MANOVA of language versions of PIRLS and PISA scores as within factor with 
gender as between factor 

Independent variable F (df1, df2) 2 

PIRLS   

 Language version 55.29 (1, 110)*** .34 

 Gender 3.29 (1, 110) .03 

 Interaction   0.59 (1, 110) .01 

PISA   

  Language version 20.38 (1, 120)*** .15 

  Gender 14.22 (1, 120)*** .11 

  Interaction   4.68 (1, 120)* .04 

Note. Correlations of language versions were .67 for PIRLS and .51 for PISA (p < .001)  

*p < .05. ***p < .001. 
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2.8.3 Path analysis linking acculturation to educational achievement 

The final analysis involved the associations of the acculturation and language variables on the one 

hand and the educational achievement scores on the other hand. We conducted a path analysis in 

which the acculturation and language variables were the exogenous variables, predicting 

educational achievement. Moreover, we used Turkish achievement to predict Dutch achievement. 

This choice is based on the reasoning that L1 forms the basis of L2 and a solid L1 knowledge 

enhances the development of L2 skills.  

The correlations of the variables are presented in Table 2.10. As can be seen there, the table 

reveals two groups of related variables for both PIRLS and PISA. The three acculturation and 

language variables showed consistent relationships; a strong Turkish orientation was associated 

with a strong Turkish language dominance and these were associated with a weak Dutch 

orientation. The second set of related variables were the achievement variables, which showed 

strong positive correlations (PIRLS: r = .68; PISA: r = .51, both ps < .001). The associations 

between the acculturation variables and notably achievement in Dutch were weaker. As we found 

that a Turkish orientation was unrelated to Dutch achievement for both PIRLS and PISA, we 

omitted that path from the analysis.  

 

Table 2. 10 Correlations of acculturation, language, and achievement variables (PIRLS above 
the diagonal, PISA below the diagonal) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

(1) Turkish group orientation - -.28** .35*** .17 .24** 

(2) Dutch group orientation -.28** - -.33*** -.11 -.24** 

(3) Languagea  .25** -.36*** - -.05 -.11 

(4) Achievement in Turkish -.13 -.02 .24** - .68*** 

(5) Achievement in Dutch -.16 .02 .09 .51*** - 

aA higher score means more dominance of Turkish language. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

The results of the path analysis are presented in Figure 2.1. The fit of the models was good, 

yet slightly better for PISA than for PIRLS, as can be seen in the figure 2.1.  
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Figure 2. 1 Path analysis linking acculturation and language orientations to educational 
achievement: (a) PIRLS, (b) PISA (all parameters are standardized) 

 

In line with expectation, Turkish achievement predicted Dutch achievement in both analyses. 

The links between the background variables and achievement were much weaker and not very 

consistent. Thus, Turkish group orientation was a positive predictor of PIRLS achievement but a 

negative predictor of PISA achievement. Use of the Turkish language was positively related to 

Turkish PISA achievement but unrelated to Turkish PIRLS achievement. Dutch group orientation 

was negatively related to Dutch PIRLS achievement but unrelated to Dutch PISA achievement. 

This inconsistent pattern suggests that the links between background variables and achievement 

were rather weak. In summary, three conclusions can be drawn from the path analysis. First, L1 

(Turkish) performance is a very strong predictor of L2 (Dutch) performance. Second, associations 

between acculturation and language scales suggest that Turkish and Dutch group and language 

orientation tend to show moderate, negative associations. Third, associations between background 

scales and performance are weak and inconsistent, which could suggest that the language needed 

for a high performance in PIRLS and PISA may not be in the everyday register assessed in the 

self-report measures.  
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2.9 Discussion and conclusion 

In this chapter, we primarily investigated the claimed link between Turkish and Dutch reading 

skills of bilingual Turkish children. By using instruments from two international testing programs 

(PIRLS and PISA), reading proficiency of 10 and 15 year-old bilingual students were tested. The 

relationship between the levels in Turkish and Dutch reading proficiencies were examined. The 

linguistic interdependence hypothesis of Jim Cummins (1979) is tested for the first time in the 

Netherlands with two different age groups. Verhoeven (1994) had previously compared the first 

(Turkish) and second language (Dutch) skills of 6 years old children in the Netherlands. In line 

with our conceptual framework and hypotheses developed, the evidence obtained in two age 

groups clearly suggest a strong positive relationship between the reading proficiency levels in 

Turkish and Dutch of bilingual students.  

The first research question of the current study was “Is there a link between first and second 

language reading proficiencies of Turkish immigrant students?” Based on the regression analyses 

and the path analyses, this question is confirmed. The analyses strongly suggest that there is a link 

between the first and second language reading proficiencies of bilingual Turkish children.  

The second research question was “Do the proficiency levels achieved in the first language 

predict second language skills?” This question is also confirmed. This research outcome supports 

the hypothesis that students with a higher competence in the first language have also higher 

competence in the second language. The results show that those students who have low reading 

skills in Turkish also have equally low reading skills in Dutch; in the same vein, those who have 

high skills in Turkish also have equally high levels in Dutch. There is a very consistent pattern and 

therefore it can be concluded that there is a clear relationship between the first and second language 

literacy skills of the bilingual students. This confirms Cummins’ (1979) hypothesis that the 

development of competence in a second language is partially a function of the type of competence 

already developed in the first language. As it is also stated by Akoglu and Yagmur (2016), the 

acquisition of a second language is facilitated with a good proficiency in the first language. A 

connotation of this finding is that children need to reach a certain level of proficiency to benefit 

from the positive effects of bilingualism. Low performance in Turkish cannot lead to a positive 

transfer to the second language. This suggests that as long as the political and social conditions do 

not support heritage language instruction, those children will not be able to acquire the language 
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in an effective way. Not subtractive but additive bilingualism is the effective type of bilingualism 

and if additive bilingualism is encouraged within educational settings, bilingual children will be 

more successful in school. The findings related to the first and second research questions are also 

in line with the findings in other bilingual contexts such as Hebrew-Russian bilinguals (e.g., 

Schwartz, 2012). Schwartz (2012) indicates that when the parents provide the children with the 

written form of their heritage language, the children are more likely to get understanding meta-

linguistic awareness about languages. Similarly, in a study conducted by Proctor, Harring and 

Silverman (2017) on Spanish-English bilinguals it was found that Spanish syntax significantly 

predicted grade 5 performance in English comprehension. Moreover, Prevoo, Malda, Emmen, 

Yeniad and Mesman (2015) investigated Turkish-Dutch bilinguals and obtained results in line with 

the current study. They found that the relation between Turkish and Dutch vocabulary was strong 

for children who used Turkish more. The children who use more Turkish benefit from their Turkish 

vocabulary skills in the development of their Dutch vocabulary. The facilitation effect of first 

language over the second is also supported by Rolstad and MacSwan (2014) and they state that 

“transfer of literacy across languages occurs because in the bilingual brain, both languages have 

access to the same cognitive resources” (p. 3). It is important to note that only academic language 

was tested with reading comprehension tests in the current study. Therefore, the findings support 

the interdependence hypothesis for Turkish-Dutch children’s skills in academic literacy. However, 

the interdependency could be context related, in other words the interdependency between the 

heritage language and the mainstream language might differ in different skill areas of the 

languages. It is also important to note the developmental differences between the academic and 

conversational aspects of language proficiency for bilinguals. Although they may have native-like 

proficiency in their daily conversations, they have difficulty in achieving school tasks 

(Lasagabaster, 2001). This is a limitation of the current study. A future direction would be to 

investigate Turkish immigrant students’ skills in other areas (i.e. listening, writing and speaking) 

as well as to investigate their functional language skills to determine whether interdependence 

hypothesis is relevant in all these registers. The focus of this study is on reading as receptive skills 

are easier to test than productive skills. Given the cross-national and cross-sectional design of the 

study, measuring productive skills of 986 students in the four national contexts would have been 

extremely difficult in the context of this study. 
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The third research question was “What is the relationship between acculturation orientations 

and language proficiency (both L1 and L2) of Turkish immigrant students?” The current study 

investigated three acculturation and language variables: Turkish orientation, Dutch orientation and 

Turkish language dominance. These three acculturation and language variables showed consistent 

relationships; a strong Turkish orientation was associated with a strong Turkish language 

dominance and these were associated with a weak Dutch orientation. The second set of related 

variables were the achievement variables, which showed strong positive correlations. The 

associations between the acculturation variables and notably achievement in Dutch were weaker. 

From these results, it can be concluded that a high Dutch score does not negatively affect the 

identity of the student and that a high Turkish score does not affect the integration of the student. 

This is an interesting finding, since many politicians are using the argument that speaking in one’s 

mother tongue is negatively affecting the integration process. They often claim that many 

immigrants have divided loyalties and a lack of attachment to the host society would therefore 

undermine a cohesive national identity (Vroome, Verkuyten, & Martinovic, 2014). Speaking in a 

language other than Dutch is seen as an obstacle for learning Dutch and also as hindering the 

integration process. First language skills and cultural heritage of immigrant children are not seen 

as valuable assets but as problems. The findings of this research are supporting exactly the 

opposite. This is also in line with the conclusion in the article of Vroome et al. (2014), in which it 

is argued that host national identification among immigrants does not appear to be much lower 

than the national identification of natives. 

The current findings confirm research that has found that language choice and language 

proficiency may not always be interrelated. As it is stated by Yagmur and Jacobs (2015), there are 

generational differences in the language use and choice among immigrants. Although there is a 

high correlation between proficiency in Dutch and in Turkish, there is a negative correlation 

between the language proficiency and language use. Better educated students have higher 

proficiency in both Dutch and Turkish, but their language choice is context dependent.  

The current study only investigated the acculturation orientations of Turkish bilinguals 

through a questionnaire they filled in. There is no guarantee that 10-year-olds fully grasped the 

content of the questions. A future direction might include data from questionnaires answered by 

children’s parents or teachers. Such data would provide insight into children’s behaviors, which 

would enrich the data on their acculturation orientations.  



56 
 

The findings of the current study suggest that the lower educational achievement of immigrant 

children is not due to the fact that their heritage language knowledge hinders their mainstream 

language acquisition. The results of the current study suggest just the opposite. Then, the question 

is why immigrant children have lower educational achievements. Researchers have posited 

possible reasons that can account for immigrant children’s lower educational achievements. Andon 

et al. (2014) suggest that a reason might be the technical language used in tests that determine 

children’s educational achievements. They point out that immigrant children score higher in 

subject tests that include less technical language. Another reason suggested by Valdes (2014) is 

that schools lack school content which is tailored for children from different ethnic background. 

Finally, Ginsborg (2006) suggests that students’ language competence can be linked to their social 

disadvantage. Achievement differences among children can be linked to a number of factors, such 

as maternal education, quantity and quality of input in the mother-child interactions, and economic 

conditions (Ginsborg, 2006). Moreover, the children who are already disadvantaged face more 

disadvantage when they come to class (Ginsborg, 2006). The children’s underachievement does 

not originate from their bilingualism but from the lack of opportunities that they are provided with 

(Ginsborg, 2006). When low-SES native children were compared with mid and high SES native 

children in the UK, it was found that children from low SES had a significant language delay 

compared to children from higher SES (Ginsborg, 2006). 

Besides the finding of the current study, which illustrates that heritage language skills aid 

mainstream language skills, there are other reasons to support immigrant children’s bilingualism. 

One such important reason is that bilingual children have more metalinguistic awareness and have 

a better cognitive development than their monolingual peers. Another reason is that 

multilingualism is the norm in the world now rather than monolingualism. Moreover, family 

factors, such parental language preference, personal literacy supports, sibling language preference, 

should not be ignored.  

For understanding the educational achievement of immigrant students, there is a need for 

extensive research from multiple disciplines in order to get a comprehensive picture. Cumming 

(2013) states that literacy is a composite skill, encompassing cognitive skills, social practices and 

personal attitudes. Similarly, language is interrelated with literacy, culture and identity. For this 

reason, language performance or literacy achievement of a student cannot be linked to a single 

factor. There is need for mixed-methods research including cognitive, socio-cultural and linguistic 
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inquiries with different case studies, longitudinal analyse, and comparative surveys in different 

educational settings involving all the actors included in the development of the child. The current 

study provides a small insight into a much bigger issue by illustrating the importance of heritage 

language reading skill development on mainstream language reading skills development and by 

invalidating misconceptions about the relationship between acculturation orientations and 

language skills.  

 

 

 



 

CHAPTER 3 

The relationship between heritage language and German reading 

skills of Turkish-German bilingual students and their acculturation 

orientations 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter investigates the reading achievement of Turkish immigrant students in Germany with 

a focus on both their first language Turkish and the mainstream language German. Immigrant 

students’ school performance has been published through the media and other social channels in 

such a way that the children of immigrants fall behind their native German peers. There are several 

speculations on the source of their low school performance. Some argue that they fall behind 

because of the influence of their heritage language (e.g., Amermüller, 2005), whereas others argue 

that they are not well integrated into the German society (e.g., Levels & Dronkers, 2008). To 

support or refute those claims, there is a need for empirical evidence.  

Germany might be the most significant country in studies concerning Turkish immigrants 

because Germany not only has the oldest history of Turkish immigrantion out of all the European 

countries, but Germany also has the highest population of Turkish immigrants out of all the 

European countries (Trebbe, 2007). In spite of their numerical strength (Katzenson, 2016), Turkish 

immigrants are considered to be least socio-economically integrated into the host society among 

all the immigrant minorities in Germany. The lack of integration by Turkish immigrants in 

Germany has been argued to have intrinsic as well as extrinsic causes. Arguments for intrinsic 

causes attribute this to Turkish immigrants’ strong bonds with their ethnic background or to their 

unwillingness to be a part of German society (Rohmann, Florack & Piontkowski, 2006). 

Arguments for intrinsic causes attribute the lack of integration to the immigrants’ social and 

educational status in Germany (Rohmann et al., 2006). Historically speaking, that might have been 

the case in the early stages of immigration because the first-generation Turkish immigrants did not 
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migrate with the expectation that this move was a permanent one. Therefore, the first generation 

of Turkish immigrants made no plans for a future in Germany. Instead, they built Turkish 

communities within Germany and avoided close contact with the host society (Koopmans, 2010) 

except for obligatory institutional procedures like health, insurance, and accommodation. 

Researchers who argue for the extrinsic causes for the lack of integration explain Turkish 

immigrants’ unwillingness to be a part of the German society by their struggles concerning earning 

German citizenship and their sense of alienation from the majority. Although Germany has a long 

history with immigrants, Mueller (2006) claims that Germans still have an ethno-centric attitude 

towards immigrants labeling them as “Ausländer” (foreigner) or “Gastarbeiter” (guest worker) 

which suggests that these people’s stay in the country is temporary. Moreover, immigrants often 

face negative attitudes in social settings (Tol, 2008; Zick, Wagner & Petzel, 2001). The overall 

treatment of immigrants in Germany can be linked to the notion of “community of descent” which 

does not allow the immigrants to have access to the social and political system of the country and 

has visible boundaries for immigrants (Koopmans, 2010). The distinction between “native 

Germans” and the “Ausländer” has become more invisible with time considering the fact that a lot 

of the “Ausländer” have been in Germany for more than three generations (Tol, 2008).  

These societal and attitudinal boundaries are noticeable in some policies in Germany as well. 

The general policy in Germany offers two alternatives for immigrants, if they want to stay 

permanently they have to assimilate into the mainstream society and abandon their ethnic 

background, or they have to stay segregated during their stay and then go back to their homeland 

(Zick et al., 2001). The state’s policy towards immigrants has important effects in different aspects 

of immigrants’ life but most importantly in education which plays the most crucial role in an 

individual’s development. For bilingual immigrants, Germany is considered to be reluctant to 

implement the appropriate programs for the minority languages (Kalter & Granato, 2002); 

however, we also know that some states like Hamburg, Berlin and North Rhine-Westphalia offer 

highly inclusive educational programs for immigrant children. In this respect, it is not always easy 

to make sweeping generalizations regarding Germany. According to Kalter and Granato (2002), 

the education system in Germany does not value immigrant minority children as bilinguals; on the 

other hand, they support bilingual education when it concerns children who know prestigious 

languages. In other words, on the one hand the education system neglects the bilingual education 

of minority immigrants (for their L1); on the other hand, it gives importance to several other 
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European languages and supports those bilingual children. Regarding the attitudes towards 

multilingualism and bilingualism of immigrant children, Germany is not alone in underestimating 

immigrant bilingualism. Many European countries show similar tendencies (Helot & Young, 2002; 

Yagmur, 2017). 

There has been a lot of research on the school achievement of Turkish immigrant children in 

comparison to their native peers, including the effects of family SES on children’s school 

achievement (e.g., Kristen & Granato, 2007; Becker, 2011), academic achievement for higher 

education (e.g., Crul & Schneider, 2009), and their acculturation and language orientations (e.g., 

Mueller, 2006; Rohman et al., 2006; Yagmur & Extra, 2011; Yagmur & van de Vijver, 2012). 

However, there is no study conducted in the German context related to the interdependence 

between the first and second language of immigrant Turkish children. There is also no study that 

connects Turkish and German linguistic skills and acculturation orientations of Turkish 

immigrants living in Germany. The findings of a previous study conducted by Arikan et al. (2017), 

on the mathematics and reading performance of bilingual Turkish children in comparison to their 

native peers in PISA 2009, revealed a need for a further study investigating the relationship 

between the two languages and their connection to acculturation orientations.  

The current study aims to fill this previously identified gap in the German context and to 

provide insights into the relationship between the first language (Turkish) and the second language 

(German) of children at different age levels as well as how their acculturation orientations 

influence their reading proficiency in both of their languages. More specifically, the relationship 

between the L1 and L2 of immigrant Turkish children was investigated through standard exams 

using PIRLS tests for 10-year-olds students and PISA tests for 15-year-olds students. Moreover, a 

path analysis between acculturation orientations and educational achievement of 10-year-olds and 

15-year-olds immigrants was conducted on the collected data, to reveal how their acculturation 

orientations are associated with their reading proficiency. 

In the next sections, the background on Germany’s immigration history and its policies 

towards immigrants are discussed with a focus on how Turkish immigrants maintain their culture 

and language in such an environment. Firstly, German policies regarding culture maintenance are 

presented, followed by a discussion of acculturation orientations of Turkish immigrants. Secondly, 

German policies regarding education are presented, followed by a discussion of an assessment of 

educational attainment of Turkish immigrant children in Germany. Then, in the methodology part, 
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a description is given of the research design, instrumentation and data collection of the current 

research. In the data analysis, Turkish and Dutch reading skills of 10-year-olds and 15-year-olds 

students are compared and then students’ acculturation orientation and reading achievement in 

PIRLS and PISA tests are analyzed. Finally, in the discussion and conclusion part an overall 

evaluation of the German context of our study, the limitations of our study, and further suggestions 

for improvement of research regarding immigrant Turkish children in Germany are provided. 

3.2 Immigration history of Turks in Germany and German nationalpolicy for immigrants 

In this section, a brief history of Turkish immigration to Germany is provided. Moreover, 

Germany’s integration policies towards immigrant populations are discussed and some significant 

legislations concerning the status of the immigrants are provided.  

In 1960s, Germany needed manpower for manual labor (Rist, 1979). As stated by Rist (1979), 

low-skilled blue-collar jobs, such as in construction and manufacturing, needed to be filled; 

therefore, Germany recruited manpower from Italy, Spain, Greece, Portugal, Yugoslavia and 

Turkey. After the Recruitment Agreement for Labor between Germany and Turkey passed in 1961, 

there was an influx of Turkish male manual labor workers in Germany (Rist, 1979), because there 

was a high level of unemployment and poverty in Turkey at the time (Crul & Schneider, 2009). 

Germany stopped actively recruiting manual labor workers in the early 1970s when they 

experienced an economic recession (Mueller, 2006). An unexpected outcome for all parties 

involved, including the workers themselves, was that most of the immigrant workers chose to stay 

in Germany and did not go back to their home countries. While the number of male workers going 

to Germany for manual labor jobs ceased, the population of immigrants in Germany continued to 

increase in the seventies and the eighties as a result of the legislation of family unification, which 

allowed immigrant workers to bring over their spouses and children to Germany (Crul & 

Schneider, 2009; Mueller, 2006; Riphahn, 2003). As Kurthen (1995) points out, increased 

immigrant populations caused unforeseen consequences in the concept of nationhood for Germany 

by aggravating the tensions about inclusion and exclusion. Each immigrant population had a 

different way of adapting to the host culture and also the host culture had different attitudes towards 

different groups of immigrants. Turkish immigrants were the largest immigrant group and they 
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were in close contact with their co-ethnics much more than other immigrant populations were 

(Kurthen, 1995). 

In the classification of state integration ideologies defined by Bourhis et al. (1997), Germany 

has an ethnic ideology, which like the assimilationist ideology, maintains that immigrants have to 

adopt the values of the host nation and abandon their own heritage culture (Berry, 1980). The 

ethnic ideology also insists that the host country has the right to limit the private values of the 

immigrant minorities; therefore, the immigrant minorities may need to give up some values related 

to their ethno-cultural identity for the sake of adopting the host country values (Berry, 1980). 

Even though Germany is claimed to have the ethnic ideology, the policies and practices show 

a rich diversity across West German states. Every state favored different policies for its immigrants 

in different aspects such as education and social rights. While some states held a more pluralistic 

approach, others held a more assimilationist approach towards the immigrants. The reason why 

each state prefers a different policy may be related to their historical bonds with that immigrant 

society, its own political, economic interest, or the socio-cultural composition of that state (Ersanili 

& Koopmans, 2007). 

While in the 1990s the German political system began making a readjustment in its 

applications for immigrants by accepting the fact that it had an ethno-cultural diversity and by 

facing the inevitable consequences of being a multicultural society (Ersanili & Koopmans, 2007), 

the system had not truly embraced its immigrants. Mueller (2006) states that according to previous 

citizenship legislatures in Germany, a person needed to have biological German ancestry in order 

to obtain German citizenship. Before the new laws were passed, under no condition had an 

immigrant child born in Germany the right to be a German citizen. The new regulations gave 

citizenship rights to immigrant populations without demanding proof of German ancestry. Thus, 

children born in Germany could get German citizenship if one of their parents had lived in 

Germany for eight years and held an unlimited stay of residence permit for at least three years. 

How the ideologies, the attitudes and the laws in Germany affected the Turkish immigrants’ 

acculturation is explored further in the next section.  
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3.3 Acculturation orientations of Turkish immigrants in Germany 

In this section the acculturation orientations of Turkish immigrants in Germany are discussed. 

Firstly, a general description of Turkish immigrants’ cultural tendencies is given. Secondly, 

possible factors influencing their acculturation orientations are explored. Thirdly, possible 

consequences of Turkish immigrants’ acculturation orientations for Germany are provided.  

Turkish immigrants in Germany, France and the Netherlands have been found to be using 

predominantly Turkish with families and friends, and using the main language of the host country 

only when they are obliged to do so in social and work-related context with non-Turkish people 

(Yagmur, 2016). They usually prefer other Turks in their private social contacts and furthermore, 

they highly value their religious practices, involving regularly going to mosques for both religious 

practices and social reasons (Ersanili & Koopmans, 2007). This is clearly the case in Germany 

where the Turkish immigrant population’s social contact with native Germans is mainly in work-

related, mostly in obligatory contexts. Turkish immigrants in Germany define themselves both as 

Turks and as Muslims (Yagmur, 2016). They hold onto both their religious and ethnic identity. 

They usually come together in Turkish religious organizations (DITIB) to meet on special days 

and also to do their religious practice together (Mueller, 2006). However, it is important to note 

that there are individual differences in the acculturation orientations of Turkish immigrants and 

how much effort they put into getting integrated into the host culture. A possible factor influencing 

Turkish immigrants’ acculturation orientations is media use. Trebbe (2007) argues that using 

minority media and satellites hampers the full integration of Turkish immigrants into German 

society. Trebbe (2007) conducted a survey to research media use patterns of Turkish immigrants 

in Germany. The results demonstrated that language proficiency influences media use. Individuals 

who were more proficient in German preferred to use German media and the ones who were more 

proficient in Turkish preferred Turkish media. Trebbe (2007) found that age was not a significant 

factor in media preferences. Most significantly, Trebbe (2007) found a relationship between the 

acculturation strategy adopted by the individual and media preferences. A possible interpretation 

of these results is that the availability of Turkish media allows Turkish immigrants not to integrate 

in German culture. However, as stated by Yagmur (2016), having access to Turkish media is 

important for the maintenance of Turkish language and culture. He stated that although host 
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countries may be critical of the use of Turkish media by claiming that they hamper the integration 

of individuals, it is one of the most facilitative ways of keeping the heritage language alive. 

Another possible factor influencing Turkish immigrants’ acculturation orientations is the 

ethnic network that the Turkish community establish in some parts of Germany. As stated by 

Mueller (2006), the neighborhood, family connections, social organizations and mosques are 

significant for maintaining strong bonds with the Turkish community. Turkish people participate 

in the cultural, traditional and religious activities in those settings and improve their sense of 

belonging to the Turkish community. In some respects, it can be considered that being a part of 

those organizations delays the integration of Turkish people.  

The Turkish immigrants’ acculturation orientations are relevant for the whole host country 

because the discordance between Turkish immigrants and the majority in the host country has 

consequences for everyone. Rohmann et al. (2006) state that the threat that creates negative 

attitudes towards minority groups also creates threats for majority groups. Cultural discordance 

and contact discordance create in-group anxiety which is independent from group identification 

(Rohmann et al., 2006). For the host society, Turkish immigrant groups are perceived to be more 

threatening than other minority groups such as Italians in terms of culture discordance and contact 

discordance (Rohmann et al., 2006). High levels of culture discordance mean that immigrants want 

to maintain their own culture to an extent which is more than host community recognizes 

(Rohmann et al., 2006). A high degree of cultural discordance ensures the maintenance of 

immigrants’ cultural identity which leads to higher levels of symbolic and realistic threats for the 

host community (Rohmann et al., 2006). In the other direction, Turks feels more threatened by 

native Germans. If the immigrants have a strong basis of identity and culture, this helps them 

integrate into the host culture better. On the other hand, the host society needs to discontinue its 

biases and remove the barriers to allow for successful integration of the immigrants into the 

majority culture (Rohmann et al., 2006). This vicious cycle of discordance is quite relevant for 

Germany specifically since Germany has been criticized for not recognizing ethnic differences to 

a higher degree than other immigrant receiving EU countries. In the Netherlands, historically 

cultural differences are valued. Thus, cultural retention is stronger in the Netherlands much more 

than it is in Germany and France. 
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3.4 The German education system and educational policies in Germany concerning 

immigrants 

Previous sections addressed the general German policies concerning immigrants and the general 

circumstances for Turkish immigrants. This section describes the German educational system and 

covers the educational policies in Germany concerning immigrants. The next sections concentrate 

on the position of Turkish immigrant children in the German education system.  

3.4.1 The German education system 

Education has the leading role for the integration of immigrants and their children. For the native-

born population, education essentially directs the individuals’ in the labor market and has a 

decisive impact on the next generations’ educational outcome (Kristen & Granato, 2007). For the 

immigrant population, the situation is more complicated. 

In comparison to other countries, the education system in Germany is highly stratified starting 

the stratification from the secondary cycle of the education. In Germany, unlike in France and the 

Netherlands, streaming of children for a secondary system which influences their future career 

starts from grade 4 and for streaming to those schools’ overall grade and the teachers’ evaluation 

is important (Riphahn, 2003). After the completion of four years of comprehensive education of 

primary school, students are selected for one of the four different tracks of secondary education 

which are “Hauptschule”, “Realschule”, “Gesamtschule” and “Gymnasium”. While 

“Hauptschule” and “Realschule” lead to a medium level of qualification, both of those tracks lead 

to different domains of apprenticeship while “Gesamtschule” and “Gymnasium” mostly end with 

an “Abitur” certificate which gives access to university studies (Riphahn, 2003). If students are 

successful during the education of their selected school type, they can transfer to a higher level. 

Only students with Abitur have the opportunity to enter university, the certificate of lowest track 

which is Hauptschule is not much valued and those who graduated have little or no chance of 

obtaining a qualified job (Kristen & Granato, 2007). The intermediate type of secondary education 

is Realschule. This type of school gives the chance of vocational training. There are also 

comprehensive schools in some Länder named Gesamtschule which integrate three different 

school types and give the chance of mobility between them (Crul & Schneider, 2009; Kristen & 

Granato, 2007; Riphan, 2003; Rohmann et al., 2006). The split at such an early age might create a 
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disadvantage for immigrant children who start school with a lack of German language proficiency 

and a lack of knowledge about the school system. 

The German education system does not show much tolerance for multilingualism and fails to 

provide sufficient language education for immigrant children’s heritage languages (Söhn & Özcan, 

2006). In other words, schools do not usually show the expected sensitivity towards children from 

different linguistic backgrounds and they do not usually create a welcoming atmosphere for 

multilingual backgrounds. As a result, the German education system has been criticized for not 

giving and practicing equal opportunities for all children regardless of their cultural background. 

Germany is usually not successful in compensating for Turkish children coming from 

disadvantaged backgrounds. It is essential to improve the educational conditions of Turkish 

immigrant children in German schools and also establish a healthy communication between the 

Turkish immigrant parents and the teachers. Additionally, the teachers require more education 

themselves on teaching and managing multilingual and multicultural classrooms composed of 

children from immigrant backgrounds (Fernandez-Kelly, 2012; Söhn & Özcan, 2006). 

Fernandez-Kelly (2012) put forward that more than the group characteristics of Turkish 

immigrants like social and cultural background, the school system in Germany plays a decisive 

role in restricting the integration and social mobility of children. Multi-track systems with their 

early selective mechanism, institutional discrimination and lack of intercultural curriculum, have 

the biggest impact on Turkish immigrant students’ school achievement. The German education 

system is criticized for being “unequal”, “hierarchical” and “exclusive” by Fernandez-Kelly 

(2012). Due to the strict educational system in Germany, Turkish immigrant children’s educational 

prospects are limited. 

A noticeable disadvantage in the German education system is the lack of bilingual programs, 

which combine and coordinate the instructions in both languages (L1 and L2) (Luchtenberg, 2002). 

Heritage languages are important enough to be taught at schools because the first language plays 

the primary role for a good level of proficiency in the second language and also in other field 

subjects (Luchtenberg, 2002). The policies regarding heritage language teaching is addressed in 

the next section. 
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3.4.2 The educational policies in Germany concerning immigrants 

As with other German policies, German education policies have changed drastically in terms of 

immigrant rights. Faas (2008) indicates that Germany has not been willing to adopt 

multiculturalism and multilingualism in its education system although there is a growing number 

of ethnic minority students. The German education system is still unsuccessful in officially 

supporting intercultural education. Faas (2008) further states that “Germany responses to 

migration-related cultural and religious diversity by tracing the development of educational 

policies from assimilationist notions of ‘foreigner pedagogy’ in the 1960s and 1970s to 

intercultural education, which slowly emerged in schools in the 1980s and 1990s” (p. 108). 

Garcia (2015) maintains that since the European integration processes began with an emphasis 

on globalization, the education systems started to promote achieving language proficiency both in 

the mainstream language and in a foreign language. The concept of multilingualism became the 

new purpose of foreign language teaching. As a new European education policy, European 

countries including France and Germany agreed upon multilingualism and establishing appropriate 

language teaching system for multilingual or bilingual children (Yagmur, 2016). Multilingual 

education policies in these countries are approved by policy makers, education officials and 

language teachers and hence are shaped by their perception of multilingualism. The immigrant 

children whose native language is not one of the mainstream languages, experience that their 

heritage language is not valued like other prestigious European languages. In the language 

education field, the utilitarian way of looking at language education affects how they handle 

multilingualism. Authorities in minority or immigrant language education do not get a say in the 

multilingual education policies since the policy makers and other education officials have an 

already obtained control over language education (Garcia, 2015). 

Although some schools in parts of France and Germany allow teaching immigrant languages 

like Turkish and Arabic, the number of those schools is low in comparison to the population of 

those children (Fernandez-Kelly, 2012). Immigrant language education seems to have a place in 

the system in theory; however, very few immigrant children have access to immigrant language 

education in practice (Fernandez-Kelly, 2012). While the size of immigrant populations is not a 

significant factor affecting the priority of the immigrant languages, social representation of the 

immigrant language is a factor (Fernandez-Kelly, 2012). 
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The reality of Turkish lessons for students in Germany is as follows. In Hamburg, Bremen, 

and North Rhine-Westphalia, Turkish is provided together with other heritage languages in the 

school program, whereas in Berlin and Schleswig-Holstein Turkish lessons are provided through 

extracurricular associations which are not a part of school lessons (Küppers, im ek, & Schroeder, 

2015). Those lessons do not have a place in the school reports and Turkish instruction is provided 

when the demanding students reach a certain number (Küppers et al., 2015). As stated by Küppers 

et al. (2015), Turkish as a heritage language is encountering discrimination and challenges.  

Gogolin (2005) also stated that attendance of heritage language classes is on a voluntary base 

and are given at extra school times. The low participation is not surprising as those children do not 

have much motivation to learn their mother language. The collected data reveal that the 

participation rate shows cross-sectional variations. Only a small part of the targeted group 

participates in those lessons and the participants cannot benefit from them to the full extent as 

those classes do not take place at appropriate hours. As a result, it can be concluded that in 

Germany there is not an effective heritage language education which aims at fostering L1 

development. 

According to some perspectives, teaching immigrant languages is directly related to teaching 

the culture and religion of that community which may be incompatible with institutions and 

practices in the mainstream country (Rohmann et al., 2006). Therefore, the teaching of minority 

language may lead to disintegration of children with the mainstream language and culture and it 

can put an obstacle for intercultural communication. Moreover, it may be conceived as a potential 

threat in many respects for the dominant culture (Garcia, 2015). This belief also leads to 

stereotyping immigrant languages and can have a negative decisive role for the school 

administration to integrate major immigrant languages like Turkish and Arabic. In Germany, 

immigrant language classes are considered as obstacles for second-generation migrants’ 

integration into German society. The acquisition of mainstream language is seen as an obligation 

and maintenance of the language of origin is not supported since it may be hindering the 

development of the mainstream language (Söhn & Özcan, 2006).  

Overall, there has been a positive change in Germany regarding bilingual education. However, 

this positive change is only observed for prestigious European languages and not for minority, 

regional, and immigrant languages. European countries profess a commitment to multilingualism 

though it may not be realistically practiced for all types of languages. Individuals who would like 
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to learn minority, immigrant or regional languages are assumed to have cultural or identity 

motivations (Garcia, 2015), and otherwise those languages are thought to be useless as they do not 

have a utilitarian role in Germany or other European countries such as France. 

3.5 Educational attainment of Turkish immigrants in Germany 

International standardized tests reveal that immigrant children in Germany perform lower than 

native German children (OECD, 2015, 2018). In this section, firstly, early educational attainment 

of Turkish bilingual children in the German school systems and then late educational attainment 

of Turkish bilingual children in the German school systems are discussed. Moreover, possible 

factors influencing their educational attainment will be addressed. Finally, the interdependence 

hypothesis is explored in the context of Turkish-German bilinguals. 

3.5.1 Turkish immigrant children’s early educational outcomes in Germany 

According to the 2001 PIRLS results, children in Germany from migration backgrounds (parents 

born in the country of origin) performed worse than the native students. “As to reading 

comprehension, 5 percent of students without migration background and 13 percent of children 

with one parent born abroad were classified as weak, while this classification applied to a quarter 

of the children whose parents were both born abroad” (Söhn & Özcan, 2006, p. 106). 

However, looking at the overall results of standardized tests might not provide the whole 

picture. Limbird et al. (2014) have conducted a research on the reading skills of bilingual Turkish 

and monolingual German children to see how they perform from second to third grade at primary 

school. They evaluated those children on the basic sub skills of reading which are word decoding, 

vocabulary and phonological awareness, keeping background variables similar. The growth 

patterns of these basic skills between the two groups were almost identical. Bilingual and 

monolingual children showed similar patterns of growth in reading comprehension from second 

to third grade. Bilingual children showed more phonological awareness than their monolingual 

peers due to their developed metalinguistic awareness and monolinguals showed stronger 

vocabulary skills. The two groups of children showed a similar reading comprehension 

performance. A conclusion that can be drawn from this study is that Turkish children are not 

necessarily at a disadvantage in all areas of educational attainment compared to their monolingual 
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German peers and that the low scores of immigrant children on standardized tests can be due to 

external factor such as background characteristics.  

3.5.2 Turkish immigrant students’ late educational outcomes in Germany 

According to the results of PISA, children of immigrants in Germany do not receive very favorable 

educational outcomes (Fernandez-Kelly, 2012). As also stated by Baumert et al. (2001), Germany 

is behind the level of industrial societies in comparative standard exams like PISA. There is a big 

gap between the high achievers and low achievers and in no other country there is such a strong 

correlation between the social origin and educational attainment. In parallel with Baumert et al.’s 

(2001) statement, Mueller (2006) indicates that most Turkish first graders have not yet mastered 

the German language as they are raised in the settings where mostly Turkish is spoken. In the 

Kreuzberg district, 63 percent of the children born to foreign parents (mostly immigrants) do not 

speak even a word of German when they enter first year (Mueller, 2006). Four out of five Turkish 

first graders have no knowledge of German when they start first grade which hinders their future 

educational success. Eighty percent of their parents cannot attend the parent-teacher related 

conferences as they lack proficiency in German. 

In her study, von Below (2007) investigated the educational attainment of Turkish and Italian 

immigrants in comparison to native Germans. In this comparative study between Turkish and 

Italian immigrants and German natives, German natives showed higher educational attainment 

(including Abitur) than immigrants. Italian immigrants obtained higher educational levels than 

Turkish immigrants. When generational differences among Turkish immigrants are studied, 

second-generation Turkish immigrants reached higher educational levels than the first generation. 

Young immigrant generations’ school performance naturally improves over time as they become 

more integrated into the system and more proficient in German. According to the analysis done by 

Riphahn (2003), the educational attainment rate, school enrollment and highest completed degree 

of immigrants is relatively low when compared to the natives. There is an expected development 

in these terms as German educational system and policy have improved for the immigrants and 

have started to recognize differences as resources and richness of a society and its educational 

system. 
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3.5.3 Possible factors influencing Turkish immigrants’ educational attainment 

One possible factor influencing Turkish immigrants’ educational attainment is socioeconomic 

status (Mueller, 2006). While a relationship between parental education and student’s academic 

achievements is commonly found, the results of PISA demonstrate that this relation is strongest in 

Germany. The higher the parental education, the better educational outcomes are. Also, the 

observed gap between parental education levels is much bigger in Germany than in any other 

European country (Arikan et al., 2017). 

The relationship between parental education and students’ academic achievement creates a 

cycle of low educational attainment. Kalter and Granato (2002) state that the original Turkish 

immigrant parents with low education were the manual labor workers recruited in the 60s. These 

were unskilled or semiskilled workers with low educational backgrounds (Kalter & Granato, 

2002). Their children faced educational disadvantages and achieved low educational outcomes 

(Kalter & Granato, 2002). This happened again and again in every subsequent generation because 

parental educational background is a major factor in student’s academic achievements (Kalter & 

Granato, 2002).  

Another possible factor might be the immigrant parents’ lack of knowledge of the German 

education system. Immigrant parents who obtained educational degrees in different contexts may 

not be familiar with the German school system (Kristen & Granato, 2007). Less familiarity with 

the school system and less access to the schools may have a negative effect on immigrant families’ 

educational investment. One of the most important factors for having limited access to the 

educational system may be due to a lack of proficiency in the mainstream language (Ersanili & 

Koopmans, 2007). The same level of parental education as natives may not give the same results 

as they come from different contexts and systems of education. As the children rely upon their 

parents’ knowledge and support at early grades, they have limited access to the language as well. 

Among other socio-economic aspects, educational attainment of parents is of key importance for 

children’s school success (Becker et al., 2016; Rohmann et al., 2006). A high level of parental 

education increases the likelihood of young adults’ completing the highest school track. In 

addition, higher income and occupational status leads to better outcomes for young adults’ 

schooling. 

Parents’ lack of proficiency on the subject of German school system might influence 

children’s education by way of their primary school choices for their children. While children 
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normally are sent to the nearest primary school in the district, German native parents tend to make 

use of exemptions from the rules in order to find better opportunities for their children (Kristen & 

Granato, 2007). In a study conducted by Kristen and Granato (2007) Turkish parents and German 

parents in Essen are compared in terms of their preference of schools for their children, German 

parents tend to search for better school conditions without differentiating the schools according to 

their religious background which have the middle-class native majority children. However, 

Turkish parents prefer the common schools nearest in their district without looking for better 

school opportunities. The more educated parents and the ones who are proficient in German search 

for better schools for their children’s primary education. 

To sum up, based on the literature review presented above, two different arguments can 

explain the low educational attainment of immigrant children. The first one is that migrants 

establishing a distance towards the host society put an obstacle in their learning the language and 

adapting to the school system and the parents’ lack of education and lower language proficiency 

result in less access to the school system which affects children’s school career negatively. The 

second one is that the unequal conditions and discrimination in the German education system 

causes the failure of those children. Thus, this failure is die to multiple actors in that both the 

parents of immigrant children and the German educational system are responsible for the failure 

of children. 

Another possible factor influencing the educational attainment of immigrant children is their 

language skills and their unbalanced bilingual skills. Arikan et al. (2017) found that even after 

statistically controlling for the socio-economic background of children, there is still an 

achievement discrepancy between immigrant and mainstream children. After keeping the socio-

economic status similar, the achievement gap between the children could probably be explained 

by language problems. The next section discusses the influence of being a bilingual on immigrant 

children’s educational attainments.  

3.5.4 Turkish-German bilinguals’ educational  attainments 

When the children are not given the required native language support from the early childhood, in 

the end they might not be proficient enough in both of the langauges, which might hinder the 

acquisition of the academic and linguistic skills at peer group levels. If the children start their 



 

  71 
 

educational life with a strong and permanent L1 support, this can aid their growth in L2 (Becker, 

1999). 

Accordingly, for immigrant children’s educational achievement, priority should be given to 

the fact that those children are bilinguals. As bilinguals, they may lack some language knowledge 

in comparison to their monolingual peers. However, this does not predict that they will fall behind 

their peers. When they reach a certain proficiency level in both languages, they can perform 

cognitively and academically well. Baker (1988) points out that the reason why the first language 

has importance is that as a minority language it can be easily forgotten while the host country 

language can be easily gained. Therefore, at the beginning, bilingualism at schools can be achieved 

through strong emphasis on the first language. In the following years, once the first language 

literacy is acquired to a certain extent, increasing attention can be given to the mainstream 

language. Lower-level L2 readers are either not able to transfer their L1 reading ability, or even if 

they do, the degree of transfer is smaller in comparison with higher-level performers in reading. 

According to the interdependence hypothesis, in a bilingual program, improving reading skills in 

one language not only leads to better literacy skills in that language but also a deeper conceptual 

and linguistic proficiency which is highly related to literacy and general academic skill in the other 

language (Verhoeven, 1994; Yamashita, 2002). 

Luchtenberg’s (2002) claim is also in line with Cummins’ (1979) interdependence hypothesis 

that a well-developed mother tongue will help learning German as a second language. He further 

states that it is a misconception of some educational experts and policy makers that children are 

overburdened by dealing with two languages. Bilingual education has not received the deserved 

attention and second language (host country language) teaching has always been the goal of 

educationalists. Mother tongue has been thought to compete with the second language hindering 

it to be acquired late and leading to school failure. However, as mentioned earlier, it is not the use 

of the mother tongue which leads to the failure of immigrant children; rather, it is the lack of 

proficiency in both L1 and L2. 

Although there is extensive research supporting Cummins’ (1979) interdependence 

hypothesis, there is also research which does not provide support for the interdependence 

hypothesis. For instance, Jiang (2011) found that the first language verbal skills did not strongly 

predict the second language verbal skills in Chinese-English bilinguals. As another instance, 

Berthele and Vanhove (2017) did a longitudinal study on literacy development of French-
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Portuguese and German-Portuguese bilinguals between the ages 8 and 10 and they concluded that 

there was not a very strong dependency between the languages of bilinguals. They maintain that 

heritage languages can be fostered for cultural reasons but they do not necessarily contribute to the 

mainstream language development. 

In this section, arguments for and against Cummins’ (1979) interdependency hypothesis were 

covered. Overall, it can be concluded from the related literature that there is not a clear-cut 

agreement about the dependency among researchers. On the one hand, some researchers claim that 

there is a high level of dependency between the two languages of bilinguals. On the other hand, 

others claim that there is a low or insignificant level of dependency between the two languages. 

Although the majority of the related research supports Cummins’ (1979) interdependence 

hypothesis, there is still need for empirical evidence to contribute to the research with the aim of 

trying to resolve this imbalance in the evidence. The current study is designed with this aim. The 

design of this study is described below. It is followed by the results section. Finally, the findings 

are addressed in the discussion and conclusion section. 

3.6 Research design 

The research design of the current study has been described in detail in the introduction chapter. 

The research design in the current chapter only involves participants in the German context who 

were given PIRLS and PISA tests. The main questions this chapter intends to answer are whether 

there is a relationship between these children’s Turkish and German reading literacy and whether 

there is a relationship between these children’s acculturation orientations and their reading skills 

in Turkish and in German. 

3.6.1 Participants 

The total sample comprised 247 students; 134 students for PISA testing and 113 students for 

PIRLS testing in the German context. The participants were recruited from the schools in Köln, 

Essen, Dortmund and Duisburg districts. The 10 year-old participants were recruited from two  

primary schools in Essen (Grundschule Schönebeck, Theodor-Heuss Grundschule), two primary 

schools in Duisburg (Gerhart-Hauptmann Schule, Grundschule Ruhrort) and 15 years old children 

were recruited from one gymnasium in Gelsenkirchen (Max-Planck Gymnasium), one 

gesamtschule in Dortmund (Anne Frank Gesamtschule) and one gesamtschule in Duisburg 
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(Heinrich-Heine Gesamtschule) and the rest of 10 year-old and 15 year-old students were recruited 

from DITIB organizations which were Köln DITIB, Dortmund DITIB and Duisburg DITIB. The 

schools and DITIB organizations were contacted through official letters and after the permissions 

were received, the teachers were contacted for a convenient date for testing. The teachers were 

also present in the classrooms at the time of applications and they helped for the distribution and 

collection of the tests. 

As it can be seen in Table 3.1, the number of female students is more than the number of male 

students in both groups. Mean age for PIRLS participants is 10.31 and for PISA participants mean 

age is 14.78.  

Table 3. 1 Gender and age distribution of students in PISA and PIRLS testing 

Gender PIRLS students PISA students 

 N Mean age N Mean age 

Female 68 10.21 74 14.93 

Male 45 10.47 60 14.60 

Total 113 10.31 134 14.78 

In Table 3.2, the number of participants who take Turkish classes and the frequency of their 

participation is shown. As it is seen in the table majority of PIRLS students take 1-2 hours of 

Turkish lesson per week and half of PISA students report. 
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Table 3. 2 Attending Turkish classes by the students (N=247) 

 PIRLS students PISA students 

Following Turkish lessons N % N % 

No Turkish lesson 29 25.4 66 49.3 

1-2 hours per week 70 61.4 13 9.7 

3-4 hours per week 11 9.6 55 41.0 

Missing  

Total                                                            

3 

 113 

3.5 

 100 

- 

134 

- 

 100 

Table 3.3 shows the distribution of students according to the places where they take Turkish 

lessons. As previously mentioned, Turkish students take Turkish lessons from a number of 

institutions including mainstream schools, Turkish schools and mosques. As shown in Table 3.3, 

the majority of both group of students take Turkish lessons from mainstream schools, then from 

mosques and Turkish schools respectively.  

Table 3. 3 The distribution of students according to the places where Turkish lessons are given 

 PIRLS students PISA students 

Location N % N % 

Mainstream school 70 61.4 62 46.3 

Turkish school 9 7.9 5 3.7 

Mosque 21 18.4 50 37.3 

Missing 13 12.3 17 12.7 

Total 113 100 134 100 

 In Table 3.4, the extent of reading Turkish books with parents have been shown. Younger 

students are more involved in parent-child activities. One of those activities is book reading. As it 

is seen in Table 3.4, the majority of PIRLS students (%58.8) read books with parents. Conversely, 

majority of PISA students (%72.4) were not involved in book reading with their parents. 
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Table 3. 4 Extent of reading Turkish books with parents (N = 247) 

Do you read Turkish books with your 

parents? 

PIRLS students PISA students 

 N % N % 

Yes 67 58.8 37 27.6 

No 45 39.5 97 72.4 

Missing 1 1.8 - - 

Total 113 100.0 134 100 

 

3.6.2 Procedure 

To be able to find participants for this research, primary and secondary schools were approached. 

With the help of enthusiastic school directors, access to some secondary schools were granted and 

Turkish speaking students were recruited. Besides schools, mosques and Turkish organizations 

were contacted specially to reach 10 year-old children. Many Turkish organizations organize 

religious and cultural education for young children. The participants are from Köln, Essen, 

Dortmund, Gelsenkirchen and Duisburg districts. For the PIRLS students the permission of the 

parents had to be asked.  

All texts and questions of the tests were available online in English at the PISA and PIRLS 

websites. Some questions already had German versions and the questions which did not have 

German versions were translated into German. Both versions were checked again by native 

Turkish and German speakers. Both the tests and the surveys were delivered on paper. For PIRLS, 

it took about 60 minutes to complete the Turkish version and about 50 minutes for the German 

version. For PISA, it took about 50 minutes to complete the Turkish version and about 30-40 

minutes for the German version. There were clear completion time differences between Turkish 

and German versions of the same test. It took less for German version to complete. The survey 

took about 10 – 15 minutes to complete for 15 years old children and about 30 minutes for 10 years 

old children. 

In Germany before data collection Turkish teachers were contacted for their availability and 

the research was conducted on the planned date at the end of April 2016. Data collection in 
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Germany was done in two different periods as the number of samples were not adequate at first 

time in April. At the end of May and in June it was repeated.  

At the time of application, half of each group or class received the tests in German and the 

other half in Turkish. This was done to avoid a possible test effect. 10 year-old children spent one 

hour completing each version of the tests and 15 years old students completed each version of the 

tests in about 45 minutes. As for the survey part, both age groups wanted to complete the surveys 

in German although Turkish version of the tests were available. 10 years old children completed 

the survey in about 40 minutes and 15 years old children completed the test in about 20 minutes.  

Turkish teachers helped for the distribution and collection of the tests and the surveys.  

As for ethical concerns, before the applications of tests, the parents of 10 year-old children 

were contacted for permission with letters. If they did not want their children to be involved in the 

study they informed the class teacher or the school administration. All of the contacted parents 

wanted their children to take part in the research. Before the testing, to make sure that they take 

part voluntarily, all 10 year-olds and 15 year-old students were asked if they wanted to be involved 

in the tests or not. None of the students mentioned unwillingness to participate in the research.  

After the data collection, all the tests were sorted in scuh an order that the three instruments 

taken from each student were filed together in the same folderto avoid confusion. Then, each of 

the folder were numbered. According to a previously prepared rubric the Turkish tests were scored 

in the 0-1-2 range and the scores for all the students are stored in an excel file. Answers for multiple 

choice questions had 1 or 0 points, for open ended questions it ranged from 0 to 2. To ensure the 

interrater reliability especially for open ended questions, another Turkish expert evaluated the 

answers according to the rubric. If there were differences in the scoring of the two Turkish 

evaluators, then it was checked again.  In scoring the German tests, two different German teachers 

scored the tests on different files and if there were any discrepancy between the scores of open 

ended questions, the answer was checked again and a joint decision on the score was taken. 

3.7 Results 

We first report the psychometric properties of the 16 scales (12 acculturation and language scales. 

2 PIRLS scales and 2 PISA scales). This is followed by a presentation of exploratory factor 

analyses of the background variables (acculturation- and language-related scales). This analysis 
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was needed to reduce their dimensionality to enable an analysis of the link between background 

and educational outcome scores. We then report the comparison of the Turkish and German scores 

of the students on both PIRLS and PISA.Finally, we present a test of the associations between the 

background factors and achievement in two path analyses (one for PIRLS and one for PISA data).  

3.7.1 Psychometric properties and exploratory factor analyses 

The internal consistencies (Cronbach’s alpha) were good for all scales (alpha values ranged from 

.75 to .87). Factor analyses of the scales provided strong evidence for the unidimensionality of 

each scale (these results are not further documented here). 

The next step involved the reduction of the dimensionality of the eight scales to make these 

suitable for path analysis (our relatively small sample size rendered the testing of complex models 

impossible). We conducted three factor analyses to reduce the dimensionality: one of the two 

scales dealing with Turkish culture, one of the two scales dealing with German culture, and one 

dealing with the three language scales. The results are presented in Table 3.6. Each analysis yielded 

a strong first factor, explaining 56, 66, and 62% of the variance, respectively. The lowest loading 

obtained was .67, suggesting that each analysis yielded a strong first factor with sizeable loadings 

for each scale. The average scale score was used in the path analysis reported below. 

Table 3. 5 Psychometric properties of the scales in the Turkish-German group  

Acculturation and language Number of items Cronbach’s alpha 

Feeling member of Turkish culture 11 .79  

Feeling member of dominant culture 9 .78  

Mainstream orientation 7 .76  

Ethnic orientation 6 .76  

Language use 6 .75  

Language choice 8 .87  

Language attitudes 6 .78  

Achievement scores  German version Turkish version 

PIRLS reading (multiple choice items) 17 .78 .74 

PIRLS reading (open-ended items) 7 .75 .79 
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PIRLS reading combined 24 .85 .83 

PISA reading 20 .73 .77 

 

Table 3. 6 Exploratory factor analyses of (a) ethnic group orientation; (b) dominant group 
orientation; (c) language variables 

Scale Percentage explained by first factor Loading 

Ethnic group orientation 56  

 Feeling member of Turkish culture  .75 

 Ethnic orientation  .75 

Dominant group orientation 66  

 Feeling member of dominant culture  .81 

 Mainstream orientation  .81 

Language 62  

 Language use  .84 

 Language choice  .85 

 Language attitudes  .67 

 

3.7.2 Comparison of the Turkish and German scores on PIRLS and PISA 

The next analysis addressed test language and gender differences in reading. Proportions of correct 

scores per gender and country can be found in Table 3.7. The differences were tested for PIRLS 

and PISA in separate analyses. We used a repeated measures ANOVA with gender and between-

subject factor and language version (Turkish vs. German) as within-subject factor. The first 

analysis examined PIRLS scores (see Table 8 for the ANOVA results). As can be seen there, there 

were medium size effects for both language ( 2 = .10, p < .001) and gender ( 2 = .06, p < .01). The 

German version showed a higher mean than the Turkish version. Moreover, females showed higher 

scores than males. The interaction of language version and gender was not significant. The second 

analysis involved PISA scores. The pattern of results was quite different in that no main or 

interaction effect was significant. The mean scores showed the same pattern as for PIRLS (higher 
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scores for the German version, higher scores for females), however the differences were much 

smaller than for PIRLS and did not reach statistical significance. 

Table 3. 7 Means and standard deviations of PIRLS and PISA scores per gender 

Test German version Turkish version 

 M SD M SD 

PIRLS Reading     

 Females .52 .19 .49 .19 

 Males .46 .21 .37 .17 

 Overall .50 .20 .44 .19 

PISA Reading     

 Females .47 .16 .46 .21 

 Males .41 .21 .41 .20 

 Overall .45 .19 .44 .20 

Note. Mean scores represent the proportion of correct responses. 

 

Table 3. 8 ANOVA of language versions of PIRLS and PISA scores as within factor and gender 
as between factor 

Independent variable F (df1, df2) 2 

PIRLS   

 Language version 12.77 (1, 111) .10*** 

 Gender 7.34 (1, 111) .06** 

 Interaction   2.51 (1, 111) .02 

PISA   

  Language version 0.17 (1, 132) .00 

  Gender 2.71 (1, 132) .02 

  Interaction   0.19 (1, 132) .00 

Note. Correlations of language versions were .54 for PIRLS and .67 for PISA (p < .001) 
**p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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Therefore, it can be concluded that gender differences were the same for both test versions 

and that test language differences in performance were only significant for PIRLS (with a superior 

performance in German). 

3.7.3 Path analysis linking acculturation and language to educational achievement 

Correlations between the three background scales and reading performance can be found in Table 

3.9. The background variables were significantly correlated in both the PIRLS and PISA data set. 

Turkish orientation and language (a high score denotes more Turkish dominance) were positively 

correlated and both were negatively correlated with German orientation, suggesting that the two 

blocks (Turkish and German) have oppositional aspects. The two test versions showed strong 

positive correlations (.54 for PIRLS and .67 for PISA, both ps < .001); yet, no correlations between 

background scales and reading tests were significant for PIRLS or PISA, which suggests that 

background is not strongly related to reading achievement in any of the two languages. 

 

Table 3. 9 Correlations of acculturation, language, and achievement variables (PIRLS above the 
diagonal, PISA below the diagonal) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

(1) Turkish group orientation - -.31*** .31*** .12 .14 

(2) German group orientation -.40*** - -.21* -.10 -.14 

(3) Languagea  .49*** -.35*** - -.19* .07 

(4) Achievement in Turkish .13 -.15 .11 - .54*** 

(5) Achievement in German .10 -.15 -.00 .67*** - 

aA higher score means more dominance of Turkish language. *p < .05. ***p < .001. 

The associations of all variables were tested in a path analysis in which the background 

variables predict both reading tests and in which Turkish reading predicts German reading. This 

choice was made as for most or all students Turkish was the first language they learned and we 

assumed that this knowledge would be used when learning German and that a firm basis in Turkish 

would facilitate learning of German. Turkish group orientation was taken to be independent of 

German achievement. Therefore, this link was omitted from the model we tested. 
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The path coefficients of the first model (testing the associations for PIRLS reading, are 

presented in the upper part of Figure 3.1. The fit of the model was adequate (details are given in 

the Figure 3.1). As could be expected, Turkish achievement was a positive, strong predictor of 

German achievement. Furthermore, the links between the exogenous variables (acculturation and 

language) and reading performance were not significant, with the exception of a negative link 

between Turkish language dominance and German PIRLS achievement. The lower part of Figure 

2.1 shows the results for PISA achievement. Again, the fit of the model was adequate. The path 

from Turkish reading to German reading was positive and strong. However, none of the other path 

coefficients was significant. Combining the two path analyses, it can be concluded that the two 

reading scores are strongly related, but that the link between background variables (acculturation 

and language dominance) and reading performance is weak at best. Educational reading 

performance is not strongly influenced by our background variables. We see the considerable 

convergence of PIRLS and PISA findings as independent replications supporting this conclusion. 

 

Figure 3. 1 Path analysis linking acculturation and language orientations to educational 
achievement: (a) PIRLS, (b) PISA (all parameters are standardized) 

**p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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3.8 Discussion and conclusion 

In this chapter, the interdependence between first language Turkish and the mainstream language 

German is investigated. In the current research, Turkish is assumed to be the students’ first 

language and the analyses in this chapter are made in line with this assumption. Beside the 

interdependence between the languages, acculturation orientations of children were analyzed as 

well. Cummins (1979) and Skutnabb-Kangas (1976) argue that a child’s achievement in life 

depends on the competence in his/her native language. A good command of the native language, 

for example, promotes the development of a sound identity. As some of the immigrant children 

lack support for their native language, they become semi-lingual and are unable to get a full 

capacity in either of the languages. The idea of semi-lingualism does not find much support in the 

literature as it projects a deficit perspective. Rather than concentrating on the claimed deficiencies, 

the attention should fall on the additional, unique skills and resources of bilinguals. 

The responses to the research questions “Is there a link between first and second language 

reading proficiencies of Turkish immigrant students?” and “Do the proficiency levels achieved in 

the first language predict second language skills?” are explained in detail in the current study. 

Through path analysis and ANOVAs the test scores and survey results are evaluated. First 

language achievement of children was highly predictive for second language achievement both in 

PIRLS and PISA tests.  

The positive influence of L1 on L2 is also found by other researchers (e.g., Scheele et al., 

2010). Scheele and colleagues (2010) investigated early bilingual language acquisition. They 

found positive cross-language transfer in these children’s L1 to L2. The findings of the current 

study as well as their findings support the interdependence hypothesis (Cummins, 1979). 

Moreover, they suggest that interdependence hypothesis holds true throughout childhood.  

The implication of this finding is that providing Turkish immigrant children in Germany with 

Turkish lessons could well improve their literacy skills in German. As stated by Beck (1999), 

today’s education is the key to success and language education plays a primary role for educational 

attainment. To develop sufficient levels of competence in their heritage language Turkish children 

need to get linguistic and literacy support. Unless bilingual children gain sufficient competence in 

their heritage language, they cannot be expected to achieve well in German schools and integrate 

into the German society. Thus, the schools need to offer bilingual programs. A sound language 
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policy of a multilingual society like Germany would give equal value to all languages and would 

be equally inclusive for minorities. Turkish is the language of the largest minority group in 

Germany and a well-established bilingual program might also facilitate learning of German as 

well. 

Another argument for establishing bilingual programs in Germany is that the quality and 

quantity of Turkish lessons contribute a lot to the self-perception of students about their heritage 

language (Küppers et al., 2015). If Turkish is used as an integrated approach in bilingual programs, 

it can develop teacher-student interactions, children can develop more self-confidence about their 

language and their monolingual German peers can regard varieties as valuable. 

To find further evidence on the interdependence hypothesis, other aspects of the 

interdependence hypothesis can be studied. The interdependence hypothesis argues that only if 

persons develop a relatively high level of language competence, which means that they have to 

surpass the threshold in more than one language, then this multilingualism will be accompanied 

by positive cognitive benefits (Cummins, 1979). This competence should not be limited to basic 

interpersonal communication skills, but should also consider cognitive/academic language 

proficiency or language that is required in school for understanding tasks and discussing problem 

solving strategies (Cummins, 1979).  

Another research question was “What is the relationship between acculturation orientations 

and language proficiency of Turkish immigrant students?” As previously mentioned, successful 

acculturation of children includes preservation of their heritage culture and adaptation to the host 

society. In this study, the relationship between immigrant children’s ethnic language proficiency, 

their mainstream language proficiency and their acculturation orientations were explored. When 

the link between the acculturation orientations and achievement level in the test has been 

evaluated, it was concluded that there is not a strong correlation between those variables.  

It is a commonly held belief that the inadequacy in the acculturation of children is one of the 

drawbacks for school achievement and language proficiency of children (Beck, 1999). Our 

findings focused on a specific aspect of acculturation: orientations specifying preferences of 

students to relate to the Turkish and German culture. Contrary to what has been argued (Beck, 

1999), our findings suggest that students’ acculturation orientations do not strongly influence their 

educational attainment. Another argument against this commonly held belief is that a strong 

mainstream identity does not undermine heritage language skills (Yagmur & van de Vijver, 2012). 
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Yagmur and van de Vijver (2012) found that adaptation to the mainstream society did not lead to 

the loss of ethnic culture. Thus, the parents and teachers should know that adaptation to the 

mainstream culture and a high proficiency in the mainstream language do not occur at the expense 

of L1. 

Similar false beliefs lead schools to follow an assimilationist policy and ignore the 

bilingualism of immigrant students instead of respecting linguistic minorities and paying attention 

to their language improvement. This might contribute to the failure of Turkish students at school 

and might lead to a segregation rather than an integration orientation (Beck, 1999). External factors 

such as these might be more relevant for the educational attainment of Turkish immigrant children 

more than internal factors such as acculturation orientations. 

The current study has a few limitations mainly due to issues with sampling. While the number 

of participants were sufficient for the analyses, finding German schools that agreed to participate 

in the study was difficult. The school administrations were not always very open to the idea of 

letting a researcher run a study at their school. Observing students in the classrooms, and 

conducting interviews with the teachers, parents and children would have provided further insight 

into children’s educational attainment and acculturation orientations. Also, gathering more 

detailed background information on the children would have allowed for observing differences 

among the children based on characteristics such as SES. Moreover, the cross-sectional nature of 

the current study does not present the total picture of Turkish immigrant children’s educational 

attainments. A longitudinal study might have provided with a more comprehensive understanding 

of their educational attainments. 

The current study investigates the educational attainments and acculturation orientations of 

Turkish immigrant children in Germany. The immigration of Turkish people to Germany is the 

earliest labor immigration to Europe (Crul & Schneider, 2009). Some of the old generations went 

back to Turkey after retirement, but their children and grandchildren have a settled life in Germany. 

The new generations are still called immigrant children and most of the young Turkish-Germans 

still do not have a sense of belonging to German society (Hartmann, 2016). They still face 

integration problem at schools and in social settings (Hartmann, 2016). The current study has 

revealed that the test results of the students’ proficiency in both Turkish and mainstream language 

are not at a satisfactory level. This current study sheds light on language education of bilingual 

Turkish children in Germany. On the basis of the findings in this study, it is possible to claim that 
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Turkish immigrant children’s reading achievements in German are partially dependent on their 

reading achievement in Turkish. This suggests a need for consistent Turkish literacy skills 

development at schools. Moreover, the current study revealed that the acculturation orientations 

did not influence children’s language skills. This suggests that children’s language skills would 

improve more through language support than through acculturation interventions.  

 

 



 

CHAPTER 4 

The relationship between heritage language and French reading skills 

of Turkish-French bilingual students in France and their 

acculturation orientations 

4.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, the findings on Turkish-French bilingual students’ reading skills in their two 

languages (their heritage language and the mainstream language) are presented. In France, as it is 

the case in the countries discussed in previous chapters (Netherlands and Germany), the bilingual 

students are brought up with two languages: their heritage language (i.e., Turkish) that they speak 

at home and the mainstream language (i.e., French) that they speak at schools and in social settings. 

France puts a lot of importance on French and is one of several European countries to require 

adequate mainstream language (in this case French) skills from new immigrants (van Avermaet, 

2009). This strengthens the idea that France is made up of a single monolingual population, which 

is a type of common misperception in European societies (Hogan-Brun, Mar-Molinero & 

Stevenson, 2009). 

Instead of strengthening this misconception, Eisenchlas, Schalley, and Guillemin (2015) argue 

that the various languages within a population should be celebrated. They state “linguistic diversity 

should be actively cherished for the wealth of personal, social and economic benefits it brings to 

individuals and communities rather than simply ‘tolerated’ or worse, ignored or suppressed. 

Maintenance and development of one’s home language is a human right, as recognized in several 

international conventions. For minority language speakers, it is essential to develop literacy skills 

in their home language as well as in the mainstream language, if high levels of proficiency in the 

home language are to be achieved and maintained” (p.151). 

The need for high proficiency in the heritage language is promoted in bilingualism literature 

as well. This chapter aims to contribute to the related literature that suggests that the heritage 
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language of immigrants should be supported in order to promote successful mainstream language 

development. In compliance with the interdependence hypothesis, Schalley, Guillemin and 

Eisenchlas (2015) suggest that once the child gets literacy skills in the heritage language, then the 

acquisition of the literacy skills in the other languages will be easier. Thus, there is a need to give 

robust evidence that the proficiency in the heritage language of children predicts the proficiency 

in the second language, which the current study is intending to demonstrate. 

On the other hand, it is important to mention that not all Turkish immigrant people regard 

their heritage language in a similar manner. Backus (2015) states that there are intragroup 

differences among the Turkish population living in Europe. There are social, political, cultural and 

economic differences among them (Backus, 2015). Some people prefer being in densely populated 

Turkish communities and some may prefer living in different neighborhoods (Backus, 2015). 

Some use Turkish extensively, some prefer using the mainstream language (Backus, 2015). 

Turkish immigrants in France mostly live in close proximities, which is one of the reasons that 

Turkish language and cultural traditions across generations have been maintained (Windle, 2008). 

Sabatier (2008) observes that in the post-modern world children of immigrants create a new 

identity of their own which does not completely reflect either host country culture or heritage 

culture; their cultural identity reflects their ethnicity, the attitudes of their own community and the 

host community. The inherent differences among Turkish immigrants’ perspectives on their 

heritage language and among their cultural identities is an important factor for language 

development and has been taken into account in the current study. 

In the following sections, firstly, a history of Turkish immigrants in France is presented. 

Secondly, language policies in France regarding immigrant languages are outlined. Thirdly, the 

language maintenance among Turkish immigrants and their acculturation levels are discussed. 

Then, the status of heritage languages and immigrant children in French schools are reported. The 

description of the methodological approach and research design section is followed by the results 

section. The chapter ends with a discussion and concluding remarks. 
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4.2 Immigration history of Turkish people in France 

As stated by Akinci and Yagmur (2003), the immigration of Turks to France is one of the earliest 

ones in Turkish people’s immigration to Europe for economic reasons. Just after World War II, 

7770 Turkish people were living in France. This number decreased to 5273 in the 1950s and 

increased to 7628 in 1968 again. An immigration treaty was signed between France and Turkey in 

1965, but the largest immigration happened in the early 70s and continued in the 80s as well. By 

the 90s, the number of Turkish immigrants reached 202,000 (Akinci & Yagmur, 2003). At that 

time, Turkish people were the fourth largest immigrant group in France. In 1990, almost half of 

the Turkish immigrant population was below the age of 20. This new generation received 

education in the French school system, in contrast to their less educated parents. The education 

and vocational profile of this new generation was better than the older generation. New 

generations’ tendency to learn the mainstream culture and language through education changed 

the profile and the image of Turkish population in France (Akinci & Yagmur, 2010). 

The Turkish immigrants have been adapting much better in France than they have in other 

European countries due to the laws and protocols in France (Barou, 2014). One reason is that in 

the French citizenship system there is no ambiguity between foreigners and immigrants (Barou, 

2014). There are two categories of immigrants in France: the first is the group which keeps their 

foreign citizenship and the second is the group of people who came to France as foreigners but 

obtained French citizenship later (Barou, 2014). Moreover, under the 1889 law and through ius 

soli, the children of immigrants automatically obtain French nationality when they reach the age 

of 18years (Barou, 2014). In other words, the immigrants are nationalized in an effective manner 

in the eyes of the French law. Furthermore, the French census does not collect any information 

about the ethnic origin and religious background of people (Barou, 2014), which indicates a lack 

of overt marginalization of immigrants at the governmental level. Similar conclusions have been 

reached by other researchers as well. Ersanili and Koopmans (2010) state that naturalized Turkish 

immigrants in France show higher socio-cultural integration than their immigrant counterparts in 

Germany and the Netherlands. They further state that naturalization is positively associated with 

socio-cultural integration only in Germany and France. They relate positive outcomes of 

immigrants’ status in France to France’s different policy applications for adaptation and 

integration of the immigrants. In France, ethnic associations and social services are easily 



 

  89 
 

accessible for immigrants (Ersanili & Koopmans, 2010). Moreover, immigrants can learn their 

heritage language within the French school system (Ersanili & Koopmans, 2010). The next section 

explores the language policies of France in more detail. 

4.3 Language policy in France 

The language policy of a country gives clues about how that country values multilingualism and 

multiculturalism. Even though there are heritage language classes in French schools as previously 

mentioned, they are regarded as inconsequential and the emphasis is on teaching immigrant 

children French (Yagmur, 2016). This is due to the ideals behind their language policy. According 

to French language policy, nation state ideology and maintenance of the nationhood are considered 

to be an important part of cultural unity (Yagmur, 2016). Instead of supporting linguistic and 

cultural pluralism, the French immigrant policy motivates integration and linguistic assimilation 

of immigrants (Yagmur, 2016). This type of ideology, which France follows, is called assimilation 

ideology. 

Assimilation ideology is one of four ideologies a government can follow concerning its 

immigrants (Bourhis, Moise, Perreault & Senecal, 1997). The others are pluralism, civic ideology 

and ethnist ideology. Turkish immigrants live all over Europe and therefore experience most of 

these types of ideologies since the countries in Europe have different ideologies. Assimilation 

ideology, which is the case in France, expects immigrants to abandon their heritage culture and 

values in order to adopt the public values of the host country. The language policy of France is 

assimilationist as its constitution asserts the equality for all of its citizens without making any 

differentiation between people according to their social, religious, ethnic, and political 

background. The use of a single language demonstrates the unity and indivisibility of the country. 

This policy results in the ignorance of minorities in France (Helot & Young, 2002). While some 

countries expect linguistic and cultural assimilation to occur voluntarily, some countries like 

France, impose assimilation through state laws and regulations (Bourhis et al., 1997). 

The French language is thought to play a pivotal role for the assimilation and acculturation 

process in France (Yagmur, 2016) since a population in which everyone speaks the same language 

is expected to show social cohesion and unification. The cultural and linguistic assimilation of 

immigrants was solidified in a legal framework in 1987 (Yagmur, 2016). While there are upsides 
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to France’s assimilationist ways, such as the fact that French government gives equal rights to all 

of its citizens regardless of country of origin (Simon, 2003), it has negative consequences for 

immigrant populations, notably their cultural and linguistic maintenance. However, despite the 

assimilationist state policy, Turkish immigrants show a high commitment to their heritage culture 

and have low levels of linguistic and cultural assimilation (Simon, 2003). The findings of Yagmur 

and van de Vijver (2012), on the other hand, show the highest amount of linguistic assimilation 

among Turkish immigrants in France compared to Australia, Germany, and the Netherlands. 

4.4 Acculturation of Turkish immigrants in France and their language maintenance 

Another term for cultural integration is acculturation (Bourhis et al., 1997) and language 

maintenance is the perseverance of heritage language (Bourhis et al., 1997). It is important to note 

that one should not refer to acculturation and ethnic identification as categorical because both can 

fall on a continuum. It is a process of change which occurs when two ethnocultural groups or 

individuals have close contact with each other (Bourhis et al., 1997). Akinci (2014) also indicates 

that some immigrants may show bicultural attitudes towards both their heritage culture and host 

country culture, just as some immigrants only depend on their heritage culture. They can adopt 

both cultures simultaneously or leave their own culture and adopt dominant culture. Self-

identification perception according to social identity theory, 85% of the first and 65% of the 

second-generation of Turkish people feel themselves totally Turkish. The feeling of belonging to 

the French culture in the second generation is much stronger than in the first generation. In other 

words, the second generation of Turkish people in France tends to be bicultural, although they feel 

that their ethnic identity is strongly Turkish (Akinci, 2014). Moreover, second generation Turkish 

people are more familiar with French culture and more proficient in French (Yagmur, 2016). They 

show more interest in French culture and prefer to use the language in a wide variety of contexts 

and media. They follow French socio-cultural events and show more respect for French customs 

than the first generation. Overall both generations have a positive attitude towards French culture 

and they are aware of cultural differences, but the first generation have more tendency to define 

themselves as belonging to the Turkish culture and they practice Turkish traditions and customs 

in the way they did in Turkey (Yagmur, 2016). 
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There are several factors that can influence a person’s ethnic identity. One factor is a person’s 

mother tongue. Helot and Young (2002) state that mother tongue is very important for bilingual 

children because if the children’s first language and culture is not valued, this may have negative 

effects on their identity formation, achievement at school and cognitive development. Children’s 

culture and home environment are very important for their understanding the world around them; 

therefore, their mother tongue influences how they perceive the world (Helot & Young, 2002). 

Another factor is the environment of the host country. Berry (1997) argues that the host country 

has a dominant role for immigrants because the host country has the power to impose cultural, 

political and social norms. Some immigrants may experience acculturation voluntarily or they may 

have an old history of immigration which makes acceptance and adaptation occur unconsciously, 

whereas other immigrants experience non-voluntary acculturation (Berry, 1997). 

 The relationship between acculturation and language maintenance is not always 

straightforward. On the one hand, the strength of Turkish identity is related to more positive 

feelings towards the Turkish language (Yagmur & van de Vijver, 2012). This relationship is also 

found with children. In their study with Turkish immigrants, Akinci and Yagmur (2003) found that 

the ethnolinguistic vitality of Turkish children was very high. Although immigrant children have 

difficulty in using Turkish at a proficient level, they have a very positive attitude towards the 

Turkish language and value their first language highly. They stated that Turkish is one of the main 

elements of cultural permanence. On the other hand, immigrants with a weak Turkish identity 

usually do not have negative feelings towards the Turkish language (Yagmur & Akinci, 2003). 

While second generation Turkish immigrants might feel “less Turkish”, they are more aware of 

the importance of Turkish language maintenance than the first generation and they associate 

language maintenance with the survival of Turkish identity (Yagmur & Akinci, 2003). The vitality 

of the heritage language ensures the maintenance of the heritage culture (Yagmur & Akinci, 2003). 

Although Turkish immigrants may respect certain values and traditions of French people, they still 

show their dependence on and commitment to some of their specific, Turkish values and beliefs 

(Yagmur & Akinci, 2003). Turkish immigrants from both first and second generations are 

conscious about the fact that for social and cultural integration they need to speak French. They 

also agree that they should speak Turkish in the home context much more than in the public 

domain. Language preference shows differences according to the interlocutors across the 



92 
 

generations. For instance, second generation children prefer Turkish when talking to their parents 

and they prefer French when talking to their siblings (Yagmur & Akinci, 2003). 

 In other words, Turkish immigrants value their heritage language no matter how acculturated 

they are. Turkish immigrants’ high level of commitment to Turkish and its maintenance can also 

be derived from the fact that among all other immigrant languages in France, Turkish is the most 

vital one at home (Kirszbaum et al., 2009). According to survey results of a study conducted by 

Kirszbaum et al. (2009) on geographic mobility and social integration in France, Turkish 

immigrants had the highest proportion of native language use with 56% and the lowest proportion 

of mainstream language use with 7%. These numbers are highly distinctive since the rest of the 

immigrants demonstrate significantly lower proportions of heritage language use and significantly 

higher proportions of mainstream language use. For example, the proportions of mainstream 

language use are 54% for sub-Saharan African immigrants, 37% for Spanish immigrants, and 35% 

for Algerian immigrants. 

There are several factors researchers believe to be behind for Turkish language’s high levels 

of maintenance. One factor is the easy access to the rich Turkish media through satellite, 

newspapers and the participation in concerts, plays and social events held by Turkish organizations 

(Yagmur, 2016). A social factor is the tendency of Turkish immigrants in France to marry people 

born in Turkey (Ersanili, 2010). This practice results in a continuous first-generation Turkish 

immigration to France (Ersanili, 2010). In this way Turkish stays as the dominant language at 

home and the children are exposed to only Turkish until they start school. Another social factor is 

the strength of the social bonds among Turkish immigrants. As Turkish people frequently get 

together in certain social settings, they use only Turkish which prevents communicating in French 

and bonds Turkish people with the language (Ersanili, 2010; Yagmur, 2016). 

There is also a sociolinguistic factor. In research conducted by Extra and Yagmur (2004) in 

France in the Lyon district, Turkish was found to be one of the most vital languages. A minority 

language with a strong ethnolinguistic vitality tends to be maintained more in comparison to a 

language with a weak vitality. They found that if the languages are typologically similar, the 

tendency to maintain that language decreases. If the native language and mainstream language are 

typologically very different from each other, the ethnic language tends to be maintained more. 

Thus, typologically different languages like Turkish, Cambodian, Armenian and Vietnamese are 

maintained within their communities in France more than languages more similar to French. 
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On the other hand, this does not mean that Turkish immigrants neglect French. Turkish 

immigrants both from first and second generations are conscious about the fact that for social and 

cultural integration they need to speak French, they also agree that they should speak Turkish in 

the home context much more than they do in the public domain. They also support the use of 

French in the home context which shows that Turkish immigrants support bilingualism with their 

language use in all domains (Yagmur, 2016). According to a research conducted by Ersanili (2007) 

regarding country differences, Turkish immigrants in France use the host-country language 

significantly more often than their Dutch and German counterparts, regardless of naturalization 

status. Non-naturalized French immigrants even use the host-country language more often than 

naturalized Dutch immigrants. 

Turkish immigrants’ French abilities are so high that they are indeed comparable to the 

abilities of French monolinguals. In his study, Akinci (2014) states that when Turkish-French 

bilinguals are compared with Turkish and French monolinguals, they display similar proficiencies 

in reading and writing activities. The slight differences between Turkish-French bilinguals and 

French monolinguals are probably due to socio-economic background factors. The effects of socio-

economic background on immigrant population can be observed in how much Turkish immigrant 

children are exposed to literacy activities before they start school. Low socio-economic status is 

highly negatively correlated with exposure to literacy activities and with language skills (Akinci, 

1999). In other words, when their socio-economic background is controlled for, Turkish bilinguals 

in France perform at similar levels as French monolinguals. Turkish immigrants achieve these high 

levels of French while staying committed to their heritage language and culture (Akinci, 2014). 

Many researches in the field of immigrant children’s education have discussed that immigrant 

children do not benefit from schools as much as they could. Many children drop out of schools 

without getting their certificates or qualifications (Vedder & Horenczyk, 2006). Although the 

children who were educated solely in France have a higher educational attainment than their 

parents, they still do not reach the same achievement levels as their native French peers when the 

results of international exams (PISA and PIRLS) are evaluated. Educational attainment of 

immigrant children differs according to their social background, country of origin and their 

parents’ socio-economic status. For the immigrant children, schools and other educational 

environment are the places where they interact with each other and where acculturation takes place. 

Throughout the cultural transition process, adaptation to everything related to school is highly 
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important. Schools have the role of introducing culture to immigrant children. In this respect, the 

importance attributed to schools is highly important as they are also places enabling participation 

and mobility. 

4.5 The status of immigrant languages in French Schools 

4.5.1 The literature on teaching heritage languages in school 

As previously stated, the retention of the Turkish language is high among the Turkish immigrants 

in France. This means that Turkish immigrant children in France are being raised as bilinguals. 

There is a disagreement on whether their bilingualism should be supported in schools in the schools 

and in the policies of governments. This section addresses the disagreement within the literature 

and the next section discusses French policies regarding French schools and Turkish.  

One of the most prominent theories on bilingual education is the Interdependence Hypothesis 

(Cummins, 1979). According to the interdependence hypothesis, the language skills acquired in 

the first language are transferred to the second language. In other words, a child’s performance in 

the second language is partly dependent on the skills acquired in the first language (Cummins, 

1979). Transfer of proficiency occurs if there is sufficient exposure to the second language 

(Cummins, 1979). In addition, a high level of proficiency in the first language can also facilitate 

the child’s cognitive development (Cummins, 1979). The educational implications of the 

interdependence hypothesis have been argued for by many researchers, such as Helot and Young 

(2002) and Schalley et al. (2015). 

On the other hand, there are researchers whose views on bilingualism contradict the 

interdependence hypothesis. Some argue that mother tongue hinders the acquisition of the 

mainstream language (e.g., Amermüller, 2005). Akinci (2007) disproves this argument by looking 

at error patterns. He illustrates that Turkish immigrant children, who start learning French at age 

3, mostly make the same kind of mistakes as French monolinguals. In other words, Turkish 

immigrant children follow similar developmental patterns as French monolingual children. 

Moreover, he observes that the errors Turkish immigrant children make due to the influence of 

mother language tend to completely disappear after the age of 7. Similarly, Verhoeven (2000) has 

also looked into whether mother tongue interferes with second language (mainstream language) 

acquisition. He found that while heritage language (HL) can interfere with second language based 
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on the proximity level of languages in terms of syntax, morphology, phonology, orthography and 

discourse, the lack of proficiency of children in L2 cannot only be explained with HL interference.  

A common side effect of being a bilingual, namely code switching and code mixing, may be 

taken as evidence for the hindrance argument. However, as Helot and Young (2002) state, bilingual 

children can code-switch or code-mix while speaking, this phenomenon can be understood as 

confusion by the teacher who may not have had any training on the language use of bilingual 

children. Those students are categorized as having a language delay and being confused about both 

of the languages. However, code-mixing and code-switching are not signs of language delay or 

confusion but in fact are natural processes for bilingual children. Moreover, it can be beneficial. 

The students can get an understanding about the languages by comparing the languages they are 

exposed to (Helot & Young, 2002). 

Overall, research suggests that there is no evidence for the hindrance perspective and that 

immigrant languages should not be ignored or suppressed so that it does not hinder mainstream 

language acquisition. However, the current state of Turkish children in France remains that they 

fall behind with their monolingual peers in respect to their language development (Akinci, 1999). 

Both of their languages are behind expected levels because they lack enough language exposure 

and support required to develop a language adequately (Akinci, 1999).  

According to Helot and Young (2002) children’s first language and culture cannot be excluded 

as it has important implications and consequences for their affective development and their ability 

to learn. Home experience of the child cannot be excluded from school success as the child builds 

upon the knowledge acquired in the home environment and combines that knowledge, skill and 

experience with the new school context (Helot & Young, 2002; Yagmur, 2016). The responsibility 

of utilizing children’s diverse backgrounds falls on the teacher so that these children can benefit 

from school most efficiently. French teachers need to have an understanding about the fact that the 

students learning difficulty is not due to their use of first language but due to lack of support for 

their bilingualism (Akinci, 2014; Helot & Young, 2002; Yagmur, 2016). 

4.5.2 French school system and Turkish lessons 

In the French school system, there are some programs designed for Turkish immigrants. Foreign 

language education is dealt within two different programs; the first one is ELCO (Enseignement 

des Langues et Cultures d’origine) which is first language instruction. The second one is Foreign 
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Language Education. When compared with Germany, there is no regional language policy, as in 

both scopes foreign language education is provided at the national level. In this case, offering 

Turkish language started with ELCO program and in 1994 Turkish as a foreign language had been 

added to the school program (Akinci, 2007). The French education system is conducted in three 

parts. The first cycle of education in France is pre-elementary school (école maternelle). It starts 

before the compulsory education at the age of 6. Secondary education is completed in two phases: 

Lower secondary education and upper secondary education. Lower secondary education is from 

sixth to third grades leading to the BEPC certificate which is based on the points obtained from 

the national examination and the grades during the school year. Upper secondary education starts 

from the second grade to the terminale which leads to the baccalaureate which is obligatory to 

have access to higher education (Heath & Brinbaum, 2007). 

For the Turkish education of immigrant children, the Turkish government took some 

responsibilities by sending teachers and teaching materials to host countries. Akinci and Jolly 

(2010) state that with the bilateral agreements with the French government in 1978, Turkish 

teachers were sent from Turkey to teach Turkish. However, as they did not know French, they 

could not have any cooperation with the local schools. After 1998, the teachers were required to 

know the language of that country they were going to teach Turkish in. Data on the participation 

rate for ELCO lessons show a decrease in the participation of students over the years. In French 

schools in the years 1984-85 14,783 students participated in Turkish lessons, in 1990-1991 16,500, 

in 1997-1998 13,934 students participated, in 1999-2000 12.883 students participated, in 2002-

2003 12,832 students participated to Turkish lessons. This statistical data suggests that over time 

the participation to ELCO classes has decreased. This decrease is not only observed in Turkish 

classes but also in other ELCO classes taken by the immigrant children from Algeria, Morocco, 

Spain, Tunisia, Italy, Portugal and Yugoslavia (Akinci & Jolly, 2010). 

ELCO classes, which start at second grade in France, are provided in the districts where 

immigrants live in majority; however, they are not provided in every school. The parents are given 

surveys about the lessons and they mention their preference for the language classes. If the number 

of students demanding Turkish class reaches 12 the class opens. For those lessons to start, there 

should be teachers assigned to that location and there should be accommodation for these classes 

in the school. As Turkish people have been settled in many different locations, children in many 

areas are not able to benefit from Turkish lessons (Akinci & Jolly, 2010). Turkish teachers usually 
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complain about irregular attendance of children at the Turkish classes. The parents are responsible 

for the absence of students in the classes, as they do not send the children to the lessons due to the 

misconception that they fail in other fields of subjects because they are confused about the 

languages. 

4.5.3 The status of Turkish immigrant students at French schools 

The misconceptions immigrants encounter are not limited to the drawbacks of heritage languages. 

Immigrants also need to manage negative stereotyping. Immigrants’ children have usually been 

reported to fail the class and have adaptation problems at school (Yagmur, 2017). When the 

standard international exams are evaluated for immigrants, they are usually reported to fall behind 

their native French peers (OECD, 2015; 2018). 

The actual status of immigrant children in French schools is influenced by two main factors: 

the characteristics of the child’s family and the characteristics of the school. Some characteristics 

of the child’s family, which influence the status of immigrant children in French schools, are socio-

economical background of the family and their investment in the child’s education. It has been 

found that immigrant parents’ enthusiasm for their children’s future prospects has an impact on 

the educational outcomes of children (Vallet & Caille, 1999). Moreover, the tendency of 

immigrant parents in France is that they invest in their children’s education so that they can attain 

a good career, even though they are socially in a disadvantaged position (Heath & Brinbaum, 

2007). It is also important to note that not all immigrant families show such a tendency. Heath and 

Brinbaum (2007) state that depending on the country of origin immigrant families had higher 

educational aspirations and expectations than their native counterparts. 

Some characteristics of the school, which influence the status of immigrant children in French 

schools, are the type of support they receive at school, the heterogeneity of the school, and the 

teachers’ biases. It should also be noted that the importance the French government gives to 

immigrant education can influence a school’s applications and the status of immigrant children’s 

education. Escafre-Dublet (2014) maintains that the French Ministry of Education is not very 

willing to make any improvements in the education of descendants of immigrants. Language 

instruction for the new arrivals is the only project run and the City Ministry continues Education 

Achievement Programs in disadvantaged areas to decrease social inequality by offering support 

outside school. However, it is not clear to what extent the children of immigrants benefit from 
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these programs. It is also important to notice that these programs do not offer any opportunities 

for the maintenance of heritage language of Turkish immigrants. 

A characteristic of the school context that influences immigrant children’s achievement at 

school is the heterogeneity of the school. French schools tend not be very heterogeneous 

heterogeneous until high school. School is an important context for children’s socialization and 

for learning about the values of the host society. As high schools include more variety from 

different residential areas, adolescents may meet people from different ethnic backgrounds. The 

transition to high school makes them more aware about ethnic diversity, and gives them a chance 

to select their friends (Sabatier, 2008). Attending a heterogeneous high school may arouse ethnic 

affirmation as a distinctive trait. Students in France are considered to receive their education in a 

learning environment which fosters their abilities and interests. However, students often face a 

hierarchy due to their ethnic background in the system and students from groups low in the 

hierarchy are usually assigned to vocational schools (Windle, 2008). 

Another characteristic of the school that influences immigrant children’s status at school is 

the biases the teacher might hold. Windle (2008) maintains that in France, as the students are 

assigned to the schools in their closest district, a specific group of people cannot be assigned to the 

same school which is called “school zoning” (la carte scolaire). In the French school system, the 

separation between the school and home is very strict. France is one of the countries which puts 

distance between the teacher and the students. Teachers’ positive or negative conceptions of 

student abilities, and the capabilities of students from particular backgrounds, contribute to the 

production of inequalities through labelling and stereotyping (Windle, 2008). As Akinci (2014) 

states, in the French school system, recognizing cultural differences and valuing linguistic variety 

is up to the teachers who deal with children from different ethnic backgrounds. Akinci suggests 

that the teachers need to get a global understanding and cross-curricular approach to be helpful for 

all students rather than only for monolinguals. 

Besides the concerns mentioned above, Simon (2003) argues that a significant reason for 

immigrant children’s low school performance is the fact that immigrant children’s socioeconomic 

status was lower than that of native French children. When he controlled for socioeconomic status, 

the performance of immigrant children was equivalent to the performance of native French 

children. He notes that a reason for socioeconomic status being such a significant reason might be 

that most of the families belong to the working class and do not have a sound educational 
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background and they face language problems. He explains this problem with a historical point of 

view: Since the chance of being selected in the job market became difficult with limited 

qualifications, the first-generation immigrants left school early, without making much social 

mobility. The discrimination against the North African, Turkish and African immigrants resulted 

in less integration and social mobility than native French generations. Simon also notes that 

recognizing the origin of students and offering comparable educational conditions to those children 

play an important role for their position at school. 

Similarly, in a study conducted by Grisay (1993) it was noted that immigrants’ children seem 

to be more inclined to conform to the school and the teacher’s expectations when comparing 

students from the same social background as French natives. According to this study, immigrants’ 

children were less successful than their schoolmates in the French lower secondary school. 

However, when the socio-economic characteristics of the families were kept similar, the school 

achievement of immigrant children in French schools were better than their peers belonging to 

similar social background and family environment. Lower school achievement cannot be 

associated with being an immigrant, it is rather related to the educational setting and opportunities 

provided for those children. 

 To sum up, literature on Turkish immigrants in France suggests that they value the Turkish 

language to a great extent, demonstrate different levels of acculturation, and experience numerous 

misconceptions about drawbacks of heritage languages and negative stereotypes. Moreover, while 

Turkish immigrant children are offered Turkish classes, their Turkish development is not well 

supported. Overall, their language development falls behind their monolingual peers. However, 

the stereotypes of low performing immigrant students are not justified seeing that immigrant 

children perform as expected by their SES. In line with their low SES, they are not strongly 

exposed to literacy based activities, which influence the development of literacy skills.  

4.6 Research design 

The research design of the current study is described in detail in the introduction chapter. The 

research design in the current chapter only includes participants in the French context. The main 

questions this chapter intends to answer are whether there is a relationship between the students’ 
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Turkish and French reading skills and whether there is a relationship between these children’s 

acculturation orientations and their reading skills in Turkish and in French.  

4.6.1 Participants 

The total sample comprised 241 students; 122 students for PISA testing and 119 students for 

PIRLS testing in the French context. The participants were recruited from the schools in 

Strasbourg, Bischwiller, Hagenau, Lyon, Villefranche and Macon. The students who participated 

in the research were recruited from two primary schools and a high school in Strasbourg and one 

primary, one high school school in Bishwiller and one high school in Hagenau, the rest were 

recruited from Strasbourg DITIB, Lyon DITIB, Villefranche DITIB and Macon DITIB. The 

permissions were taken from schools and DITIB organizations, the teachers who volunteered to 

help for the research were contacted for their convenient dates and they informed the students 

about the research. The teachers helped for the distribution and collection of the tests. As it is 

shown in Table 4.1, female students outnumber male students. Mean age of PIRLS students is 

10.19 and PISA students is 14.68. 

Table 4. 1 Gender and age distribution of students in PISA and PIRLS testing 

Gender PIRLS students PISA students 

 N Mean age N Mean age 

Female 63 10.13 88 14.67 

Male 56 10.27 34 14.71 

Total 119 10.13 122 14.67 

In Table 4.2, the number of students who attended Turkish classes is shown together with the 

frequency and the place of their attendance. As it is seen in the Table, more PIRLS students than 

PISA students participated in Turkish classes and more PISA students took 3-4 hours of Turkish 

classes than PIRLS students. Besides, in Table 4.3 shows the place where they took Turkish 

classes. Turkish immigrant children have a limited number of options for receiving Turkish classes 

if their schools do not offer those classes. Other than mainstream schools and Turkish schools, the 

students take Turkish lessons from mosques at the weekend. According to the obtained data, the 

majority of students receive Turkish lessons in the mainstream schools. 
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Table 4. 2 Attending Turkish classes by the students (N = 241) 

 PIRLS students PISA students 

Following Turkish lessons N % N % 

No Turkish lesson 18 14.9 24 19.7 

1-2 hours per week 88 72.7 75 61.5 

3-4 hours per week 12 9.9 23 18.9 

Missing 

Total 

1 

119 

2.4 

 100.0 

- 

122 

- 

100.0 

Table 4. 3 The places where the students take Turkish lessons 

 PIRLS students PISA students 

Location N % N % 

Mainstream school 88 72.7 81 66.4 

Turkish school 11 9.1 20 16.4 

Mosque 16 13.2 19 15.6 

Missing 4 4.8 2 1.6 

Total 119 100 122 100 

In Table 4.4, percentages about the reading of Turkish books with parents are given. More 

PIRLS students read Turkish books with their parents (this outcome can be related to the age of 

children) than PISA students. Yet, the percentage is low for both age groups. 
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Table 4. 4 Reading Turkish books with parents (N = 241) 

Do you read Turkish books with your 

parents? 

PIRLS students PISA students 

 N % N % 

Yes 64 52.9 51 41.8 

No 54 44.6 71 58.2 

Missing 1 2.4 - - 

Total 119 100 122 100.0 

 

4.6.2 Procedure 

To be able to find participants for this research, primary and secondary schools were approached 

through Turkish organisations. This was not an easy process because many school directors do not 

want to allow such studies in their schools these days. With the help of enthusiastic school 

directors, access to some secondary schools were granted and Turkish speaking students were 

recruited. Besides schools, mosques and Turkish organizations were contacted specially to reach 

10 year-old children. Many Turkish organizations organize religious and cultural education for 

young children. I was able to recruit children from such centers as well. Students from different 

cities are included in the research. The participants were from Strasbourg, Bischwiller, Hagenau, 

Lyon, Villefranche, and Macon. For the PIRLS students, the permissions of the parents were asked. 

Some parents did not allow their children to participate in the study. Apparently, for some parents 

the Turkish language competence of their child was a sensitive topic. 

All texts and questions of the tests were available online in English at the PISA and PIRLS 

websites. Because some parts were not disclosed in the French test, those were added by translating 

from English to French. Both versions were checked again by native Turkish and French speakers. 

Both the tests and the surveys were delivered on paper. For PIRLS, it took 60 minutes to finish the 

Turkish version and about 50 minutes for the French version. For PISA, it took between 50 minutes 

to finish the Turkish version and about 30-40 minutes for the French version. There were clear 

completion time differences between Turkish and French versions of the same test. It took less 

time to complete the French version. The survey took about 10 – 15 minutes to complete for 15-

year-old children and about 30 minutes for 10-year-old children.  
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 The schools and the teachers who confirmed the research were contacted for the test application 

date. In France data was collected in two different periods as there was not adequate number of 

samples in at first round of data collection. First round of data collection took place in February, 

then, data was collected in Strasbourg district from two elementary and two high schools (Ecole 

Primaire Leonard da Vinci, Ecole Primaire Menusiers, College Saut du Lievre, Lycee Marie Curie) 

As the students attend weekend schools in DITIB organizations, some of the students were from 

Strasbourg DITIB. About half of the overal Turkish-French bilingual students were from 

Strasbourg district. In May, the rest of the data was collected from Lyon district. In Lyon, the data 

was collected from the students one elementary and one high school (Ecole elementaire Lamartine, 

College Jean Moulin) and the rest of the data was collected from weekend school in Villefranche-

Lyon DITIB.  

At the time of application, half of each group or class received the tests in French and the other 

half in Turkish. When they completed their first tests they received the tests in vice versa order. 

This was done to avoid a possible test effect. 10 year-old students completed both tests in about 

two hours and 15 year-old students completed the tests in both languages in one and a half hour. 

As for survey part, both age groups wanted to complete the surveys in French although Turkish 

version of the tests were available. 10 year-old children completed the survey in about 40 minutes 

and 15 year-old children completed the test in about 20 minutes.  All of the students preferred to 

take surveys in French, none of the students preferred Turkish version of the surveys.  

As for ethical concerns, before the applications of tests, the parents of 10 year-old children 

were contacted for permission with letters. If they did not want their children to be involved in the 

study they informed the class teacher or school administration. Only one parent from Strasboug 

DITIB did not want her child to take part in the research and that child did not take part in the 

research. Before the actual testing, to make sure that the students are taking part voluntarily, all 

the 10 year-old and 15 year-old students were asked if they wanted to be involved in the tests or 

not. None of the students mentioned unwillingness to participate in the research. 

After the data collection, all the tests were sorted in such an order that the three instruments 

taken from each student were filed together in the same folder to avoid disorderliness. Then each 

of the folders were numbered. According to a previously prepared rubric the Turkish tests were 

scored. Answers for multiple choice questions received 1 or 0 points, for open ended questions, 

the scores ranged from 0 to 2. To ensure the interrater reliability especially for open ended 



104 
 

questions, another Turkish expert evaluated the answers according to the rubric. If there were 

differences in the scoring of the two Turkish evaluators, then it was checked again and if there was 

a discrepancy between the scoring of the two teachers and the answer was evaluated again and 

they decided on a point. The same procedure of scoring was followed for the French tests in 

cooperation with a French teacher. 

4.7 Results 

Firstly, the psychometric properties of the scales are described; then results of exploratory factor 

analyses of the background variables (acculturation- and language-related scales) are presented, 

aimed to reduce their dimensionality to enable an analysis of the link between background and 

educational outcome scores. Consequently, a comparison of the Turkish and French scores of the 

students on both PIRLS and PISA. Finally, the associations between the background factors 

(acculturation and language) and achievement in two path analyses (one for PIRLS and one for 

PISA data) are tested. 

4.7.2 Psychometric properties and exploratory factor analyses 

The internal consistencies of the scales ranged from adequate to excellent, with values of 

Cronbach’s alpha ranging from .65 to .85. An exploratory factor analyses of each scale separately 

was conducted and the results demonstrated that that all scales were unifactorial (to save space, 

results are not further reported here). 

In the next step the dimensionality of the eight scales dealing with acculturation and language 

was reduced. The purpose of these analyses was to reduce the dimensionality of the scales to make 

these more amenable for subsequent path analysis, in which the new factors could be used to 

predict reading achievement. Three exploratory factor analyses were carried out, the first on the 

two-ethnic orientation (Turkish) scales, the second on the two-dominant group orientation 

(French) scales, and the third on the four language scales. As can be seen in Table 4.6, each factor 

analysis yielded a strong first factor (the first factor explained between 60 and 72% of the 

variance). Each scale showed a high loading on its factor (the lowest loading was .69). The factor 

scores of the factor analyses were used as observed variables in the path analyses reported below.  
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Table 4. 5 Psychometric properties of the scales in the Turkish-French group 

Acculturation and language Number of items Cronbach’s alpha 

Feeling member of Turkish culture 11 .78  

Feeling member of dominant culture 9 .75  

Mainstream orientation 7 .76  

Ethnic orientation 6 .65  

Language use 6 .69  

Language choice 8 .85  

Language attitudes 6 .82  

Achievement scores  French version Turkish version 

PIRLS reading (multiple choice items) 17 .83 .76 

PIRLS reading (open-ended items) 7 .75 .79 

PIRLS reading combined 24 .88 .85 

PISA reading 20 .78 .75 

Table 4. 6 Exploratory factor analyses of (a) ethnic orientation; (b) dominant group orientation; 
(c) language variables 

Scale Percentage explained by first factor Loading 

Ethnic group orientation 62  

 Feeling member of Turkish culture  .79 

 Ethnic orientation  .79 

Dominant group orientation 72  

 Feeling member of dominant culture  .85 

 Mainstream orientation  .85 

Language 60  

 Language use  .78 

 Language choice  .84 

 Language attitudes  .69 
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4.7.2 Comparison of the Turkish and French scores on PIRLS and PISA 

Reading performance differences in French and Turkish were tested in repeated measures analyses 

of variance. In the analysis, gender was used as independent variable while the reading 

performance in French and Turkish were the dependent variables. The first analysis involved 

PIRLS, the second analyzed PISA scores. The means are presented in Table 4.7 and the analysis 

of variance results in Table 4.8. For PIRLS, neither language nor gender showed any significance, 

although the gender difference (females had slightly higher means) was bordering on significance 

(p = .08). The only significant difference was the interaction of language version and gender; the 

gender differences were larger for females than for males (Females: French M = .43, Turkish M = 

.39; Males: French M = .35, Turkish M = .36). All in all, the differences between language versions 

and genders yielded small to negligible effect sizes. 

Table 4. 7 Means and standard deviations of PIRLS and PISA scores per gender 

 French version Turkish version 

Test M SD M SD 

PIRLS Reading     

 Females .43 .20 .39 .20 

 Males .35 .20 .36 .18 

 Overall .40 .20 .37 .20 

PISA Reading     

 Females .52 .19 .50 .17 

 Males .55 .24 .46 .24 

 Overall .53 .21 .49 .19 

Note. Mean scores represent the proportion of correct responses. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  107 
 

Table 4. 8 MANOVA of language versions of PIRLS and PISA scores as within factor with 
gender as between factor 

Independent variable F (df1, df2) 2 

PIRLS   

 Language version 1.39 (1, 117) .01 

 Gender 3.17 (1, 117) .03 

 Interaction   2.09 (1, 117) .02* 

PISA   

  Language version 13.94 (1, 117) .10*** 

  Gender 0.04 (1, 120) .00 

  Interaction   4.93 (1, 117) .04* 

Note. Correlations of language versions were .59 for PIRLS and .72 for PISA (p < .001) 
*p < .05. ***p < .001. 

The PISA findings replicated the PIRLS findings to some extent; gender differences were not 

significant, yet the interaction of language version and gender was significant. Remarkably, the 

gender differences showed here the opposite pattern, as male differences were larger than female 

differences (Males: French M = .55, Turkish M = .46; Females: French M = .52, Turkish M = .50). 

With an effect size of .04, the interaction was found to be a bit larger than what was found for 

PIRLS, yet the effect size was still small. The most salient difference in the PISA analysis was the 

sizeable language version effect; the French version yielded higher mean scores (M = .53) than the 

Turkish version (M = .49), with an effect size of .10. 

4.7.3 Path analysis linking acculturation to educational achievement 

Before presenting the results of the path analysis, the correlational analyses are discussed (see 

Table 4.9). The strongest correlations in the table are the two language versions of the same test 

(.59 for PIRLS and .72 for PISA, both ps < .001), as could be expected. Furthermore, the links 

between background variables and reading achievement were much weaker, yet somewhat 

stronger for PISA than for PIRLS. Language (a high score denotes a more dominance of and 

preference for Turkish) tended to be positively related to Turkish reading achievement and 

negatively to French reading achievement. 
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Table 4.9 Correlations of Acculturation, Language, and Achievement Variables (PIRLS above the 

Diagonal, PISA below the Diagonal) 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

(1) Turkish group orientation - -.06 .25** -.01 .14 

(2) French group orientation -.39*** - -.12 -.02 -.14 

(3) Languagea  .28** -.17 - .02 .07 

(4) Achievement in Turkish .18* -.27** .13 - .54*** 

(5) Achievement in French .03 -.16 -.00 .72*** - 

aA higher score means more dominance of Turkish language. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

A path analysis in which the acculturation and language variables were the exogenous 

variables, predicting educational achievement, as commonly done in the literature, was conducted. 

Moreover, Turkish reading achievement was used to predict French reading achievement. This 

choice is based on the consideration that Turkish was most likely the first language of all students 

and that French skills were developed after at least some Turkish was acquired. In this line of 

reasoning, knowledge of the Turkish language (lexicon, grammar, etc.) was the basis for 

developing French; hence, Turkish scores to predict French scores was used. The possibility that 

the line of causation may also go in the other direction was not excluded, but it could be argued 

that from a developmental perspective, such causation is probably weaker. 

 Separate models for PIRLS and PISA scores were fitted. The PIRLS results are presented in 

the upper part of Figure 4.1. As can be seen there, the fit of the model is adequate, although the 

RMSEA value was quite large. The reason behind the high value is the lack of parsimony of the 

model. Almost all links between the exogenous variables and reading scores were tested. The only 

significant link for PIRLS (apart from the two reading scores) was the negative path coefficient 

between Turkish language and French PIRLS achievement. Yet, Turkish language was not a 

positive predictor of Turkish reading achievement in PIRLS. It can therefore be concluded that 

background variables that are related to acculturation and Turkish language preference and 

dominance were not strongly predictive of PIRLS reading achievement in Turkish or French. The 

findings of the model fitting the PISA data were largely similar (lower part of Figure 1). The fit of 
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the model was again adequate. Turkish PISA achievement was highly predictive of French PISA 

achievement, whereas the links with the background variables were much weaker. The only 

significant path coefficient was the negative association between French group orientation and 

Turkish reading achievement. 

It can be concluded that the link between acculturation and language variables on the one hand 

and reading achievement on the other hand is relatively weak whereas the link between the reading 

achievement scores in L1 and L2 is very strong. The significant links found between the 

background variables and reading achievement were in line with expectation, but it is clear that 

much larger samples recruited by probability sampling would be needed to establish a replicable 

pattern of findings. 

 

Figure 4. 1 Path analysis linking acculturation and language orientations to educational 
achievement: (a) PIRLS, (b) PISA (all parameters are standardized) 
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4.8 Discussion and conclusion 

This chapter focuses on the bilingual reading skills of Turkish immigrant students in France. First, 

the literature on the history of Turkish immigrants in France, the language policies concerning 

immigrant languages in France, the French school system, Turkish immigrants’ place within this 

system as well as the importance of heritage language were covered. Consequently, the current 

study was presented. The current study investigates the bilingual reading skills of Turkish 

immigrant students in France with the PIRLS and PISA tests as well as their acculturation 

orientations with a questionnaire. The aims of the current study include exploring the relationship 

between the reading skills in Turkish and the reading skills in French and exploring the relationship 

between their acculturation orientations and reading skills. The expectations of the current study 

along with the results are discussed below. 

In this section, the focus is on the relationship between Turkish and French reading skills of 

Turkish immigrant students living in France. Using standardized tests from PISA and PIRLS, 

reading skills of 10-year-old and 15-year-old students were measured. This study has been the first 

in evaluating the dependency of first and second language at different age levels through standard 

exams for students living in France. In addition, achievement level of students is dealt in 

comparison with their acculturation orientations and language use. With reference to the path 

analysis conducted in this study, it can be concluded that Turkish PIRLS achievement has a 

correlation with the French PIRLS achievement. Similarly, Turkish PISA achievement is highly 

related with French PISA achievement. The results also confirm Cummins (1979) interdependence 

hypothesis that “the development of competence in a second language (L2) is partially a function 

of the type of competence already developed in HL at the time when intensive exposure to L2 

begins” (p. 222). According to the obtained results, Turkish reading proficiency highly predicts 

mainstream reading achievement which is in line with our anticipation that first language plays the 

primary role for the acquisition of the mainstream language. Language proficiency of students has 

utmost importance as it is predictive of students’ achievement in other skill areas such as 

Mathematics and Science (OECD, 2015, 2018) This study supports research previously done (e.g 

Verhoeven, 1994; Arikan et al., 2007) and is supposed to enlighten the field of language education 
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in that policy makers can establish an effective learning program for bilingual students. When 

awareness about the richness of bilingualism is raised, the learners’ confidence in using their first 

language can be enhanced. The data obtained from this study has significant implications for the 

language policy and education policy of France for immigrants. The results emphasized the need 

for France to acknowledge the realities of multilingualism, and to provide the rights for immigrants 

to learn and use their first language. In addition, not only the bilinguals with prestigious languages 

should be conceived as assets in the education system, but bilingualism involving minority 

languages should be given equal value. Thus, the French educational programs need to be 

organized in accordance with the needs of immigrant/minority students. The failure of immigrant 

students cannot be linked with the use of their first language, as this is not supported by the 

evidence from the current research. The results suggest that an improvement in the prestige of L1 

and the access to formal and literate uses of the language would not only benefit maintenance of 

the first language but also the development of the mainstream language. If the language of a child 

is valued in the society, the child has confidence to use the language in all contexts, which would 

enhance first language skills as well as L2 skills. In France, Turkish is not an esteemed language 

in the school environments nor in most certain social settings and this hinders both L1 and L2 

skills. However, if the teachers and administrators accepted the value of immigrants’ mother 

tongue, supported children’s right to use it and encouraged literacy in this language, the immigrant 

students might develop it more and have higher proficiency in L2. 

When the acculturation surveys were evaluated, obtained data showed that Turkish language 

preference and dominance were not predictive of PIRLS achievement in French and Turkish. 

Background variables were not predictive of PISA achievement either. When the PISA group and 

PIRLS group are compared, the predictive power of background variables for language 

performance is higher for the PISA group than for the PIRLS group. There was also a negative 

association between French group orientation and Turkish reading achievement. All in all, the 

relationship between acculturation orientations and reading achievement in the French context is 

not very strong. 

This finding seems at odds with what other studies have found. For example, Yagmur and van 

de Vijver (2011) found that Turkish immigrant children with a stronger Turkish identity valued 

and used Turkish more than the ones who had a stronger mainstream identity. It might be assumed 

that more Turkish language use might result in better Turkish reading skills. However, that was 
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not the case. A possible reason for the current study’s contradictory finding can be that reading 

achievement is a highly technical skill that depends more on the educational opportunities provided 

to the children than their personal characteristics. 

Other findings of the current study include the finding that both age groups performed higher 

in the French version than in the Turkish version. Turkish immigrant children performed better in 

French is not an unexpected outcome. It is indeed natural for children to read better in a language 

to which they are constantly exposed at school. The differences might have been smaller or 

disappear completely if these children were receiving an equal amount of instruction in Turkish at 

school. This conclusion is supported by Aarts and Verhoeven’s (1999) study on functional literacy. 

When the functional literacy of Turkish immigrant children of a similar age group was investigated 

by Aarts and Verhoeven (1999), it was found that those children performed better in Turkish than 

in the mainstream language Dutch. While Turkish immigrant children in the Netherlands are not 

exposed to academic literacy in Turkish at school, it is likely that they are exposed to functional 

literacy in Turkish at home, such as figuring out the TV guide. Therefore, Aarts and Verhoeven’s 

(1999) study as well as the current study underline the influence of language input on Turkish 

immigrant children’s literacy skills. 

Another finding of the current study was that both age groups fell behind in comparison with 

the native children is also an expectant one seeing that immigrant children are often found to fall 

behind their native peers on standard exams like PISA and PIRLS (OECD, 2015, 2018). Those 

children’s language skills are usually less developed than the language skills of their monolingual 

peers. Immigrant children face problems in achieving the tasks given in the classroom due to a 

lack of vocabulary and language skills. They have the burden of dealing with two languages 

simultaneously; while maintaining and expanding their L1 skills in family and cultural context, 

they have to acquire skills in the mainstream language. Taking those realities into consideration, 

one cannot link the failure of children to only one reason. 

A possible cause for lower Turkish immigrant children’s reading skills (compared to their 

monolingual peers in the mainstream countries) can be SES and its influences. A way SES can 

affect Turkish literacy skills is that families with low SES offer less formal and informal pre-school 

education to children (Aukrust, 2008). Formal and informal pre-school education provided by the 

parents and institutions are crucial for children’s literacy development (Jäkel, Scholmericha, 

Kassisb, & Leyendecker, 2011), which has influences on their further school achievement. Before 
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children start school, they need to acquire early literacy skills which makes the achievement level 

of both bilingual and monolingual more similar. If they start school at similar literacy levels, 

achievement gap decreases (Aarts & Verhoeven, 1999; Hoff, 2018). Other possible causes for their 

low reading skills might be related to the prestige and value given to their first language, individual 

differences, the way in which L1 and L2 input is given, and access to the formal use of their L1. 

Thus, the language disadvantages of children could be mainly related to the quality of input they 

receive in both languages. For example, being raised in a bilingual home context affects also the 

quantity of input given in both languages. The quantity of input for monolinguals is divided into 

two, one being more than the other. Verhoeven (2007, p. 426) suggests that “Optimal input in one 

language leads not only to better skills in that language but also to a deeper conceptual and 

linguistic proficiency that can clearly facilitate the transfer of various cognitive and academic 

language skills across languages. Although surface aspects of linguistic proficiency, such as 

vocabulary and specific narrative skills, may thus develop separately an underlying proficiency 

that is shared across languages can be assumed”. Therefore, it can be concluded that, as Andon 

et al. (2014) argue, the success or failure of immigrant children largely depend on the educational 

opportunities they are given. 

The limitations of the current study can be the involvement of only two age groups as the ages 

of the students had to be appropriate for PISA and PIRLS exams. However, for further studies the 

age group can be a wider array of groups in order to cross-sectionally assess the reading skills of 

Turkish immigrant children in France in more detail. A further improvement would be to conduct 

a longitudinal study instead of a cross-sectional one. For the current research, we focused on 

reading achievement of participants. In a further study, different skill areas can be included and 

testing time can be extended to a longer period. The results would illustrate the development of 

reading skills in Turkish immigrant children. Despite limitations, this study contributes 

significantly to this field by giving insight about the importance of HL for the children’s further 

academic achievement and language proficiency. 

In conclusion, the current study contributes to the existing literature in two ways. First, it 

provides evidence for Cummins’ interdependence hypothesis. The results demonstrate clearly that 

the children’s French reading skills are dependent on their Turkish reading skills. Second, it has 

important practical implications. The results have significant connotations for the language policy 

and education policy of France for immigrants. The results emphasized the need for France to 
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acknowledge the realities of multilingualism, and to provide the rights for immigrants to learn and 

use their first language. Attaining a certain level of proficiency in the first language is clearly 

important for further school achievement and also for gaining a certain level of proficiency in the 

mainstream language. Thus, the French educational programs need to be organized in accordance 

with the needs of immigrant/minority children. The failure of immigrant students cannot be linked 

with the use of their first language, as this is not supported by the evidence. The results suggest 

that an improvement in the prestige of L1 and the access to formal and literate uses of the language 

would not only benefit maintenance of the first language but also the development of the 

mainstream language. This is in line with previous research done among bilinguals in France 

(Akinci, 2014; Young & Helot, 2003).   

 





 

CHAPTER 5 

Cross-national comparison of the relationship between first language 

and mainstream language reading skills of Turkish bilingual students 

and their acculturation orientations 

5.1 Introduction 

In the previous chapters, the language achievement and acculturation orientations of Turkish 

immigrants in the Netherlands, Germany and France were presented. In this chapter, the data 

obtained from all these countries is interpreted from a cross-national perspective including Turkish 

monolinguals in Turkey. Although monolinguals and bilinguals have different language learning 

experiences, monolingual Turkish children have been taken as a reference point in the current 

study. Instead of making comparisons between bilingual Turkish speakers and monolingual 

Turkish students in each chapter, cross-national comparisons are made in this chapter. The aim of 

this chapter is to investigate the interdependence of the reading skills in the first language and the 

mainstream language in all these countries as well as to explore the relationship between the 

reading skills and acculturation orientations of Turkish immigrant students in these countries. 

Moreover, some examples of their writing errors are provided to get an overview about the kind 

of errors that bilingual Turkish children made in responding to open-ended questions. 

The Netherlands, Germany and France are immigrant receiving countries and they have a 

significant place for Turkish immigrants among all other countries. They contain the largest 

Turkish immigrant populations in Europe. Germany has the largest Turkish immigrant population 

with 2.5 million people followed by the Netherlands with 400.000 Turkish immigrants and France 

with 390.000 Turkish immigrants (Yagmur & van de Vijver, 2012). These countries differ notably 

on immigration policies. The different integration ideologies of these countries are provided 

below. Despite these differences in the host countries, Turkish immigrants share several similar 

background characteristics, such as the district they come from in Turkey, education level of the 
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first generation, the age of immigration and the reason for their immigration (Yagmur & van de 

Vijver, 2012). 

Another similarity between the Turkish immigrant populations in these countries is the 

manner of cultural adaptation and language maintenance. In all three countries, new generations 

of immigrants tend to be more adapted to the host culture and they are more likely to be proficient 

in the mainstream language than their parents (Kirszbaum, Brinbaum & Simon, 2009). Moreover, 

they usually feel more like a part of the society they live in, which was the one they were born in 

(Kirszbaum et al., 2009). However, they face some difficulties and discrimination due to their 

social origin (Kirszbaum et al., 2009).  

While the educational attainment of Turkish immigrants shows improvement overall in all 

these countries, there are differences on their educational attainment according to the educational 

policy of their host country (Kirszbaum et al., 2009). There is a need to understand the effect of 

the education and language policy that the host country applies. This can be achieved by obtaining 

comparative empirical evidence for the country-specific experience of Turkish immigrant students 

in terms of language use, acculturation, and school achievement in the Netherlands, Germany and 

France. In each country the students go through different educational systems and face different 

attitudes in their social settings. This chapter is intended to provide empirical evidence for 

understanding the effect of host country applications on Turkish immigrant children’s educational 

attainments.  

In the following sections, firstly, the acculturation and language maintenance of Turkish 

immigrants in the Netherlands, Germany and France is discussed. Afterwards, the educational 

attainment in general and more specifically the literacy attainment of Turkish immigrant students 

in these countries are explored. The methodological approach and research design sections are 

followed by the results section. The chapter ends with a discussion and concluding remarks.  

5.2 Acculturation and language maintenance of Turkish immigrants in France, Germany 

 and the Netherlands 

The ideology of a country influences its policies towards immigrants, which in turn influence the 

educational attainment and social integration of immigrants and their descendants. There are four 

different ideologies a country can follow in terms of its immigrant population: pluralist, civic, 
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assimilationist and ethnist (Bourhis et al., 1997). The Netherlands, Germany, and France 

respectively follow civic, ethnist and assimilationist ideologies, respectively. These ideologies 

affect the lives of immigrant populations and native populations. It is important to note that 

countries do not need to fit into these ideologies invariably or exhaustively. There can be some 

shifts to reflect each country’s economical, social and political changes (Bourhis et al., 1997). 

Bourhis and Montreuil (2017) define these ideologies as follows: a civic ideology assumes that 

both majority and minority linguistic communities should adopt both the public and private values 

of the state. This ideology respects individuals’ language and cultural rights. An assimilation 

ideology expects all citizens to adopt the public values of the nation state. It expects that minorities 

should abandon their own linguistic and cultural distinctiveness for the sake of adopting the 

language and values of the mainstream language group. Unlike assimilationist ideology, an ethnist 

ideology makes it difficult for linguistic minorities to be accepted legally or socially as authentic 

members of the majority, no matter how much such minorities assimilate linguistically and 

culturally to the dominant group.  

These ideologies also influence how policies are interpreted. Yagmur and Extra (2011) argued 

that “the discourse on multilingualism and language diversity does not always reflect the social 

and educational reality” (p. 1185). The policies concerning “language diversity” do not translate 

into reality for immigrant populations. When policies refer to the language diversity of Europe’s 

identity, the languages referred to are the national languages of European countries and not the 

immigrant or minority languages in Europe (Yagmur & Extra, 2011). When immigrant languages 

are considered, they are usually associated with integration problems, low school achievement, 

poverty, and sociocultural problems (Yagmur & Extra, 2011). The democratic ideal of European 

nations still conflicts with what immigrants face at schools (Yagmur and Extra, 2011). Abolishing 

immigrant language teaching at schools is indicative of the fact that those languages are not 

accepted as a richness in the schools (Yagmur & Extra, 2011). 

The different ideologies that these countries adopted have led to different acculturation 

strategies for the immigrant populations. According to Berry (1997) there are four different 

acculturation strategies that are integration, separation, marginalization, and assimilation. Those 

strategies can be both at individual and societal levels. National policies can play an important role 

in adopting acculturation strategies. According to Berry, individuals can follow and adopt one of 

those strategies. They may be following assimilationist strategy by adopting every part of the 
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majority culture and behave like majority people, some may be integrationist by maintaining both 

their cultural traditions and also adapt to the majority culture, some may follow segregationist and 

some prefer marginalization (Berry, 1997). 

As Yagmur (2016) points out, it is important to note that the acculturation strategies an 

individual or the society follows are not always maintained, and over time people may shift from 

one strategy to another influenced by what each society experiences politically and economically. 

If the immigrants adopt certain values like linguistic and cultural identity of the host society at the 

same time maintaining their own heritage culture and language, they have a successful adjustment 

into the society (Yagmur, 2016).  

The acculturation of an immigrant population is a function of three elements (among other 

things): the immigrants’ proficiency in the mainstream language, the strength and extent of the 

immigrants’ ethnic identity, and the immigrants’ proficiency in their first language. The 

importance of the mainstream language for acculturation is straightforward. The immigrants’ 

proficiency in the mainstream language and their acculturation levels are positively correlated 

(Yagmur & van de Vijver, 2012). The strength and extent of the immigrants’ ethnic identity are 

important for acculturation because ethnic identity and mainstream identity tend to be negatively 

correlated (Yagmur & van de Vijver, 2012). According to the findings of Yagmur and van de 

Vijver’s (2011) study, Turkish and mainstream identity seem to play opposing roles for the 

language attitudes and behaviors. The role of first language for the adjustment to the mainstream 

culture is not clear yet. However, it is known that the first language is closely tied to ethnic identity 

(Christensen & Stanat, 2017; Yagmur & van de Vijver, 2012) and that Turkish immigrants value 

their first language a great deal (Yagmur, 2016). According to Bühler-Otten and Fürstenau (2004), 

the use of first language accounts for more of the heterogeneity among Turkish immigrant school 

children than their birth country does. An important role of the first language is to give immigrant 

children the opportunity to have social contacts with their own community and gain a place in that 

community (Christensen & Stanat, 2017). This can strengthen their ethnic identity.  
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5.3 Educational attainment of Turkish immigrant students in Germany, France and the 

 Netherlands 

The educational attainment of students is monitored globally by international assessments (e.g., 

OECD, 2015, 2018). The results of these assessments reveal that the competencies that immigrant 

students in most European countries show are lower than those of non-immigrant students (OECD, 

2015, 2018). This difference is referred to as “immigrant disadvantage” (Boado & Medina, 2011). 

In this section, the possible influences on immigrant students’ educational attainment will be 

discussed. Then, literacy attainment specifically will be discussed. “Literacy” will be defined, 

possible influences on literacy attainment will be presented and the literacy skills of Turkish 

immigrants will be explored.  

 The children who do not use the language of instruction at home lag behind the children 

whose first language is the language of instruction (Christensen & Stanat, 2017). The education 

system of the host country was found to be a factor in investigating how a single immigrant 

population performed in different host countries (Christensen & Stanat, 2017). The impact of the 

education system can also be seen in other research. For example, Crul (2013) inquired into the 

education levels of Turkish immigrants in different European countries. He found that features of 

the education system, such as early or late placement into educational tracks, influenced the 

proportion of Turkish immigrants receiving a higher education. 

Another feature of the education system that is critical for immigrant students’ success is the 

integration of their first language into their education (Verhoeven, 2000). The three countries in 

question, the Netherlands, Germany, and France, are among those European countries that fail to 

integrate immigrant languages into their education system in an effective manner. In France, the 

bilingualism of immigrant children is ignored while bilingual education programs for mainstream 

languages of Europe has been supported as it is conceived to be cognitively positive for children. 

In the French education system, learning a foreign language is very important, but the importance 

of the first language is overlooked (Helot & Young, 2002). Students in Germany and the 

Netherlands experience similar treatments because of their ethnic background. In some cases, use 

of their first language at school is not allowed and this attitude discourages students to use their 

first languages. In the Netherlands, immigrant groups do not receive any support for their first 

language development from mainstream organizations (Akoglu & Yagmur, 2016). When bilingual 
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Turkish students are compared with their Dutch native peers, their cognitive skills do not reach a 

satisfactory level as they are usually assigned to segregated schools and exposed to subtractive 

bilingual environments (Akoglu & Yagmur, 2016). Similarly, Turkish bilingual students in 

Germany are less likely to attend the highest track of secondary education (Schön & Özcan, 2006). 

5.3.1 Literacy attainment of Turkish immigrant students in Germany, France and the 

 Netherlands 

5.3.1.1 Importance of early literacy skills 

The pre-school period of a child is very important for children’s further academic development. 

Reading and mathematics are the basic skills that children are supposed to acquire before starting 

school. Early literacy programs contribute to children’s cognitive and academic development.  

Leyendecker, Jakel, Kademoglu, and Yagmurlu (2011) state that the definition of literacy 

includes skills at the level of word decoding, reading literacy, and writing. Children do not start to 

develop these skills when they start learning to read. Before children enter primary school, they 

need to learn early literacy skills, such as phonological awareness and print knowledge (Korat, 

Gitait, Deitcher, & Mevarech, 2017; Limbird, Maluch, Rjosk, Stanat, & Merkens, 2014). These 

early literacy skills are considered the building blocks of literacy development and developing 

these skills before starting school has positive impacts on reading and writing skills of children 

(Korat et al., 2017). Phonological awareness (PA), which is the ability to identify and differentiate 

syllables, and phonemes, develops progressively. PA predicts further reading development of 

children. The children who have difficulty with PA will probably have difficulty in reading (Korat 

et al., 2017; Limbird et al., 2014).  

Print knowledge, another early literacy skill, helps the readers to keep the pronunciations in 

memory and promotes reading fluency and comprehension (Segers, Perfetti & Verhoeven, 2014). 

Early word reading and picture book reading activities in preschool years predict children’s 

reading and writing abilities in the following years (Segers et al., 2014). Many early literacy 

programs promote PA and print knowledge support (Korat et al., 2017; Limbird et al., 2014; Segers 

et al., 2014). Children learn that words can be divided into letters which correspond to speech 

sounds and numbers represent quantities. Over time, they learn to combine all their background 
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knowledge in a variety of contexts like learning to read and write texts, and solving elementary 

mathematical problems (Korat et al., 2017; Segers et al., 2014).  

According to Segers et al. (2014), such basic education is very important for fostering 

children’s language, literacy and numeracy knowledge. If the children get a sound basic education, 

they learn to pay attention to the formal aspects of the language (Segers et al., 2014). They develop 

metalinguistic awareness, meaning that they get awareness of the functions and structure of the 

language (Segers et al., 2014). One crucial type of metalinguistic awareness is morphological 

awareness. Morphological awareness is the awareness of the morphological structure of words 

(Nagy, Berninger & Abbott, 2006). Morphological awareness is linked to vocabulary skills and 

literacy skills needed for the achievement at upper elementary school and beyond (Nagy et al., 

2006). 

Metalinguistic awareness is an area at which bilinguals are advantaged. Bilingual children 

have better metalinguistic skills than monolingual children and they are more aware of the 

structural differences between the two languages that they are exposed to. They pay more attention 

to systematic features of a language (Duursma et al., 2007). However, bilingual children usually 

fall behind their monolingual peers because they usually do not receive early and sufficient 

exposure or instruction to literacy skills in both their languages (Duursma et al., 2007).   

5.3.1.2 Literacy and its relation to parental background 

Family SES, mostly measured as parental education level, is predictive of children’s literacy 

development (e.g., Aukrust, 2008; Becker et al., 2016; Jakel, Schölmerich, Kassis, & Leyendecker, 

2011). SES is a factor influencing literacy development of children and it is also an important 

factor in the number of books at home and in providing the access to the printed materials. SES 

can also affect the ability or the willingness of parents to send the children to pre-school (Aukrust, 

2008). Moreover, the SES level predicts family literacy practices which in turn predicts early L1 

literacy and later L2 achievement in bilingual children and literacy skills in monolingual children 

(Becker et al., 2016). High-SES parents were found to offer more informal learning opportunities 

for their children than low-SES parents (Aukrust, 2008). Beneficial informal learning opportunities 

for children can be story-telling, educational games, or reading aloud. These activities promote 

children’s early literacy skills (e.g., Jakel et al., 2011).   
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5.3.1.3 Literacy of bilingual Turkish children  

Literacy development of bilingual minority children requires special attention from the families, 

educational institutions and decision makers in this field because literacy is a crucial part of 

education and Turkish immigrant children fall behind their native peers in terms of literacy 

development (e.g., Aarts & Verhoeven, 1999; Hoff, 2018). Hoff (2018) states that even if the SES 

background of children is kept similar, bilingual children from immigrant families fall behind their 

monolingual peers in the mainstream language and they cannot reach a high proficiency level in 

the first language either. Hoff (2018) emphasizes that early exposure to two languages fosters the 

development in both of the languages. Language instruction programs have been found to be quite 

effective in improving the mainstream language skills of Turkish immigrants (Becker, Boldin & 

Klein, 2016).  

Segers et al. (2014) point out that although there is a misconception that first language 

knowledge may hinder second language reading development, research showed that “positive 

transfer or overlap with the first language at the level of phonology and orthography may help 

second-language learners in building up word decoding skills in the second language” (p. 190). 

This is supported by the literature showing that literacy skills in bilingual children’s both languages 

are often found to be related (Aarts & Verhoeven, 1999). 

An important finding in the discussion of the literacy development of bilingual children is that 

monolinguals and bilinguals demonstrate distinct developmental patterns in their literacy skills 

(Droop & Verhoeven, 2003; Limbird et al., 2014). This suggests that trying to promote bilingual 

children’s literacy skills with the same methods used for monolinguals might not be the most 

effective way to do so. Investigating bilingual children’s literacy skills and their development 

might provide more effective methods.  

5.4 Research design 

The research design of the current study has been described in detail in the introduction chapter. 

The research design in the current chapter involves cross-national and cross-sectional comparisons 

of reading achievement of Turkish immigrant students in the Netherlands, Germany and France in 

both PIRLS and PISA tests and Turkish monolinguals in Turkey. The main questions this chapter 

intends to answer are whether there is a relationship between these students’ Turkish and 
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mainstream language reading literacy and whether there is a relationship between these children’s 

acculturation orientations and their reading skills in Turkish and Dutch, German and French. 

Cross-national comparisons aim at uncovering differences in L1 and L2 across the countries and 

the possible effects of contextual factors on reading skills and acculturation orientations of Turkish 

speaking bilinguals. 

5.4.1 Participants 

The details about participants and data collection procedure are given in each country context. In 

this chapter, information only about Turkish monolinguals is given. For PISA test 140 students 

(63 females with a mean age of 14.83 and 77 males with a mean age of 15.10) participated and for 

PIRLS test 120 students (56 females with a mean age of 9.20 and 64 males with a mean age of 

9.23) participated. In total 260 students participated in the current research as monolingual Turkish 

particpants. 

5.4.2 Measures 

The measures for Turkish monolingual students include PIRLS and PISA tests in Turkish and a 

short survey consisting of a number of SES questions.  

5.4.3 Procedure 

For any type of research to be done in public schools, permission needs to be granted from state 

authorities in Turkey. The aim and the procedures of the research need to be explained to the 

authorities so that the permission to contact schools can be taken. The ministry of national 

education was contacted and permission to conduct research in Avcilar district was granted. People 

who live in Avcılar district in Istanbul have similar socio-economic backgrounds to the Turkish 

immigrant families living in Europe. The students from two primary schools (Avcilar Abdulkadir 

Uzturk Primary School, Denizkoskler Primary School) and two high schools (Avcilar Vocational 

Anatolian High School, Suleyman Nazif Anatolian High School) participated in the current 

research. The ones who did not volunteer to take part in the research were not included. The parents 

of 10 year-old primary school children were informed by the classroom teachers to grant their 

permission.  

Turkish version of PIRLS and PISA tests were applied in the contacted schools. Classroom 

teachers helped for the applications of the tests. PIRLS test took about 45 minutes to complete and 



 

  123 
 

PISA test about 30 minutes. The survey took about 5 minutes. Scoring of the tests were done in 

the same way as it was done in other country contexts.  

5.5 Results 

We first describe the psychometric properties of the 16 scales (12 acculturation and language 

scales, 2 PIRLS scales, and 2 PISA scales). This is followed by a presentation of exploratory factor 

analyses of the background variables (acculturation- and language-related scales). This analysis 

was conducted to prepare the data for path analysis; the factor analysis aimed to reduce the 

dimensionality of the acculturation and language variables. We then report the comparison of the 

Turkish and mainstream scores of the students on both PIRLS and PISA and a comparison of the 

achievement scores with mainstream language and Turkish tests. Finally, we describe a test of the 

associations between the acculturation and language factors as antecedents and achievement in 

two path analyses (one for PIRLS and one for PISA data). 

5.5.1 Psychometric properties and exploratory factor analyses 

The internal consistencies of the background scales, dealing with acculturation, identity, and 

language usage and preferences are presented in Table 5.1. As can be seen there, the scales yielded 

adequate to excellent internal consistencies in all countries, ranging from .62 to .87. These values 

were considered to be sufficient for further analyses. The same was true for the cognitive test 

scores. Both PIRLS and PISA reliabilities were good, with most values in the .70s and .80s. 
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In the next step, we reduced the dimensionality of the background scales (acculturation, 

identity and language) to prepare these for path analysis. In the path analysis, we wanted to relate 

background scales to reading scores. However, the number of background scales was rather large 

relative to our sample sizes and we expected some clustering of the background scales. We 

clustered the scales in three exploratory factor analyses. The first involved the two Turkish 

orientation and identity scales. The results are presented in Table 5.2. In each country, we found a 

first factor that explained between 56 and 62% of the variance. The analysis confirmed the strong 

link between Turkish orientation and Turkish identity. The second analysis addressed the 

orientation toward the majority group and identity factors. The two scales yielded a strong first 

factor in each country (explained variance ranged from 66 to 72%). The third analysis involved 

the language variables. The first factor explained between 58 and 62%, confirming the 

unidimensional nature of the language variables. Although not further documented here, we found 

strong evidence for the similarity of all factors across the three countries. The factorial agreement 

indices were well above .95, which is taken as evidence of factorial similarity (van de Vijver & 

Leung, 1997).  

Table 5. 2 Exploratory factor analyses per country of (a) ethnic orientation; (b) dominant group 
orientation; (c) language variables 

Scale Dutch French German 

Ethnic group orientation 55% 62% 56% 

 Feeling member of Turkish culture .75 .79 .75  

 Ethnic orientation .75 .79 .75 

Dominant group orientation 72% 72% 66% 

 Feeling member of dominant culture .85 .85 .81 

 Mainstream orientation .85 .85 .81 

Language 62% 60% 58% 

 Language use .84 .78 .84 

 Language choice .85 .84 .83 

 Language attitudes .67 .69 .60 

Note. Percentages (in italics) refer to the percentage of variable accounted for by the first factor while 
loadings refer to the loadings of the scales on the first factor. 
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5.5.2 Comparison of the Turkish and mainstream language mainstream language scores 

on PIRLS and PISA 

We tested cross-national and cross-sectional differences ofscores on language version separately 

for PIRLS and PISA. The first analysis addressed differences in PIRLS reading scores. A repeated-

measures analysis of variance was conducted, with language version (Turkish vs. 

French/German/Dutch) as within-subject factor and gender and country (3 levels: France, 

Germany, and the Netherlands) as between-subject factors. The descriptives of the test scores are 

given in Table 5.3 and the analysis of variance results in Table 4. All main effects of the PIRLS 

analysis were significant. Language version showed a highly significant difference with a large 

effect size ( 2 = .12; all 2 reported are partial values); the majority group languages showed the 

largest means: MMainstream language version = .51 versus MTurkish = .44. Country also showed a very large 

and significant effect size of 2 = .16; MFrance = .38, MGermany = .47, Mthe Netherlands = .57 (note that 

these means are an average of the two language versions in each country). Gender also showed a 

significant, yet small effect ( 2 = .04); the female mean of .51 was larger than the male mean of 

.43. Of all the interactions computed, only the language version by country interaction reached 

significance, with a small effect size of .04. The language version differences were rather small in 

France (.02), a bit larger in Germany (.06), and largest in the Netherlands (.11).  
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The PISA scores were then analyzed using the same design (see Table 5.4 for the effects). The 

main effects followed the same pattern as found for PIRLS but the effect sizes were approximately 

only half of the PIRLS effects. Language version showed a significant effect with a medium effect 

size of .06. Again, we found superior scores for the majority group version (MMainstream language version 

= .52 versus MTurkish = .48). Country differences were also significant, with a medium effect size 

of .08, MFrance = .51, MGermany = .44, Mthe Netherlands = .56. Gender differences were again 

significant, with a small effect size of .02, Mfemales = .52, MMales = .47. Two of the interactions were 

significant (with a small effect size). The first was the language version by country interaction, the 

score differences on the two language versions were small in Germany (.01), larger in France (.04) 

and again largest in the Netherlands (.06). The second significant interaction was between 

language and gender. The gender difference was smallest in German (.01), larger in France (.05) 

and largest in the Netherlands (.09).  

Table 5. 4 ANOVA of language versions as within factor and country and gender as between 
factors: PIRLS and PISA 

 PIRLS  PISA 

Independent Variable F (df1, df2) 2  F (df1, df2) 2 

Language version (L) 45.21 (1, 338) .12***  25.18 (1, 372) .06*** 

Country (C) 32.05 (2, 338) .16***  15.93 (2, 372) .08*** 

Gender (G) 13.16 (1, 338) .04***  7.06 (1, 372) .02** 

L × C 7.47 (2, 338) .04**  5.22 (2, 372) .03** 

L × G .07 (1, 338) .00  5.31 (1, 372) .01* 

C × G .25 (2, 338) .00  1.64 (2, 372) .01 

L × C × G 2.73 (2, 338) .02  2.47 (2, 372) .01 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

It can be concluded that PIRLS and PISA results showed the same global patterning of 

language version, country, and gender differences. The mainstream language performance was 

invariably better than the Turkish performance and females outperformed males. The rank order 

of the Turkish-French and Turkish-German scores was not the same for PIRLS and PISA, but the 

Turkish-Dutch scores were highest for both tests. Females obtained higher scores on both reading 
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tests. Moreover, gender differences in scores were smaller in France and Germany than in the 

Netherlands.  

The next analysis addressed differences in scores on the Turkish versions of PIRLS and PISA 

across four countries: France, Germany, the Netherlands, and Turkey. Two two-way between-

subject analyses of variance were conducted, one for PIRLS and one for PISA, with country and 

gender as the independent variables. The results of the analyses are reported in Table 5.5 and the 

post hoc tests are reported in Table 5.6. The PIRLS analysis showed a large country effect of .26. 

The upper part of Table 5.6 shows the background: The scores of students in Turkey was much 

higher than the scores in any of the other countries; the average difference in proportion of correct 

scores is .22 higher in Turkey than in the other countries combined. Moreover, post hoc tests 

revealed that all country means were significantly different. The lowest scores were found in 

France, followed by Germany, followed by the Netherlands (with the highest scores in Turkey). 

The significant gender differences replicated the previous analysis and showed higher female 

scores. The country differences of the PISA scores were also highly significant, with an effect size 

of .35. The lowest scores were found in Germany, followed by France (so, the opposite order of 

PIRLS scores), followed by the Netherlands, while the highest scores were again found in Turkey. 

With the exception of the French—Dutch comparison, all post hoc tests showed significant 

differences. Gender differences for PISA scores were small and consistent with PIRLS results, 

showing higher scores of females. We also found a significant gender by country interaction ( 2 = 

.01). Gender differences in Turkey (.12) were largest, followed by the Netherlands and Germany 

(both .06), and smallest in France (.02).  

Table 5. 5 ANOVA of Turkish-language reading PIRLS and PISA scores with country and 
gender as between factors 

 PIRLS  PISA 

Independent Variable F (df1, df2) 2  F (df1, df2) 2 

Country  69.24 (3, 589) .26***  90.08 (3, 510) .35*** 

Gender 13.05 (1, 589) .02***  12.45 (1, 510) .02*** 

Interaction 1.50 (3, 589) .01  3.78 (3, 510) .01* 

*p < .05. ***p < .001. 
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Table 5. 6 Post hoc comparisons (least significant difference) of country differences in PIRLS 
and PISA Turkish reading achievement scores 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Country (a) PIRLS 

(1) France - -.07a -.14 -.29 

(2) Germany .07 - -.07 -.22 

(3) the Netherlands  .14 .07 - -.15 

(4) Turkey .29 .22 .15 - 

 (b) PISA 

(1) France - .05 -.04ns -.27 

(2) Germany -.05 - -.09 -.32 

(3) the Netherlands  .04ns .09 - -.24 

(4) Turkey .27 .32 .24 - 

aScore of -.07 means that the score of France is .10 below the score of Germany. Note. All cells are 
significantly different from zero (p < .05), with the exception of the French—Dutch comparison of PISA 
scores. 

In summary, the most salient finding of the comparison of the PIRLS and PISA Turkish test 

versions was the much higher performance of students in Turkey compared to any of the Western-

European countries. Of the three remaining countries, Turkish-Dutch students scored the highest. 

Gender differences were small, yet consistently pointing to a superior female performance.  

5.5.3 Path analysis linking acculturation and language to educational achievement 

These analyses involved the immigrants only. We were interested in testing the associations of the 

background variables (Turkish orientation, mainstream orientation, and language) with reading 

test performance. The associations of all variables were tested in a path analysis in which the 

background variables predict both reading tests and in which Turkish reading predicts reading in 

the country’s mainstream language. The latter choice requires an explanation. Turkish can be 

assumed to be the first language for the vast majority of Turkish students in the Western European 

countries. We reasoned that the students would use their Turkish skills when acquiring the 

mainstream languages of their countries of residence. Therefore, we assumed that Turkish 

knowledge would predict performance in the country’s mainstream language. We found in 
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preliminary analyses that Turkish group orientation was independent of achievement in the 

country’s mainstream language in each country. Therefore, this link was omitted from the model 

we tested. Separate that analyses were conducted for PIRLS and PISA scores.  

The invariance of the path model across the three countries was first established. As can be 

confirmed in the upper part of Table 5.7, the most restrictive model with a good fit was the 

structural weights model, 2(15) = 19.77, ns, 2(12) = 11.34, ns, CFI = .981, CFI = -.003, 

RMSEA = .030. This finding suggests that the links between background variables and 

performance are the same across the three countries. The standardized path coefficients are 

presented in the upper panel of Figure 5.1. Not surprisingly, the strongest path went from Turkish 

PIRLS achievement to the country’s mainstream language achievement (.62, p < .001). Two 

additional paths were significant; the first went from Turkish language to the country’s mainstream 

language achievement (-.20, p < .001) and from dominant group orientation to the country’s 

mainstream language achievement (-.12, p < .01). Turkish group orientation was not predictive of 

Turkish PIRLS achievement. All in all, the links between the background variables and reading 

performance were not strong. Turkish PIRLS performance was not predicted by any background 

factor. Although the correlations of the three background factors differ across countries (the 

structural covariance model had to be rejected), the global patterning of the correlations was rather 

similar across the countries. Turkish group orientation and Turkish language usage tended to be 

positively and significantly associated whereas their correlation with the orientation toward the 

dominant group tended to be significant and negative. This correlational patterning points to a 

limited compatibility of the ethnic and mainstream orientations and identity.  
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Table 5. 7 Fit statistics of invariance of path model parameters for PIRLS and PISA 

Model 2 (df) 2 ( df) CFI CFI RMSEA 

 (a) PIRLS 

Configural invariance 8.93 (3)  .978  .072 

Structural weights 19.77 (15) 11.34 (12) .981 -.003 .030 

Structural covariances 51.80** (27) 32.02** (12) .900 .081 .051 

Structural residuals 57.39** (31) 5.59 (4) .894 .006 .049 

 (b) PISA 

Configural invariance 3.20 (3)  .999  .013 

Structural weights 26.69* (15) 23.48* (12) .965 .034 .046 

Structural covariances 47.28** (27) 20.59 (12) .940 .025 .045 

Structural residuals 52.62** (31) 5.34 (4) .936 .004 .043 

Most restrictive model with a good fit in italics. *p < .05. **p < .01. 

A similar path model was tested for the PISA data. The invariance test showed that the 

configural invariance model was the most restrictive model with a good fit, 2(3) = 3.20, ns, CFI 

= .999, RMSEA = .013. The parameter estimates are presented in the lower panel of Figure 1.   The 

link between the two reading achievement scores was again the strongest (standardized loadings 

between .52 and .74, all p < .001). Some of the other paths were significant, yet the paths that were 

significant in the previous analysis (the paths from Turkish language and dominant group 

orientation to mainstream language performance) were not significant for PISA scores. The 

significant paths in the present analyses were from Turkish group orientation to Turkish PISA 

achievement in the Netherlands (remarkably, a negative association of -.19 was found, p < .05), 

from Turkish language to Turkish PISA achievement in the Netherlands (.30, p < .05) and from 

dominant group orientation to Turkish PISA achievement in the French group (-.24, p < .01). The 

background scales showed the same patterning as found in the previous path analysis:  despite 

country differences in the size of the correlations, Turkish language and cultural orientation was 

positively related and these two were negatively related to the dominant group orientation.  

The path analyses of the PIRLS and PISA scores showed differences in invariance levels and 

significance of background factors and reading achievement. Yet, at a more global level, the 

analyses showed the same patterning of results. Firstly, Turkish reading performance is highly 
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predictive of performance in the mainstream language of the country. Although the association is 

probably influenced by various variables unaccounted for in the present study, such as student 

intelligence and socioeconomic status, our data are not supportive of a model in which L1 and L2 

skills are negatively related. Secondly, the correlations background scales seem to suggest that 

Turkish orientation and dominant culture orientation are negatively associated and that a full 

integration of the two cultures is not seen as a viable option. Thirdly, the associations of the 

background factors and reading performance are weak and not surprisingly, they tend to vary from 

one instrument to the other. These weak links were somewhat unexpected. One of the reasons for 

the weak associations could be the difference in registers used in everyday life and in school tasks. 

The PIRLS and PISA reading tasks use a school register, with complex vocabulary and grammar 

that may not be found in everyday language. The cultural orientation of an immigrant may refer 

more to how he or she deals with the cultures in everyday life, which probably mainly refers to 

everyday language.
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Figure 5. 1 Path analysis linking acculturation and language orientations to educational 
achievement: (a) PIRLS, (b) PISA (all parameters are standardized) 

Note. The PIRLS solution is based on a structural weights model, whereas the PISA solution is based on a 
configural invariance model. Boxes with three parameters refer to the French, German, and Dutch sample, 
respectively. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

5.6 Writing errors in the Turkish PIRLS tests 

This section presents an overview of the writing errors encountered in the written responses 

of Turkish bilingual students. As the students are in a submersion education context, they are not 

exposed to any formal Turkish teaching, which limits their experiences in Turkish writing. The 

common errors that children do show some similarities and differences across the countries. 
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The PIRLS test was comprised of fourteen multiple choice questions as well as ten short answer 

questions. The bilingual and monolingual participants’ written responses on the Turkish PIRLS 

test were investigated to uncover these children’s writing abilities in Turkish. Overall, there is a 

clear distinction between monolingual and bilingual children. Monolingual children’s writing 

skills were found to be much higher than those of bilingual children.  

 In Table 5.8, the total number of answers provided by the participants in each country is 

presented. Moreover, the numbers of answers with errors (morphological and semantic errors) in 

them also presented in this table. Finally, the percentage of answers with errors is also provided. 

The overall performance of the participants according to their country was quite different. The 

order of countries corresponding to the number of answers the participants provided is Turkey 

(with the highest number of answers), the Netherlands, Germany and France (with the lowest 

number of answers). The reason for some participants not answering questions might be that they 

did not understand the questions or their writing skills in Turkish were not adequate enough to 

provide an answer. Moreover, the percentage of answers with errors for each country revealed that 

the participants in Turkey had the lowest rate of responses with writing errors. The Turkish 

monolingual participants, who receive education in Turkish in Turkey, were least likely to make 

errors while writing in Turkish.  

The second population with the highest number of written answers was Turkish immigrants 

in the Netherlands. The Turkish-Dutch participants’ rate of errors was also one of the lower ones 

among the bilingual participants. In other words, the Turkish-Dutch participants not only provided 

a high number of written answers, but also made few errors in their answers compared to the other 

bilingual participants. This suggests that the Turkish immigrants in the Netherlands have higher 

writing skills than the other immigrants. 

The performance of the participants from France and Germany was the lowest among all the 

participants in two different ways. While the Turkish-French participants had the second lowest 

rate of responses with writing errors, they were also the population that provided the lowest number 

of short answer questions. Therefore, their low error rate might not be reflecting their true capacity 

since they often took advantage of the opportunity of not providing written answers. On the other 

hand, the Turkish-German participants had the highest rate of responses with writing errors. The 

number of their written responses that contained an error was more than four times as high as the 
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number of the Turkish monolinguals as well as around twice as high as the number of the other 

bilingual populations.  

Table 5. 8 The number of written answers provided by the participants in the Netherlands, 
Germany, France and Turkey  

 The Netherlands Germany France Turkey 

Total answers for open-ended 
question 

945 650 500 1359 

Number of answers with errors 183 230 65 119 

Percentage of answers with errors 19.4 35.4 13 8.8 

There were various types of errors made by the participants. Two main types of errors were 

spelling errors and grammar errors. A common form of spelling error made by bilinguals was 

spelling errors due to their mainstream languages’ influence. Such errors can be found in the 

examples 1 to 3. In example 1, the Turkish-Dutch participant misspelled the word “yürüyordu” 

since the sound of the Turkish letter “y” is usually spelled with the letter “j” in Dutch. In example 

2, the Turkish-German participant misspelled the word “etmi ” since the sound of the Turkish 

letter “ ” is usually spelled with the letters “sch” in German. In example 3, the Turkish-French 

participant misspelled the word “ku ” since the sound of the Turkish letter “k” is sometimes spelled 

with the letter “c” in French, the sound of the Turkish letter “u” with the letters “ou” and the sound 

of the Turkish letter “ ” with the letters “ch”. 

(1) Turkish-Dutch participant: “Cok juriordu.” 

  Çok yürüyordu. 

  ‘It was walking a lot.’ 

(2) Turkish-German participant: “Tavuk gibi hareket etmisch.” 

  Tavuk gibi hareket etmi . 

  ‘It behaved like a chicken.’ 

(3) Turkish-French participant: “Cunku bir tavuk de il o bir couche.” 

  Çünkü o bir tavuk de il, o bir ku . 
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  ‘Because it was not a chicken, it was a bird.’ 

 

A common form of spelling error made by all children was errors in relation to the letter “ ” 

(soft g). For example, the participants wrote other consonants instead of “ ”, as provided in the 

example 4. This letter is the only letter in the Turkish alphabet that does not have its own unique 

sound. Otherwise, all Turkish letters have a one-to-one correspondence with a sound. In example 

4, the participant spelled “de ilsin” with the letter “y” instead of “ ”.  

(4) Turkish-German participant: “Sen tavuk deyilsin sen kartalsın.”  

   Sen bir tavuk de ilsin, sen bir kartalsın. 

‘You are not a chicken, you are an eagle.’ 

There were also spelling errors that were not influenced by the mainstream languages or that 

did not involve the letter “ ” as provided in the example 5. In example 5, the participant spelled 

“kümeste” with the letter “d” instead of “t”.  

(5) Turkish monolingual participant: “Kartallar kümesde de il serbest ya arlar.”  

   Kartallar kümeste de il serbest ya arlar. 

‘Eagles do not live in a hovel, they live freely.’ 

The grammar errors can be divided into two categories: morphological errors and 

inappropriate word use. Morphological errors were further divided into two: errors on nominal 

inflections and errors on verbal inflections. There were three types of errors made with the nominal 

and verbal inflections. One, they added inappropiate inflections to words. Two, they used a wrong 

inflection instead of a correct one. Three, they omitted an inflection. It is important to note that 

there were no instances of missing verbal inflection in the data. An instance of each type of 

morphological error is provided in the examples 6 through 10. In example 6, the participant added 

the inappropriate genitive inflection to the word “uçman”. In example 7, the participant added an 

additional verbal inflection to the word “olmamızı”. In example 8, the participant used a wrong 

nominal inflection: Instead of using the dative marker, the participant used an accusative case 
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marker. In example 9, the participant used a derivational suffix instead of the aorist suffix. In 

example 10, the participant did not use the required genitive marker for the word “sen”. 

 

(6) Turkish-Dutch participant: “Senin ucmanin lazim.” 

  Senin uçman lazım. 

  ‘You have to fly’ 

(7) Turkish monolingual participant: “Dikkatli olmamımızı. Çok geç gelmemizi.” 

  Dikkatli olmamızı, çok geç gelmememizi. 

  ‘For us to be careful and not come back late.’ 

(8) Turkish-German participant: “Onu bakmak için.” 

  Ona bakmak için. 

  ‘To look at it.’ 

(9) Turkish monolingual participant: “Kartalın davranı ı tavu a öyledir: Uçmu  gibi 

yapan.” 

  Kartalın davranı ı tavu a öyledir: Uçmu  gibi 
yapar. 

  ‘The eagle's behaviour towards the chicken is 
like this: It pretends to fly.’ 

(10) Turkish monolingual participant: “Yani sen uçman gerekiyor.” 

  Yani, senin uçman gerekiyor 

  ‘In other words, you have to fly.’ 

The errors involving inappropriate word use were instances in which the participants used a 

word that is not consistent with the rest of the sentence. An instance of such error is provided in 

the example 11. In example 11, the participant used the word for “crow” instead of the word for 

“eagle”. 
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(11) Turkish-French participant: “ ”  

   Sen bir kartalsın senin uçman lazım. 

‘You are an eagle you have to fly.’ 

In the written responses of the bilingual participants, there were several instances of code-

mixing, which is the manifestation of the interference between these bilinguals’ languages. In such 

instances, the participants used a word from another language in a Turkish sentence. There were 4 

instances of code-mixing among the written responses of Turkish-Dutch participants, 8 within the 

Turkish-German participants’ responses and 3 within the Turkish-French participants’ responses. 

An example for code-mixing per each mainstream language is provided the examples 12 to 14. In 

example 12, the Turkish-Dutch participant used the Dutch word for “useful” instead of the Turkish 

one. Similarly, in example 13 the Turkish-German participant used the German word 

for“ambitious” and in example 14 the Turkish-French participant used the French word for 

“eagle”. 

(12) Turkish-Dutch participant: “Cunku yakindan uza a. Daha handig.” 

  Çünkü yakından uza a. Daha kullanı lı. 

  ‘Because from close to the far. It is easier.’ 

(13) Turkish-German participant: “Onun için ergeizig bir insan.” 

  Onun için hırslı bir insan. 

  ‘He is an ambitious person.’ 

(14) Turkish-French participant: Demek istiyor ki aigle, poulet de il.” 

  Demek istiyor ki kartal, tavuk de il. 

  ‘He means that it is not a chicken, it is an eagle.’ 
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5.7 Discussion and conclusion 

In this chapter, a cross-national and cross-sectional data set on the language achievement and the 

acculturation orientation and language use of 10-year-old and 15-year-old Turkish immigrant 

students in three different European countries has been investigated, along with their monolingual 

peers in Turkey. The findings of the study are discussed and interpreted below.  

The first research question of the current study was “Is there a link between first and second 

language reading proficiencies of Turkish immigrant students?”. Results obtained from the 

comparative analysis of the countries confirmed our hypothesis. In parallel with the first research 

question, the second research question “Do the proficiency levels achieved in the first language 

predict second language skills?” is also confirmed by the obtained results. The relationship 

between the reading proficiency levels in Turkish and host country languages (Dutch, German, 

and French) was examined and compared in the two age groups. In line with our hypothesis, the 

obtained evidence revealed that there is a high level of interdependency between the first language 

and second language proficiency of immigrant Turkish students. In this comparative analysis, the 

strongest path went from first language achievement level to second language achievement level 

which confirmed our anticipation. The current study is significant for investigating this hypothesis 

not only on different ages but also in different contexts.  

As for the response to the third research question “What is the relationship between 

acculturation orientations and language proficiency (both L1 and L2) of Turkish immigrant 

students?” a weak link between background variables and language achievement in all the 

countries was found. There are several possible reasons for this unexpected finding.  

The relationship between acculturation orientations and reading performance being weak in 

all three countries is significant because these countries have different ideologies concerning 

immigrants. These different ideologies emphasize acculturation orientations and language use 

differently. Therefore, the finding that there is only a weak relationship between acculturation 

orientations and reading performance in all countries suggests that there could be external factors 

influencing their reading performance. As Bourhis et al. (1997) indicate, integration policies play 

a critical role for the acculturation of immigrants and also the members of the host society. The 

adaptation is not only the responsibility of immigrant origin group but also the responsibility of 

the receiving society as well. 
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There were differences in the reading performances of Turkish immigrants in the Netherlands, 

Germany, and France. Acculturation orientations were expected to be a possible reason for the 

difference between countries seeing that the countries differ significantly in their acculturation 

strategies as previously mentioned. However, achievement in the mainstream language was found 

to be independent from acculturation orientations. The reading skills in the mainstream language 

of the Turkish immigrant participants was best in the Netherlands in both age groups. This suggests 

that higher achievement in the Netherlands can be associated with the schooling system, 

educational policy of the country and the comparatively more inclusive government policy for 

immigrants in general. 

This result suggests that if the required social and educational support is given for the 

improvement of their first language, those students could show better integration to the school 

system and get better educational outcomes. In this way, the discrepancy between the minority 

students and native students will decrease. This result also suggests that the failure of students 

should not always be associated with the ethnic background or socio-economic status of the family 

and that other underlying factors should be considered. The fact that this discrepancy between the 

minority immigrant students and native students has existed for several generations suggests that 

their educational failure cannot solely be attributed to their lack of language proficiency, there may 

be some other factors affecting their school achievement (Riphahn, 2003). 

When the reasons for low school achievements of immigrants are investigated in countries 

such as Germany, it has been suggested that school selection mechanisms challenge immigrant 

students. Germany has an early tracking system (Söhn & Özcan, 2009) which means that at the 

age of 10 or 11 the students are assigned to different schooling trajectories. The schools that they 

are assigned to at such an early age are highly predictive of the future job selection of the students. 

In the case of Germany, because of early selection, the students find themselves in lower qualifying 

streams which discourages them and their families to get qualified diplomas and a good position 

in society (Kristen & Granato, 2007). The older selection age in other countries makes it possible 

for Turkish children to have access to more prestigious streams. 

Other findings included a strong link between Turkish orientation and Turkish identity, a 

positive correlation between Turkish language use and Turkish orientation, and a negative 

correlation between Turkish language use and mainstream group orientation. These findings were 

in line with Yagmur and van de Vijver’s (2012) findings. They found that Turkish identity was a 
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positive predictor for Turkish language use and preference, whereas mainstream group identity 

was a negative predictor for Turkish language use and preference.  

The Turkish literacy abilities of Turkish immigrant participants were found to be low. Turkish 

immigrants’ reading skills were significantly higher in the mainstream language than they were in 

Turkish. The difference between the Turkish immigrant participants’ reading skills in the 

mainstream language and Turkish was smallest in Germany, then France and it was the largest in 

the Netherlands. Moreover, when the reading performance of Turkish immigrant participants were 

compared to those of Turkish monolingual participants, the differences between the two groups 

were clear. The bilingual immigrant participants’ reading skills were significantly lower than those 

of Turkish monolingual participants.  

Among the Turkish immigrant populations, Turkish-Dutch participants had the highest 

reading skills. In the Netherlands, there is no Turkish language classes offered at primary schools. 

While Turkish immigrant students do have the opportunity to attend Turkish classes after school 

in Germany and France, their attendance in these classes are not regular, possibly due to the low 

standing of Turkish or misconceptions about being a Turkish bilingual. The Turkish courses in 

German and French schools did not have a positive influence on Turkish immigrant students’ 

reading scores as the Turkish immigrants in the Netherlands, who do not have any Turkish classes 

in schools, were found to have better reading scores. 

In conclusion, the results of the current study provide evidence against the argument that 

teaching immigrant students their first language in schools will hinder their mainstream language 

development. The results of this study suggest that the opposite of this argument is true. The 

findings demonstrate that improving the first language of Turkish immigrant students would 

indirectly improve their mainstream language. Moreover, the current study illustrated that the 

Turkish immigrants’ performances on these tests were significantly different in the three European 

countries investigated. The reasons behind these differences can be various, such as the 

acculturation strategy or the structure of the education system. The countries follow different 

policies, which leads to different achievement levels among students from different backgrounds.  

Overall, the results of the current study suggest that setting up consistent support for Turkish 

immigrant students’ development of Turkish would lead these students to catch up with their native 

peers at school as well as to have better mainstream language skills. However, the current study 

did not find support for the positive influence of the current Turkish language pograms offered in 
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Germany and France. Possible problems of the currently offered Turkish programs are as follows; 

targeted learning outcomes are not appropriate for Turkish origin students, Turkish materials are 

not appropriate, the hours of lessons are not enough, students and parents are not aware of the 

importance of first language, and the Turkish teachers lack knowledge about bilingualism and lack 

proficiency in the mainstream language of the country they work. The current study underlines the 

importance of such programs by illustrating that improving immigrant students’ Turkish will 

benefit their mainstream language skills.  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

CHAPTER 6 

Conclusion 

6.1 Rationale and research design 

Problems in educational attainment of Turkish immigrant students in Western Europe are one of 

the significant issues which trigger the interest of educationalists, researchers, policy makers and 

the parents. The low achievement of those children cannot be linked to a single reason. There is 

always a need to explain the reasons lying behind their low achievement with empirical evidence. 

In the current research, children’s language development specifically reading achievement was 

explored from the perspective of Cummins’ (1979) interdependence hypothesis which claims that 

a good proficiency level in the first language promotes the development of the second language. 

Although there has been research involving Turkish immigrants that supports Cummins’ 

interdependence hypothesis (e.g., Arikan et al., 2017; Verhoeven, 1994), the current research is 

the first one investigating reading proficiency of students in both Turkish and mainstream 

languages with standardized tests in multiple European countries (the Netherlands, Germany, and 

France). The aims of this study were exploring the relationship between the first language reading 

proficiency and second language reading proficiency of 10-year-olds and 15-year-olds immigrant 

Turkish students living in the Netherlands, Germany and France together with the relationship 

between their acculturation orientations and reading achievement. 

In order to uncover these relationships, reading proficiency of Turkish immigrant students in 

both Turkish and mainstream languages have been tested through PIRLS and PISA which are 

international standardized tests. For 10-year-old students PIRLS and for 15-year-old students PISA 

tests were used. To make a comparison with monolingual students, the same tests have been 

applied to the same age groups in Turkey by choosing a district in Istanbul in which the SES 

background was similar with immigrant Turkish students in Europe. After the tests (Appendix 1 

and 2) were administered, acculturation and language use surveys (Appendix 3) were conducted 

to address the relationship between the reading proficiency and acculturation orientations of 
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immigrant students. The tests included different types of texts with open ended and multiple-

choice questions measuring the comprehension level of students. The questions in the tests were 

addressing different higher-order thinking skills of students. The tests were administered in schools 

where Turkish immigrants are attending.  

6.2 Overview of the findings in relation with main research questions 

The main research questions of this theses were answered in multiple ways: by analyzing the 

findings in each country individually and by analyzing the findings of these countries 

comparatively. In chapter 2, the results of the analysis in the Dutch context, in chapter 3, the results 

of the analysis in the German context, in chapter 4 the results in the French context, and in chapter 

5 the results in the cross-national context including Turkish monolinguals in Turkey are presented. 

In each chapter, related literature about the immigration to each host country, educational policy 

of the country, acculturation of Turkish immigrants into the host society and the results of the data 

analysis of both PIRLS and PISA tests are presented in detail. 

An extensive body of research with monolingual children has concluded that the input given 

to children in the home context strongly influences children’s early language skills (Scheele et al. 

2010; Schwartz et al. 2009; Snow, 1972). Ginsborg (2006) suggests that students’ language 

competence can be strongly related with their social disadvantage. Achievement differences 

among children can be related to various factors including the home environment in which they 

grow up, maternal education, the quantity and quality of input in the mother-child interactions, and 

the family’s economic condition (Ginsborg, 2006). 

In order to answer the research questions (namely, the link between first and second language 

reading proficiencies of Turkish immigrant students and whether the levels achieved in the first 

language predict second language skills), the dependency between Turkish and mainstream 

languages was investigated.  In line with expectation, Turkish achievement predicted Dutch, 

German and French achievement in the analyses of the current study. This expectation was based 

on Cummins’ interdependence hypothesis (1979), which was the theoretical foundation of the 

current study. I confirmed Cummins (1979) interdependence hypothesis with empirical evidence 

from two age groups (10 and 15) and three immigrant-receiving countries which are composed of 

large populations of Turkish immigrants. The findings of the current research confirm the 
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dependency of languages that L1 (Turkish) performance is a very strong predictor of L2 (Dutch) 

performance. Turkish immigrant students’ Turkish reading proficiency strongly predicts 

mainstream reading achievement in all the host countries studied, which were the Netherlands, 

Germany, and France. 

This strong predictive power of the first language for the mainstream language has been found 

in previous studies as well. For example, Verhoeven (1994) had previously found that there was a 

high level of dependence between the first and second language of 6 year-old Turkish immigrant 

children. As another example, the positive influence of L1 on L2 is also found by other researchers 

(e.g., Scheele et al., 2010). Scheele and colleagues (2010) investigated early bilingual language 

acquisition. They found positive cross-language transfer in these children’s L1 to L2.  

While a strong interdependence is frequently found in the literature, there are also studies that 

find a weaker dependence of the second language on the first language (e.g., Jiang, 2011). A reason 

for these conflicting results may be related to the amount of first language use and exposure to the 

second language. Prevoo, Malda, Emmen, Yeniad and Mesman (2015) investigated Turkish-Dutch 

bilinguals and obtained results which overlap with the current study. They found that the 

dependency level between Turkish and Dutch vocabulary was strong for children who used 

Turkish more. The children who use more Turkish benefit from their Turkish vocabulary skills in 

the development of their Dutch vocabulary. So, carry-over effects implied in Cummins’ model are 

strongest when the L1 proficiency is highest. 

The findings of the current study have implications for another set of opposing arguments 

within bilingualism literacy. As stated in the introductory chapter, there are two views about the 

effects of bilingualism on the general language and cognitive development. Some hold the view 

that bilingualism has negative effects on cognitive development of children as two language 

mechanisms can be confusing and create language delay (e.g. Ammermüller, 2005; Jiang, 2011). 

On the other hand, others argue that having two language mechanisms can enable the children to 

separate the words from its referents which will lead to an analytic orientation to language and 

enriches the conceptual development of children (e.g., Cummins & Swain, 1986). For example, 

Rolstad and MacSwan (2014) point out that the first language facilitates the development of the 

second language; in the bilingual brain both languages can have access to the same cognitive 

resources. The findings of the current research support this second argument. It was found that 

children with high Turkish reading proficiency have high mainstream reading proficiency. 
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However, if knowing a language hinders the acquisition of the second language, then it would be 

expected that high Turkish reading skills would lead to low mainstream reading proficiency. This 

is not the finding of the current study. In this study, the first language skills benefited the 

mainstream language skills. 

The findings supporting the interdependence hypothesis refute the misconception of thinking 

that the acquisition of the mainstream languagemainstream language is hampered by the 

maintenance of the first language. The current findings provide empirical evidence showing that 

heritage reading proficiency benefits mainstream reading proficiency. This suggests that 

educational policy makers should consider increasing the weight put on first languages at schools. 

This study adds to the ever-growing literature that has arrived at the conclusion that first languages 

are highly important for the educational attainment of immigrant students.  

In order to answer the third research question “What is the relationship between acculturation 

orientations and language proficiency (both L1 and L2) of Turkish immigrant students?” the 

relationship between the acculturation orientation and language use and reading achievement was 

investigated. It was concluded that in the context of the Netherlands, Germany, and France, the 

relationship between the acculturation orientation and reading achievement was weak. In the Dutch 

context, as presented in Chapter 2, it has been revealed that the links between the acculturation 

orientation and achievement were much weaker and not very consistent. Dutch group orientation 

was negatively related to Dutch PIRLS achievement but unrelated to Dutch PISA achievement. 

This inconsistent pattern suggests that the links between acculturation orientation and achievement 

were rather weak.  

In the German context, as presented in Chapter 3, the relationship between acculturation 

orientation and reading achievement was not strong either. The link between the acculturation 

orientations and reading performance was not found to be significant and there was a negative link 

between Turkish language dominance and German PIRLS achievement. Although the two reading 

scores were strongly related, the link between acculturation orientation and reading performance 

was weak. Background variables do not have much influence on reading achievement. As for the 

French context, as presented in Chapter 4, the acculturation orientation was not predictive for the 

reading achievement of students. The links between acculturation orientation and reading 

achievement were weak, but it was stronger for PISA than it was for PIRLS. Language preference 

for Turkish was positively related to Turkish reading achievement and negatively to French 
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reading achievement. The findings derived from the obtained data provide insight into the 

acculturation and language choice of students. This data is also linked with the reading 

achievement of students. In all country contexts, there was not a very strong relationship between 

the acculturation orientation and reading achievement. Although the previous research gave 

empirical evidence about the acculturation orientations of immigrants in cross-sectional and cross-

national contexts, the current research is significant in highlighting the acculturation orientation in 

connection with the reading achievement. As pointed out by Yagmur and van de Vijver (2011), a 

multicultural ideology and environment enhances the integration of the immigrants. Immigrants 

who had a stronger Turkish identity valued and used Turkish more. The perceived value of first 

language is highly dependent on Turkish identity. If the country has a multicultural attitude, 

immigrants find it easier to show a mainstream identification. Interestingly, the current research 

demonstrated that there is not a strong link between the acculturation orientations and language 

performance of children. This result can be due to the fact that the daily language use of the 

students does not play a decisive role for PIRLS and PISA achievement which requires academic 

language skills.  

The focus of the current study was on reading comprehension as an academic skill. Such skills 

are taught and developed in schools and therefore might be independent from children’s individual 

acculturation orientations. Also, young children might have had trouble understanding high level 

concepts related to acculturation. According to the state integration ideologies defined by Bourhis 

et al. (1997), Germany has adopted an ethnic ideology, which is similar to assimilationist ideology 

asserting that immigrants have to adopt the values of the host nation and leave their own heritage 

culture (Berry, 1980). An ethnic ideology also holds the idea that the host country has the right to 

limit the private values of immigrant minorities; thus, the immigrant minorities may abandon some 

of their heritage culture and values so as to adopt the host country values (Berry, 1980). For some 

countries the use of a single language demonstrates the unity and indivisibility of the country. The 

claim that single language dominance ensures unity of a country leads to ignorance of minorities 

in France (Helot & Young, 2002). For adopting the culture and values of the dominant culture, the 

assimilation ideology supposes the immigrants to leave all aspects of their heritage culture and 

accept everything offered in the host country. Each country follows different ways in their 

assimilation implementations; while some countries expect linguistic and cultural assimilation to 
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occur voluntarily some countries like France, impose assimilation through state laws and 

regulations (Bourhis et al., 1997). 

6.3 Other findings 

One of the other findings of the current study was the influence of gender on reading 

comprehension skills. Females scored higher than males in all country contexts. In the Netherlands 

both males and females scored higher in Dutch than Turkish and females scored higher than males 

in both of the tests. In the German context, the females performed better than males in both test 

groups. In the French context, females performed higher than males in both tests. The gender 

difference was higher in PIRLS than in PISA. When the attendance rate to Turkish classes was 

evaluated, I found that more females than males attend Turkish classes. It is important to take into 

consideration the fact that more females than males participated in the current research. As it was 

reported by Rudzinska (2013) that females outperform males in verbal skills on standardized tests, 

this finding is not surprising seeing that female students have been found to be better than male 

students on both PIRLS and PISA tests.  

The current research highlights Turkish immigrant students reading proficiencies in Turkish. 

Not only their Turkish proficiencies were lower than their mainstream language proficiencies, but 

also their Turkish proficiencies were found to be significantly lower than those of monolingual 

Turkish speakers. The Turkish immigrant students’ proficiencies in Turkish are in line with the 

type of bilingual education model used in the host countries studied in the current study. There are 

four types of bilingual education programs schools can choose from: immersion, submersion, 

transition and maintenance programs (Beck, 1999). Those programs are defined by Beck (1999) 

as follows: “Immersion programmes are those which presuppose mainstream language children 

artificially placed in a position where they are required to use a foreign language in school, but 

with teachers who are fully bilingual (as with Canadian anglophone children in French immersion 

programmes). Submersion defines a programme in which minority language children are forced 

to use the mainstream language without the aid of a bilingual teacher, often without preparatory 

courses in the mainstream language. Transitional programmes slowly (or quickly) replace L1 with 

L2, and maintenance programmes attempt to provide a balanced education in both languages” 

(p.6). In line with Cummins (1979), Beck (1999) also supports the claim that L1 plays the primary 



150 
 

role for L2. Therefore, he claims that immersion and maintenance programs are among the most 

effective bilingual programs because they support language development in both languages. On 

the other hand, submersion and transitional programs, which target replacing L1 with L2, lead to 

the loss of L1 (Beck, 1999). The results of the current study demonstrate that Turkish immigrant 

children in all three host countries have low first language skills, which is not surprising 

considering that the educational program in all these host countries is submersion. Although a 

bilingual program that supports first languages might be more demanding of education systems, 

its benefits for immigrant children are worth it (Poarch & Bialystok, 2017). As Poarch and 

Bialystok (2017) state: “While such an endeavor may require additional effort by the education 

system, it is justified by the potential benefits for children with a migrant background – the 

opportunity to acquire a first language and the mainstream language, the potential for attaining the 

cognitive benefits of bilingualism, which in turn may have long-term positive consequences for 

these children’s academic and socioeconomic success” (p.188).  

While all the countries studied use submersion programs, there are differences between their 

educational systems. The findings in this research give insight into the differences in terms of 

educational system in each country which has implications for educational attainment of 

immigrant children. Children in the Netherlands performed higher than children in Germany and 

France. This might be a surprising finding since the Netherlands is the only country that does not 

offer Turkish classes in schools. However, it might be due to the fact that the Netherlands is the 

most welcoming country towards immigrants with its state ideology. The cross-national 

performance difference between the children can be influenced by the educational policies and 

immigrant policies that each country follows (Huddleston & Vink, 2015). As it is revealed in the 

current research Turkish children take Turkish lessons at mainstream schools, Turkish schools or 

mosques. The majority of students take Turkish lessons at mainstream schools. However, the 

number of hours offered for the Turkish class is not sufficient to support the language development 

of children. Furthermore, as those classes are not integrated into the school assessment system, the 

children are not motivated to attend those classes regularly. The finding that there is a significant 

difference in their performance levels on standardized tests even though the participants in all 

countries share similar backgrounds suggests that the low performance of children was not related 

to fact that these children were bilinguals. This finding suggests that children’s low performance 

is related to the educational opportunities they are given. The connotation here is that the children 
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of immigrants can perform at the same level as their native peers if they are given equal educational 

opportunities. The fact that this discrepancy between the minority immigrant children and native 

children has existed for several generations suggest that their educational failure cannot only be 

related with their lack of language proficiency, there may be some other factors affecting their 

school achievement (Riphahn, 2003). An important aspect of bilingual education programs is that 

they should not be based on monolingual children’s development because bilingual children’s 

development does not match their monolingual peers’. Monolinguals and bilinguals show distinct 

developmental patterns in terms of their literacy skills (Droop & Verhoeven, 2003; Limbird et al., 

2014).  

6.4 Limitations and future directions 

The findings of the current research provided empirical evidence for the relevance of 

interdependence hypothesis. However, interdependence hypothesis may have some limitations and 

conceptual ambiguities in itself. First of all, identification of so called ‘thresholds’ is extremely 

difficult in the case of bilingual students. In the absence of available thresholds for monolingual 

speakers of different languages, claiming thresholds and attempting to establish for bilinguals turn 

out to be a highly challenging task. In this research, the reading skills in the first language predicted 

the skills in the second language, which is an important contribution to the literature. However, 

the skills in the second language did not predict the skills in the first language. Given the claim of 

interdependence this relationship needs to be further researched.  

Another major limitation is the recruitment of informants in France, Germany and the 

Netherlands. Given the unwillingness of the school directors, it was not possible to collect data 

only in the mainstream schools. Alternative ways of finding informants through Turkish 

community and religious organizations might have created a bias in the sample. Most of the 

informants in the sample received some Turkish lessons in the community organizations and 

mosques. Involving students, who do not follow any Turkish lessons, could have provided a more 

diverse sample. This was partly achieved in the Netherlands and in Germany. However, in the 

French context almost all the students were recruited through community organizations and 

mosques. 
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Filling in the acculturation survey turned out to be challenging task for the younger 

informants. 10-year-old students had difficulty understanding some questions, in this respect for 

younger students the findings on the acculturation survey has its limitations. Besides, the same age 

group could not provide the information on parents’ education and profession, which created 

difficulties in making SES-based comparisons. An improvement to the current study can be to 

include various skill areas in future studies to observe the proficiency of students in all domains 

of language. Moreover, including supplementary data in a future study would be beneficial. The 

actors (parents, teachers, siblings, peers) contributing to the language development of students can 

be included for surveys and interviews. Family visits can be included to see the home environment 

of children; which is of significance for a children’s educational development. The information 

about the pre-school formal and informal literacy education background of children can be added 

to the surveys as well.  

6.5 Concluding remarks 

The current study provides firm evidence on the interdependency of first and second language of 

bilingual students. The evidence from this study demonstrates that first language achievement of 

students predicts second language achievement. Each country has its own way of approaching the 

immigrants in the educational system which in the end affects their educational attainment. This 

study has the aim of using quantitative data to support theoretical and practical implications of 

bilingual Turkish students’ language development.  

The current research has confirmed findings in the literature by suggesting that a good 

command of first language aids the development of the second language. A conclusion that can be 

reached from this is that first language of immigrant students deserves attention from all bodies of 

educational institutions and policy makers because it aids their mainstream language skills and 

increases the self-esteem as well as emotional development of bilingual children. In the immigrant 

context, the children need to have the motivation and self-confidence to use their first languages 

in the countries they are living. Those children need more attention in terms of their language 

development. Their first language development needs to be supported for these children’s 

academic performance to match their native peers’.  
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For the future success of immigrants, the education that they are exposed to is very important. 

As it is seen in the international exams, immigrant students perform lower than their native 

counterparts in the science, mathematics and reading domains. Immigrants’ success or 

achievement is directly related to the opportunities they are given. If equal opportunities are not 

given to immigrants, the achievement gap between native and immigrant students will not close. 

In the end, they will not have the same level and quality of access to the labor market (Andon, 

Thompson & Becker, 2014). As stated by Yagmur (2016), the value given to the first language of 

children plays an important role for both the maintenance of the language and the acquisition of 

the mainstream language. Social and educational exclusion makes the achievement gap between 

the immigrant and mainstream children bigger. As it is stated by Yagmur and van de Vijver (2012), 

the immigrants in the countries which adopt multiculturalism feel less challenged on their identity, 

language and culture. The success of individuals in a society highly depends on their ability to 

embrace different perspectives and different cultural identities (Ely & Thomas, 2001).  As 

maintained by the European Union, ‘unity in diversity’ should encourage social and linguistic 

inclusion of students who have an immigration heritage. In the school setting, equality and 

inclusion can be ensured with a curriculum addressing to different cultural backgrounds and 

fostering collaborative activities can increase academic motivation and improve sense of 

belonging. 
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Summary 

 

In the current research project, the main goal was to investigate L1 – L2 relationship of Turkish 
immigrant children living in the Netherlands, Germany and France. The research is designed to 
answer the following research questions: Is there a link between first and second language reading 
proficiencies of Turkish immigrant students? Do the proficiency levels achieved in the first 
language predict the skills in the second language? What is the relationship between acculturation 
orientations and language proficiency (both L1 and L2) of Turkish immigrant students? The 
dependency level between the two languages were tested through the standardized tests which 
were PISA and PIRLS consisting of multiple choice and open-ended questions. Through the 
acculturation surveys the acculturation orientations and language use of students were analyzed in 
parallel with the reading achievement of students.  

There are a number of reasons for conducting this research. The previous research conducted 
by Arikan, van de Vijver, & Yagmur, 2017) on mathematics and reading performance differences 
of mainstream European and bilingual Turkish (immigrant) students in PISA 2009 gave insights 
about the need for further evidence on the relationship between first and second language skills of 
bilingual Turkish speakers. In the related literature about the performance gap between the 
immigrants and mainstream students in OECD countries, the comparisons include reading results 
only in the mainstream language. In the absence of data about the first language of students, the 
claims about the failure of immigrant students are based on incomplete picture of their abilities 
and therefore might lead to incomplete conclusions. In order to fill in the gap about the reading 
proficiency level of immigrants in both the first language and mainstream language of students, 
the current study was designed to investigate the relationship between the heritage and mainstream 
language reading skills of bilingual Turkish students. 

Our research questions focus on Cummins’ (1979) interdependence hypothesis, which claims 
a relationship between L1 proficiency and L2 proficiency of bilingual children. According to this 
hypothesis, the language skills acquired in the second language is partly dependent on the skills 
acquired in the first language. Thus, this hypothesis is highly relevant for Turkish immigrant 
children who are exposed to Turkish at home from the birth and are totally exposed to mainstream 
language when they start school. At schools, the children receive very little or no support for their 
first language development.  

The design of the current research includes two age groups (10 and 15 year-old) in four 
different countries as well as measures such as reading tests and acculturation surveys. The reading 
tests used in the current study are from Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) 
and Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA). PIRLS evaluates reading skills of 
10-year-old primary school children. The PIRLS assessment is composed of two different aims: 
reading purpose and comprehension process. PISA is an international assessment that measures 
skills of 15-year-old students' in reading, mathematics, and science domains. As for the 
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 acculturation survey, the language use and acculturation survey is comprised of “The Ethnic and 

Mainstream Identification Scale” assessing feeling of having ethnic and mainstream identity and 
“The Language Use, Choice and Attitudes Scales” consisting of 4 sub-sections on: language use, 
language choice across topics; language attitudes; and on language use in the social media.  

To conduct the tests and surveys, the schools where Turkish students attend were contacted 
and after taking the permissions the children took the tests and surveys which lasted about three 
hours. The same data collection procedure was followed in all countries and the tests were applied 
in the same way. All data was analyzed through path analysis and ANOVA analysis on SPSS.  

In each country different conclusions were reached as each of them has different school 
systems, different language policies and different applications for bilingual Turkish children. 
Because Turkish bilingual children have similar backgrounds, the possible differences between 
the national contexts were assumed to be due to contextual factors. The overall findings of the 
current study are as follows. The research outcome in our Dutch context supported the hypothesis 
that students with a higher competence in the first language have also higher competence in the 
second language. The students who have low reading skills in the first language also have close 
level of achievement in the second language as well. The association between acculturation and 
achievement in Dutch was weak. Thus, it is concluded that a high score in both Dutch and Turkish 
does not negatively affect the integration or identity formation of the individuals in contrast to 
widely held belief that maintenance of first language may hamper the adaptation to the mainstream 
society and the proficiency in the mainstream language.  

The findings related to German context was also in line with the anticipation that first language 
achievement is predictive for second language achievement of children in both tests. In German 
context the predictive value for the interdependency of first language and second language was 
satisfactory. The achievement level in both test versions were close to each other. When the link 
between the background variables and achievement level in tests was evaluated, it has been 
concluded that there is not a strong correlation between those variables.  

The findings in France about reading achievement in the first language and the second 
language were again strongly correlated in both PISA and PIRLS tests. In France, reading 
achievement of PIRLS group in both languages are very close to each other. The achievement level 
in PISA was also close to each other in both versions of the tests as well. This suggests that the 
achievement level in both languages are very close to each other in French context and the students 
in both groups performed better in French than in Turkish. As for the acculturation surveys, the 
data demonstrated that Turkish language preference and dominance were not predictive of success 
in both PISA and PIRLS achievement in French and Turkish. In comparison with PIRLS group, 
the predictive power of background variables for reading performance in PISA group was higher. 

The results of both PIRLS and PISA in cross-national and cross-sectional context was also 
analyzed. First language and second language scores were compared in each country context with 
reference to monolingual data obtained from Turkish children living in Turkey. The obtained 
reading scores were also related with the acculturation orientations of children. It is concluded that 
Turkish monolinguals scored higher than bilingual Turkish children in the Netherlands, Germany 
and France. Bilingual children scored higher in mainstream reading tests than Turkish reading 
tests. Overall, background variables were not predictive of language achievement in all three 
contexts. Each country has its own way of dealing with immigrant children. Although they have 
similar immigration backgrounds, they have different educational outcomes in the international 
exams and the results of our research showed differences throughout the three European countries 
with the highest number of Turkish immigrant population.  
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The results of the current research project suggest that the acquisition of the mainstream 
language may benefit from a rich concept development in the first language so that the acquisition 
of L2 becomes much easier. Moreover, these results suggest that regardless of the background of 
children (their family SES, ethnic background), the success of children largely depends on the 
schools’ approach, characteristics of the school settings, language policy of the country, value 
given to the variety of cultures and quality of education.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendices 

 

Appendix 1 

 

PIRLS Test 

 

Fly, Eagle. Fly 

A farmer went out one day to search for a lost calf. The herders had returned without it the evening 
before. And that night there had been a terrible storm.  
He went to the valley and searched by the riverbed, among the reeds, behind the rocks and in the 
rushing water.  
He climbed the slopes of the high mountain with its rocky cliffs. He looked behind a large rock in 
case the calf had huddled there to escape the storm. And that was where he stopped. There, on a 
ledge of rock, was a most unusual sight. An eagle chick had hatched from its egg a day or two 
earlier, and had been blown from its nest by the terrible storm. He reached out and cradled the 
chick in both hands. He would take it home and care for it. He was almost home when the children 
ran out to meet him.  
“The calf came back by itself!” they shouted.  
The farmer was very pleased. He showed the eagle chick to his family, then placed it carefully in 
the chicken house among the hens and chicks.  
“The eagle is the king of the birds,” he said, “but we shall train it to be a chicken.” 
So, the eagle lived among the chickens, learning their ways. As it grew, it began to look quite 
different from any chicken they had ever seen. One day a friend dropped in for a visit. The friend 
saw the bird among the chickens.  
“Hey! That is not a chicken. It’s an eagle!”  
The farmer smiled at him and said, “Of course it’s a chicken. Look— it walks like a chicken, it 
eats like a chicken. It thinks like a chicken. Of course it’s a chicken.”  
But the friend was not convinced. “I will show you that it is an eagle,” he said.  
The farmer’s children helped his friend catch the bird. It was fairly heavy, but the farmer’s friend 
lifted it above his head and said, “You are not a chicken but an eagle. You belong not to the earth 
but to the sky. Fly, Eagle, fly!”  
The bird stretched out its wings, looked about, saw the chickens feeding, and jumped down to 
scratch with them for food. “I told you it was a chicken,” the farmer said, and he roared with 
laughter. 
Very early the next morning the farmer’s dogs began to bark. A voice was calling outside in the 
darkness. The farmer ran to the door. It was his friend again. “Give me another chance with the 
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bird,” he begged.  
“Do you know the time? It is long before dawn.”  
“Come with me. Fetch the bird.”  
Reluctantly, the farmer picked up the bird, which was fast asleep among the chickens. The two 
men set off, disappearing into the darkness.  
“Where are we going?” asked the farmer sleepily.  
“To the mountains where you found the bird.” “And why at this ridiculous time of the night?”  
“So that our eagle may see the sun rise over the mountain and follow it into the sky where it 
belongs.”  
They went into the valley and crossed the river, the friend leading the way.  
“Hurry,” he said, “for the dawn will arrive before we do.” The first light crept into the sky as they 
began to climb the mountain. The wispy clouds in the sky were pink at first, and then began to 
shimmer with a golden brilliance. Sometimes their path was dangerous as it clung to the side of 
the mountain, crossing narrow shelves of rock and taking them into dark crevices and out again. 
At last he said, “This will do.” He looked down the cliff and saw the ground thousands of feet 
below. They were very near the top.  
Carefully, the friend carried the bird onto a ledge. He set it down so that it looked toward the east, 
and began talking to it. The farmer chuckled. “It talks only chicken-talk.”  
But the friend talked on, telling the bird about the sun, how it gives life to the world, and how it 
reigns in the heavens, giving light to each new day. “Look at the sun, Eagle. And when it rises, 
rise with it. You belong to the sky, not to the earth.” At that moment the sun’s first rays shot out 
over the mountain, and suddenly the world was ablaze with light. 
The sun rose majestically. The great bird stretched out its wings to greet the sun and feel the 
warmth on its feathers. The farmer was quiet. The friend said, “You belong not to the earth, but to 
the sky. Fly, Eagle, fly!” He scrambled back to the farmer. All was silent. The eagle’s head 
stretched up, its wings stretched outwards, and its legs leaned forward as its claws clutched the 
rock.  
Then, without really moving, feeling the updraft of a wind more powerful than any man or bird, 
the great eagle leaned forward and was swept upward higher and higher, lost to sight in the 
brightness of the rising sun, never again to live among the chickens.  
 
Answer the questions according to the text. 
 
1.What did the farmer set out to look for at the beginning of the story? 
A) a calf 
B) herders 
C) rocky cliffs 
D) an eagle chick 
 
2. Where did the farmer find the eagle chick? 
A) in its nest 
B) by the riverbed 
C) on a ledge of rock 
D) among the reeds 
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 3. What in the story shows that the farmer was careful with the eagle chick? 

A) He carried the eagle chick in both hands. 
B) He brought the eagle chick to his family. 
C) He put the eagle chick back in its nest. 
D) He searched the riverbed for the eagle chick. 
 
4.What did the farmer do with the eagle chick when he brought it home? 
A) He taught it to fly. 
B) He set it free. 
C) He trained it to be a chicken. 
D) He made a new nest for it. 
 
5. During the friend’s first visit, the eagle chick behaved like a chicken. Give two examples 
 that show this. 
1.  ………………………………………………………………………………………………
 …………………… 
2.  ………………………………………………………………………………………………
 …………………… 
 
6. When the farmer’s friend first met the eagle, how did he try to make the eagle fly? 
A) He lifted it above his head. 
B) He set it on the ground. 
C) He threw it in the air. 
D) He brought it to the mountain. 
 
7. Explain what the farmer’s friend meant when he told the eagle, “You belong not to the earth 
 but to the sky.” 
 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
8. Why did the farmer roar with laughter during his friend’s first visit? 
A) The eagle was too heavy to fly. 
B) The eagle was difficult to catch. 
C) The eagle looked different from the chickens. 
D) The eagle proved him right. 
 
9. Why did the farmer’s friend take the eagle to the high mountains to make it fly? Give two 
 reasons. 
1.  ……………………………………………………………………………………… 
2.  ……………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
10. Find and copy words that tell you how beautiful the sky was at dawn. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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11. Why was the rising sun important to the story? 
A) It awakened the eagle’s instinct to fly. 
B) It reigned in the heavens. 
C) It warmed the eagle’s feathers. 
D) It provided light on the mountain paths. 
 
12. You learn what the farmer’s friend was like from the things he did. 
Describe what the friend was like and give an example of what he did that shows this. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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 Discover the Fun of Day Hiking 

Planning Your Day Hike  

*Pick somewhere to go that will be fun and interesting. If in a group, consider everyone when 
choosing where to go. *Find out the distance of the hike and how much time it is supposed to take.  
*Check out the weather conditions and forecast. Plan and dress the right way for the weather.  
*Pack light. Don’t make the weight of what you will carry too heavy (see checklist).  
Packing Checklist  
*Plenty of water – to keep from getting thirsty  
*Food – high energy snacks or take a picnic lunch  
*First Aid Kit – in case of blisters, scrapes and scratches  
*Insect repellent – to protect from bites (for example – ticks, bees, mosquitoes, and flies).  
*Extra socks – feet may get wet. 
*Whistle – important if going alone, three short whistles mean you are in trouble and need 
assistance. 
*Map and compass – very important for more difficult hikes  
Keeping Safe on Your Day Hike 
*Start early. This will give you plenty of time to enjoy your hike and still get back before dark. 
*Stay on hiking trails unless you know the area. 
*Pace yourself. Do not hike too quickly so that you can save your energy. When in a group, go 
only as fast as the slowest member. 
*Be careful where you are walking. Watch out for things you might trip over like loose rocks, piles 
of leaves, and sticks. Take care through slippery areas. If you need to go into water, make sure you 
know how deep it is. 
*Look out for wildlife. Be careful where you put your feet, when you pick up sticks or rocks, and 
before you sit down. Never approach animals in the wild. They may look cute and harmless, but 
they can be unpredictable and very protective of their territory. 
 
IMPORTANT: Tell someone about where you are going hiking and when you expect to return. 
This could help in case something happens and you get into trouble. Let him or her know when 
you get back. 
 
Day Hiking Is Fun and Good Exercise!  

You are in charge!  

You can choose where you want to go, how long you want to be gone, and how fast you want to 
go. You can simply stroll along enjoying nature or challenge yourself with difficult and steep 
hiking trails. It is up to you!  
See interesting new things!  
Hiking can take you places that cannot be seen any other way. You can go to beautiful areas and 
see spectacular views. Or you can go to remote areas that may have hidden valleys, waterfalls, or 
caves. Hiking can give you a chance to see plants, birds, and animals that live in the wild. You 
might even see remains of buildings and things that belonged to people who lived long ago.  
Keep physically fit!  
Walking is an excellent way to exercise, so hiking on a regular basis will help to keep you healthy. 
It provides time to think and can be relaxing. Hiking is a great way to spend time with your friends 
and family or to just spend a little time by yourself studying and enjoying nature.  
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Explore Lookout Hill  

The map and map key for Lookout Hill show how you can choose the day hike that you would 
like best and the kinds of things you can see and do. It gives you an idea about day hiking in case 
you want to find a hiking area near where you live.  
 
Lookout Hill 

A Hike Full of Adventures 
 

 
 
Choose which route to take! 
Use one of our suggestions, or make up a route of your own.  
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Answer the questions acording to the text. 

 
1. What is the main message the leaflet gave you about hiking? 
A) It is expensive and dangerous. 
B) It is the best way to see animals. 
C) It is healthy and fun. 
D) It is only for experts. 
 
2. Give two interesting things the leaflet said you might see on a day hike.  
1.…………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
2.…………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
3. What are two things the leaflet told you to keep in mind when you are hiking in a group?  
1.…………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
2.…………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
4. Which section of the leaflet told you to wear the right clothes for the weather? 
A) Discover the Fun of Day Hiking 
B) Planning Your Day Hike 
C) Packing Checklist 
D) Keeping Safe on Your Day Hike 
 
5. Why should you take extra socks on your hike? 
A) feet may get wet 
B) weather may get cold 
C) in case of blisters 
D) for a friend 
 
6. What should you do if you get in trouble while on your hike? 
A) have a high energy snack 
B) blow your whistle three times 
C) put on more insect repellent 
D) yell for help as loud as you can 
 
7. What should you do to avoid getting tired too soon? 
A) start early 
B) stay on hiking trails 
C) pace yourself 
D) be careful where you walk 
 
8.Why is it important to tell someone when you plan to return from your hike?  
………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………….. 
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9. Which route would you choose if you wanted to take the shortest hike? 
A) Bird Walk 
B) Lookout Station Hike 
C) Frog Creek Trail 
D) Lookout Hill Circle 
 
10. Which kind of people would be most able to go on the Lookout Station Hike? 
A) people who are in a hurry 
B) people who have small children 
C) people who like to watch birds 
D) people who are fit and strong 
 
11. What are two things you can learn by studying the map key?  
1.……………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………… 
2.……………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………… 
 
12. Use the map of Lookout Hill and the map key to plan a hike. Check which route you would 
choose. 
_________ Bird Walk 
_________ Lookout Station Hike 
_________ Frog Creek Trail 
_________ Lookout Hill Circle 
 
13. Give two reasons from the leaflet why you chose this route.  
1.…………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
2.…………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix 2 

PISA Test 

 

Mobile Phone Safety 

Are mobile phones dangerous? 

YES NO 

1.Radio waves given off by mobile phones can 
heat up body tissue, having damaging effects. 

1.Radio waves are not powerful enough to 
cause heat damage to the body. 
 

2.Magnetic fields created by mobile phones 
can affect the way that your body cells work. 

2.The magnetic fields are incredibly weak, and 
so unlikely to affect cells in our body. 

3.People who make long mobile phone calls 
sometimes complain of fatigue, headaches, 
and loss of concentration. 

3.These effects have never been observed 
under laboratory conditions and may be due to 
other factors in modern lifestyles 

4.Mobile phone users are 2.5 times more likely 
to develop cancer in areas of the brain adjacent 
to their phone ears. 

4.Researchers admit it's unclear this increase 
is linked to using mobile phones. 
 

5.The International Agency for Research on 
Cancer found a link between childhood cancer 
and power lines. Like mobile phones, power 
lines also emit radiation. 

5.The radiation produced by power lines is a 
different kind of radiation, with much more 
energy than that coming from mobile phones. 
 

6.Radio frequency waves similar to those in 
mobile phones altered the gene expression in 
nematode worms. 
 

6.Worms are not humans, so there is no 
guarantee that our brain cells will react in the 
same way 

 

Key Points 

*Conflicting reports about the health risks of mobile phones appeared in the late 1990s. 
*Millions of pounds have now been invested in scientific research to investigate the effects of 
mobile phones. 
*Given the immense numbers of mobile phone users, even small adverse effects on health could 
have major public health implications. 
*In 2000, the Stewart Report (a British report) found no known health problems caused by mobile 
phones, but advised caution, especially among the young, until more research was carried out. A 
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further report in 2004 backed this up. 
 

If you use a mobile phone… 
DO DON’T 

Keep the calls short. Don't use your mobile phone when the 
reception is weak, as the phone needs more 
power to communicate with the base station, 
and so the radio-wave emissions are higher 

Carry the mobile phone away from your body 
when it is on standby. 

Don't buy a mobile phone with a high “SAR” 
value1. This means that it emits more 
radiation. 

Buy a mobile phone with a long “talk time”. It 
is more efficient, and has less powerful 
emissions. 

Don't buy protective gadgets unless they have 
been independently tested. 

 
Note: SAR (specific absorption rate) is a measurement of how much electromagnetic radiation is 

absorbed by body tissue whilst using a mobile phone. 

Answer the questions according to the text. 

 
1. What is the purpose of the “key points”? 
A) To describe the dangers of using mobile phones. 
B) To suggest that debate about mobile phone safety is ongoing. 
C) To describe the precautions that people who use mobile phones should take. 
D) To suggest that there are no known health problems caused by mobile phones. 
 
2. “It is difficult to prove that one thing has definitely caused another.”  
What is the relationship of this piece of information to the Point 4 Yes and No statements in the 
table Are mobile phones dangerous? 
A) It supports the Yes argument but does not prove it. 
B) It proves the Yes argument. 
C) It supports the No argument but does not prove it. 
D) It shows that the No argument is wrong. 
 
3. Look at Point 3 in the No column of the table. In this context, what might one of these 
“other factors” be? Give a reason for your answer. 
............................................................................................................................................................ 
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4. Look at the table with the heading “If you use a mobile phone …” 
Which of these ideas is the table based on? 
A) There is no danger involved in using mobile phones. 
B) There is a proven risk involved in using mobile phones. 
C) There may or may not be danger involved in using mobile phones, but it is worth taking 
precautions. 
D) There may or may not be danger involved in using mobile phones, but they should not be used 
until we know for sure. 
 
5. If the part of our brain which is not exposed to the radiation of mobile phones is % 10 prone to 
develop cancer, what is the risk percentage of developing cancer for the part of our brain which is 
exposed to the radiation of mobile phones? 
A) 250     B) 25      C) 12,5       D) 2,5 
 
6. Which of the following ideas support the point 6 No statement related to mobile phone safety?  
A) The things tested on animals may not be true for human beings. 
B) The radio frequency of mobile phones may not always be dangarous. 
C) It has not been proved that the gene expression in nematode worms is changed. 
D) Radio frequency damages the human beings brain more than the other living beings. 
 
7. By looking at the key points in the text, which of the following can be concluded? 
A) At the beginning of 1990s the people thought that mobile phones did not cause any health 

problems. 
B) In the 2000s there were reports including conflicting ideas about the damages of mobile 

phones. 
C) According to the reports, the health problems that the mobile phones cause increase day by 

day. 
D) The budget reserved for the research about the health damages of mobile phones is not 

sufficient. 
 
8. According to the text, what can be said about the reports released in 2000 and 2004? 
A) The elapsed time between the reports led to the changes in the obtained results.  
B) The reasons of some diseases are directly related to mobile phone use.  
C) There is no need to take precaution unless a disease has been diagnosed.  
D) Both of them support each other. 
 
9. Why should not people buy the mobile phones with high SAR value? As …….. 

 It has not been scientifically proven that they are harmless. 
 The electromagnetic waves that they spread are harmful. 
 There is a possibility that it can damage human body with the heat it radiates. 
 The connection with the radio station is very weak. 
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10. What is the subject of the text? 
A) The effects of mobile phones on health. 
B) The effects of technology on the social life of people. 
C) The insufficiency of the research on the harms of mobile phones. 
D) The insufficiency of the budget for the scientific research.  
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 Blood Donation Notice 

 

The instruments for taking the blood are sterile and single-use (syringe, tubes, bags). 
There is no risk in giving your blood. Blood donation is essential. There is no product that can 
fully substitute for human blood. Blood donation is thus irreplaceable and essential to save lives. 
In France, each year, 500,000 patients benefit from a blood transfusion. 
Blood donation: 
It is the best-known kind of donation, and takes from 45 minutes to 1 hour. 
A 450-ml bag is taken as well as some small samples on which tests and checks will be done. 
- A man can give his blood five times a year, a woman three times. 
- Donors can be from 18 to 65 years old. 
An 8-week interval is compulsory between each donation. 
 
1. An eighteen-year-old woman who has given her blood twice in the last twelve months wants to 
give blood again. According to “Blood Donation Notice”, on what condition will she be allowed 
to give blood again? 
................................................................................................................................. 
................................................................................................................................. 
 
2. The text says: “The instruments for taking the blood are sterile and single-use … ” 
                 Why does the text include this information? 
A) To reassure you that blood donation is safe. 
B) To emphasise that blood donation is essential. 
C) To explain the uses of your blood. 
D) To give details of the tests and checks. 
 
3. What is the main purpose of the text “Blood Donation Notice”? 
A) To encourage people to donate blood. 
B) To describe the risks of donating blood. 
C) To explain where you can go to donate blood. 
D) To prove that many people regularly donate blood. 
 
4. Answer the question according to the given information in the text. 
“The parents of 10 students in a classroom donate their blood every year regularly at the highest 
possible times. In the last 3 years, how many times they have donated blood?” 
A)80      B) 180    C) 240     D) 300 
 
5. What is the reason for taking blood samples? 
A) To test the blood to see whether it is appropriate for donation. 
B) To provide supplementary blood for the patient when there is a need. 
C) To help other health institutions in the case of an emergency. 
D) To do tests and experiments on the patients safely. 
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The Miser and His Gold 
 

A miser sold all that he had and bought a lump of gold, which he buried in a hole in the ground by 
the side of an old wall. He went to look at it daily. One of his workmen observed the miser’s 
frequent visits to the spot and decided to watch his movements. 
The workman soon discovered the secret of the hidden treasure, and digging down, came to the 
lump of gold, and stole it. The miser, on his next visit, found the hole empty and began to tear his 
hair and to make loud lamentations. A neighbor, seeing him overcome with grief and learning the 
cause, said, “Pray do not grieve so; but go and take a stone, and place it in the hole, and fancy that 
the gold is still lying there. It will do you quite the same service; for when the gold was there, you 
had it not, as you did not make the slightest use of it.” 
 
Answer the questions according to the text. 
 
1. Read the sentences below and number them according to the sequence of events in the text. 

 The miser decided to turn all his money into a lump of gold. 
 A man stole the miser’s gold. 
 The miser dug a hole and hid his treasure in it. 
 The miser’s neighbour told him to replace the gold with a stone. 

Solution: ………………………………………………………………………………………..  
 
2. How did the miser get a lump of gold? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………...... 
 
3. What can be concluded from this text? 
A) People understand the value of an object when they lose it.  
B) The value of an object is nothing unless we do use it.  
C) Only generous people know the value of a valuable object.  
D) Man should seek the cause of every catastrophe in his own behaviour. 
 
4. According to the text, how would the miser feel after experiencing that event?  
A) Regretful B) Inconsistent  C) Angry    D) Hesitant 
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 5. Here is part of a conversation between two people who read “The Miser and his gold”. 

 

Speaker 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The neighbour was nasty: He could 

have recommended replacing the 

gold with something better than a 

stone. 

 

Speaker 2 

 

 

 

No, he couldn’t. The stone was 

important in the story. ……………. 

 

 

 

6. What could speaker 2 say to support his point of view? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………..…

……………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix 3 

Survey of Language, Culture & Identity 

 

Name: 

Surname: 

School:  

 
Your opinion is very important for us. We would be very happy if you could answer all the 
questions to the best of your knowledge. If you do not understand any of the questions, you can 
ask the teacher.  
 
In the given measurement scale please circle the relevant number which is closest to your opinion. 
Two sample questions are provided below: 
 
For example, if you think that Germany is a beautiful country, you can circle number 5 (definitely 

agree).  

 
 
 I definitely 

don’t agree 
I don’t agree Neutral I agree 

I definitely 
agree 

Germany is a 
beautiful country. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 
 

  
If you think that Germany is NOT a beautiful country, you can circle 1 (definitely don’t agree). 

 I definitely 
don’t agree 

I don’t 
agree 

Neutral I agree 
I definitely 
agree 

Germany is a 
beautiful country. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 
 

 
All the information you provided will be confidential and used only for research purposes. Filling 
in the questionnaire takes around 20 minutes. Thank you very much for your cooperation. 
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 Part I: German and Turkish Culture  

 
1) Different people live in Germany. To which group do you think you belong to? 

o The Turkish group 
o The German group 
o Both German and Turkish 
o Other, namely:……………………… 

 
 I definitely 

don’t agree 
I don’t 
agree 

Neutral I agree I definitely 
agree 

2) I feel Turkish 
 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

3) I feel German 
 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
 
 
4) I feel Turkish because, 
 I definitely 

don’t agree 
I don’t 
agree 

Neutral I agree I definitely 
agree 

I speak Turkish 
 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

I am a Muslim 
 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

I know much about my 
religion 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

I live in accordance with 
Turkish norms and 
values. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

I was born from Turkish 
parents 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

I was raised as a Turkish 
person 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

I look Turkish 
 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

I feel much more 
comfortable next to 
Turkish people 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

Other people see me as a 
Turk 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 
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German culture does not 
appeal to me 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
5) I feel German because, 
 I definitely 

don’t agree 
I don’t 
agree 

Neutral I agree I definitely 
agree 

I speak German 
 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

I know German 
mentality very well 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

I live in accordance with 
German norms and 
traditions 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

I was raised as a German 
person 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

I look German 
 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

I feel much more 
comfortable next to 
German people 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

Other people see me as a 
German 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The Turks in Germany 
and their culture does 
not appeal to me 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 
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 Part II: Immigrants in Germany 

 
6) Circle the relevant number for the following statements. 

 

I 
definitely 
don’t 
agree 

I don’t 
agree 

Neutral I agree 
I 
definitely 
agree 

The immigrants living in 
Germany have to speak in 
German. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The immigrants living in 
Germany have to value German 
norms and values more than 
anything. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The immigrants living in 
Germany can speak in their own 
languages. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The immigrants living in 
Germany can live in accordance 
with their cultural norms and 
values. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The immigrants living in 
Germany can value their own 
norms and values. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The immigrants living in 
Germany have to live in 
accordance with German norms 
and values. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
7) In public places, at work, at school 
 

 

I 
definitely 
don’t 
agree 

I don’t 
agree 

Neutral I agree 
I 
definitely 
agree 

Immigrants always have to 
speak in German. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The immigrants can speak in 
their own languages. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

Immigrants must obey the 
German norms and values. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

Immigrants can act in line with 
their own norms and values. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 
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Immigrants must act in line with 
German norms and values. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
8) At home 
 

 
I definitely 
don’t agree 

I don’t 
agree 

Neutral I agree 
I definitely 
agree 

The immigrants can speak in 
their own languages. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

Immigrants must live in 
accordance with the German 
norms and values. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

Immigrants can live in line with 
their own norms and values. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The immigrants must speak in 
German. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 
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 Part III: Turkish-German language use 

 
9) Circle the relevant number for the following statements. 
In which language do you 
interact mostly with the 
following persons? 

Always 
German 

Mostly 
German 

Equal 
Mostly 
Turkish 

Always 
Turkish 

With your father? 1 2 3 4 5 
With your mother? 1 2 3 4 5 
With your siblings? 1 2 3 4 5 
With your Turkish friends? 1 2 3 4 5 
With your Turkish friends on 
Facebook? 

1 2 3 4 5 

When writing a text message. 1 2 3 4 5 
With people in the mosque? 1 2 3 4 5 
With Turkish people on the 
telephone? 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
10) Which language do you use when you are doing the following? 
In which language do you 
mostly? 

Always 
German 

Mostly 
German 

Equal 
Mostly 
Turkish 

Always 
Turkish 

think? 1 2 3 4 5 
dream? 1 2 3 4 5 
count, calculate? 1 2 3 4 5 
read books? 1 2 3 4 5 
read newspapers 1 2 3 4 5 
watch tv? 1 2 3 4 5 
listen to radio? 1 2 3 4 5 
write? 1 2 3 4 5 

 
11) What do you think about German and Turkish? 
 
What do you think of 
German and Turkish? 
 

Only 
German 

More 
German 

Both the 
same 

More 
Turkish 

Only 
Turkish 

It sounds nice 1 2 3 4 5 
It sounds friendly 1 2 3 4 5 
It sounds distinguished 1 2 3 4 5 
It sounds polite 1 2 3 4 5 
It sounds pleasant 1 2 3 4 5 
It sounds modern 1 2 3 4 5 
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Part IV: Personal information 

 
1) Gender:    

o Female   

o Male 

2) Age: ……….. (in years) 

3) Date of birth: Day………. Month……… Year…….  

4) Country of Birth  

o Turkey  

o Germany  

o Other, namely: …………………………………… 

5) How long have you been living in Germany?  ……… years. 

6) In which country is your father born?  

o Turkey  

o Germany  

o Other, namely: …………………………………… 

7) In which country is your mother born?  

o Turkey  

o Germany  

o Other, namely: …………………………………… 

8) What is your mother’s job?…………………………………… 

9) What is your father’s job? …………………………………. 

10) In which city do you live? …………………………………… 

11) How often do you visit Turkey? 

o More than once per year 

o Once per year 

o Once every two years 

o Once every three or more years 

12) How many hours a week do you take Turkish lessons? 

o I do not take Turkish lessons. 

o 1-2 hours 

o 3-4 hours 
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 13) Where do you take the Turkish lessons? 

o In a German school 

o In a Turkish school 

o In the mosque 

14) Do you read Turkish books with your parents at home? 

o Yes 

o No 

15) How many Turkish books do you have at home? 

o None 

o About 1-10 

o About 11-20 

 

End of the questionnaire, thank you for your help. 
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Appendix-4 SCORING PROCEDURES 

Scoring procedures of open-ended items are carefully explained both in the PIRLS and PISA 

reading tests. In this Appendix, the scoring of the open-ended questions in “Fly Eagle Fly” is 

presented to give an idea about the scoring procedures of the open-ended writing items. 

“Fly Eagle Fly” Item 5  

5. During the friend’s first visit, the eagle chick behaved like a chicken. Give two examples that 
show this.  

Process: Focus on and Retrieve Explicitly Stated Information  

2 – Complete Comprehension  

The response identifies two ways that the eagle chick behaved like a chicken listed below.  
NOTE TO SCORERS: Both correct responses can be expressed in the same sentence.  

1 – Partial Comprehension  

The response identifies one way that the eagle chick behaved like a chicken listed below.  

0 – No Comprehension  

The response does not describe any of the ways listed below. It may include only a vague or 
circular description of how the eagle behaved.  

Examples:  

It acted like a chicken.  

It looked like one.  

It learned chicken ways.  

Ways in which the Eagle Behaved Like a Chicken  
NOTE TO SCORERS: Students may provide a reasonable paraphrase of these ideas. Any 
combination of two ideas based on this list is acceptable.  

It walks/moves like a chicken.  

It eats/pecks on the ground for food like a chicken.  

It thinks like a chicken.  

It won’t fly (returns to the chickens on the ground).  

It scratches with the chickens.  

 

Fly, Eagle, Fly, Item 7  

7. Explain what the farmer’s friend meant when he told the eagle, “You belong not to the earth 
but to the sky.”  

Process: Interpret and Integrate Ideas and Information  

2 – Complete Comprehension  
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 The response interprets the meaning of both parts of the quote – “belong not to the earth” and 

“belong to the sky” in terms of the story.  
Examples:  

It is supposed to be free in the sky and not stuck on the ground.  

That it was not a chicken who walked on the earth. It was an eagle and meant to fly.  

It was meant to be flying with other birds of its kind, not among chickens.  

It is meant to fly, not walk.  

The sky is his home, not the ground.  

1 – Partial Comprehension  

The response interprets only the first or the second part of the quote.  
Examples:  

That it was not a chicken. /It was an eagle.  

It was the king of the flying birds.  

It was not a ground animal.  

It is meant to fly.  

Or, the response describes the literal contrast only.  

Example:  

It was not a chicken but an eagle.  

0 – No Comprehension  

The response may provide an explanation of the quote that is vague or inaccurate, or it may provide 
a simple rephrasing of the quote itself.  

Example:  

It is supposed to be not of the earth but of the sky.  

It belongs to the sky not on the ground. 

 

Fly, Eagle, Fly, Item 9  

9. Why did the farmer’s friend take the eagle to the high mountains to make it fly? Give two 
reasons.  

Process: Interpret and Integrate Ideas and Information  

2 – Complete Comprehension  

The response provides two reasons related to the sun, the mountains as the eagle’s natural habitat, 
or the mountain’s height in the sky. See the list of appropriate reasons below.  

NOTE TO SCORERS: Both correct responses can be expressed in the same sentence.  

1 – Partial Comprehension  

The response provides one reason related to the sun, the mountains as the eagle’s natural habitat, 
or the mountain’s height in the sky as listed below.  

0 – No Comprehension  
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The response may provide a reason for making the eagle fly, rather than a reason for taking it to 
the mountains.  

Example:  

To prove it was an eagle.  

The response may provide a reason that is vague or inaccurate, or it may simply repeat part of the 
question.  

Examples:  

It made it easier to fly.  

To make it fly.  

Reasons Why the Farmer’s Friend Took the Eagle to the Mountains  

NOTE TO SCORERS: Students may provide a reasonable paraphrase of these ideas. Any 
combination of two ideas based on this list is acceptable.  

To see the sun (rise)/to feel the warmth of the sun/to follow the sun.  

To feel the updraft of the wind.  

To be in its natural home/where it belongs/where it was found.  

To get it closer to the sky/to get it higher. 

 

Fly, Eagle, Fly, Item 10  

10. Find and copy words that tell you how beautiful the sky was at dawn.  

Process: Examine and Evaluate Content, Language, and Textual Elements  

1 – Acceptable Response  

The response provides any of the words or phrases in the list below.  
Examples:  

Wispy pink clouds  

Majestically  

Golden brilliance  

Ablaze with light  

0 – Unacceptable Response  

The response does not provide any of the words or phrases in the list below. The response may 
repeat words from the question.  

Examples:  

Sunrise  

Dawn  

Beautiful  

Words in the Story that Describe How Beautiful the Sky Was at Dawn  
Note any of the underlined words are sufficient and other parts of the quote also may be given. 
Ignore minor variations in phrasing from the text, as long as it is clear what is intended.  

The wispy clouds in the sky were pink at first, then began to shimmer with golden brilliance.  
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 The sun rose majestically.  

The sun’s first rays shot over the mountain, and suddenly the world was ablaze with light.  

 

Fly, Eagle, Fly, Item 12  

12. You learn what the farmer’s friend was like from the things he did. Describe what the friend 

was like and give an example of what he did that shows this.  

Process: Interpret and Integrate Ideas and Information  

2 – Complete Comprehension  

The response describes one plausible character trait (persistent, stubborn, nice, clever, friendly to 

animals, etc.). In addition, the response provides one example of the farmer’s friend’s actions 

that are evidence of the character trait.  

Examples:  

He was determined. He kept trying to teach the eagle to fly.  

He was clever. He knew to take the eagle to the mountain to make it fly.  

 He is the kind of person that doesn’t give up. He went back to the farmer’s house a second time 

to convince the eagle it was an eagle.  

He was kind to animals. He wanted the eagle to be free.  

1 – Partial Comprehension  

The response provides one plausible character trait.  

Or, the response provides one example of the friend’s actions that are evidence of the friend’s 

character.  

Examples:  

He is kind to animals.  

He takes the eagle to see the sun and fly away never to live among the chickens.  

0 – No Comprehension  

The response does not provide an appropriate or accurate description of the farmer’s friend’s 

character, or provides a vague and general description that demonstrates limited comprehension 

of the story without further textual support.  

Or, the response may include some information from the story that has no connection to the 

description of the friend’s character.  
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Examples:  

He is mean. He tells the eagle it is a chicken. (Note that this response describes the farmer 

and not his friend.)  

He is happy. (Note that “happy” must have some text support to be considered acceptable.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 






