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1. Introduction 

The worldwide importance of English has been generally acknowledged. Even in countries 

where it has no official status, such as Belgium, its ubiquity is striking. English is present in 

modern media, everyday conversations, and the like. Not surprisingly, children who encounter 

this language on a daily basis incidentally pick up English words. In this respect, several 

researchers, such as Houthuys (2011) and Duyck (2012) to a smaller extent, studied the 

productive knowledge of this type of language acquisition in Flanders and Wallonia. These 

comparative studies indicate that primary school children of the first region know 

considerably more English words, as they are more confronted with this language. This 

master dissertation, however, focuses specifically on the English vocabulary knowledge of 

Walloon secondary school children who have never done English courses before. Although 

their contact with this language is more limited, it is still interesting to find out how many 

English words they know. Moreover, special attention was paid to the pupils’ knowledge of 

English words of French and non-French origin. 

For this research, 107 informants of the first year of secondary school of seven different 

Walloon schools participated. All of them are French monolingual speakers and have Dutch 

as a first foreign language. The research itself consisted of two parts. First, the pupils had to 

fill out a questionnaire which gives more information on the participants’ contact with English 

and their motivation and attitude towards this language. Second, they all completed a written 

English vocabulary test. Special attention was paid to the pupils’ knowledge of English words 

of French and non-French origin. The riveting past and contact between French and English 

makes this a subject worth investigating. Moreover, as this study combines both the languages 

that I study, this subject is particularly intriguing to me. Bearing in mind the Walloon 

children’s difficulties with English, the largest part of the test consisted of receptive exercises.  

The first part of this dissertation provides a theoretical outline of the above-mentioned 

research. It starts with a discussion of the global position of English and its importance in 

Wallonia. For this region, the linguistic competences, the language education, the motivation 

and attitude of Walloon children to study foreign languages and the presence of English in 

daily life will be taken a closer look at. Second, various definitions describing second 

language acquisition will demonstrate the complexity and importance of this notion. A third 

chapter will be dedicated to second language vocabulary acquisition. This topic is especially 

relevant, as the informants were tested on their English vocabulary knowledge. Next to that, 
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several different factors accounting for SLA will be elaborated on as well. The final chapter is 

devoted to the linguistic distance between French and English, as a considerable part of the 

English vocabulary test is divided in English words of French and non-French roots.  

The second part of this study deals with the discussion of the results. In the first place, the 

methodology provides the necessary information on the way in which this research was 

conducted. It will explain how the informants were chosen, how the data of both the test and 

questionnaire were gathered and how this was analysed. Furthermore, the results of the 

questionnaire will be linked to the general findings of the vocabulary test. Accordingly, the 

informants’ gender, motivation and attitude towards English and their contact with this 

language via travelling, television, computer and music will be treated thoroughly. Next to 

that, the outcomes of the vocabulary test will be dealt with. After an overview of the general 

scores per category and per word origin, each lexical field will be dealt with in detail. Finally, 

this dissertation will be ended by an overall conclusion and some suggestions for further 

research. 
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2. The importance of English 

 

2.1. English in the world 

The international importance of English has been widely acknowledged. According to Kachru 

(1986), English is a language of power as it exceeds all other world languages. However, this 

has not always been the case. As Jenkins (2003: 2) points out, its prominence has expanded 

on an enormous scale in only a couple of centuries: ‘[w]hereas the English language was 

spoken in the mid-sixteenth century only by a relatively small group of mother-tongue 

speakers born and bred within the shores of the British Isles, it is now spoken in almost every 

country of the world, with its majority speakers being those for whom it is not a first 

language.’ In this chapter, the different denomination for English will be briefly discussed. 

Furthermore, a closer look will be taken at some models representing the spread of this 

language.  

 

2.1.1. Different terms for English 

According to Crystal (1997), an international language obtains its status mainly by its 

population’s political and military power. Moreover, economic strength is indispensable for 

the continuing growth and expansion of the language’s preponderance and dominance. 

Therefore, he ascribes the development of English as a global language to the economic 

globalisation of the early twentieth century. McArthur (2002) agrees with this. This author 

also discusses another frequently used term for the wide spread of English: “lingua franca” 

(McArthur, 2002: 2). In this context, the word deviates from its original meaning. 

Accordingly, English can be described as ‘a language common to, or shared by, many 

cultures and communities at any or all social and educational levels, and used as an 

international tool’ (McArthur, 2002: 2). Jenkins (2003: 4) adds that this term is especially 

used for people who ‘speak English more frequently as a contact language among themselves 

[EFL speakers] than with native speakers of English.’ 
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2.1.2. Models representing the spread of English 

Several models have been established to represent the spread of English and classify the 

different varieties of World Englishes. According to Jenkins (2003), Strevens’ model, (1992, 

in Kachru, 1992, in Jenkins, 2003: 19) is the oldest. It is represented by ‘a map of the world 

on which is superimposed an upside-down tree diagram [...]’ (Jenkins, 2003: 19).  Dating 

from 1980, this representation aims at reflecting the connection and affinity between all the 

different Englishes.  

As Kachru points out (1986: 19), ‘[i]nternationally, the users of English are viewed from 

three perspectives [...].’ English can either be used as “a native language (ENL)”, “a second 

language (ESL)” or “a foreign language (EFL)” (Jenkins, 2003: 14). “English as a Native 

Language” is used by those speakers who are ‘born and raised in one of the countries where 

English is historically the first language to be spoken’ (Jenkins, 2003: 14). Australia, Canada, 

the UK, the USA and New Zealand are examples of ENL countries. Kachru (1986: 19) 

defines ESL as ‘an institutionalised second-language variety of English.’ Mostly, this variety 

is deeply rooted in the nation’s history. Not surprisingly, it is used in a lot of postcolonial 

countries all over the world. As a second language, English comprises several of a country’s 

functions such as administration, education and law. “English as a Foreign Language” is 

described as ‘the English of those for whom the language serves no purposes within their own 

countries’ (Jenkins, 2003: 14). Schneider (2011: 30) adds to this that English is learnt by a 

considerable part of these populations as the people are aware of its “international 

usefulness”. ENL, ESL and EFL will be treated further on in this research paper when 

discussing second language acquisition.  

Kachru (1992) offers another view on the spread of English. In part, it resembles the above-

mentioned three-way categorisation. However, as Schneider (2011: 32) points out, Kachru 

(1992) complicates the earlier model by adding ‘a sociopolitical and developmental 

component [...].’ Even though it does not apply to all countries, Crystal (1997) indicates its 

worldwide importance, as the “three concentric circles” provide a helpful classification for the 

World Englishes (Kachru, 1992: 356). These circles represent ‘the types of spread, the 

patterns of acquisition, and the functional allocation of English in diverse cultural contexts’ 

(Kachru, 1992: 356). The inner circle corresponds with ENL and is said to be “norm-

providing”, as these speakers determine the language’s standards (Kachru 1992, in Jenkins, 

2003: 16). ESL countries belong to the outer circle which is “norm-developing” (Kachru 
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1992, in Jenkins, 2003: 16), in that ‘the ESL varieties of English have become 

institutionalised and are developing their own standards [...]’ (Jenkins, 2003: 16). EFL users 

can be situated in the expanding circle. As their “performance varieties” miss any official 

status, they are subject to the English of the inner circle (Kachru, 1992: 357). Therefore, this 

type of English is called “norm-dependent” (Kachru 1992, in Jenkins, 2003: 16). Based on 

this classification, the type of English used in Wallonia can be categorised in this third group. 

Nevertheless, as Schneider (2011) argues, both three-part representations face a few 

problems. First of all, they fail to represent reality accurately, as they are too abstract. 

Secondly, recent developments have not been taken into account yet. Jenkins (2003) adds that 

the boundaries between ENL, ESL and EFL or between Kachru’s (1992) circles are not 

always that clear-cut. In that way, it has become rather complex to categorise speakers of 

English. Moreover, the entire idea of a threefold division has been criticised. Although some 

remarks can be made, these representations are seen as a good starting point for representing 

the spread of English. Schneider (2011) even claims to have overcome most of the difficulties 

above-mentioned. Although his “Dynamic Model” (Schneider, 2011: 33) is only applicable to 

Postcolonial Englishes, and therefore not interesting in this discussion, it is worth mentioning 

after all. Based on earlier developmental schemes, the model captures the idea that ‘emerging 

varieties of English in postcolonial contexts have typically followed an underlying, 

fundamentally uniform evolutionary process caused by the social dynamics between two 

parties involved in a colonization process’ (Schneider, 2011: 33).  

Other models have been presented recently. For example, Modiano (1999a, in Jenkins, 2003: 

20) introduces his “centripetal circles of international English”. In his most modern version, 

Modiano (1999a, in Jenkins, 2003: 20) abandons the earlier representations by no longer 

adopting a geographical or historical point of view. The focus now lies on the user’s 

proficiency. As the name of the model already suggests, it is also represented by different 

circles. The centre comprises speakers of international English who do not have an accent, nor 

a regional dialect. These people can be both native or non-native. The next circle includes 

‘those who have proficiency in English as either a first or a second language rather than as 

an international language’ (Jenkins, 2003: 20). Learners of English are to be found in the 

third circle. Finally, the last band includes people who are unfamiliar with English.  

It is difficult to capture the entire picture of the spread of English. It surely is not the only 

important global language, but ‘the real “powerhouse” is still English. It doesn’t have to 
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worry about being loved because, loved or not, it works. It makes the world go round, and few 

indeed can afford to “knock it”’ (Fishman, 1983: 20). 

 

2.2. English  in Wallonia 

As this research paper deals with the English knowledge of Walloon pupils, it can be 

interesting to first look more closely into the region’s linguistic situation. As Goethals (1997) 

points out, Belgian inhabitants are monolingual with respect to the linguistic district in which 

they live (except for Brussels). Accordingly, in the Walloon community nearly everyone 

speaks French. The other official languages in Belgium, Dutch and German, are considered 

foreign ones in Wallonia. Although English has no official status, Van Parijs (2007) adds that 

this language is becoming increasingly more important. Following Kachru’s (1992) model, 

English belongs to the expanding circle as it is frequently used on economic, educational and 

international levels. Below, the position of English in Wallonia will be discussed in more 

detail. First, the linguistic competences of the Walloon community will be looked at. The 

second part of this chapter will tackle the position of English in the Walloon language 

education. Third, the motivation to study English will be elaborated on. The position of 

English in modern media will be worked out last. To clarify certain points in this outline, 

some aspects will be compared to the situation in the Flemish community, where Dutch is the 

mother tongue.   

 

2.2.1. Linguistic competences 

 

It has been generally acknowledged that Wallonia’s linguistic situation is anything but 

positive. Several findings demonstrate this. First of all, Ginsburgh & Weber (2007) point out 

that 57% in the Walloon community only know French. This level of monolingualism also 

reflects more or less the young Walloon inhabitants. Accordingly, it is no surprise that only 

17% of the Walloon population claim to know both Dutch and French, 16% say this about 

English and French. Ginsburgh & Weber (2007) continue that similar percentages are three 

times higher in the Flemish community.   
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Van Parys & Wauters (2006) add that the individual 

variety in the level of English between the different 

provinces is far greater in Wallonia than in Flanders. 

It may be interesting to find out whether the English 

knowledge of the Walloon students in this research 

diverges as much.   

 

 

Figure 1: Knowledge of English per province by Van Parys & Wauters (2006: 3)  

 

As for trilingual speakers, Ginsburgh & Weber (2007) continue that merely 7% of the 

Walloons speak both French, Dutch and English. In Flanders, this percentage is more than 

five times as high. The authors believe that the southern part of Belgium finds itself in an 

alarming situation, as the knowledge of languages is rapidly becoming a vital necessity in this 

world. They ascribe the Walloon shortage to a problem in motivation and an inconsistent 

language education. Van Parys & Wauters (2006) agree with this. These two notions will be 

further discussed in this chapter.    

 

 

2.2.2. Language education 

 

As mentioned before, Ginsburgh & Weber (2007) attribute part of the linguistic weaknesses 

to the failing language programme in Wallonia. It is therefore interesting to find out how the 

Walloon language education differs from the other Belgian regions. According to Blondin, 

Fagnant and Goffin (2008), foreign language education starts in the fifth form of primary 

school. Since 1963, each region has been legally obliged to study one of the other official 

languages. In this way, the Flemish pupils have to learn French. Consequently, Dutch is the 

first foreign language in the Walloon community, whereas the German minority can opt for 

Dutch or French. In Wallonia, however, this law was broadened in 1975. The Walloon pupils 

can now choose either Dutch, English or German as a first foreign language. Between the fifth 

and the sixth forms of primary school, they can reconsider their initial choice. Afterwards, 

these children are obliged to continue the study of their first foreign language in the first grade 

of secondary school. Ginsburgh & Weber (2007: 40) add that ‘[i]t is only from the third year 

onwards that the student can (but is not obliged to) choose a second foreign language’ (my 
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translation from Ginsburgh & Weber, 2007: 40). Blondin et al. (2008) indicate that the 

Walloon students can choose between one of the languages they did not choose as a first 

foreign language (English, Dutch and German). Besides, they can also opt for Italian, 

Spanish, or Arabic if one of these languages is offered at their school.  

 

However, this language programme is not flawless. First of all, as Blondin et al. (2008: 79) 

point out, offering several first foreign languages is very expensive. Consequently, a lot of 

primary schools are only capable of offering one foreign language. In this way, the Walloon 

children feel obliged to study the language offered by the school. Secondly, Ginsburgh & 

Weber (2007) posit the lack of competent teachers. They write that ‘[t]he schools have 

difficulties in finding teachers who master all three Germanic languages’ (my translation 

from Ginsburgh & Weber, 2007: 40). Flemish teachers would be perfect candidates for the 

job, but, they are discouraged by the lower wages in Wallonia. Blondin et al. (2008) raise a 

third striking problem. According to them, the compulsory continuation of the first foreign 

language in secondary school is not that rigid. By filling in an application form, the Walloon 

pupils are still able to change their first foreign language quite easily. They add that the school 

board emphasises the disadvantageous consequences for the linguistic competences of the 

child. The courses in secondary schools take the acquired linguistic level of primary school 

into account. According to Poulain (2002, in Blondin et al., 2008: 81-82), 15% of the Walloon 

pupils decide not to continue their first foreign language in secondary school. Instead, they 

choose one of the two other Germanic languages. Consequently, the pupils in the first year of 

secondary school all have different levels. Generally, ‘the teacher starts from the beginning, 

but at a more hurried pace [...]’ (my translation from Poulain, 2002, in Blondin et al., 2008: 

82). This approach may have negative consequences. On the one hand, the starting students 

may be discouraged due to the teaching speed. On the other hand, the other students may feel 

less motivated to continue their foreign language studies after the first grade of secondary 

school. On top of that, Ginsburgh & Weber (2007) emphasise that the acquisition of a second 

foreign language is not obligatory in Wallonia. Consequently, ‘a student can graduate from 

secondary school with the knowledge of only one foreign language’ (my translation from 

Ginsburgh & Weber, 2007: 40). This may explain the low proportion of multilingual speakers 

in Wallonia mentioned earlier.  
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2.2.3. Motivation and attitude 

 

The failing language programme may influence the pupil’s motivation to start or continue 

studying foreign languages. Therefore, it is interesting to consider Blondin et al.’s (2008) 

research results. The authors scrutinised the foreign language motivation (either English or 

Dutch) of the Walloon pupils in Herstal. They observed that 75% of the students learning 

English in the third form of secondary school are motivated to acquire this language. This is 

only the case for 41% of the Walloon pupils learning Dutch.  

 

As far as the motivation for their first foreign language is concerned, it is interesting to look at 

the continuation rates. The outcomes of Blondin et al.’s research (2008) are rather striking. 

They conclude that 60% of the Walloon pupils who ‘learned Dutch at the end of primary 

school [...] have continued the study of this language on three educational levels’ (my 

translation from Blondin et al., 2008: 79). In other words, the children studied Dutch in the 

final years of primary school,  in the first grade and in the third form of secondary school. The 

other students exchanged this language for English or abandoned it completely. Blondin et al. 

(2008) indicate the different situation of English. More than 70% of the students starting with 

this language in primary school persist. On top of that, only 1% changes to another foreign 

language. This rate is remarkably higher for the pupils studying Dutch.  

 

Blondin et al. (2008) also asked the students some question concerning their attitude towards 

the foreign languages they are learning. Again, the results are significantly higher for English. 

Whereas 86% of the students says they liked studying English, only 43% say the same about 

Dutch. The difference between English and Dutch is even more prominent with respect to 

how much they like listening to English or Dutch. The attitude towards the country in which 

the language is spoken is also more positive for English (80%) than for Dutch (36%). In this 

way, the authors conclude that the Walloon pupils are much more motivated to study English 

than one of the official languages in Belgium.  

 

 

2.2.4. Presence of English in everyday life 

 

Van Parys & Wauters (2006: 4) explain the failing linguistic competences of the Walloon 

community by the importance of the “valeur communicative”. The authors claim that ‘the 
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desire to learn a foreign language especially depends on the frequency with which we expect  

to communicate in this language’ (my translation from Van Parys & Wauters, 2006: 4). In this 

way, Van Parys & Wauters (2006) indicate that direct interactions in foreign languages are 

positive. Moreover, they add that passive interactions can also play an important role. 

Therefore, the authors present the positive effects of subtitles on young Flemish students. Van 

Parys & Wauters (2006) argue that ‘the preservation of the original language in the subtitled 

broadcasts constitutes a daily interaction for the Dutch-speaking youth with foreign 

languages’ (my translation from Van Parys & Wauters, 2006: 5). Contrary to Walloon pupils, 

the Flemish children have the opportunity to practise their foreign language skills outside the 

classroom. It should be noted that this happens only receptively. Ginsburgh & Weber (2007: 

41), however, point out that the ‘the recent questionnaire of the European Commission shows 

that only 28% of the Walloons prefers watching foreign films with subtitles instead of dubbed 

films’ (my translation from Europeans and their Languages, 2006, in Ginsburgh & Weber, 

2007: 41). Consequently, the majority of television programmes in Wallonia is dubbed. In this 

way, the contact with English via modern media in this region is restricted. According to the 

theory of Van Parys & Wauters (2006), this certainly influences negatively the willingness of 

the Walloon community to study foreign languages as well as the level of linguistic 

competence, because they practise their linguistic skills less in everyday life.   

 

 

In conclusion, the Walloon community finds itself far behind Flanders when it comes to 

linguistic competences. First of all, the majority of the Walloon population is predominantly 

monolingual. Moreover, the language education has to cope with several flaws and is not able 

to meet its needs. On top of that, the Walloons hardly have contact with English in everyday 

life. These three factors do not stimulate the motivation and attitude towards foreign language 

learning. Nevertheless, the Walloon children seem to be motivated to study English. Both the 

continuation rate as a first foreign language and their attitudes and motivation to learn English 

are higher for English than for Dutch.  
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3. Second language acquisition (SLA)  

Second language acquisition, commonly abbreviated to “SLA”, will be introduced in this 

chapter. This theoretical outline aims at providing the necessary background in order to 

understand the analysis and outcomes of this research paper. After all, as Ellis (2008: 3) 

points out, SLA ‘constitutes a multi-faced phenomenon that defies simple definition.’ 

Therefore, the first part of this chapter covers the different concepts accounting for SLA. 

Several theories and models of second language acquisition will be looked at more closely in 

the second part. Next to that, the different factors influencing this phenomenon will be dealt 

with. The final section is devoted to the explanation of the errors occurring in SLA.   

 

3.1. Defining second language acquisition  

 

3.1.1. First versus second language  

It is important to distinguish a second language from a first language, as the interpretation of 

both terms differs. According to Appel & Vermeer (1994), this distinction rather implies the 

order of acquisition than the level of competence in each language. Accordingly, Ellis (2008: 

5) points out that ‘the term ‘second’ is  generally used to refer to any language other than the 

first language.’ Gass & Selinker (2008: 7) agree and emphasise that the “L2”, the second 

language, stands for a non-native language. In this way, SLA can also refer to the acquisition 

of a third, fourth or even fifth language. Additionally, Appel & Vermeer (1994) refine the 

definition by indicating that a second language is learned when the acquisition of the mother 

tongue, or “L1”, has reached a certain level. In general, the age of four is considered a 

boundary between first and second language acquisition. If SLA takes place before this age, 

this is called “simultaneous language acquisition” (my translation from Appel & Vermeer, 

1994: 11).   

It should be noted that the distinction between a first and a second language is not always 

clear-cut. As remarked by de Bot, Lowie & Verspoor (2005: 6), for example, ‘the majority of 

the world population is multilingual, and for many people it is not clear what constitutes their 

first, second or third language.’ Moreover, Ellis (2008) indicates that one should be careful 

with the term “second”. In some regions, this might be interpreted as offensive. Therefore, the 
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author states that ‘the term additional language may be both more appropriate and more 

acceptable’ (Ellis, 2008: 5).  

 

3.1.2. Acquisition versus learning 

In explaining the different concepts of second language acquisition, authors often make a 

distinction between “acquisition” and “learning”. Therefore, it might be interesting to 

consider the dissimilarities between both terms and what accounts for them. According to 

Krashen (1982: 10), the contrast between acquisition and learning is fundamental, because it 

provides ‘two distinct and independent ways of developing competence in a second language.’ 

As he points out, the term “learning” is used ‘to refer to conscious knowledge of a second 

language, knowing the rules, being aware of them, and being able to talk about them’ 

(Krashen, 1982: 10). The author clarifies that, generally, learning is referred to as “grammar” 

and “rules” (Krashen, 1982: 10).   

In contrast, Krashen (1982) further states that acquisition happens subconsciously, as 

language users are mostly unaware of the process to which they are subjected. However, not 

all second language theorists share Krashen’s (1982) train of thoughts. Schmidt (1994, in de 

Bot et al., 2005: 7-8), for example, claims that the term “subconscious” may confuse the 

reader. On the one hand, he indicates that it may imply that the language user is completely 

unaware of the language acquisition, which is very unlikely. On the other hand, the term 

might hint to subliminal learning when it is interpreted as ‘not being aware of having noticed 

something’ (Schmidt, 1994: 134, in de Bot et al., 2005: 8). The author notes that this is almost 

impossible, as ‘there is no evidence as yet that new information may be picked up in such a 

manner’ (Schmidt, 1994: 134, in de Bot et al., 2005: 8). De Bot et al. (2005) display a more 

moderate view. According to them, “subconscious” may be used ‘as the inability to explain 

what one knows. In other words, learners may use language forms correctly without being 

able to say exactly why the forms are the way they are’ (De Bot et al., 2005: 8). This 

corresponds more or less with what Krashen (1982) seems to refer to. The author argues that 

the language users have a certain degree of awareness as they realise that they are using the 

acquired language for communicative purposes. Krashen (1982: 10) continues by saying that 

‘[t]he result of language acquisition, acquired competence, is also subconscious.’ 

Accordingly, language users have no awareness of the rules they have acquired. Nevertheless, 

the author posits that everyone has a certain “feel for correctness” (Krashen, 1982: 10). 



18 
 

Language acquirers tend to have a certain presentiment by which they are able to distinguish 

correct from incorrect language use, even without being aware of the underlying rules.  

Next to the above-mentioned difficulties with defining the term acquisition, McLaughlin 

(1987, in Ellis, 2008: 7) demonstrates the problems with the entire distinction between 

acquisition and learning. One of the problems constitutes the difficulty to indicate ‘whether 

the processes involved are or are not conscious’ (McLaughlin, 1987, in Ellis, 2008: 7). 

Moreover, it should be noted that some authors, for example Ellis (2008), use both terms 

interchangeably, even though the distinction seems to be highly problematic.  

Krashen (1982) himself aims at tackling one of the misconceptions about learning versus 

acquisition in his acquisition-learning hypothesis. He goes against the belief of some 

researchers that adults only learn a language. The author claims that adults, just like children 

do, also acquire a language. They are able to “pick up” languages too, because this ability 

does not fade away in puberty (Krashen, 1982: 10). Nevertheless, Krashen (1982: 10) 

emphasises that ‘[t]his does not mean that adults will always be able to achieve native-like 

levels in a second language.’ They are capable of ‘access[ing] the same natural “language 

acquisition device” that children use’ (Krashen, 1982: 10).  

 

3.1.3. Second versus foreign language acquisition  

Second language acquisition is often distinguished from foreign language acquisition. As Ellis 

(2008: 6) points out, SLA concerns a language that ‘plays an institutional and social role in 

the community [...].’ According to De Bot et al. (2005: 7), some definitions imply that ‘the 

acquisition needs to take place in a non-instructed setting.’ Appel & Vermeer (1994) argue 

that this specific type of SLA occurs in those communities where the L2 functions as a 

colloquial language. Therefore, Gass & Selinker (2008) state that this linguistic environment 

provides valuable access for the L2 speakers to communicate in his second language. The 

authors note that foreign language acquisition, in contrast, ‘refers to the learning of a 

nonnative [sic] language in the environment of one’s native language’ (Gass & Selinker, 

2008: 7).  Ellis (2008) adds that this language does not fulfil any important function in the 

community. Moreover, the foreign language ‘is primarily learnt only in the classroom’ (Ellis, 

2008: 6). Concerning the differences between these two types, de Bot et al. (2005: 7) indicate 
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that the term “second language acquisition” represents both, because ‘the underlying process 

is essentially the same.’  

 

3.1.4.  Non-instructed/naturalistic versus instructed language acquisition 

According to Ellis (2008: 6), naturalistic or non-instructed language acquisition ‘takes place 

in naturally occurring social situations.’ Appel & Vermeer (1994) indicate that the speaker 

just picks up the language. However, they argue that the input is restricted, and depends on 

what the linguistic environment of the speakers has to offer. As Ellis (2008: 6) points out, 

instructed language acquisition is learned ‘through study with the help or ‘guidance’ from 

reference books or classroom instruction.’ This type of language acquisition is often referred 

to as “L2 learning” (Appel & Vermeer, 1994: 12). However, Appel & Vermeer (1994) warn 

that this term and “SLA” are often used interchangeably. Consequently, that complicates the 

already complex distinctions within the framework of second language acquisition even 

further. Moreover, Appel & Vemeer (1994) note that instructed and non-instructed language 

acquisition are often combined. De Bot et al. (2005) agree with this.  

Ellis (2008: 6) indicates that both terms contain psycholinguistic differences. Klein (1986, in 

Ellis, 2008: 6) adds that learners of naturalistic second language acquisition concentrate on 

communication. This implies that the learning process takes place incidentally. In instructed 

second language acquisition, however, the learner ‘typically focuses on some aspect of the 

language system’ (Klein, 1986, in Ellis, 2008: 6).  

 

3.1.5.  Implicit versus explicit learning 

On a cognitive level, implicit and explicit learning are often distinguished from each other. 

According to Ellis (1994: 2, in de Bot et al., 2005: 9), the first notion signifies the ‘acquisition 

of a knowledge about the underlying structure of a complex stimulus environment by a 

process that takes place naturally, simply and without conscious operations’. De Bot et al. 

(2005) add that this lack of conscious operations might imply the acquisition of language 

principals. In this case, however, the learner is not capable to explain or understand these. 

Schmidt (1990, in de Bot et al., 2005: 9) posits that it is difficult to investigate implicit 

learning. Nonetheless, he adds that a certain amount of evidence proves the importance of 
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implicit learning. Accordingly, Ellis (2008: 7) explains how this type of learning can be 

examined. For example, learners can be exposed to input data which ‘they are asked to 

process for meaning [...]’ (Ellis, 2008: 7). After the exposure, the learners’ linguistic 

competences will be investigated. As the author points out, it should be noted that there exists 

a general disagreement among researchers whether or not you can learn anything without 

being aware of it. 

Ellis (1994, in de Bot et al., 2005: 9) states that, contrary to implicit learning, the explicit 

language learner has a certain level of awareness, as ‘the individual makes and tests 

hypotheses in a search for structure.’ The author indicates two ways of explicit learning. On 

the one hand, the acquisition takes place by selective learning. In this way, the learner looks 

for information in order to test his hypotheses. On the other hand, the language is learned via 

given rules. Ellis (1994, in de Bot et al., 2005: 9) continues by emphasising that explicit 

learning is easier to investigate, since the researchers have more insight in its processes. As 

Ellis (2008: 7) points out, learners can then be asked to apply the rules to data. Moreover, it 

can also be examined in the other way. Learners can be invited ‘to try to discover an explicit 

rule from an array of data provided’ (Ellis, 2008: 7). 

 

3.1.6. Incidental versus intentional learning 

In second language literature, a distinction between incidental and intentional learning is often 

made. Intentional learning implies ‘the deliberate committing to memory of thousands of 

words (their meaning, sound, and spelling) and dozens of grammar rules’ (Hulstijn, 2003: 

349). De Bot et al. (2005) add that this term is especially used when a language user learns 

words in a decontextualised manner, for example from a vocabulary list. Hulstijn (2003: 349) 

defines incidental learning as a process ‘involving the “picking up” of words and structures, 

simply by engaging in a variety of communicative activities, in particular reading and 

listening activities, during which the learner’s attention is focused on the meaning rather than 

on the form of language.’ De Bot et al. (2005) raise the example of a reader who comes across 

a word he is unfamiliar with. When he continues reading, he grasps the meaning of the 

unknown word. Schmidt (1990, in De Bot et al., 2005: 10) supports this definition. He 

indicates that the distinction between incidental and intentional learning questions the notion 

of noticing. Is it required or not? And if it is, does this happen automatically or does it need 

attention? 



21 
 

Nevertheless, it should be noted that, according to de Bot et al. (2005), it is difficult to 

differentiate between these two notions. Hulstijn (2003) adds that, in some interpretations, 

both terms are indiscernible from the distinction between the above-mentioned notions of 

implicit and explicit learning. 

 

All in all, the target group of this research paper shares some of the above-mentioned 

characteristics when it comes to second language acquisition. First of all, English is 

considered a foreign language. The pupils’ mother tongue is French and at school they are 

taught Dutch as a first foreign language. Besides, English is not spoken by a considerable part 

of the local community. Nonetheless, they do encounter this language in their daily lives, 

thanks to modern media. Therefore, the English language acquisition taking place is said to be 

incidental, implicit or naturalistic.   

  



22 
 

4. Second language vocabulary acquisition 

Linguistic researchers generally acknowledge that vocabulary learning has long been 

neglected in second language acquisition studies. Nevertheless, Ellis (2008) points out that 

this field of study has increasingly expanded in the last decade. Gass & Selinker (2008: 449) 

add that ‘lexicon may be the most important language component for learners’ and give 

several reasons to back up their statement. First of all, the authors indicate that both native 

speakers and language learners attach great importance to the correct use of vocabulary. 

Second, they claim that ‘lexicon drives the language production’ (Gass & Selinker, 2008: 

450). This final reason concerns comprehension, as the authors note that vocabulary is a 

primordial asset to grasp syntactic relationships. Lightbown & Spada (2006) clarify that 

communication tends to break down when language learners are incapable of using the right 

words. 

In what follows, the typical characteristics of second language vocabulary acquisition will be 

explained more in depth. Furthermore, as this research paper deals specifically with incidental 

language acquisition, this notion will be discussed as well. Next to that, it is important to 

consider the influence of the first language on second language acquisition. In this respect, 

notions like “transfer” and “interference” will be further elaborated. The final part of this 

chapter is devoted to error analysis. 

Recent studies on second language vocabulary acquisition have led to several findings. First, 

according to Ellis (2008), the L2 acquirer’s vocabulary expands both quantitatively and 

qualitatively over time. Concerning qualitative vocabulary acquisition, Lightbown & Spada 

(2006: 97) indicate that ‘[t]he first step in knowing a word may simply be to recognize that it 

is a word.’ Accordingly, Appel & Vermeer (1994) note that, in the initial phase of SLA, the 

acquirers encounter difficulties in separating phrases into individual words. For example, Ellis 

(1997, in Ellis, 2008: 99) points out that ‘[i]f a learner produces a formula such as ‘I don’t 

know’ it cannot be said that this learner knows the words ‘I’, ‘don’t’ and ‘know’’ (Ellis, 2008: 

99). According to Appel & Vermeer (1994), in the course of language acquisition, however, 

this holistic phase is replaced by a more analytic development. They note that learners start to 

recognise the different words and that they are able to grasp their meaning. Besides, Appel & 

Vermeer (1994) further indicate that second language vocabulary acquisition is more than just 

acquiring other names for old concepts. They posit that ‘[w]ords are connected with each 

other in many different ways. Words are not learned as individual units, but as labels of 
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concepts that are embedded in [...] someone’s knowledge of the world’ (my translation from 

Appel & Vermeer, 1994: 29). They claim that the more connections the concepts have with 

other concepts in the human brain, the better the acquirer will remember the words 

representing these concepts. In this respect, the authors bring up the difference between 

receptive and productive knowledge. The more connections a certain word entails with others, 

the better the L2 acquirer knows this word. Accordingly, they indicate that ‘[t]he knowledge 

of words is a scale from ‘totally not understanding a word in context’ to ‘being able to 

attribute different meanings to a single word’ (my translation from Appel & Vermeer, 1994: 

30). This view corresponds with Paribakht & Wesche’s (1993, in Ellis, 2008: 101) 

Vocabulary Knowledge Scale. As Ellis (2008) points out, this scale consists of five levels 

containing a similar range as pointed out by Appel & Vermeer (1994). Nevertheless, the 

author also indicates that some researchers, such as Schmitt (1998, in Ellis, 2008: 101) for 

example, do not approve of this conceptualisation. 

From a quantitative point of view, both Ellis (2008) and Appel & Vermeer (1994) note the 

difficulty of specifying the number of words an L2 acquirer possesses. The latter ascribes this 

problem to the fact that, next to the quantity of words, the functions of the words a language 

learner knows increase as well. Moreover, Appel & Vermeer (1994) refer to the ambiguity of 

the acquired vocabulary. For example, they wonder whether researchers need to include or 

eliminate word derivations in trying to estimate the quantity. In general, Ellis (2008: 101) 

states that ‘[o]ver time, given input, learners will learn more words.’ Next to that, Lightbown 

& Spada (2006) point out that frequency makes certain parts of vocabulary more accessible. 

(Both the notions “frequency” and “input” will be dealt with later on in this theoretical 

outline.) Lightbown & Spada (2006: 99) indicate that ‘the presence of cognates and borrowed 

words’ facilitates L2 vocabulary acquisition as well. Nevertheless, they stipulate that spelling 

resemblance does not always correspond to similar meanings. Accordingly, they argue that 

‘[t]eachers should not assume that students will always recognize borrowed words or cognate 

words in their second language. Some cognates are identical in form and meaning, while 

others may require some knowledge of how spelling patterns are related in two languages 

[...]’ (Lightbown & Spada, 2006: 99).  

 

According to Lightbown & Spada (2006) and Ellis (2008) another feature of L2 vocabulary 

relies on the fact that its acquisition differs considerably from L1 vocabulary acquisition. The 

former note that L2 acquirers ‘are likely to be exposed to far smaller samples of the language 



24 
 

to be learned’, as the contexts in which they come across ‘new vocabulary may not be as 

helpful as those in which children learn the first one or two thousand words of their first 

language’ (Lightbown & Spada, 2006: 97). Moreover, Ellis (2008) argues that L2 acquirers’ 

vocabulary knowledge expands rapidly in the beginning, but this pace decelerates soon. In  

first language vocabulary acquisition, he notices the opposite process. On top of that, the 

author posits that ‘[c]losed-class items like prepositions, articles and pronouns are acquired 

late in L1 children, while L2 learners manifest a high percentage of such items early on’ 

(Ellis, 2008: 100). Appel & Vermeer (1994) claim that ‘half of the first 75 words of L2 

acquirers consist for fifty percent out of function words, especially numerals and adverbs, and 

for fifty percent out of lexical words’ (my translation from Appel & Vermeer, 1994: 34).  

 

 

4.1.  Incidental vocabulary acquisition 

According to Wesche & Paribakht (1999b: 176, in Gass & Selinker, 2008: 463), incidental 

learning can be defined as the process in which ‘learners are focused on comprehending 

meaning rather than on the explicit goal of learning new words.’ Accordingly, Huckin & 

Coady (1999: 182) argue that ‘it is a by-product [...] of the main cognitive activity [...]’, such 

as reading for example. Vocabulary acquisition is not the main target, and that is why it is 

called “incidental” (Huckin & Coady, 1999: 182). The authors add that this phenomenon still 

needs to be further investigated as a lot of questions remain. Nevertheless, some interesting 

issues will be dealt with in this section. 

Most of the research conducted in this field of study focuses on incidental vocabulary 

acquisition by means of reading. For example, Krashen (1989, in Huckin & Coady, 1999: 

183) argues that ‘reading provid[es] the comprehensible input that leads naturally to 

acquisition’ (Huckin & Coady, 1999: 183). Huckin & Coady (1999) indicate that this type of 

learning contains three advantages when compared to direct instruction. First of all, incidental 

vocabulary acquisition is contextualised. Consequently, this gives the L2 acquirer ‘a richer 

sense of a word’s use and meaning [...]’ (Huckin & Coady, 1999: 182). Moreover, the authors 

claim that it is more pedagogically efficient when two activities can take place at the same 

time: reading and L2 vocabulary acquisition. On top of that, they indicate that the 

individuality and the learner-based focus of this acquisition type is the final advantage.   
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Huckin & Coady (1999: 183) point out, however, that reading ‘does not lead automatically to 

the acquisition of vocabulary.’ They indicate that vocabulary acquisition depends on several 

factors, such as ‘context surrounding each word, the nature of the learner’s attention, the task 

demands [...]’ (Huckin & Coady, 1999: 183). They further argue that learner attention is an 

important factor, because it focuses mainly on meaning instead of form. Correspondingly, 

they refer to Krashen’s (1989, in Huckin & Coady, 1999: 183) input hypothesis, which 

fiercely states ‘that acquisition occurs only when the learner’s attention is focused on 

meaning’ (Huckin & Coady, 1999: 183). They indicate, however, that many theorists 

emphasise both form and meaning as a requirement for vocabulary acquisition. Moreover, 

Huckin & Coady (1999: 190) note that ‘[i]ncidental learning is not entirely “incidental”, as 

the learner must pay at least some attention to individual words.’ Nevertheless, the authors 

indicate that ‘the amount of attention and the amount of learning varies according to [...]’ the 

above-mentioned factors (Huckin & Coady, 1999: 190). 

 

4.2.  Influence of L1 on L2 vocabulary acquisition 

As Gass & Selinker (2008) indicate, the importance of the L1 should not be underestimated. 

They point out that ‘learners rely extensively on their native language’ (Gass & Selinker, 

2008: 89). In the above-mentioned part, the differences between L1 and L2 vocabulary 

acquisition were discussed. Nonetheless, Singleton (1999: 189-190, in Gass & Selinker, 2008: 

462) points out that there also exists a connectivity between both lexicons: ‘L1 and L2 lexis 

are separately stored, but [...] the two systems are in communication with each other [...].’ 

Gass & Selinker (2008: 89) indicate that this field of study has been mainly referred to as 

“language transfer”. As Ellis (2008: 350) points out, “transfer” is difficult to define precisely. 

Nevertheless, bearing in mind different studies, he describes it as follows:  

‘Language transfer refers to any instance of learner data where a statistically 

significant correlation (or probability-based relation) is shown to exist between some 

feature of the target language and any other language that has been previously 

acquired’ (Ellis, 2008: 351).   

Both Ellis (2008) and Gass & Selinker (2008) point out that transfer comprises an essential 

part in behaviourist theories, as these theoreticians believe that ‘the learning of task A will 

affect the subsequent learning of task B’ (Gass & Selinker, 2008: 93). Moreover, these authors 
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also argue that often a distinction is made between positive and negative transfers. As Gass & 

Selinker (2008: 94) note, both ‘terms refer respectively to whether transfer results in 

something correct or something incorrect [...].’ Furthermore, they posit that positive transfer 

is often referred to as “facilitation”, whereas negative transfer is generally called 

“interference” (Gass & Selinker, 2008: 94). 

Concerning L1 lexical influence, Gass & Selinker (2008: 462) indicate that some studies 

proved that ‘both languages remain activated even with advanced proficiency in a second 

language.’ In this respect, the authors refer to the study of Sunderman & Kroll (2006, in Gass 

& Selinker, 2008: 462). The latter notes that words with neighbouring forms in both the native 

language and the second language influence language tasks in either one of these two 

languages. Accordingly, they researched the L1 activation in two groups of English-speaking 

acquirers of Spanish who both had different levels of proficiency in their L2. Sunderman & 

Kroll (2006, in Gass & Selinker, 2008: 462) found out ‘that there was L1 activation for both 

groups, but that the sensitivity to the L1 translation decreased with increasing proficiency.’ 

 

4.3. Error Analysis 

In order to understand what kind of mistakes the Walloon pupils in this research made, it is 

interesting to take a closer look at error analysis. As Ellis (2008: 45) points out, it functions as 

‘a tool for investigating how learners acquire a second language (L2).’  

As mentioned in the previous part on L1 influence, De Bot et al. (2005) argue that the first 

language plays an important role in second language acquisition. The starting point of this 

analysis concerns ‘the language that the learner produced, the learner’s Interlanguage (IL), a 

term coined by Selinker (1972) [...]’ (de Bot et al., 2005: 34). Moreover, both Gass & Selinker 

(2008) and Ellis (2008) note that it is important to distinguish errors from mistakes. 

According to Corder (1967, in Gass & Selinker, 2008: 102), ‘[m]istakes are akin to slips of 

the tongue’ (Gass & Selinker, 2008: 102). The language user is aware of his mistake and is 

able to correct it. Errors, however, are systematic as they occur repeatedly and without the 

awareness of the L2 acquirer. 

Gass & Selinker (2008) make a clear distinction between two types of error: interlingual 

errors and intralingual errors. The first term refers to errors that can be ascribed to the native 

language. Richards (1971b, in Ellis, 2008: 53) adds that they ‘occur as a result of ‘the use of 
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elements from one language while speaking another’.’ Moreover, Ellis (2008: 53) notes that 

they are often referred to as “transfer errors”. Intralingual errors, however, do not involve the 

L1. Gass & Selinker (2008: 103) indicate that they appear ‘due to the language being learned 

[...].’ Richards (1971b, in Ellis, 2008: 53) distinguishes even a third type, namely 

developmental errors. These are based on the erroneous hypotheses the L2 acquirer builds up 

about his second language. Moreover, it should be noted that the categorisation of errors is not 

supported by all SLA researchers. For example, ‘Dulay and Burt (1974b) recognized the fact 

that sometimes one cannot determine whether an error is of one type or another’ (Gass & 

Selinker, 2008: 108).   
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5. Factors influencing SLA  

Individual differences in linguistic competences between language learners may be explained 

by certain factors influencing second language acquisition. In what follows, age, gender, 

language contact, input, motivation and attitude, and affect will be discussed more in depth. 

 

5.1.  Age 

It has been generally acknowledged ‘that children are better language learners than adults 

[...]’ (Gass & Selinker, 2008: 405). Correspondingly, the authors refer to the Critical Period 

Hypothesis which advances the same idea. According to Birdsong (1999: 1, in Gass & 

Selinker, 2008: 405), this theory states that ‘there is a limited developmental period during 

which it is possible to acquire a language be it L1 or L2, to normal, nativelike levels. Once 

this window of opportunity is passed, however, the ability to learn languages declines.’ In this 

respect, Appel & Vermeer (1994) and Lightbown & Spada (2006) both mention Patkowski’s 

study (1982, in Appel & Vermeer, 1994: 55) in which 67 immigrants in the US were tested on 

their English proficiency, especially grammar. The duration of their stay differed, but all 

participants had lived there for at least five years. Patkowski (1982, in Appel & Vermeer, 

1994: 56) concluded that ‘those who had come [to the US] before the end of puberty, obtained 

higher scores than those who immigrated after puberty.’ Ellis (2008) agrees with this and 

specifies that the age of 15 is considered as crucial. Moreover, he notes that the beginning of 

puberty forms a border for pronunciation, as ‘[l]earners who commence learning an L2 after 

the onset of puberty (and possibly earlier) are unlikely to acquire a native-speaker accent 

[...]’ (Ellis, 2008: 312). 

Nonetheless, research has revealed that young L2 acquirers do not outrun the older ones in 

every acquisition phase. Snow & Hoefnagel-Höhle (1978, in Appel & Vermeer, 1994: 56) 

studied the Dutch proficiency of five different age groups of English immigrants varying from 

three-year-olds to adults, living in the Netherlands. Three times a year, all participants were 

tested on different aspects of their language proficiency. The outcome was rather striking, as 

the oldest age groups (12 to 15-year-olds and adults) exceeded the younger ones in the first 

couple of months. Towards the end of the year, however, the oldest group lost its advantage to 

both the 8 to 10-year-olds and the 12 to 15-year-olds. The youngest children (3 to 5-year-

olds), however, obtained the worst results.  
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Krashen, Long, and Scarcella (1979, in Krashen, 1982: 43) point out that all empirical 

research on this topic can be summarised in three generalisations. Appel & Vermeer (1994) 

likewise conclude that:  

1.  ‘[i]n the initial phase of L2 acquisition, the pace of the older L2 acquirers is higher 

than the younger ones; this counts for adults versus children, but also for older 

children versus younger children.’ 

2. ‘[t]hose who started with L2 acquisition at a young age will generally obtain a higher 

level of L2 proficiency.[...]’ 

3. ‘[t]he younger someone starts with L2 acquisition, the better the chance that someone 

will achieve the level of mother tongue speaker.’  

(my translations from Appel & Vermeer, 1994: 57) 

The authors continue by stating that age might be a rather insignificant influence on SLA as it 

cannot in itself account for these outcomes. Appel & Vermeer (1994) and Gass & Selinker 

(2008), however, both indicate four other factors that are intimately related to age. First of all, 

they argue that there are neurobiological reasons. Gass & Selinker (2008) explain that the 

brain loses its plasticity as people grow older. Furthermore, social psychological aspects 

explain the age factor as well. Accordingly, Appel & Vermeer (1994) advance that older 

language acquirers ‘are more anxious when learning an L2. They are well-aware of their 

mistakes, which does not stimulate their L2 production’ (my translation from Appel & 

Vermeer, 1994: 58). Lightbown & Spada (2006) state that this negative train of thoughts 

might influence their motivation to use the newly acquired language. On top of that, cognitive 

reasons also account for the differences between young and older acquirers. Appel & Vermeer 

(1994) note that this factor might explain the results of Snow & Hoefnagel-Höhle’s (1978, in 

Appel & Vermeer, 1994: 58) above-mentioned study. Appel & Vermeer (1994) assume that 

12 to 15-year-olds score better than the youngest age group, because the former group’s 

abstract reasoning competences are more developed. The final element related to age is 

language input. Gass & Selinker (2008: 413) claim that ‘[c]hildren are exposed to better input 

for language learning [...]’, as ‘the type of modifications adults make for children provide 

better data about language.’ Both Lightbown & Spada (2006) and Appel & Vermeer (1994) 

agree with this assumption.  

All the above-mentioned authors are convinced that age is indeed a factor worth mentioning. 

It should be noted, however, that they are aware of the ambiguities and speculations it entails. 
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5.2.  Gender 

Gender is another factor that might account for the individual differences between the 

participants of this research. Appel & Vermeer (1994) argue that research in this area has 

been rather scarce. Furthermore, they add that the outcomes are ambiguous, as no clear 

successful gender could be addressed. Nevertheless, the outcomes of the few studies dealing 

with this topic will be looked at below. 

Labov’s (1991, in Ellis, 2008: 313) study indicates two principles reflecting gender 

dissimilarities in language use. On the one hand, men tend to use more non-standard forms 

than their female counterparts in stable sociolinguistic environments. On the other hand, the 

latter use more new linguistic forms than men when it comes to linguistic changes. Based on 

these results, Ellis (2008: 313) posits that second language acquisition might be more 

successful with women than with men, as the former ‘are likely to be more open to new 

linguistic forms in the L2 input and they will be more likely to rid themselves of interlanguage 

forms that deviate from target-language norms.’ In this respect, the author refers to Boyle’s 

(1987, in Ellis, 2008: 313) study of Chinese male and female university students in which the 

female students scored significantly higher on general English proficiency tests than their 

male counterparts. Ellis (2008: 313) attributes this female superiority to their ‘more positive 

attitudes to learning an L2 than males.’ Appel  & Vermeer (1994) advance another possible 

explanation. They suggest that the possible higher aptitude might account for the higher 

female scores. 

Other research, however, reflects the opposite outcome in that males seem to be the superior 

language learners. In Boyle’s (1987, in Ellis, 2008: 314) above-mentioned study, the male 

students exceeded their female colleagues in receptive competences. It should be noted that 

there are also studies in which no clear distinction between both genders can be made. For 

example, in the studies of Appel (1984, in Appel & Vermeer, 1994: 59) and Vermeer (1986, 

in Appel & Vermeer, 1994: 59) gender does not seem to influence individual differences 

between language learners. 

Ellis (2008: 314) ascribes these three different results to ‘the fact that it is gender rather than 

sex that is important for language learning.’ Gender is a social distinction, whereas sex refers 

to the biological dissimilarities between men and women.  
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5.3.  Language contact  

Appel & Vermeer (1994) point out that ‘incidental L2 acquisition can only take place when 

there is sufficient language input’ (my translation from Appel & Vermeer, 1994: 75). 

Accordingly, in the studies of Houthuys (2011), Caroline Lippens (2010) and Charlotte 

Lippens (2010), it becomes clear that the language contact of the studied participants 

influences their level of English proficiency in different ways. In the second part of this 

research paper, the results will be discussed in comparison to some of these authors’ 

outcomes.  

Furthermore, Appel & Vermeer (1994) refer to Schumann’s (1976, in Appel & Vermeer, 

1994: 74) term “social distance” as an important notion concerning language contact. The 

authors explain that it embodies ‘the distance between the L2 acquirer and (the speakers of) 

the target language community’ (my translation from Appel & Vermeer, 1994: 74). Gass & 

Selinker (2008) argue that, in many situations, the second language learner has no affinity 

with the community in which the second language is spoken. Consequently, the authors posit 

that this immediately leads to a reduced amount of input.  

According to Appel & Vermeer (1994), language contact is an ambiguous factor, as research 

fails to draw clear conclusions. Nevertheless, they suggest a possible ‘interaction between the 

L2 level and the language contact: the higher the L2 level, the more varied the contact can be 

[...]’ (my translation from Appel & Vermeer, 1994: 77). This, in turn, can lead to a positive 

influence of the second language level which might lead yet again to more varied contact.  

 

5.4.  Input 

As Krashen (1982) posits, input may be one of the key factors accounting for language 

acquisition. In what follows, this term will be further explained in comparison to intake. 

Moreover, Krashen’s (1982) influential and highly criticised input hypothesis will be dealt 

with. The final part will tackle input frequency.  
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5.4.1. Input versus intake 

According to Corder (1967, in Gass & Selinker, 2008: 305), it is important to distinguish 

“input” from “intake”. The first term refers to ‘what is available to the learner [...]’ (Gass & 

Selinker, 2008: 305). As de Bot et al. (2005: 8) indicate, ‘[i]nput is everything around us we 

may perceive with our senses [...].’ In this respect, Gass & Selinker (2008) give an example of 

a beginning language learner. This person is sometimes startled when hearing L2 speech, 

because he or she faces difficulties in grasping separate words. It all sounds like one stream of 

speech. Therefore, the authors point out that input ‘is not integrated into the current learner-

language system’ (Gass & Selinker, 2008: 305). Intake, on the contrary, implies ‘what is 

actually internalized [...] by the learner’ (Gass & Selinker, 2008: 305). De Bot et al. (2005) 

add that it requires a certain amount of attention. They argue that attention will lead to 

noticing which is important, because this might lead to ‘new information that is relevant for 

the learning system to incorporate’ (de Bot et al., 2005: 9).   

 

5.4.2. Krashen’s input hypothesis 

Krashen (1982) has developed five hypotheses which attempt to explain second language 

acquisition theory. In one of these, i.e. the “input hypothesis”, he clarifies the way in which 

languages are acquired (Krashen, 1982: 10). Moreover, his hypothesis consists of four parts. 

First of all, Krashen (1982) emphasises that it does not concern learning, but acquisition. 

Second, the progress of an acquirer can be explained by the movement ‘from stage i, where i 

represents the current competence, to i + 1’, which represents the next level (Krashen, 1982: 

20-21). He continues by stating that the necessary condition for this motion implies that the 

language acquirer should be capable of understanding ‘input that contains i + 1, where 

“understand” means that the acquirer is focused on the meaning and not the form of the 

message’ (Krashen, 1982: 21). This means that the L2 learner only acquires language when 

the input is somewhat beyond what he has already acquired. Krashen (1982: 21) explains this 

by claiming that, next to his linguistic competence, the acquirer ‘use[s] context, [his] 

knowledge of the world, [his] extra-linguistic information [...].’ In the third place, Krashen 

(1982: 22) states that ‘[w]hen communication is successful, when the input is understood and 

there is enough of it, i + 1 will be provided automatically.’ Nevertheless, the author clearly 

stresses that language users should not deliberately try to provide “i + 1” (Krashen, 1982: 22). 

In the final part, Krashen (1982: 22) posits that ‘speaking fluency cannot be taught directly’, 
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as this competence has to “emerge” over time. However, this issue will not be explained 

further as it deals with output rather than input.   

Krashen (1982) supports his input hypothesis in part with evidence from second language 

acquisition. He argues that L2 input is modified and consists of three different types: foreigner 

talk, teacher talk and interlanguage talk. The first notion ‘results from the modifications native 

speakers make with less than fully competent speakers of their language [...]’ (Krashen, 1982: 

24). Teacher talk is similar to foreigner talk, but it appears specifically in classroom settings. 

Interlanguage talk, in contrast, refers to ‘the speech of other second language acquirers’ 

(Krashen, 1982: 24).  

However, many researchers have criticised this hypothesis on several aspects. Gass & 

Selinker (2008) indicate the vagueness of the entire hypothesis. For example, the authors 

claim that the progress from one level to another cannot be measured precisely, because the 

hypothesis is silent about the ways in which levels of knowledge can be defined. McLaughlin 

(1988) agrees with this criticism and emphasises that Krashen (1985, in McLaughlin, 1988: 

39) has replaced the above-mentioned term “intake” by “comprehensible input” in his more 

recent work. According to McLaughlin (1988: 39), however, ‘not all input is comprehensible, 

and the question left open is when input is comprehensible and when it is not.’ As Gass & 

Selinker (2008: 310) point out, Krashen’s (1985, in Gass & Selinker, 2008: 309) input 

hypothesis stipulates the need for ‘sufficient quantity of the appropriate input.’ The authors, 

however, fail to understand what sufficient quantity is exactly.  

 

5.4.3. The frequency hypothesis 

Although it cannot account for SLA on its own, according to Ellis (2008: 246), the frequency 

hypothesis is important to mention, as recent theoretical and empirical research has proven 

‘that input frequency plays a major role in L2 acquisition.’ Hatch & Wagner Gough (1976, in 

Ellis, 2008: 241) initially explained this theory by stating that ‘the order of L2 acquisition is 

determined by the frequency with which different linguistic items occur in the input [...]’ 

(Ellis, 2008: 241). Ellis (2002: 144, in Ellis, 2008: 244) is one of the strong supporters of this 

hypothesis, claiming that frequency is the deciding factor in language acquisition ‘because 

“rules”of language ... are structural regularities that emerge from learners’ lifetime analysis 

of the distributional properties of the language input.’  
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5.5. Motivation and attitude towards the L2 

As Ellis (2008) points out, motivation is the factor that has received most attention of all 

factors accounting for the individual differences between L2 learners. According to de Bot et 

al. (2005: 72), it has been generally acknowledged that ‘a high motivation and a positive 

attitude towards a second language and its community help second-language learning.’ 

Nevertheless, motivation and attitude are both complex phenomena. Below, both notions will 

be discussed more in depth. 

On the subject of motivation, Gass & Selinker (2008) posit that it might accelerate and 

intensify the process of second language acquisition. Furthermore, they indicate that it is ‘a 

predictor of language-learning success’ (Gass & Selinker, 2008: 426). In this respect, de Bot 

et al. (2005) argue, that it is difficult to measure the effects of motivation in practice. Gass & 

Selinker (2008) agree and point out that the nature and the role of motivation are not entirely 

clear. Both de Bot et al. (2005: 72) and Gass & Selinker (2008: 426) posit that motivation 

involves “drive”, but they emphasise that it is hard to define the term precisely.  

The authors both refer to a study by Gardner & Lambert (1972, in de Bot et al., 2005: 72), 

which traditionally defines motivation by the use of two terms:  “integrative motivation” and 

“instrumental motivation” (de Bot et al., 2005: 72). The first notion implies the ‘interest in the 

second language and its culture and refers to the intention to become part of that culture’ (de 

Bot et al. 2005: 72). In this regard, it is interesting to mention Schumann’s acculturation 

model (1978a, in Ellis, 2008: 326) which stipulates that ‘the degree to which a learner 

acculturates to the target-language group will control the degree to which he acquires the 

second language’ (Schumann, 1978a: 34, in Ellis, 2008: 326). De Bot et al. (2005) posit that 

this type of motivation can be examined via self-report questionnaires. By doing so, the 

language learners have to answer several questions concerning ‘their attitudes towards the 

second-language community, their interest in foreign languages and their desire to learn the 

second language’ (de Bot et al., 2005: 72). Ellis (2008) reports that the results of these 

inquiries are not always clear-cut as it is difficult to prove the relationship between L2 

learning and integrative motivation.  Instrumental motivation, in contrast, is mainly explained 

by the learner’s need to be able to communicate. Gass & Selinker (2008) add that this type of 

motivation entails a practical goal. For example, a language learner wants to master an L2 in 

order to use it for his job. According to de Bot et al. (2005: 72), instrumental motivation is 

often called a “Carrot and Stick type”, as the L2 learner wants to gain immediate profit from 
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his effort. In this way, Gardner & Macintyre (1991, in de Bot et al., 2005: 72) concluded that 

the L2 acquirers who passed a vocabulary test and received $10 scored better than when they 

were not awarded.  

According to Ellis (2008), these types of motivation are not mutually exclusive. It is perfectly 

possible for a language learner to have both at the same time. Moreover, de Bot et al. (2005) 

claim that it is sometimes very difficult to differentiate the two terms put forward by Gardner 

& Lambert (1972, in de Bot et al., 2005: 72). Appel & Vermeer (1994) argue that their 

explanation might be too simplistic, because there might be much more at hand. Besides, de 

Bot et al. (2005) posit that this study provides only one perspective to the question ‘whether 

success should be seen as the result or as the cause of motivation.’ The authors add that other 

studies indicate that success creates motivation. On top of that, de Bot et al. (2005) continue 

by stressing that Gardner & Lambert’s distinction (1972, in de Bot et al., 2005: 72) is a 

traditional representation. Therefore, it does not include recent developments such as 

Dörnyei’s study (2001, in de Bot et al., 2005: 74), which also takes into account ‘social 

motivation, motivation from a process-oriented perspective, a neurobiological explanation of 

motivation and task motivation.’ Lightbown & Spada (2006: 64) agree with this and add that 

recent studies stress ‘the dynamic nature of motivation and tr[y] to account for the changes 

that take place over time.’ Earlier research, however, conceptualised motivation ‘as a stable 

characteristic of the learner’ (Lightbown & Spada, 2006: 64).  

Attitude towards a second language might also be an influential factor accounting for the 

individual differences between language learners. Nevertheless, the study of Masgoret & 

Gardner (2003, in Lightbown & Spada, 2006: 63), which investigated this phenomenon, has 

indicated that ‘it is difficult to know whether positive attitudes produce successful learning or 

successful learning engenders positive attitudes, or whether both are affected by other 

factors’ (Lightbown & Spada, 2006: 63). This links up with the above-mentioned question on 

motivation by de Bot et al. (2005). According to Appel & Vermeer (1994), the attitude of a 

language learner towards the L2 correlates with the learner’s ‘attitude towards the social 

group speaking this language (variety)’ and ‘[...] towards the target language community’ 

(my translation from Appel & Vermeer, 1994: 70). Correspondingly, the positive or negative 

attitude of the L2 acquirer towards the cultural habits and the values of the L2 community 

influences the appreciation of the L2 itself. Furthermore, the authors claim that this attitude 

triggers a certain motivation to acquire the L2. In this way, Appel & Vermeer (1994) point out 

that ‘motivation is especially based on the relationship between the community and the 
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individual’ (my translation from Appel & Vermeer, 1994: 70). That is why motivation and 

attitude are generally acknowledged as social psychological factors.  

 

5.6. Affect 

According to McLaughlin (1988: 52), ‘[t]here is general agreement that affective factors play 

a critical role in second-language learning.’ In what follows, Krashen (1982)’s Affective 

Filter Hypothesis will be discussed. Furthermore, the notion of anxiety will be elaborated on 

as this is an important affective factor in second language acquisition. 

 

5.6.1. The affective filter hypothesis 

As Krashen (1982) points out, Dulay & Burt (1977, in Krashen, 1982: 31) were the first to 

introduce the affective filter. According to the author, this concept ‘is the principal source of 

individual differences in second-language acquisition’ (McLaughlin, 1988: 52). He argues 

that it represents the connection between ‘affective variables and the process of second 

language acquisition by positing that acquirers vary with respect to the strength or level of 

their Affective Filters’ (Krashen, 1982: 31). The following image represents the affective 

filter: 

 

  

  

Figure 2: ‘Operation of the “affective filter”’ (Krashen, 1982: 32) 

Krashen (1982) indicates that language acquirers with favourable attitudes towards SLA will 

have a low affective filter and therefore will attempt to gain more input. Gass & Selinker 

(2008: 402) add that when ‘the Filter is down, or low, and if the input is comprehensible, the 

input will reach the acquisition device and acquisition will take place.’ Those with negative 

attitudes, however, will not try to obtain new input. On the contrary, their filters will be high. 

Consequently, when ‘input is prevented from passing through, there can be no acquisition’ 

(Gass & Selinker, 2008: 402).  
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Furthermore, Krashen (1982) continues by arguing that the affective variables can be 

distributed in three different categories: motivation, self-confidence and anxiety. As for the 

first notion, the author claims that those language users with a positive motivation usually 

obtain better competences in SLA than those who do not. Second, he observes the same result 

for those L2 acquirers who possess a good self-image and self-confidence. As for anxiety, he 

posits that ‘low anxiety appears to be conducive to second language acquisition, whether 

measured as personal or classroom anxiety’ (Krashen, 1982: 31). Below, anxiety will be 

further explained. 

 

5.6.2. Anxiety  

Both Ellis (2008) and Gass & Selinker (2008) point out that anxiety is one of the factors 

accounting for second language acquisition. According to the former, this factor ‘contributes 

in differing degrees in different learners, depending in part on other individual difference 

factors such as their motivational orientation and personality’ (Ellis, 2008: 697).  

Nevertheless, these three authors argue that there is general disagreement about the 

relationship between anxiety and language learning. Ellis (2008) indicates three different 

opinions on this topic. First of all, some researchers believe that anxiety influences language 

learning negatively. Others, however, believe that anxiety can also facilitate SLA. 

Accordingly, Gass & Selinker (2008: 400) claim that ‘anxiety, like many other factors, [...] 

has a curvilinear effect on performance: low levels help, whereas high levels hurt.’ Ellis 

(2008: 694) notes that the final position implies that ‘language anxiety is the result of 

difficulties with learning rather than their cause.’  
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6. Linguistic distance between French and English 

As mentioned in the introduction, this research paper deals with the English vocabulary 

knowledge of Walloon pupils prior to formal instruction. As these participants all speak 

French as a mother tongue, a part of the English vocabulary test contained words originating 

from French and words that are not at all influenced by this language. Therefore, it might be 

interesting to consider the relatedness between French and English. In this respect, the notion 

of “linguistic distance” will be discussed. Next to that, a closer look will be taken at the 

influence of French on English vocabulary.  

 

6.1.  Linguistic distance 

Chiswick & Miller (2004) argue that languages are very complex systems which differ greatly 

from one another. Nevertheless, according to the authors, they maintain a certain 

interrelatedness as well. Accordingly, Chiswick & Miller (2004: 2) indicate that “linguistic 

distance” implies ‘the extent to which languages differ from each other.’   

In this respect, they mention Hart-Gonzales & Lindemann’s (1993, in Chiswick & Miller, 

2004: 7) study, which ‘reports language scores for 43 languages for English speaking 

Americans of average ability after set periods (16 weeks and 24 weeks) of foreign language 

training’ (Chiswick & Miller, 2004: 7). The right-most column of the following table 

represents ‘the linguistic score for that language after 24 weeks of instruction’ (Chiswick & 

Miller, 2004: 7): 

Language Direct Codes 

1990, 2000 

Censuses 

Close Codes 

1990 Census 

Changes for 

2000 Census 

Language score 

Afrikaans 611   3.00 

Danish 615   2.25 

Dutch 610 612  2.75 

French 620 621,622,623,624  2.50 

German 607 608,609,613  2.25 

Italian 619   2.50 

Norwegian 616 617,618  3.00 
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Portuguese 629 630  2.50 

Rumanian 631 632  3.00 

Spanish 625 626,627  2.25 

Swedish 614   3.00 

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

Table 1: Part of the table ‘Index of Difficulty of Learning a Foreign Language (Language 

Scores) and Codes for Languages Reported in the U.S. Census’ in Chiswick & Miller (2004: 

12) 

As Chiswick & Miller (2004) explain, the higher the linguistic score of a particular language, 

the “closer” this language is to English. As can be derived from this table, the linguistic 

distance of French (2.50) towards English is similar to the distance this language entails with 

two other Romance languages, i.e. Portuguese and Italian. Rumanian, however, obtains a 

slightly higher score than French. This seems to suggest that it is easier for an English speaker 

to learn Rumanian than French. 

However, Crystal (1987: 371, in Chiswick & Miller, 2004: 4) seems not to agree with these 

types of studies. He claims that ‘[t]he structural closeness of languages to each other has 

often been thought to be an important factor in FFL (foreign language learning). [...] 

However, it is not possible to correlate linguistic difference and learning difficulty in any 

straightforward way [...].’ 

 

6.2.  French influence on English vocabulary 

The historical contact between French and English accounts for the substantial number of 

French loans in English vocabulary. According to Lewis et al. (2013), the lexical similarity 

between these two languages comes down to 27%. English does not share this amount of 

common vocabulary with any other Romance language.  

Stockwell & Minkova (2001: 34) indicate that the Norman Conquest in 1066 is considered a 

starting point for the great influx of French vocabulary as it ‘has left a lasting mark on the 

composition of the English lexicon [...].’ Jackson & Amvela (2007: 44) agree, but they argue 

that loans appeared already before this date on a smaller scale, due to the ‘close contacts 

between the English and French cultures [...].’ The authors point out that after William, Duke 
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of Normandy conquered the English throne in 1066, Norman French increasingly gained in 

importance, as it ‘became the language of government, the courts, and the new upper social 

classes’ (Jackson & Amvela, 2007: 45). Although the early borrowings consisted mainly of 

this Northern French dialect, Stockwell & Minkova (2001) stress that English remained the 

dominant language, as the common people continued to speak this language. The authors note 

that this led to a social discrepancy. As Hughes (2000) notices, this dissimilarity is clearly 

reflected in most lexical areas. For example, he indicates that the word category ‘[f]ood 

provides perhaps the most striking sociolinguistic division between Saxon and Norman [...]’ 

(Hughes, 2000: 117). The words representing living animals are of Anglo-Saxon origin (e.g. 

sheep), whereas meat received Norman French names (e.g. mutton). As food constitutes a part 

of the test conducted with the Walloon participants, this notion will be further discussed in the 

second part of this research paper.  

Furthermore, Stockwell & Minkova (2001: 36) posit that, in 1204, ‘the linguistic connections 

between English and French shifted to central and southern French’ due to the French 

occupation of Normandy. The authors emphasise that it was especially this ‘massive influx of 

French words in post-Conquest England’ which enabled a significant change in the amount of 

Germanic versus Romance vocabulary in English (Stockwell & Minkova, 2001: 36). Jackson 

& Amvela (2007) indicate that the estimated number comprised 10,000 French loan words at 

the end of the 1200s. This number is in great contrast with the (approximately) 900 Norman 

French borrowings before 1250, stated by Baugh & Cable (1993, in Stockwell & Minkova, 

2001: 38). Moreover, Stockwell & Minkova (2001: 38) notice that just as the Norman French 

borrowings, the English ‘word stock was enriched with [French] words reflecting the leading 

position of the new aristocracy in the legal, military, administrative, political, religious, and 

cultural spheres.’ On top of that, they point out that French loanwords were also added to 

lexical fields such as art, literature, medicine and science. According to Fennell (2001: 107), 

the core family relationships (e.g. brother) preserved the Germanic origin. Nevertheless, ‘non-

nuclear family relationships expressing more complex social relations were eventually 

designated by French names or hybrids’ (e.g. nephew) (Fennell, 2001: 107).  

As mentioned before, Fennell (2001: 108) indicates that the French borrowings into English 

are ‘from two separate dialect areas.’ She notes that the early loan words originate from the 

Northern dialect Norman French, which was spoken in Normandy and Picardy. Later on, 

especially words from Central French got into English. This dialect later became the norm and 

accounts for contemporary Standard French. With respect to these two different sources, 
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Fennell (2001: 108) states that ‘[p]ronunciation differed considerably between the two 

dialects, often leading to the same word being borrowed twice, in the two different forms 

[...].’ Jackson & Amvela (2007) indicate that this also counts for borrowings in the Modern 

English period. Moreover, the authors point out that both pronunciation and ‘the position of 

the main stress [are] frequently evidence of the period of borrowing’ (Jackson & Amvela, 

2007: 46). 

Considering the above-mentioned number of French loan words in English, the linguistic 

distance between both languages might be much closer than is suggested by Hart-Gonzales & 

Lindemann’s (1993, in Chiswick & Miller, 2004: 7) study. According to Baugh & Cable 

(1997, in Stockwell & Minkova, 2001: 37), circa 75% of the French borrowings ‘have 

survived and are still used in present-day English’ (Stockwell & Minkova, 2001: 37). In the 

second part of this research paper, the results of participants’ test will be analysed. That part 

might provide a small-scale answer to the question whether Walloon children recognise or at 

least score better on English words originating from French compared to native English 

words.  
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7. Methodology  

Houthuys’ (2011) research and Duyck’s (2012) smaller-scale investigation made unarguably 

clear that the acquisition of English productive vocabulary by Walloon pupils is rather far 

behind that of Flemings. Bearing this outcome in mind, the goal of this research is to further 

study the linguistic competence of this first group, but from a different perspective. As 

pointed out earlier, a substantial part of English vocabulary originates from French. Therefore, 

the specific focus of this study comprises the difference of the Walloon participants’  

knowledge between English words with French roots, and English words having no 

relationship with this Romance language. In this chapter, the informants chosen for this 

research will be looked at more closely. Furthermore, the ways in which the data were 

gathered will be discussed. All students had to fill out a questionnaire and an English 

vocabulary test. The final part describes how the data analysis was conducted.   

 

7.1. Informants 

All informants of this research are in the first year of secondary school. As Dutch is their first 

foreign language, none of these students has ever done English courses before. Several 

children, however, did learn English in primary school. Blondin et al. (2008) state that this is 

possible, because of the rather flexible foreign language education policy in Wallonia. 

However, these pupils have not been taken into account. What is even more, those students 

whose mother tongue was not French, have also been excluded from this research to avoid an 

ambiguous interpretation of the results. These pupils’ mother tongue might influence their 

knowledge of English vocabulary.  

In order to raise representativeness as much as possible, the study was conducted in at least 

one school per Walloon province. Moreover, the schools which were willing to collaborate all 

have more or less the same socioeconomic background, as the number of inhabitants of each 

city varies between 9.000 and 28.500. For the province Walloon Brabant, 17 children of the 

Nivelles-based Collège Sainte-Gertrude participated. In Hainaut, 21 pupils of the C.E.S. Saint 

Joseph in Chimay took part in this research. It should be noted that one class of the Ecole 

Libre Saint-Begge in Andenne, in the same province, participated as well. Unfortunately, the 

results of this group cannot be taken into account, as there was not enough time to let them do 

both the questionnaire and the test (due to transportation difficulties). The Collège Sainte-
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Hadelin in Visé, in the province of Liège, also collaborated with 19 children. Another 12 

participants of the Institut Jean XXIII in Rochefort, in the province of Namur, were willing to 

cooperate too. Finally, Luxembourg was represented by 13 students of the Institut Notre-

Dame d’Arlon and 25 pupils of the Institut du Sacré-Cœur of Barvaux. The intention of this 

study aimed at obtaining an equal number of Walloon students per school. However, as 

several informants did not meet the above-mentioned criteria, the number of participants 

between the different schools varied quite a lot. Each school gave me 50 minutes in order to 

complete my research. This consisted of a vocabulary test and a questionnaire. These two 

items will be discussed in the following section.  

 

7.2. Data gathering 

 

7.2.1. Questionnaire 

Before the informants made the vocabulary test, they were all asked to fill out a questionnaire 

aiming at knowing more about their sociolinguistic background. This was done deliberately  

to make sure that the participants’ answers in the enquiry would not be affected by their 

achievements during the test. The questionnaire used in this research was largely based on the 

one used in my bachelor paper (Duyck, 2012) which was a combination of both Caroline 

Lippens’ (2010) and Eline Depuydt’s (2008) questionnaire. This slightly adapted version 

consists of several aspects.   

First of all, this study’s questionnaire envisions to represent the informants sociolinguistic 

background. They were asked what their mother tongue was. As mentioned earlier, this was 

done to be left with only monolingual French speakers. Moreover, the Walloon pupils had to 

indicate whether they had any friends or acquaintances who did not have French as a mother 

tongue. A second part was devoted to the attitude and motivation towards English. For 

example, the informants had to answer and motivate whether and why they wanted to learn 

English in the future. Next to that, they were also asked whether they considered English 

beautiful, nice, serious, important, understandable, and whether they thought this language is 

easy to understand and to talk. For each question related to attitude, the participants had to 

choose between answers ranging from “not at all” to “very much”. As mentioned earlier, 

several SLA researchers, such as Krashen (1982) and Appel & Vermeer (1994), consider 

input and language contact important factors for second language acquisition. Therefore, 
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another set of questions aimed at gaining information about the pupils’ contact with English 

via modern media. They had, for example, to indicate the amount of time they spend watching 

television and using the computer per day. The options varied from “never” to “more than two 

hours”. Moreover, they needed to specify what television channels and programmes they 

watched, and what they used the computer for exactly (e.g. gaming, chatting, surfing on the 

Internet, etcetera). When it comes to music, the Walloon pupils had to point out their 

preference for English or French songs. They also needed to fill out whether they understood 

the English lyrics and give an example if they did. In addition, they had to tick off the option 

that represented the amount of time they spend listening to English music, ranging from 

“never” to “all the time”. At the beginning of the questionnaire, the informants were asked 

whether they had already travelled to English-speaking countries. If the answer was positive, 

they had to indicate whether they learned some English or not. In the subsequent course of 

this research paper, travelling will be treated as an aspect of language contact as well.   

 

7.2.2. English vocabulary test 

The second part of my stay in the participating Walloon schools was devoted to a written 

vocabulary test consisting of 100 words. Earlier studies, such as Houthuys (2011) and Duyck 

(2012), indicated that Walloon pupils score poorly on productive vocabulary tests. Therefore, 

this study’s examination was adapted to the target group, as it is a combination of productive 

and receptive exercises. For instance, the lexical categories “numerals”, “transport”, “family” 

and “colours” were all tested productively. The first part of “animals” was also tested in this 

way. For each given image or number, the informants had to write down the English 

equivalent. It should be noted, however, that the participants were allowed to make spelling 

mistakes as they are not familiar with English spelling rules.  

The following semantic fields were tested receptively: “food”, “clothes”, “miscellaneous 

items”, “nature”, “classroom items” and part of the category “animals”. This was done by 

means of four different kinds of linking exercises to keep the pupils interested. For example, 

the Walloon children were given three images and one English word which had to be 

connected with the corresponding picture. A similar exercise consisted of a series of English 

words from which the participants had to link each one up to the matching image. For the 

lexical category “miscellaneous items”, the pupils were given eight French from the Petit 

Robert (2010) and eight English words which had to be linked. A final type of exercise 
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consisted of images which were accompanied by four possible answers. These options 

consisted of the correct answer, one answer that resembled French orthography, one option 

that resembled English spelling and a final option that was a word belonging to the same 

lexical field. This was done in the category “food” and “nature”. All things considered, it is 

important to indicate a clear disadvantage of receptive exercises. When the informants did not 

know the answer, they could easily guess. Therefore, the scores on the test might be 

misleading. Furthermore, anxiety is another factor which might have influenced the results on 

the test. As the participants did not know me, they might have felt less at ease.  

Moreover, in this test, extra attention was paid to the variation between words of French 

origin and words having other roots. In total, nine of the eleven lexical categories were 

divided accordingly. As Lightbown & Spada (2006) indicate, cognates facilitate second 

language acquisition. Consequently, the hypothesis is that the children will score higher on 

the words originally borrowed from French. However, originating from Norman and Central 

French, some of these words have undergone phonetic changes which might hamper the 

pupil’s recognition and knowledge of them. Numerals and colours are the only two lexical 

categories which do not belong to this division. Nevertheless, it is interesting to test the 

Walloon pupils on these two lexical fields, as in Duyck (2012) these appeared to be the most 

successful word categories in a productive vocabulary test.  

In order to pilot the study, my sister, who is also in the first year of secondary school, was 

willing to participate. She finished the test considerably fast and obtained a score of 87 correct 

words out of 100. This corresponds to Houthuys’ (2011) findings, as the Flemish students 

clearly outperformed the Walloons.  

 

7.3. Data analysis 

The data analysis consists of two main parts. First of all, the questionnaires were carefully 

scrutinised so that the pupils who did not meet the above-mentioned criteria of the target 

group could be eliminated. Second, the tests were corrected twice to make sure that no 

mistakes were overlooked.  

The outcomes of the questionnaire, the total scores and the scores for both language origins 

(French or non-French), were dealt with quantitatively. The statistic computer programme 

SPSS19 was used. After having established a normal distribution of results, one-way ANOVA 
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tests were conducted to see whether significant differences could be found. The separate 

lexical categories and the knowledge of the individual words have been dealt with in a 

qualitative way.  
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8. Research and discussion 

This chapter deals with the results and discussion of both the English vocabulary test and the 

questionnaire among the Walloon pupils. It is divided into two main parts. First of all, the 

general findings of the test, both the total scores and the division between French and non-

French origin words, will be looked at more closely. Accordingly, the divergence between the 

linguistic competences of the informants will be linked to the different aspects on the 

questionnaire. The second part of this chapter is devoted to the vocabulary test itself. Extra 

attention will be paid to which lexical categories the Walloon pupils know, and which French-

origin and non-French-origin words they master.   

 

8.1.  General findings  

 

8.1.1. General score of all Walloon participants 

As mentioned earlier, 107 Walloon pupils in total took part in this research. They all 

completed a vocabulary test containing 100 words. The following histogram represents their 

general scores.  

Figure 3: Histogram representing the general scores of all Walloon informants 
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On the horizontal axis, the participants’ general scores are shown. The vertical axis, in 

contrast, represents the number of pupils achieving a certain score. From this figure, it should 

be noted that the best result is 71 correct words out of 100. The minimum score is 16. 

Therefore, it is clear that the scores of the participants vary quite a lot from one another. 

Furthermore, the mean or average amounts to 41.48 (with a standard deviation of 11.371). 

Nevertheless, it is also important to indicate the median, as this score cannot be influenced by 

outliers. Here, it is 41. This indicates that, when all the general scores are ordered from 

minimum to maximum, the middle score is a bit below half.  

Moreover, it should be noted that both the median and the mean are almost similar. 

Consequently, this should indicate a normal distribution between the Walloon pupils’ results. 

The following Q-Q plot nicely indicates that this is indeed the case. The informants’ general 

scores are normally distributed as they are lying on one line. There are no outliers.   

Figure 4: Normal Q-Q plot of the general score (“totaalscore”) 
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8.1.2. General scores per school 

Bearing in mind the great differences between the individual informants, it might be 

interesting to take a look at the general results of each school separately. A one-way ANOVA 

analysis indicates that the variety between the different schools compared to the general score 

is highly significant (p < 0.001).  

Table 2: One-way ANOVA analysis of general score versus schools 

The Stem-and-Leaf plot (figure 5) hereunder represents the spread between the general scores 

of each school. It becomes unambiguously clear that the participants of Chimay obtained 

lower scores than the other schools. The minimum score is the lowest score of all participants, 

namely 16 correct words. The outlier of this informant group has the maximum for Chimay, 

namely 57. This score lies significantly higher when compared to the other pupils of this 

school. The mean amounts to 31.7143 (with a standard deviation of 8.62637) and the median 

is 32 correct words out of 100. These final outcomes lie remarkably lower than the above-

mentioned mean and median of all Walloon pupils, namely 41.4766 and 41. Moreover, the 

dispersion between the informants is rather small compared to the other schools.  

Furthermore, Arlon appears to obtain the best general scores. For this school, the results range 

from a minimum of 31 correct answers to a maximum score of 71. Strikingly, this minimum 

score almost equals the median of Chimay, namely 32. On top of that, the maximum score is 

also the best result one student obtained on the vocabulary test. The mean for Arlon amounts 

to 52.0769 (with a standard deviation of 10.85097) and the median is 55 correct answers. 

Nevertheless, it should be taken in mind that this group only contained 13 informants, and 

therefore is one of the smaller groups in this research. 
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As figure 5 indicates, the medians of Barvaux (41), Nivelles (45), Visé (43) and Rochefort 

(44.5) do not lie that far apart. Nevertheless, their dispersions differ. For example, all students 

of Barvaux obtain scores between the minimum of 26 and the maximum of 54. Nivelles is 

also represented by a smaller spread, as the minimum score is 32 and the maximum 63. It 

should be noted that there is an outlier who has 69 correct answers. For Visé, on the contrary, 

the range is far wider. The minimum lies on 19 correct answers, whereas the best student 

obtained the maximum score of 64. The variance of the informants of Rochefort diverges 

from 29 to 65 right words.  

 

Figure 5: Stem-and-Leaf Plot on the general score (“totaalscore”) for each school  
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In order to find out any significant differences between the separate schools, a Post-Hoc test 

was conducted. The results are represented in the following table.    

(I) school (J) school Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

Barvaux Arlon -11,51692
*
 3,38016 ,048 

Nivelles -4,79294 3,10754 ,794 

Visé -,44000 3,00861 1,000 

Chimay 8,84571 2,92608 ,114 

Rochefort -3,69000 3,47158 ,950 

Arlon Barvaux 11,51692
*
 3,38016 ,048 

Nivelles 6,72398 3,64210 ,638 

Visé 11,07692 3,55806 ,094 

Chimay 20,36264
*
 3,48855 ,000 

Rochefort 7,82692 3,95726 ,565 

Nivelles Barvaux 4,79294 3,10754 ,794 

Arlon -6,72398 3,64210 ,638 

Visé 4,35294 3,30017 ,882 

Chimay 13,63866
*
 3,22511 ,005 

Rochefort 1,10294 3,72710 1,000 

Visé Barvaux ,44000 3,00861 1,000 

Arlon -11,07692 3,55806 ,094 

Nivelles -4,35294 3,30017 ,882 

Chimay 9,28571 3,12990 ,128 

Rochefort -3,25000 3,64502 ,977 

Chimay Barvaux -8,84571 2,92608 ,114 

Arlon -20,36264
*
 3,48855 ,000 
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Table 3: Scheffe Post Hoc Test – general score versus the different Walloon schools 

As this table indicates, there are especially significant differences between the scores of the 

informants of Chimay and the participants of other schools. Accordingly, there is a very 

highly significant difference between the former and the pupils of Arlon (p < 0.001). 

Although less significant, there is also a difference between the participants of Chimay and 

the pupils of Nivelles (0.001 < p = 0.005 < 0.05) and Rochefort (0.01 < p = 0.038 < 0.05). On 

top of that, there is also a moderately significant difference between the total scores of the 

informants of Barvaux and Arlon (0.01 < p = 0.048 < 0.05).  

To conclude, the general scores of the different schools vary. Sometimes the differences have 

proven to be significant. In a way, this links up with Van Parys & Wauters’ (2006) findings. 

The authors posit that great differences exist in the English knowledge between the different 

provinces. Nevertheless, no general conclusions can be drawn from my study as the 

outcomes are limited.  

 

8.1.3. General scores for words of non-French origin versus French origin 

As mentioned before, nine of the eleven lexical fields in the test have been subdivided in 

English words from French origin and English words that do not have this particular Romance 

roots. In total 40 words represent the first type, whereas 35 words represent the second one. 

Considering this difference in number, the informants’ scores all have been put into 

percentages.   

Nivelles -13,63866
*
 3,22511 ,005 

Visé -9,28571 3,12990 ,128 

Rochefort -12,53571
*
 3,57720 ,038 

Rochefort Barvaux 3,69000 3,47158 ,950 

Arlon -7,82692 3,95726 ,565 

Nivelles -1,10294 3,72710 1,000 

Visé 3,25000 3,64502 ,977 

Chimay 12,53571
*
 3,57720 ,038 



53 
 

From the following table, there seems to be a difference between both word groups. The 

Walloon informants clearly obtained higher scores for the English words with French roots as 

the mean amounts to 52.1495 (with a standard deviation of 10.51419). The scores range from  

a minimum of 22.5% to a maximum of 75%. The mean for English words of non-French 

origin lie 10% lower. Furthermore, the minimum score is 5.71%, whereas the maximum result 

comes to 85.71%.  

 Table 4: Descriptive statistics of the general score (“totaalscore”), the general score for 

words of French origin (“scorefrans”), the score for English words of non-French origin 

(“scorenietfrans”)  

These results and the dispersion between the different informants for each word origin are 

represented in figures 6 and 7. It should be noted that the scores of the participants are 

normally distributed.  Possible explanations for the diverging results will be dealt with in the 

following part of this chapter.    
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Figure 6 : Histogram representing the general scores for English words of non-French origin 

 

Figure 7: Histogram representing the general scores for English words of French origin  
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8.2.  What accounts for the individual differences?  

In what follows, the participants’ general scores on the test will be linked to their answers on 

the questionnaire. As mentioned earlier, the latter involved different questions related to 

factors that might account for second language acquisition. Especially gender, motivation, 

attitude, language contact via modern media (such as music, television, computer) and 

travelling will be looked at more closely. Furthermore, the general scores of the pupils for the 

English words of non-French origin will be linked to these factors as well. The knowledge of 

this vocabulary is not influenced by the resemblance with the informants’ mother tongue. 

Therefore, the results of the participants for this word group might also be explained by the 

same factors that account for the general score.  

Nevertheless, it is obvious that the general scores for English words of French roots cannot be 

explained precisely by the informants’ contact with English or their attitude and motivation 

towards this language. Possible explanations, on the contrary, rely in the linguistic distance 

between French and English. For example, as indicated earlier, Lewis et al. (2013) argue that 

27% of the English vocabulary have French roots. Therefore, a lot of cognates exist that 

appear to be better known by the Walloon informants than other English words. This links up 

with Lightbown & Spada’s (2006) opinion, as the authors point out that those words facilitate 

second language vocabulary acquisition. This entire aspect will be dealt with further on when 

discussing the vocabulary test more in detail (cf. 1.3. Vocabulary test).   

 

8.2.1. Gender 

In total, 50 girls and 57 boys participated in this study. A one-way ANOVA analysis of the 

general score versus the gender variable did not reveal any significant differences (p > 0.05). 

Consequently, no gender scored generally better than the other on the vocabulary test. This 

corresponds to the earlier mentioned findings of Appel (1984, in Appel & Vermeer, 1994: 59) 

and Vermeer (1986, in Appel & Vermeer, 1994: 59).  
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8.2.2. Motivation 

The questionnaire contains one question that was related to motivation. The informants had to 

answer if they wanted to learn English in the future or not. Moreover, they had to motivate 

their choice. A total of 15 participants answered negatively to this question. 90 others were 

motivated to study this language in the future. This great number can be linked to Blondin et 

al.’s (2008) study, as the authors argue that 75% of the Walloon pupils are motivated to learn 

English. This number drops to 41% for Dutch.  

In order to know if motivation might influence the general scores of the Walloon pupils, a 

one-way ANOVA analysis was performed. It is evident from table 5 that a very highly 

significant difference exists (p = 0.001). Furthermore, the following Stem-and-Leaf plot 

indicates that those students who are motivated to learn English, those who answered yes 

(“ja”), obtain higher scores than those who answered negatively. The motivated participants 

have a median of 43, but this number drops to 32 correct answers for the non-motivated 

pupils. On top of that, it should be noted that there is one outlier in the non-motivated group. 

Informant 19 obtained a score of 54 right words.  

 

Table 5: One-way ANOVA analysis of general score versus motivation 
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Figure 8: Stem-and-Leaf Plot on the general score (“totaalscore”) versus motivation 

Moreover, a one-way ANOVA analysis was also conducted for the scores of non-French 

words in comparison to motivation. In this case, there is again a significant difference 

between those who are motivated and those who are not (0.001 < p = 0.003 < 0.05).  

Table 6: One-way ANOVA analysis of score of non-French words versus motivation 

The following Stem-and-Leaf plot also indicates that the motivated participants score 

considerably higher. The non-motivated informants obtain a median of 28.57%. The students 
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who want to learn English, on the contrary, have a median of 45.71%. Moreover, it should be 

noted that the dispersion between both groups differs. For the informants who do want to 

study English there is a great variety between the individual pupils. This is far smaller for the 

participants who are not motivated. On top of that, this final group contains two outliers. The 

above-mentioned participant 19 scores again significantly higher in his group. He knows 60% 

of the non-French origin words. Pupil 83 knows only 5.71% of them.  

Figure 9: Stem-and-Leaf Plot on the score of non-French words (“scorenietfrans”) versus 

motivation 

Furthermore, it is also interesting to take a closer look at the motivation of the informants. 

Their reasons to learn English in the future can be divided in accordance with the division of 

Gardner & Lambert (1972, in de Bot et al., 2005: 72). These authors make a distinction 

between “integrative” and “instrumental” motivation. The first type can be explained by the 

learners’ ‘interest in the second language and its culture [...]’ (de Bot et al., 2005: 72).  The 
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second type refers to the learners’ practical need to communicate in the L2. The following 

table lists all answers of the informants divided according to this distinction.  

Integrative motivation 

 

Instrumental motivation 

 

English is a useful language. I would be able to understand the context of 

English songs. 

English is a World language. I would be able to talk to people who can 

speak English as well. 

English is an important language (one pupil 

claiming it becomes more important every 

day). 

I would be able to travel to a lot of countries 

(some especially to London, England, 

America or other English-speaking 

countries). 

English is a nice language. English would help to understand games. 

English is a universal language. English is important to find a job. 

English is an international language. English is important to enter university. 

English is spoken in a lot of countries. I would be able to play in an important 

basketball team. 

I love English. English is important for my future. 

English is a beautiful language.  

English is used very often.  

English is often used in Belgium.  

English is the best language in the world.  

English is the most beautiful language.  

English is one of the biggest languages in the 

world. 

 

English is an interesting language.  

Table 7: Motivation of the participants to learn English 

Having analysed the informants’ questionnaires, it becomes clear that 42 participants are 

instrumentally motivated to learn English in the future. Future jobs, communication and 

travelling appear to be the most important influences for their motivation. 33 other pupils are 

motivated by the interest, the beauty and the culture of the L2 itself.  
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Moreover, 15 students indicated that they do not want to study English. Their reasons differ. 

Some of them do not like English or regard it as a difficult language to acquire. On top of that, 

one third prefers Dutch to English. Two pupils claim that Dutch is also an important language 

and that English knowledge is not necessary. Besides, one pupil fears that a second foreign 

language may hamper his linguistic competences in his first foreign language, namely Dutch. 

In addition, another informant claims that he does not like languages at all. Furthermore, one 

participant argues that French is an important world language too. Therefore, he does not 

want to study English.  

In the section on attitude, the participants had to indicate how important they find English for 

their future. They could choose between “not at all” (“helemaal niet”), “no” (“nee”), “neutral” 

(“neutraal”), “yes” (“ja”) and “very much” (“heel erg”). A one-way ANOVA analysis was 

performed for each answer in comparison to the general score. As indicated in the following 

table, the differences between the groups are very highly significant (p = 0.001). 

Table 8: One-way ANOVA analysis of general score versus the importance of English for the 

participants’ future 

 

From the following Stem-and-Leaf plot, it becomes clear that the more important the 

participants think English is for their future, the higher the median is. Those informants who 

assume that English is not at all important have a median of 27. The participants who do 

consider English an important language for their future, on the contrary, obtain a median of 

44.5 correct answers. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the dispersion between the 

individual pupils increases as English is considered to be more important.   
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Figure 10: Stem-and-Leaf Plot on  general score (“totaalscore”) versus the importance of 

English for the future (“engelstoekomst”) 

 

Similar conclusions can be drawn for the scores of non-French origin. These were also set out 

against the different options in a one-way ANOVA analysis. Table 9 indicates a significant 

difference (0.01 < p = 0.028 < 0.05). Moreover, the Stem-and-Leaf plot also reveals a 

growing median when the participants’ motivation to learn English increases. For instance, 

the informants who think English is “not at all” (“helemaal niet”) important for their future 

have a median of 30%. This number rises to 45.71% for the pupils who ticked off “very 

much” (“heel erg”). The dispersion expands in the same way.   
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Table 9: One-way ANOVA analysis of score of non-French words versus the importance of 

English for the participants’ future 

Figure 11: Stem-and-Leaf Plot on the score of non-French words (“scorenietfrans”) versus 

the importance of English for the future (“engelstoekomst”) 
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Furthermore, the students were given the same question and the same options with respect to 

Dutch, the informants’ first foreign language. It is interesting to consider the diverging 

answers for both English and Dutch. A total of 88 of the 107 pupils think English is important 

or very important for their future, but this number drops to 64 for Dutch. In addition, 18 

participants consider the latter not or not at all important for their future perspectives. For 

English, only 9 pupils share this opinion.  

   

8.2.3. Attitude 

As mentioned earlier, the informants received several questions in order to analyse their 

attitude towards English. They had to tick off answers ranging from “not at all” to “very 

much”. In what follows, each question will be dealt with individually. It should be noted that 

the question on English as a beautiful language and as a nice language are treated together, as 

these two questions are closely related. On top of that, the difficulty of English 

comprehensibility and tongue will also be dealt with together for the same reason. Moreover, 

there will be a brief comparison to Dutch. It is interesting to know what different opinions the 

students have in relation to their first foreign language.  

 

8.2.3.1. Beautiful and nice language? 

In total, 70 participants think English is a beautiful or a very beautiful language. Only three 

informants, do not agree. Another 34 pupils have no opinion and have ticked off the box 

“neutral”. For English as a nice language, similar conclusions can be drawn. Whereas 65 

informants answered positively, namely “yes” or “very much”, only 4 participants answered 

“no”. 38 pupils remained undecided. In comparison to Dutch, there are less positive answers 

for both questions. Only 46 informants answered positively for Dutch as a beautiful language. 

Besides, 54 students did the same for Dutch as a nice language.  

Furthermore, a one-way ANOVA analysis was performed for each question separately. There 

appears to be both a significant difference for English as a beautiful language and the five 

options (0.01 < p = 0.014 < 0.05) and English as a nice language (0.01 < p = 0.029 < 0.05). 
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ANOVA 

General score versus “English is a beautiful language” 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 1340,819 3 446,940 3,723 ,014 

Within Groups 12363,873 103 120,038   

Total 13704,692 106    

Table 10: One-way ANOVA analysis of general score versus “English is a beautiful 

language” 

ANOVA 

General score versus “English is a nice language” 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 1144,804 3 381,601 3,129 ,029 

Within Groups 12559,887 103 121,941   

Total 13704,692 106    

Table 11: One-way ANOVA analysis of general score versus “English is a nice language” 

Normally, one would expect that students who think English is a beautiful and nice language 

would score better than others. According to the following Stem-and-Leaf plots, this 

hypothesis appears to be true in general. The participants who answered negatively to both 

questions score significantly worse on the test. Interestingly, none of the pupils chose for “not 

at all”. Nevertheless, the differences between the informants who checked off “neutral”, “yes” 

or “very much” are rather small. Moreover, figure 11 represents three outliers for the groups 

“yes” and “very much”.  
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Figure 12: Stem-and-Leaf plot of general score (“totaalscore”) versus “English is a beautiful 

language” (“engelsmooi”) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 13: Stem-and-Leaf plot of general score (“totaalscore”) versus “English is a nice 

language” (“engelsleuk”) 
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For the scores of non-French words, the one-way ANOVA analysis did not reveal a 

significant difference when it comes to English as a beautiful language (p > 0.05). For 

“English is a nice language”, in contrast, this was the case (0.01 < p = 0.025 < 0.05).  

Table 12: One-way ANOVA analysis of the score of non-French origin words versus 

“English is a nice language” 

From the Stem-and-Leaf plot, it becomes clear that the same general conclusion can be drawn 

for this question. The students who dislike English obtain lower scores. Generally, those who 

like this language or do not really have an opinion score more or less the same. Furthermore, 

it should be noted that there are two outliers for the group “yes” who have considerable higher 

results. 
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Figure 14: Stem-and-Leaf plot of the score of non-French words versus “English is a nice 

language” 

 

8.2.3.2. Serious language? 

Interestingly, the participants answered similarly to the question if English and Dutch are 

serious languages. For example, five pupils answered negatively to this question for the 

former and three students did the same for the latter. Moreover, 57 informants think English is 

a serious or very serious language. For Dutch, this number lies on 55 participants. On top of 

that, a lot of pupils did not have a particular opinion about this question and checked off 

“neutral” (45 for English and 49 for Dutch). 

A one-way ANOVA analysis was performed for the general score versus the different 

answers to this question. The same was done for the score of non-French words. Nevertheless, 

in both cases there was no noticeable significant difference (p > 0.05).  
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8.2.3.3. Easy to understand and to speak?  

The final two questions of in section “attitude” on the questionnaire focused on the 

comprehensibility of English and the ease of speaking it. The same was done for Dutch. 

Interestingly, the opinions among the participants are highly divided on these questions. For 

example, 34 informants consider English difficult or very difficult to understand, whereas 29 

pupils say it is easy or very easy. Compared to Dutch, the differences lie a bit further apart. A 

total of 44 students consider it a comprehensible or very comprehensible language, whereas 

30 pupils do not agree with this. Furthermore, 34 participants think English is a difficult 

language to speak. 28 students, however, indicate it is easy or very easy. This number might 

be striking, as these informants have never had English classes before. For Dutch, the 

opinions again vary a bit more. Whereas 32 pupils think it is a difficult language to speak, 42 

out of 107 pupils answer that it is rather or very easy. Strikingly, the informants’ opinions on 

Dutch and English for both questions do not appear to be that different. 

Furthermore, a one-way ANOVA analysis was performed to find out whether English was 

easy to understand in comparison to the general score. It revealed a highly significant 

difference (p < 0.001).  

Table 13: One-way ANOVA analysis of general score versus “English is easy to understand” 

The following Stem-and-Leaf plot shows where the divergences between the groups are 

precisely. It is clear that those informants who think English is not or not at all easy to 

understand obtain lower scores on the vocabulary test. Interestingly, the informants who 

consider English to be very easily understandable obtain lower results than those pupils who 

ticked off “yes” or “neutral”. This may be due to the pupils’ overestimation. For example, it 
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may be possible that they think they understand English very well, whereas in reality they do 

not.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 15: Stem-and-Leaf plot of general score (“totaalscore”) versus “English is easy to 

understand” (“engelsbegrip”) 

In another one-way ANOVA analysis this question was also set out against the scores of non-

French origin words. Again, there appeared to be a highly significant difference between the 

various groups (p < 0.001). As presented by the Stem-and-Leaf plot, the groups differ in the 

same ways as is the case for the general score.  
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Table 14: One-way ANOVA analysis of the score of non-French words versus “English is 

easy to understand” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 16: Stem-and-Leaf plot of the score of non-French words (“scorenietfrans”) versus 

“English is easy to understand” (“engelsbegrip”) 
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A one-way ANOVA analysis was also performed for the question whether English is an easy 

language to speak in relation to the general score the participants obtained on the vocabulary 

test. It indicates a significant difference between both variables (0.01 < p = 0.021 < 0.05).  

Table 15: One-way ANOVA analysis of general score versus “English is easy to speak” 

The following Stem-and-Leaf plot is less obvious than the above-mentioned ones. First of all, 

it reveals that the pupils who think English is very easy to speak (“very much”) obtain lower 

results than those who have ticked off “yes”. The median for the latter group amounts to 45 

correct answers, whereas this number drops to 35 for those who checked off “very much”. On 

top of that, the median of the informants who consider English “not at all” easy to speak is 37 

right words. This lies higher than the median of those participants who indicated “not”.  
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Figure 17: Stem-and-Leaf plot of general score (“totaalscore”) versus “English is easy to 

speak” (“engelsspreken”) 

It should be noted that the relation between this question and the score of non-French origin 

words was also performed by a one-way ANOVA analysis. Nevertheless, there seems to be 

no significant difference between the difficulty of speaking English and the informants’ 

results (p > 0.05).  

 

8.2.4. Contact with English in daily life 

The remaining questions on the questionnaire all deal with the participants’ contact with 

English in daily life. At first a general question aimed at finding out by what means the 

informants are exposed to this language. They were asked how they think they learn English 

words. The following graphical representation reveals the participants’ answers.  
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Figure 18: Circle diagram representing the participants’ contact with English in daily life 

The Walloon pupils seem especially to come into contact with English via music and 

computer use. The latter is a combination of both surfing on the Internet and playing games. 

According to the informants, television and travelling do not seem to improve their English 

vocabulary. For the category “other”, the informants could write down ways in which they 

encounter English which had not been mentioned yet. For example, 15 participants claim to 

have learned English words from their older sister or brother who already had done English 

courses. Two other pupils indicate that friends of theirs who know a little English taught them 

some words. On top of that, another two informants have encountered English words in 

books. Three pupils learned new vocabulary by watching English movies. Furthermore, four 

participants claim the same thing by listening to English conversations between people in 

everyday life. In what follows, the participants’ contact with English via travelling, television, 

computer and music will be considered in relation to the general score and the score of non-

French origin words on the test. For each medium, the pupils had to answer several specific 

questions which will also be dealt with.  
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8.2.4.1. Travelling 

In the questionnaire, all informants were asked if they already had travelled to an English-

speaking country. In total, 36 informants answered positively to this question. Some of them 

had already visited the United States and the UK. Moreover, other participants indicate that 

they have already travelled to Turkey, Greece, Norway, and the like. Although these are not 

English-speaking countries, the pupils might have come into contact with English as this 

language may be used for communication between tourists and the local inhabitants. 

Interestingly, some of the pupils do indeed explain this as an answer to the second question: 

Did you learn any English words during your stay? If they did, they had to indicate how this 

happened according to them. Only 14 of the 36 above-mentioned students claim to have 

gained some new English vocabulary. The others who answer negatively often indicate that 

they did not learn any new words as they did not understand what was being said. Moreover, 

some pupils point out that their stay was too short to pick up new words.  

Furthermore, a one-way ANOVA analysis was performed between the general score and the 

travelling variable. However, there seems to be no significant difference between the pupils 

who have already visited English speaking countries and those who have not  

(p > 0.05). The same conclusion can be drawn for the one-way ANOVA analysis of the score 

of non-French origin words versus the travelling variable (p > 0.05). 

 

8.2.4.2. Television  

 

A. Contact with English via television 

In the questionnaire, the informants were specifically asked if they think they come into 

contact with English via watching television. The following histogram represents the results. 
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Figure 19: Histogram representing the participants’ contact with English via television 

The majority, 81 participants, appears not to come into contact with English. 21 others claim 

to be exposed to this language by watching television. The remaining five students did not fill 

in this question. Some pupils clarified how they come into contact with English. For example, 

two pupils indicate that the songs in the television programmes Big Time Rush are sung in 

English. The rest of the programme is dubbed. In total, 10 informants wrote that they watch 

this programme. These pupils obtain scores between 35 and 63. Victorious is a similar 

television programme. Five pupils watch this on a regular basis and obtain general scores 

ranging from 36 to 69 correct answers. Another informant writes that the children’s 

programme Dora has a protagonist who teaches the spectators English vocabulary. Moreover, 

one pupil indicates that the interviews in the news are sometimes in English. 

A one-way ANOVA analysis was performed to see if there is a significant difference between 

the general score and contact with English via television. In the following table, it appears that 

there is a very highly significant difference (p = 0.001).  
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Table 16: One-way ANOVA analysis of general score versus contact with English via 

television 

In the Stem-and-Leaf plot, it becomes clear that the informants who claim to encounter 

English by watching television obtain higher scores than those who do not. For instance, the 

median of the informants who ticked off “yes” (“ja”) is 45 right answers. This number comes 

down to 39 for those who answered “no” (“nee”). Nevertheless, the dispersion between both 

groups differs. It is greater for the pupils who do not come into contact with English when 

watching television, as the minimum score amounts to 16, whereas the maximum result is 63 

correct words. For the other group, the results range between 29 and 69. On top of that, it 

should be noted that there is one outlier in the group who answered negatively. This pupil 

obtained a score of 71, which lies higher in comparison to the rest of the group.  
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Figure 20: Stem-and-Leaf plot of general score (“totaalscore”) versus contact with “English 

via television” (“contactengelstv”) 

A one-way ANOVA analysis was also conducted for this contact variable in relation to the 

scores of non-French origin words. Again, there appeared to be a highly significant 

difference. Accordingly, the outcomes are the same as for the general score. The pupils who 

argue to come into contact with English by watching television obtain higher scores for 

English words of non-French origin than those who do not. 
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Table 17: One-way ANOVA analysis of the score of non-French words versus contact with 

English via television 

Figure 21: Stem-and-Leaf plot of the score of non-French words (“scorenietfrans”) versus 

contact with English via television (“contactengelstv”) 
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B. Learning English vocabulary via watching television 

The second question related to television deals with the fact if the participants think they learn 

English vocabulary by watching television. Strikingly, 35 pupils answered positively to this 

question, whereas only 21 informants claim to come into contact with English. In total, 31 

participants wrote down some words they have learned by watching television. These all 

belong to basic vocabulary, such as “yes”, “no”, “world”, “boy”, “girl”, “hello”, “hi” and 

several numerals. “Yes”, “no” and “hello” occurred most frequently. Moreover, the 

expression “I love you” was written down by 12 informants. It should be noted that most of 

the words were not spelled correctly. This is due to the fact that the Walloon pupils never 

have done English courses before.  

 A one-way ANOVA analysis revealed a very highly significant difference between those 

who learn English words via television and those who do not (p = 0.001).  

Table 18: One-way ANOVA analysis of general score versus learning English vocabulary via 

television 

Moreover, the following Stem-and-Leaf plot is almost identical to figure 16. Again the 

informants who think to learn English vocabulary by watching television seem to obtain 

higher scores. Moreover, the dispersion of both groups is similar. There is only a slight 

difference for the “yes” group, as the minimum score is 25 instead of 29 correct answers. 
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Figure 22: Stem-and-Leaf plot of general score (“totaalscore”) versus learning English 

vocabulary via television (“voctv”) 

For the scores of English words without French roots, the same conclusion can be drawn. A 

one-way ANOVA analysis indicates a highly significant difference between those students 

who learn English vocabulary via television and those who do not (0.001 < p = 0.002 < 0.05). 

Table 19: One-way ANOVA analysis of score of non-French words versus learning English 

vocabulary via television 



81 
 

The following Stem-and-Leaf plot is similar to figure 17, as the students who learn English 

words via television seem to obtain better results than those who do not gain new vocabulary. 

Moreover, the dispersion between both groups differs. For the informants who do not gain 

English vocabulary by watching television, the median is 37.14%. This number lies 

considerably higher for those who do obtain new vocabulary, namely 48.57%. The minimum 

score for this group is 20% and the maximum result is 82.86%. The dispersion is even greater 

for the other group, as the minimum score comes down to 5.71% whereas the maximum score 

amounts to 85.71%.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 23: Stem-and-Leaf plot of score of non-French words (“scorenietfrans”) versus 

learning English vocabulary via television (“voctv”) 

 

C. Amount of hours watching television 

Bearing in mind the above-mentioned conclusion on watching television and learning new 

vocabulary by this action, it is interesting to find out if the amount of hours the informants 

watch television influences the general scores and the scores for non-French words of the 

vocabulary test.  
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The following circle diagram represents the amount of hours the informants spend watching 

television. They needed to tick off options varying from “I don’t watch television” to “more 

than two hours per day”. It is clear that this differs for the participants. Appartently, almost 

everyone watches television. Moreover, a third of the participants watches one to two hours 

television per day. The other three options seem to be represented by a similar amount of 

pupils.   

 

Figure 24: Circle diagram representing the participants’ daily use of television 

Nevertheless, a one-way ANOVA analysis indicates that there is no significant difference 

between the amount of hours the students watch television and the general score (p > 0.05). 

The same conclusion can be drawn for the scores of non-French words (p > 0.05). This seems 

strange as it may be expected that informants who spend more hours watching television 

score better.  However, this seems not to be the case in this research.   

 

D. Dubbing versus subtitling 

In Wallonia nearly all television programmes are dubbed. Nevertheless, the pupils were asked 

hypothetically if they prefer dubbing or subtitling. The following diagram indicates that 

nearly three quarters of the informants would still prefer dubbing if they had the option.  

Daily use of television 

I don't watch TV 

< 1 hour per day 

1 hour per day 

1 to 2 hours per day 

> 2 hours per day 



83 
 

 

Figure 25:  Circle diagram representing the participants’ preference for dubbing versus 

subtitling   

A one-way ANOVA analysis was performed for the general score and the score of non-

French words versus the pupils’ preference for dubbing and subtitling. Nevertheless, in both 

cases, there seems to be no significant difference between these groups (p > 0.05). 

Accordingly, participants who prefer subtitling do not obtain significant better scores than 

those who are in favour of dubbing. This goes against my expectations.  

 

8.2.4.3. Computer 

For the section “computer” in the questionnaire, the informants were asked if they come into 

contact with English when using the computer. As this medium can be used for many goals, a 

question also was dedicated to what they do precisely when using the computer. Moreover, a 

relevant following question involved if they learn English vocabulary by using this modern 

medium. On top of that, the students were asked how many hours per day they spend in front 

of the computer. A possible hypothesis may be that the more they use the computer, the more 

English words the participants pick and the higher they score on the written vocabulary test.  
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A. Contact with English via computer  

The following histogram indicates that 61 informants do not come into contact with English 

when using the computer. 45 pupils, however, claim the opposite.  

 

Figure 26: Histogram representing the participants’ contact with English via computer 

As the computer appears to be a multifunctional tool, the students were asked what they do 

exactly when they are in front of it. They could choose between surfing on the Internet, 

playing games, chatting and they could write other activities if it was not already mentioned. 

The pupils were allowed to tick off more than one option. 

Figure 27: Circle diagram representing the participants’ computer use 
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The informants mostly surf on the Internet and play games. For the category “other”, some 

pupils filled out that they use it only to look up information for school. Moreover, other 

participants wrote down that they use the computer to listen to music. 

According to a one-way ANOVA analysis that was performed, there appears to be no 

significant difference between the general score and the contact variable (p > 0.05). 

Moreover, the one-way ANOVA analysis of the score for non-French words versus the 

contact with English via computer showed the same outcome (p > 0.05). On top of that, more 

one-way ANOVA analyses were performed for each option of computer use and both the 

general score and the score for non-French words. However, none of these options (Internet, 

games and chat) revealed significant differences (p > 0.05). 

 

B. Learning English vocabulary via using the computer 

In total, 26 pupils indicate that they learn English words when using the computer. A one-way 

ANOVA test reveals a significant difference for the general score in relation to whether or not 

the informants learn English by using the computer (0.01 < p = 0.039 < 0.05).  

Table 20: One-way ANOVA analysis of general versus learning English vocabulary via 

computer 

The following Stem-and-Leaf plot indicates that students who think to learn words by using 

the computer obtain generally higher scores. They have a median of 45, whereas the median 

of the other group comes down to 39 correct words. Moreover, it should be noted that the 

dispersion of the latter is wider than the first group. On top of that, it consists of two outliers. 
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Figure 28: Stem-and-Leaf plot of general score (“totaalscore”) versus learning English 

vocabulary via computer (“voccomputer”) 

Furthermore, it is important to point out that there appears to be no significant difference for 

the scores of non-French words in relation to the learning of English vocabulary via computer 

(p > 0.05). Accordingly, pupils who think to pick up words via this medium do not score 

better than those who do not share this opinion.  

 

C. Amount of hours using the computer 

For computer use as well, the informants were asked how much time they daily spend using 

this medium. The following circle diagram again indicates the participants’ varying answers. 

A slight majority, namely 32 pupils, spends less than one hour on the computer per day. This 

number drops to 24 informants for one hour per day and for one to two hours per day. 13 

others use the computer more than two hours on a daily basis. 
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Figure 29: Circle diagram representing the participants’ daily use of the computer 

Nevertheless, a one-way ANOVA analysis did not reveal any significant differences for the 

general score and the score for non-French words on the test in relation to the amount of time 

the pupils spend using the computer (p > 0.05). 

 

8.2.4.4. Music 

The final category on the test deals with music. Firstly, the pupils were asked if they like 

English music and if they could name some titles. The informants particularly named recent 

popular songs. In the appendix, the entire list of English songs is given.  

 

A. Preference for English versus French music 

A second question dealt with the participants’ preference for English or French songs. 

According to the following circle diagram, the majority clearly opts for English music. Only 

26.17% of the pupils preferred songs in their mother tongue. Another 10.28% had no specific 

preference.   
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Figure 30: Circle diagram representing the participants’ preference for English versus French 

songs 

Moreover, a one-way ANOVA analysis was performed for the general score versus this 

preference variable. There appeared to be a very highly significant difference between the 

informants who preferred English songs, French songs and those who did not have a specific 

preference (p < 0.001).  

Table 21: One-way ANOVA analysis of general score versus preference for English versus 

French songs 
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Furthermore, a Scheffe Post Hoc Test was performed to know where the differences are to be 

found exactly. From the following table and the Stem-and-Leaf plot, it becomes clear that the 

significant differences exist in relation to the informants who prefer English songs. First of 

all, they score higher than those who do not have a specific preference (0.01 < p = 0.012 < 

0.05). It should be noted that the latter contains one outlier. Secondly, the participants who 

prefer English songs have better general scores than those who like French music more 

(0.001 < p = 0.006 < 0.05).  

Table 22: Scheffe Post Hoc Test – general score versus the participants’ preference for music 

 

 

Figure 31: Stem-and-
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According to the following table, a one-way ANOVA analysis revealed a similar very highly 

significant difference for the scores of non-French words (p = 0.001).  

Table 23: One-way ANOVA analysis of the score of non-French words versus the preference 

for English versus French songs 

On top of that, the following Stem-and-Leaf plot indicates equal conclusions. The Walloon 

pupils who prefer English music obtain a median of 45.71% for the words of non-French 

roots. Those who like French songs more have a median of 34.29%. This percentage even 

drops to 25.71% for the informants who have no specific preference.  

 

Figure 32: 

Stem-and-Leaf 

plot of score of 

non-French 

words 
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B. Content of English songs 

Bearing in mind the informants’ preference for English music, it is interesting to know 

whether they understand the contents of these songs or not. In total, 31 participants claim to 

understand what is sung. It should be noted, however, that only eight  pupils were able to 

illustrate their answer. Interestingly, these participants all obtain scores between 41 and 54 

correct answers which is quite good, considering that the overall median amounts to 41 right 

words. Moreover, a one-way ANOVA analysis was performed and indicated significant 

differences between the general score and the content variable (0.001 < p = 0.010 < 0.05), and 

between the scores for non-French words and the content variable (0.01 < p = 0.017 < 0.05). 

Table 24: One-way ANOVA analysis of general score versus content of English songs 

Table 25: One-way ANOVA analysis of score of non-French words versus content of English 

songs 
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The following Stem-and-Leaf plots demonstrate that the informants who claim to understand 

the content of English songs obtain better general scores, but also have higher results for the 

English words of non-French roots. 

 

  

 

 

Figure 33: Stem-and-Leaf plot 

of general score (“totaalscore”) 

versus content of English songs 

(“inhoudengels”) 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 34: Stem-and-Leaf plot 
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content of English songs 
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C. Amount of time listening to English songs 

The final question on the questionnaire dealt with the frequency the participants listen to 

English songs. In total, they could choose between five possible answers: “never”, “rarely”, 

“sometimes”, “often” and “very often”. The following graphical representation proves that the 

majority of participants listens often and very often to English songs. Only a minority of 11 

pupils claims they do this rarely and another two participants never seem to do this.  

Figure 35: Circle diagram representing the frequency by which the participants listen to 

English music 

When a one-way ANOVA analysis is performed for the general score in relation to the music 

variable, there appears to be a significant difference (0.01 < p = 0.019 < 0.05).  

Table 26: One-way ANOVA analysis of general score versus amount of time listening to 

English songs 
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From the following Stem-and-Leaf plot, it becomes clear that the more the Walloon pupils 

seem to listen to English music, the higher the median lies. The informants who never listen 

to English songs have a median score of 25.5, but this number rises to 44.5 for the participants 

who do this very often. Nevertheless, this outcome should not be overestimated as the 

differences between the groups “sometimes” (“soms”), “often” (“veel”) and “very often” 

(“heel vaak”) are rather similar. These medians are respectively 39, 43 and 44.5. On top of 

that, it should be noted that the dispersion differs and that there are two outliers.  

Figure 36: Stem-and-Leaf plot of general score (“totaalscore”) versus amount of time 

listening to English songs (“engelsluisteren”) 

Furthermore, a one-way ANOVA analysis for the score of non-French words in relation to the 

music variable did not reveal any significant differences (p > 0.05). Apparently, informants 

who listen more often to English music do not score significantly better or worse than other 

participants.   
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8.2.5. Conclusion 

In the above-mentioned section, the results of the questionnaire provided possible 

explanations for the individual differences between the participants with regard to their 

general score and their score for English words of non-French origin. Varied outcomes were 

observed. Strikingly, participants who are motivated to study English in the future obtain 

significant higher general scores. The same goes for pupils who think English is easy to 

understand, for informants who come into contact with English while watching television, for 

participants who claim to learn English vocabulary by this action, and for students who prefer 

English songs over French ones. For the score of English words who do not originate from 

French, a similar conclusion can be drawn. Moreover, the way in which participants think 

about English considering it a beautiful and nice language or a difficult one to speak, 

influences the general scores to a smaller extent. This is also true for the amount of time the 

participants spend listening to English songs, whether or not they understand the lyrics, and 

whether or not they learn English words by means of computer use. The factors which 

influence the scores of English words of non-French origin in the same way, are the pupils’ 

attitude towards English as a nice and beautiful language, and whether or not the informants 

grasp the meaning of English lyrics. Finally, it is important to indicate that gender, travelling 

to English-speaking countries, the informants’ preference for dubbing or subtitling, the 

amount of hours the participants’ spend watching television or using the computer, and the 

contact with English by means of the computer in general do not seem to influence the 

general scores, nor the scores of English words who do not have French roots.   
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8.3. Vocabulary test 

In the previous parts of this chapter, the general score and the scores relating to French or 

non-French origin were discussed by explaining the possible factors accounting for the 

individual results between the Walloon informants. In what follows, the specific outcomes of 

the vocabulary test will be analysed. First, the general score of all lexical fields will be 

compared. Furthermore, the categories that have been divided into French and non-French 

origin words will be tackled likewise. On top of that, the striking features of each of these 

groups will be treated separately.    

 

8.3.1. General score 

The following histogram represents the participants’ average scores for all different word 

categories in percentages. In order to gain a clear overview, the results have been ranged from 

best known to least known lexical fields. Moreover, the vertical line divides the categories 

according to the way they were tested. The left side contains all word groups that were tested 

receptively. The four fields on the right consisted of productive exercises.    

 

Figure 37: Histogram representing the general average scores per lexical category (%) 
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This graphic representation makes clear that enormous differences exist between the various 

lexical fields. However, it should be noted that the four least known word categories, such as 

“numerals”, “colours”, “transport” and “family” were all tested productively. For example, 

the participants were given several images for which they had to write down the correct 

English word. As productive knowledge demands an active word knowledge, this type of 

exercises tends to be more difficult. Moreover, Duyck’s (2012) small-scale study of English 

productive vocabulary indicates that Walloon primary school children scored best at the 

categories “numerals” and “colours”. Accordingly, in this present research, these word groups 

seem to be best known when tested productively as well. On average, the informants obtain a 

result of almost 30% for “numerals”. They score half as well on the category “colours”, i.e. 

15.77%. Interestingly, this corresponds again with Duyck’s (2012) findings. The Walloon 

pupils who had never had English instruction before scored 34% for “numerals” and 17% for 

“colours” on average.  

The outcomes for the lexical fields that were tested receptively lie remarkably higher. These 

average results range from 80.61% for the best known category “classroom items” to 40.42% 

for the least known lexical field “miscellaneous items”. Strikingly, the former and the lexical 

field “food” clearly exceed the other receptively tested categories. As the graph points out, 

these other word fields do not vary greatly from one another.  

Moreover, it is interesting to compare these results to Charlotte Lippens’ (2010) outcomes. 

She investigated the knowledge of English productive vocabulary of Flemish pupils in three 

different educational levels, respectively B-stream, TSO and ASO. Moreover, her informants 

are also in the first year of secondary school and had never done any English courses before. 

When comparing the results of the ASO students, which corresponds with the educational 

level of the Walloon participants, several differences can be pointed out. The following graph 

shows Charlotte Lippens’ (2010) results. It represents the average scores which ‘are 

calculated out of ten’ (Charlotte Lippens, 2010: 45). 
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Figure 38: Average scores of Flemish ASO participants per lexical category (Charlotte 

Lippens, 2010: 49) 

From this graphical representation, it is unarguably clear that these Flemish pupils score 

considerably higher than Walloon informants do. The former’s lowest average score is about 

three out of then, corresponding to circa 30%, whereas the Walloon pupils in this research 

obtain 5.05% on average for their weakest lexical category “family”. This apparent difference 

between both groups corresponds with the earlier-mentioned research by Houthuys (2011). In 

a similar study, she performed a one-way ANOVA test which ‘revealed a very significant 

difference between the results of the Flemish group and those of the Walloon group 

(p=0,000)’ (Houthuys, 2011: 43). Moreover, figure 38 demonstrates that the lexical fields 

“numerals” and “colours” are also well-known among the Flemish pupils when tested 

productively. For “family” and “transport”, they obtain lower scores. Nevertheless, these still 

exceed the Walloon informants plainly. When taking a closer look at the word categories that 

were examined receptively in this test, there are also some noticeable differences with 

Charlotte Lippens’ (2010) outcomes. “Food” appears to be the second-best known category 

by Walloon pupils, whereas this does not turn out to be the case for the Flemish participants. 

In turn, the latter scores higher for “nature” and “animals”. For the Walloon students these 

categories resulted in less successful outcomes.   

Nevertheless, it should be kept in mind that Charlotte Lippens’ (2010) study differs 

considerably from this research, as they both have a different focus. Firstly, the latter is a 

combination of both productive and receptive exercises with a slight emphasis on the latter. 
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Charlotte Lippens’ (2010) study, on the other hand, does not focus on the different origin of 

the English words as is done here. 

 

8.3.2. General scores of categories divided by word origin  

As pointed out earlier, the informants obtained higher scores for English words originating 

from French than words with non-French roots on average. Bearing in mind the great 

diversity in knowledge between the above-mentioned lexical categories, it is interesting to 

take a closer look at the participants’ average scores for each word field divided into these 

different word origins. This is represented in the following figure.    

Figure 39: Histogram representing the different average scores of English words with French 

and non-French origin per lexical category (%) 

The general ascendency of the French origin words over the English words without French 

roots is not crystal-clear from this graphical representation, as this is only the case for five out 

of nine lexical fields. Nevertheless, the divergence between both origins is plain in the 

category “clothes”. Whereas the Walloon informants obtain an average score of 71.03%, for 

English words of French origin, this percentage drops by half (35.83%) for those words which 

do not originate from this Romance language. For the lexical fields “food”, “nature” and 

“buildings, the distinctions are less apparent. Nonetheless, the contrast between the average 
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scores of the different word origins amount to circa 10% for the former, and about 20% for 

the final two categories.  

In the word fields “family”, “classroom items” and “animals”, the Walloon pupils obtained 

higher average scores for those English words having no French origin. This is especially 

noticeable in the latter category. Nevertheless, for “classroom items”, the average scores 

between the language origins do not lie far apart. The divergence is negligible, as the words 

from non-French origin only stand out by 0.47%. This phenomenon is also noticeable in other 

lexical fields. For example, in the word field “transport”, the English words from French 

origin are slightly more successful. Moreover, there is no difference at all between the 

language origins for the category “miscellaneous items”.   

Bearing these differences in mind, it might be interesting to take a look at which words the 

informants know better than others and at some possible explanations for this. In what 

follows, this will be discussed for each semantic field that is divided up in these language 

origin groups. First, the categories in which the English words with non-French origins 

exceed will be treated. After that, the lexical fields with words of French roots will be 

discussed. Finally, those word categories that hardly show any distinction between the 

language origin will be dealt with. For all three parts that follow, it should be noted that the 

explanations for the knowledge of the English words are hypotheses, as nothing is certain or 

can be proven exactly. 

 

8.3.2.1. Categories with higher scores for English words of non-French origin 

 

A. Animals 

 

As it becomes clear from figure 39, the Walloon participants clearly know more English 

words of non-English origin when it comes to the lexical category “animals”. This word field 

consists of two exercises, namely a productive and a receptive one. In the latter, the 

informants were given an English word they had to connect to the corresponding image. They 

could choose from three pictures.  
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Table 27: Knowledge of English words for the lexical category “animals”, receptive exercise   

As pointed out in this table, 98 out of 107 pupils were able to link “spider” with its similar 

illustration. This is a rather high number, bearing in mind its non-French (NF) origin. 

Nevertheless, the participants probably recognise or know this word due to the famous 

“Spiderman” films, comics and animated cartoons. In Wallonia, this superhero preserves his 

English name. Therefore, this language contact might explain their knowledge of the word 

“spider” in a way.  Moreover, “butterfly” was connected correctly by 72 participants, which 

corresponds to almost 70% of all Walloon informants. This elevated rate, however, cannot be 

explained by similar phenomena.  

The scores for the English words of French origin (F) in this lexical category vary. On the one 

hand, a significant part of the informants know “camel”. Although there are phonological 

differences between this word and its French equivalent, the Walloon pupils are acquainted 

with the English version. On the other hand, not even half of the informants know the word 

“rabbit” which, according to the Oxford English Dictionary (2013), originates from Middle 

French. As the contemporary used word in French nowadays is “lapin”, the pupils probably 

do not even know the English word. This explains, for example, why 32 of them connected 

“rabbit” to the image of a mouse and why 18 others did the same for the illustration of an 

otter. 

In the productive exercise, the scores for the words of French origin drop significantly. This 

might be due to the type of test, as this requires active knowledge. 

 

 

“Animals”  

Origin French word English word Number of pupils 

knowing English word 

% 

F Chameau Camel 84 78.50 

F Lapin Rabbit 45 42.06 

NF Araignée Spider 98 91.59 

NF Papillon Butterfly 72 67.29 
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“Animals”  

Origin French word English word Number of pupils 

knowing English word 

% 

F Éléphant Elephant 9 8.41 

F Lion Lion 8 7.48 

NF Chien Dog 56 52.34 

NF Poisson Fish 17 15.89 

Table 28: Knowledge of English words for the lexical category “animals”, productive 

exercise   

Out of 107 pupils, only 9 informants wrote down “elephant” and 8 informants did the same 

for “lion”. The result of the latter contrasts sharply with Charlotte Lippens’ (2010) findings. 

In her study, 35 of the 51 Flemish ASO-participants successfully produced “lion”. A possible 

explanation might be the latter’s contact with “The Lion King”, an American animated film. 

In Wallonia, this movie is known as “Le Roi lion”. Furthermore, the incapacity of the 

Walloon informants might be ascribed to the significant phonological difference, namely 

/ˈlaɪən/ for the English word and /ˈli  / for the French one. Nevertheless, this possible obstacle 

is also present for the Flemish pupils. On top of that, they are even more “disadvantaged” as 

“leeuw”, the Dutch word, is more distant from the English one both graphically and 

phonologically. Yet again, as has been pointed out by Houthuys (2011) and Duyck (2012), the 

Flemish pupils generally obtain significantly higher scores as they come more into contact 

with English.  

For the non-French origin words, the scores also are higher in this type of exercise. For “fish”, 

17 participants were able to write this word down. More surprisingly, half of the informants 

reproduced “dog”. This is quite a lot, bearing in mind Houthuys’ (2011) above-mentioned 

findings. In Charlotte Lippens’ (2010) research, except for two informants, all Flemish ASO-

pupils knew this word. Moreover, Charlotte Lippens (2010: 61) indicates that “fish” was 

‘[t]he third most frequently produced word in general [...].’ She explains this by arguing that 

‘[m]any informants probably know the terminology, because ‘fish’ is similar to its Dutch 

equivalent ‘vis’’(Charlotte Lippens, 2010: 61). This reasoning might also explain why some 

Walloon informants were able to fill out this word, as they all study Dutch as a first foreign 

language.  
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B. Family 

In the test, ten words belonging to the word field “family” were tested productively. The 

informants had to write down the English form of the French word they were given. The 

following table represents the participants’ knowledge of this lexical field for each word.  

Table 29: Knowledge of English words for the lexical category “family” 

As the letters in the first column indicate, the words have been categorised into three groups. 

This was done on the basis of Fennell’s (2001) explanation about the different language 

origins of this lexical field. Accordingly, the first four words representing complex family 

relationships are from French origin (F). Although they are closely related to the participants’ 

mother tongue, surprisingly, the Walloon pupils fail to reproduce these words. Only three out 

of 107 informants know the word “uncle”.   

As Fennell (2001) indicates, the English words representing close social relations between 

family members have preserved their German origin (NF). The Walloon pupils clearly know 

these words better than the non-French origin ones. For example, “mother” is produced by 20 

pupils. It should be noted that several participants wrote down derivatives for these words, 

such as “mum”, “mammy”, “dad”, “daddy” and the like, which were also accepted as correct 

answers. The elevated scores might be explained by the fact that these words are more 

frequently used than “uncle”, “aunt”, “niece” and “nephew”. Nevertheless, these higher 

“Family” 

Origin French word English word Number of pupils 

knowing English word 

% 

F Oncle Uncle 3 2.80 

F Tante Aunt 0 0 

F Nièce Niece 0 0 

F Neveu Nephew 0 0 

NF Mère Mother 20 1.69 

NF Père Father 15 14.01 

NF Soeur Sister 9 8.41 

NF Frère Brother 4 3.74 

H Grand-mère Grandmother 2 1.87 

H Grand-père Grandfather 1 0.94 
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obtained scores for this language origin are not a general phenomenon. Accordingly, the 

following table indicates that it is especially the pupils of the schools in Arlon and Nivelles 

who know these words.  

Table 30: Category “family” – score for each word per school 

Furthermore, the English words “grandmother” and “grandfather” also figured in this 

exercise, as Fennell (2001) argues that these are hybrid forms (H). According to the online 

Oxford English Dictionary (2013), these English words are structurally based on French. On 

top of that, the first part of the word is borrowed from this Romance language. As hybrids, 

these words have not been taken into account when measuring the number of French versus 

non-French origin words as they do not belong clearly to either one of these roots. As only 

two students produced the word “grandmother” and one student “grandfather”, this is again a 

poor result.   

Charlotte Lippens (2010) conducted the exact same exercise with Flemish participants. 

Ignoring the typical higher scores of these informants, the same general conclusions can be 

drawn. They also had more difficulties with the words representing complex family 

relationships. In this respect, they score highest for “uncle” as well. This was the only English 

word of French origin that was produced by scarcely three Walloon informants. Moreover, the 

individual differences between the Flemish ASO-participants for the English words without 

French origin seem trifling, as more than 90% of these students know the words “mother”, 

“sister”, “father” and brother”.  

 

 

 

 

 Arlon Rochefort Chimay Visé Nivelles Barvaux 

Mother 7 3 2 1 5 2 

Father 6 0 1 2 5 1 

Sister 6 0 0 1 2 0 

Brother 1 1 0 0 2 0 
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8.3.2.2. Categories with higher scores for English words of French origin 

 

A. Food 

The category “food” consisted of two different exercises, namely a multiple choice exercise 

and a linking exercise. In the latter, the informants were given five English words 

representing the animals’ meat. As Hughes (2000) points out, they all originate from Norman 

French. The participants had to link the English word with the corresponding image. The 

following table indicates the Walloon pupils’ knowledge for each individual word. 

Table 31: Knowledge of English words for the lexical category “food”, linking exercise 

Interestingly, the scores for each word are relatively high in comparison to other English 

words of French origin in receptive exercises. Furthermore, it is striking that all informants 

know “mutton” and “pork”. Possibly, this can be explained by the resemblance between the 

cognates. Both words are almost identical, both phonologically and graphically, to the French 

form.    

The multiple choice exercise consisted of 12 images under which four possible answers were 

given. Logically, one of them was correct. Moreover, a second option resembled the French 

equivalent of the right answer. Similarly, there was also an English word that resembled the 

correct answer. It should be noted that these are all English words. Finally, there was one 

word that came out of the same lexical field.  

 

 

“Food” 

Origin French word English word Number of pupils 

knowing English word 

% 

F Mouton Mutton 107 100 

F Porc Pork 107 100 

F Boeuf Beef 91 85.05 

F Venaison Venison 82 76.64 

F Veau Veal 82 76.64 
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“Food” 

Origin French word English word Number of pupils 

knowing English word 

% 

F Pêche Peach 94 87.85 

F Cérise Cherry 87 81.31 

F Carotte Carrot 78 72.90 

F Sucre Sugar 65 60.75 

F Salade Salad 56 52.34 

F Saucisse Sausage 34 31.78 

NF Fromage Cheese 92 85.98 

NF Pomme Apple  75 70.09 

NF Maïs Corn 75 70.09 

NF Pomme de terre Potato 59 55.14 

NF Fraise Strawberry 57 53.27 

NF Pain Bread 34 31.78 

Table 32: Knowledge of English words for the lexical category “food”, multiple choice 

exercise 

This table gives a general overview of what words the informants know. Although they seem 

to be more acquainted with English words of French origin, the differences do not lie that far 

apart. For instance, the informants are almost as familiar with “peach”, as they are with 

“cheese”. In Charlotte Lippens’ (2010) research, the latter is also the second best known word 

for the category “food & cutlery”. Nevertheless, it should be noted that she conducted a 

productive exercise that differs from the one mentioned here. The Walloon informants have 

most difficulty with “sausage” and “bread”. The latter is well-known by Charlotte Lippens’ 

(2010) Flemish informants. A possible explanation might be that “bread” is similar to its 

Dutch cognate “brood”.  

Furthermore, it is interesting to take a closer look at what mistakes the Walloon informants 

made, what other options they ticked off thinking it was the correct answer. For “apple”, 

“cherry”, “peach” and “cheese”, the participants rarely answered incorrectly as these are also 

the most successful words for this lexical field. Especially for the English words of non-

French origin, the answers are sometimes quite striking. The following table represents the 

choices of the participants per option of the multiple choice exercise: 
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Correct answer Resembling French Resembling English Same category 

Corn  Maim (maïs) Cork  Salad 

75 15 9 0 

Potato  Pompous  

(pomme de terre) 

Potash  Carrot  

59 9 29 1 

Strawberry  Freeze  (fraise) Strong  Cherry  

57 42 1 2 

Bread  Pin (pain) Broad  Sausage  

34 33 31 0 

Table 33: Number of pupils choosing different options on multiple choice exercise “food”
1
 

It is clear that the Walloon informants do not often opt for an English word of the same 

category. Only three pupils did. Furthermore, in the cases of “strawberry” and “bread” a 

significant number of pupils chose the options resembling the French word. For the latter, 

however, 31 participants also ticked off the word representing English. Nevertheless, it should 

be noted that “broad” also resembles the Dutch equivalent of “bread”, namely “brood”, both 

graphically and phonologically. Therefore, it is possible that these students might have 

thought about their first foreign language when considering this option. Moreover, for “corn”, 

some participants also chose the options resembling the French and English word, but this is 

obviously to a smaller extent.  

For the English words of French origin, it was far more difficult to find words resembling the 

English answer. Therefore, it is difficult to indicate why pupils chose a certain option. In the 

cases of “salad”, “sugar” and “sausage”, however, some striking conclusions can be made.  In 

the latter case, for example, 29 Walloon informants opted for “steak” which attempted at 

representing an English word from the same category. This seems odd as this word, according 

to the Petit Robert (2010), is considered an Anglicism by French speakers. Consequently, it is 

strange that the participants choose this word as they know its meaning. Another interesting 

                                                           

1
 It should be noted that the words in the middle columns are mere attempts to resemble the English and French 

cognates. Sometimes it was difficult to find a word with enough similarities both graphically and/or 

phonologically.   
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fact concerns “sugar”. The option representing the French word was “sucker”. In total, 32 

informants indicated this answer. Nevertheless, it should be noted that this word can also be 

interpreted as a word resembling the Dutch equivalent of “sugar”, namely “suiker”. Therefore, 

the explanation of the informants’ choice is dual. Furthermore, “salad” is extremely close to 

its French equivalent “salade” both graphically and phonologically. Only 56 of the 107 

students, however, indicated the correct answer. It should be noted that this outcome may be 

inaccurate as the image on the test is an example of “lettuce”, “laitue” in French.    

 

B. Nature 

The lexical field “nature” was also tested by means of a multiple choice exercise. The 

following table takes a closer look at the participants’ scores for the different multiple choice 

options for the English words of both French and non-French origin. 

Correct answer Resembling French Resembling English Same category 

Forest (F) Foreleg (forêt) Honest  River  

90 4 2 5 

River (F) Fluff  (fleuve) Rivet Flower 

66 23 7 8 

Flower (F) Flour (fleur) Flavour Forest 

65 30 5 1 

Mountain (F) Month (mont) Mounting Grass 

52 31 16 3 

Beach (NF) Plague (plage) Bee Sun 

66 26 3 8 

Sun (NF) Solely (soleil) Soon Sea  

57 16 27 4 

Sea (NF) Mare (mer) Scene Mountain 

41 51 1 7 

Grass (NF) Herd (herbe) Graze River 

19 72 18 4 

Table 34: Number of pupils choosing different options on multiple choice exercise “nature” 
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For this word category, the Walloon pupils seemed to be less certain as each incorrect option 

received answers. For example, both for “river” and for “sun”, 8 participants ticked off the 

English word belonging to the same lexical field. Moreover, in the cases of “grass” and “sea”, 

more students opted for the incorrect English word resembling French than the correct 

answer. This might indicate that they are less familiar with these words.   

Charlotte Lippens (2010) tested the Flemish participants also on “nature” in a productive 

exercise. She indicates that they seemed to be most familiar with “sun”. In total, 46 of the 51 

Flemish ASO-informants were able to produce this word. The author explains this by the 

relatedness to the Dutch “zon”. Of the English word tested here, the least known word appears 

to be “grass”. Nevertheless, almost 60% of the Flemish pupils gave the correct translation, 

which might again be explained by its Dutch equivalent, namely “gras”.   

 

C. Clothes 

For the category “clothes”, the informants had to link 6 illustrations with the corresponding 

English word. As indicated in figure 3, they score twice as well on the English words 

originating from French. The following table shows how well they scored for each individual 

word. 

“Clothes” 

Origin French word English word Number of pupils 

knowing English word 

% 

F Bouton Button 103 96.26 

F Bottes Boots 102 95.33 

F Jaquette Jacket 22 20.56 

NF Gants Gloves 49 45.79 

NF Chapeau Hat 45 42.06 

NF Jupe Skirt 22 20.56 

Figure 35: Knowledge of English words for the lexical category “clothes” 

Apparently, more than 95% of all Walloon participants were able to connect “button” and 

“boots” with the corresponding image. For “jacket”, however, this percentage drops to 

20.56% which corresponds to the least known English word of non-French origin in this 
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category, namely “skirt”. One of the teachers of the Institut du Sacré Coeur in Barvaux 

indicated that this might be due to the fact that the French equivalent “jaquette” has become a 

rather old-fashioned word which is no longer used frequently by the Walloons. Consequently, 

it is possible that the participants did not recognise the close relation between both words.   

The English words without French roots “hat” and “gloves” are known by nearly half of the 

pupils. “Skirt” appears to be the least known word for this origin group, as only 22 students 

were able to connect it to its picture.  

  

D. Buildings 

For the category “buildings”, the Walloon informants also obtain higher scores for the English 

words originating from French. The following table represents which words are known 

precisely. 

“Buildings” 

Origin French word English word Number of pupils 

knowing English word 

% 

F Hôpital Hospital 104 97.20 

F Restaurant Restaurant 83 77.57 

F Librairie Library 66 61.68 

F Chateau  Castle 61 57.01 

F Prison, geôle Jail 26 24.30 

NF Magasin Shop 95 88.79 

NF Maison House 82 76.64 

NF Boulangerie Bakery 39 36.45 

NF Église Church 17 15.89 

NF Cimetière Graveyard 16 14.95 

Table 36: Knowledge of English words for the lexical category “buildings” 

Apparently, those words representing the most graphical and phonological similarities, are 

best known by the informants. For example, with the exception of three pupils, everyone was 

able to copy the given English word “hospital” next to the appropriate image. “Restaurant” is 

also well-known as three quarters of the pupils managed to find the correct answer. 
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Furthermore, the lower (but still relatively high) number of pupils for “castle” might be 

explained by the fact that it bears less resemblance with its French equivalent “château”. On 

top of that, this becomes even clearer in the word “jail”, equivalent of the French word 

“geôle”. According to the Petit Robert (2010), the latter is an archaic word which is restricted 

to literary use only. As it is no longer present in everyday life conversations, it seems to be 

more difficult for the informants to connect this word to its English counterpart. Nevertheless, 

it should be mentioned that this is only a hypothesis that might explain these average scores.  

The Walloon informants seem to be less acquainted with words of non-French origin. 

Nevertheless, the table indicates that they do know “shop” and “house” quite well. Their 

knowledge of the former might again be explained by the influence of their first foreign 

language, as this word is also present in Dutch and is written and pronounced in the exact 

same way. “House” is also similar to its Dutch equivalent “huis”, however, there is a clear 

vowel shift noticeable. Moreover, for this word another potential explanation exists as well. In 

the highly popular English song Party Rock Anthem by LMFAO, “house” occurs in the 

chorus. Therefore, it might be possible that the participants who know and listen to this song 

have taken in the word, accordingly. Although this hypothesis is highly speculative, the 

following argument may demonstrate its possible credibility. The three students who 

answered the title of this song to the question what English songs they like to listen to all 

knew the word “house”. Moreover, two other students answered the name of the band to this 

question. Probably they know this song as they know the music group. According to the 

results of their test, these two pupils were also acquainted with the word. On top of that, 

another participant indicated the song Funhouse by P!nk. The word “house” is represented in 

the title, but it also occurs several times on its own in the song. This pupil was also able to 

copy the word next to the corresponding image.  

Not a lot of Walloon pupils seem to be acquainted with the words “bakery”, “church” and 

“graveyard”. This might be explained by reversed logic: as these words do not resemble the 

French equivalent, nor the Dutch equivalent, it might be less likely that the informants know 

these words.  
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8.3.2.3. Negligible to no difference between both language origins 

 

A. Miscellaneous items 

As mentioned earlier, the Walloon pupils obtain similar average scores for the words of 

French and non-French origin for the lexical field “miscellaneous items”. The exercise for this 

word category consisted of eight English words which the participants had to write under the 

corresponding French definition coming from the Petit Robert (2010). The following table 

represents which words the informants are acquainted with and to what degree.   

“Miscellaneous items” 

Origin French word English word Number of pupils 

knowing English word 

% 

F Table Table 98 91.59 

F Bouteille Bottle 32 29.91 

F Canapé Couch 27 25.23 

F Chaise Chair 18 16.82 

NF Porte Door 51 47.66 

NF Livre Book 51 47.66 

NF Clé Key 43 40.19 

NF Fenêtre Window 30 28.04 

Table 37: Knowledge of English words for the lexical category “miscellaneous items” 

“Table” stands out as the best known word among the Walloon students, as more than 90% of 

them obtained the correct answer. Yet again, this might be explained by the graphical and 

phonological resemblance between both cognate words. Nevertheless, the participants seem 

much less acquainted with the other English words of French origin as they obtain lower 

scores for almost any of these words in comparison to the English words that do not originate 

from this Romance language. For example, almost 50% of the informants are familiar with 

“door” and “book”. Both of them resemble the Dutch equivalents of these words, namely 

“deur” and “boek”. This might explain the higher scores in comparison to the other English 

word with non-French origin “window”, which is very different from the Dutch word “raam” 

or “venster”. 
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Charlotte Lippens (2010) also investigated the knowledge of some of these words with 

Flemish ASO-pupils. It should be kept in mind that these informants were tested on their 

productive vocabulary, which is harder than the receptive exercise of the Walloon pupils. In 

her research, “table” is known by 46% of the Flemish participants. This word is not 

represented by an overwhelming majority, as is the case in Wallonia. This is probably due to 

the type of exercise. Moreover, for Flemish pupils, this word must probably be harder, as the 

Dutch equivalent “tafel” displays more graphic and phonological changes. On top of that, 

“book” is known by the same number of participants as “table”. Next, they seem to be more 

familiar with “door”, as 49% were able to produce this word on the test. Furthermore, 

compared to the Walloon results, “window” and “chair” also obtain the lowest scores. 

Respectively, only six and eight students of the 51 ASO-participants filled them out on the 

test.   

 

B. Transport  

Next to “family”, the category “transport” appears to be one of the least known ones by the 

Walloon participants on average. Nonetheless, as was noted in the general discussion of the 

word fields, both were tested productively, which probably explains these far lower scores.  

Table 38: Knowledge of English words for the lexical category “transport” 

Although there appears not to be much difference between the informants’ knowledge of 

English French-origin words or English words without these roots, some interesting 

conclusions can be drawn. At first sight, it seems rather striking that 20 Walloon pupils know 

“Transport” 

Origin French word English word Number of pupils 

knowing English word 

% 

F Train Train 14 13.08 

F Hélicoptère Helicopter 8 7.48 

F Voiture Car  3 2.80 

F Bicyclette Bike, bicycle  0 0 

NF Bateau Boat 20 18.69 

NF Camion Truck 2 1.87 
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the word “boat”, whereas this word does not originate from French. This English word is 

closely related to the Dutch word “boot”. Possibly, the Walloon children are familiar with this 

terminology as they learn this language in formal instruction. This might explain why some 

informants wrote down the Dutch word “boot”. Bearing this issues in mind, this result should 

not be overrated as no clear conclusions can be drawn. On the one hand, it is possible that the 

participants are familiar with the Dutch word and just filled that one in. On the other hand, 

they might also know the English word, but they may be unable to write correctly, as <oa> is 

not a combination you find in French. In comparison to Charlotte Lippens’ (2010) findings, 

24% of the Flemish informants were able to produce “boat”. This percentage is only 6% 

higher than that of the Walloon participants. Nevertheless, 9 of the 51 Flemish pupils also 

filled in “ship”, which indicates again that they do obtain higher scores than their Walloon 

counterparts.  

Bearing in mind Lightbown & Spada’s (2006) view on cognates, it is surprising that none of 

the Walloon informants was able to produce “bicycle”, as this word is relatively similar to its 

French equivalent. Nevertheless, they do seem familiar with “train” and “helicopter”. 

Apparently, only three pupils are familiar with “car” which is not surprising when taking the 

French translation into consideration. According to the Petit Robert (2010), in French, “car” is 

an abbreviation of “autocar”, meaning “bus”. Therefore, it is not used in the same way. 

Moreover, one pupil wrote “cars”. This plural form might be due to the English movie Cars. 

In Charlotte Lippens’ (2010) study, almost 70% of the Flemish participants produced “car”, 

which makes it the most frequently produced English word for this lexical category. She links 

this to ‘the exposure of the informants to English media. This word is frequently used in 

English television programmes, such as ‘The Simpsons’, and in English films, such as ‘Harry 

Potter’ or films about fast cars’ (Charlotte Lippens, 2010: 70). Nonetheless, as almost all 

English films and television programmes are dubbed in Wallonia, it is not surprising that not a 

lot of Walloon pupils know this word.  

 

C. Classroom items 

For the lexical field “classroom items”, there is also a negligible difference between the 

English words of the two language origin groups. The following table represents the outcomes 

for each individual word. 
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 “Classroom items” 

Origin French word English word Number of pupils 

knowing English word 

% 

F Ciseaux Scissors 100 93.46 

F Règle Ruler 77 71.96 

NF Tableau noir Blackboard 96 89.72 

NF Horloge Clock 80 74.77 

Table 39: Knowledge of English words for category “classroom items” 

The differences between the individual words seem negligible as well. “Scissors” appears to 

be the best known word, which is not surprising as it originates from French. Nevertheless, it 

is clear from the above-mentioned table that both cognates differ relatively a lot in graphical 

and phonological representation. Accordingly, the great difference between the English word 

“scissors” and the Dutch equivalent “schaar” may also explain why only 5 out of 51 Flemish 

children in Charlotte Lippens’ (2010) research were able to produce the former. Furthermore, 

almost 90% of the Walloon pupils are familiar with the word “blackboard” which does not 

have French roots. Maybe the Walloon children are familiar with the Dutch word “bord” 

which resembles the final part of the English compound. On top of that, although “ruler” and 

“clock” obtain lower scores, they are still known by a significant number of Walloon pupils.  

 

8.3.3. Conclusion  

The results of the English written vocabulary test were diverse. First of all, the Walloon 

informants appear to be best in receptive exercises. They obtain particularly high scores for 

the fields “classroom items” and “food”. The productively tested word categories were less 

successfully represented. Nevertheless, “numerals” and “colours” seem to be most well-

known. Second, the pupils scored generally higher for English words of French origin. 

However, when taken a closer look at each individual word category, this is not the case for 

all lexical fields. For example, the informants score better for English words of non-French 

origin when it comes to “animals” and “family”. Moreover, there is hardly any difference 

between both language origins for the word categories “miscellaneous items”, “transport” and 

“classroom items”. Finally, the outcomes concerning the knowledge of the individual words 

are important to mention as well. In general, cognates with great resemblance, both 
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graphically and phonologically, seem to be best known by Walloon pupils. Nevertheless, this 

finding is not true for all English words of French origin. Next to that, in some cases, the 

participants’ knowledge of the words without French roots may be linked to Dutch, which is 

the informants’ first foreign language. Another possible explanation relies in the pupils’ 

contact with English by means of music and films. 
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9. Conclusion 

This master dissertation dealt with the English vocabulary knowledge of Walloon secondary 

school children. A total of 107 pupils participated in this research by filling out a 

questionnaire and an English vocabulary test. The former attempted at finding out more about 

the informants linguistic background. For instance, they were asked whether and how they 

come into contact with English while they travel, watch television, use the computer or listen 

to music. A couple of other questions sounded out the pupils’ motivation to study English and 

their attitudes towards this language. The vocabulary test consisted of receptive and 

productive exercises. Moreover, considerable parts of the lexical fields were divided 

according to English words of French and non-French origin.  

In general, it is apparent that the linguistic competences of the Walloon informants differ 

greatly. The above-mentioned factors of the questionnaire provide possible explanations for 

the individual divergences between the participants when it comes to the general scores and 

the scores for English words with non-French roots. Motivation appears to be one of the most 

primordial factors, as pupils who want to learn English in the future obtain considerably 

higher scores on the vocabulary test. Apparently, the more they are motivated, the better they 

score in general and on English words without French roots. With regard to attitude, similar 

outcomes were found for participants who think English is easy to understand. However, not 

all questions on attitude reveal the same, highly significant outcomes. For example, the 

participants’ positive opinion on English as a beautiful and nice language, in contrast, affects 

the general scores and the scores for English words of non-French descent to a smaller extent. 

The same goes for children who think English is easy to speak with respect to the general 

score. Next to that, whether informants consider English as a serious language or not does not 

seem to influence the results at all. The same conclusion can be drawn when it comes to the 

gender of the pupils, as no significant differences were found between the scores of female 

and male informants. Furthermore, the participants’ contact with English has an ambiguous 

effect on the general scores and the scores for non-French words. The factor travelling did not 

reveal any importance to the Walloon pupils. For television use, however, opposite outcomes 

were apparent. Informants who come into contact with English while watching television and 

participants who learn English words by this action score significantly higher than pupils who 

do not. Nevertheless, the informants preference for dubbing or subtitling and the amount of 

hours they watch television does not influence their score. This is a rather striking result, as it 

would be expected that pupils who prefer subtitling and participants who watch generally 
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more television score higher. Moreover, other remarkable outcomes appear for the factor 

computer use. Apparently, informants who come into contact with English when using the 

computer do not score significantly better. This was also the case for any use of the computer 

(chatting, gaming, surfing on the Internet). Next to that, the amount of hours the informants 

spend using the computer does not influence their general score nor the score of English 

words of non-French origin. Nevertheless, participants who claim to learn English words by 

using the computer obtain higher general scores. The final factor music seems to be rather 

important. Informants who prefer English songs score significantly higher than those who like 

French music more. Moreover, the more pupils listen to English music, the higher they 

generally score on the test. The amount of time they spend listening to English songs does not 

seem to influence the score of English words of non-French origin. What is more, the 

participants who claim to understand English lyrics obtain better general results and results 

for the English words of non-French origin.   

The outcomes of the vocabulary test differed greatly between the individual participants. 

Nevertheless, some general conclusions can be drawn. The informants obtain higher scores 

for the lexical fields that were tested receptively. Accordingly, they appear to be most familiar 

with “classroom items” and “food”. The other categories tested in this way are known to a 

more or less similar extent. The best productively tested categories are “numerals” and 

“colours”. Moreover, the Walloon pupils obtain higher scores for English words of French 

origin, which meets our expectations. When the lexical fields are divided by word origin, this 

appears to be the case for “food”, “nature”, “clothes” and “buildings”. Nevertheless, the 

participants are more familiar with English words of non-French origin for the categories 

“animals” and “family”. Next to that, the difference between the two language origins is 

almost negligible for “transport” and “classroom items”. For “miscellaneous items”, there is 

no difference at all between English words of French roots and words who do not originate 

from French. With regard to the individual words, participants are especially familiar with 

English words originating from French which resemble the cognates phonologically and 

graphically. For instance, all Walloon informants are acquainted with “mutton” and “pork”. 

However, several English words of French origin, such as “jacket”, “library” and “bicycle”, 

appear not to be that well-known. Moreover, the pupils’ knowledge of some English words 

may be related to their knowledge of their first foreign language, namely Dutch. The words 

“shop”, “boat” and “door”, for example, resemble the Dutch equivalents. Next to that, the 

informants are sometimes also familiar with English words of non-French origin. For 
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example, a lot of participants seem to know “house” and “spider”, which might be explained 

by the pupils’ contact with  English via modern media.  

Several aspects of this study recommend further research. First of all, the participants filled 

out a written vocabulary test. It might be interesting to test the oral competences of the 

Walloon pupils as well. Moreover, the informants could be studied further in the course of 

their studies to see how their English vocabulary knowledge develops. This would be 

especially interesting for the Walloon informants who will not learn English as a second 

foreign language, but opt for German instead, as this would again deal with incidental 

language acquisition. Next to that, the participants could be tested particularly on the English 

words they come across when using the computer, gaming, and while watching television.  
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131 
 

11.4. Questionnaire 

Marieke Duyck – Mémoire de Master 

1e master langues et lettres: français - anglais  

Nom: ___________________________________________ 

Classe:  _________________________________________ 

Date de naissance:  ____________________________ 

 

 

I.    EN GÉNÉRAL  
 

1. Quelle(s) langue(s) parles-tu à la maison? 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

2. Est-ce que tu connais des personnes qui parlent une autre langue que le français 
comme langue maternelle? (famille, amis, …)  
Si oui, quelle langue parle(nt)-t-il(s)/elle(s)?  

o Oui, ___________________________________________________________________________________ . 
o Non. 

 

 

3. Est-ce que tu as déjà voyagé dans des pays où on parle l’anglais? Si oui, c’était où 
exactement? 

o Oui, ___________________________________________________________________________________ . 
o Non.   

 

 

Si oui, est-ce que tu as appris un peu d’anglais?   

o Oui, parce que ________________________________________________________________________. 
o Non, parce que _______________________________________________________________________ . 

 

 

4. Est-ce que tu as déjà eu cours d’anglais? (Par exemple, à un séjour linguistique, à 
l’école, …) Si oui, où et quand? 

o Oui, ___________________________________________________________________________________ . 
o Non.  

 

 

5. Est-ce que tu aimerais avoir cours de l’anglais dans le futur?  
o Oui, parce que _______________________________________________________________________ .  
o Non, parce que _______________________________________________________________________ . 
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6. Est-ce que tu penses que tu connais déjà beaucoup de mots anglais?   
o Oui. 
o Non.  

 
 

7. Où est-ce que tu penses avoir appris des mots anglais?   
o En écoutant des chansons anglaises 
o En regardant des programmes anglais 
o En surfant sur l’internet 
o En jouant des jeux anglais à l’ordinateur   
o En jouant des jeux anglais sur playstation 
o Autre, 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

8. Indiquez la colonne qui exprime ton opinion le mieux.   

Anglais Pas du 
tout 

Non Neutre Oui Vraiment 

Trouves-tu l’anglais une jolie 
langue? 

     

Trouves-tu l’anglais une langue 
chouette? 

     

Trouves-tu l’anglais une langue 
sérieuse? 

     

Trouves-tu l’anglais important 
pour ton futur?  

     

Trouves-tu l’anglais facile à 
comprendre?  

     

Trouves-tu l’anglais facile à 
parler? 

     

 

Néerlandais  Pas du 
tout 

Non Neutre Oui Vraiment 

Trouves-tu le néerlandais une 
jolie langue? 

     

Trouves-tu le néerlandais une 
langue chouette? 

     

Trouves-tu le néerlandais une 
langue sérieuse? 

     

Trouves-tu le néerlandais une 
langue important pour ton futur?   

     

Trouves-tu le néerlandais facile à 
comprendre? 

     

Trouves-tu le néerlandais facile à 
parler? 

     

 



133 
 

II. TELEVISION 
 
 

1. Combien d’heures par jour regardes-tu la télévision?  
o Je ne regarde pas la télé: mes parents ne me le permettent pas/ nous n’avons 

pas de télé à la maison 
o Moins qu’une heure 
o 1 heure 
o 1 à 2 heures 
o Plus de 2 heures 
o Autre, 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2. Quels sont tes chaînes de télévision favorites? 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

3. Quels sont tes programmes favoris? 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

4. Est-ce que tu entres en contact avec l’anglais en regardant la télé? Si oui, comment et 
quand?  

o Oui, ____________________________________________________________________________________. 
o Non. 
 

 

5. En Wallonie, la plupart des programmes d’origine anglaise sont doublés (on entend 
des voix françaises). Si ces programmes n’étaient pas doublés, qu’est ce que tu 
préférerais ? Je préférerais regarder des …  

o Programmes anglais (dans lesquels tu entends des voix anglaises) avec des 
sous-titres français.   

o Programmes anglais parlés en français (donc sans sous-titres, « doublage »).  
 

 

6. Est-ce que tu penses que tu retiens des mots anglais en regardant des programmes 
anglais? Si oui, quels mots? Pourrais-tu en donner quelques-uns?  

o Oui, ___________________________________________________________________________________ . 
o Non.  
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III. ORDINATEUR 
 

 

1. Combien d’heures par jour est-ce que tu passes devant l’ordinateur? 
o Je ne passe pas de temps devant l’ordinateur: mes parents ne me le 

permettent pas / nous n’avons pas d’ordinateur à la maison 
o Moins qu’une heure 
o 1 heure 
o 1 à 2 heures 
o Plus que 2 heures 
o Autre, 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2. Qu’est-ce que tu fais quand tu te trouves devant l’ordinateur? 
o Surfer sur l’internet 
o Jouer des jeux  
o Faire du chat/Chatter 
o Autre, 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

3. Est-ce que tu entres en contact avec l’anglais en utilisant l’ordinateur? Si oui, 
comment et quand?  

o Oui, ___________________________________________________________________________________ .  
o Non. 

 

 

4. Est-ce que tu penses que tu retiens des mots anglais en utilisant l’ordinateur? Si oui, 
quels mots? Pourrais-tu en donner quelques-uns?  

o Oui, ___________________________________________________________________________________ . 
o Non.  
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IV. MUSIQUE 
 

1. Est-ce que tu aimes écouter des chansons anglaises? Si oui, essayez de noter 
quelques titres.   

o Oui, ___________________________________________________________________________________ . 
o Non.  

 

2. Je préfère des … 
o Chansons françaises 
o Chansons anglaises 

3. Est-ce que tu comprends le contenu des chansons anglaises?    
Si oui, essayez de donner un exemple. 

o Oui, ___________________________________________________________________________________ . 
o Non. 

 

4. J’écoute des chansons anglaises 
o tout le temps 
o beaucoup 
o parfois 
o peu/rarement 
o jamais 
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11.5. Vocabulary test 

Marieke Duyck – Mémoire de Master 

1e master: taal –en letterkunde Frans – Engels  

Nom + prénom: ___________________________________ 

École: ___________________________________________ 

Classe: __________________________________________ 

Date de naissance :  ________________________________ 

 

A.  

 

Spider  
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Rabbit 

 

 

Butterfly 

 

 

 

Camel 
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B.  

 
  

 

o pebble 

o apple 

o pomp 

o peach 

o cherry 

o cereal 

o strawberry 

o sherry 

o freeze 

o strawberry  

o strong 

o cherry 

o  peach 

o  apple 

o perch 

o piece  
 

  

 
o potash 

o pompous 

o potato 

o carrot 

o  salary 

o salad  

o potato 

o salsa 

o  carrot 

o  carry 

o  corn 

o carrycot 

o corn  

o maim 

o salad 

o cork 

 
 

  

o sucker 

o sugar 

o shudder  

o salt 

o steak 

o souse 

o sausage  

o sauce 

o frog march 

o choice 

o bread 

o cheese  

o  bread 

o  sausage 

o  pin 

o broad 
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veal 

venison 

mutton 

beef 

pork 
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C.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

hat 

jacket 

boots 

gloves 

button 

skirt 
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D.  

1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
20  
50  
78  
100  
1000  
 

E.  
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F. Choisissez: door – key – window – table – chair – couch – book – bottle2  

- Objet formé essentiellement d’une surface plane horizontale, généralement 

supportée par un pied, des pieds, sur lequel on peut poser des objets 

……………………………… 

- Ouverture spécialement aménagée dans un mur, une clôture, etc., pour 

permettre le passage 

……………………………….. 

- Long siège à dossier 

………………………………. 

- Instrument de métal servant à faire fonctionner le mécanisme d’une serrure 

……………………………….. 

- Récipient à goulot étroit, souvent en verre, destiné à contenir du vin ou 

d’autres liquides 

………………………………… 

- Ouverture faite dans un mur, une paroi, pour laisser pénétrer de l’air et la 

lumière ……………………………….. 

-  Assemblage de feuilles portant des signes imprimés  

……………………………….. 

- Siège à pieds, à dossier, sans bras, pour une seule personne 

………………………………. 

 

G.  

 

 

  

o  mare 

o  sea 

o  mountain 

o scene 

o flower 

o flavour 

o forest  

o flour 

o  soon 

o  sun 

o  sea 

o solely  

o forest 

o honest 

o river 

o foreleg 

                                                           
2
 All definitions are taken from the Petit Robert (2010) 

http://www.linternaute.com/dictionnaire/fr/definition/long/
http://www.linternaute.com/dictionnaire/fr/definition/siege-1/
http://www.linternaute.com/dictionnaire/fr/definition/a-1/
http://www.linternaute.com/dictionnaire/fr/definition/dossier/
http://www.linternaute.com/dictionnaire/fr/definition/ouverture/
http://www.linternaute.com/dictionnaire/fr/definition/dans/
http://www.linternaute.com/dictionnaire/fr/definition/un/
http://www.linternaute.com/dictionnaire/fr/definition/mur-1/
http://www.linternaute.com/dictionnaire/fr/definition/assemblage/
http://www.linternaute.com/dictionnaire/fr/definition/de-1/
http://www.linternaute.com/dictionnaire/fr/definition/feuille/
http://www.linternaute.com/dictionnaire/fr/definition/siege-1/
http://www.linternaute.com/dictionnaire/fr/definition/a-1/
http://www.linternaute.com/dictionnaire/fr/definition/dossier/
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o grass 

o mountain  

o mounting 

o month 

o  fluff 

o  river 

o  rivet 

o flower 

o sun 

o bee 

o plague 

o beach 

o  grass 

o  graze 

o  herd 

o river 
 

 

H.  

Mère 
 

 

Père 
 

 

Sœur 
 

 

Frère 
 

 

Grand-mère 
 

 

Grand-père 
 

 

Tante 
 

 

Oncle 
 

 

Nièce 
 

 

Neveu 
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I. Choissisez : church – castle – house – graveyard – bakery – jail – library – shop – 

hospital – restaurant  
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1 2 3 4 

5 6 
7 

8 

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

J.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. ………………………………………..  2. ……………………………………… 

3. ………………………………………..  4. ……………………………………… 

5. ………………………………………..  6. ……………………………………… 

7. ………………………………………..  8. ……………………………………… 
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K. Choissisez : clock – blackboard – ruler – scissors  

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 


