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ABSTRACT

It is well-known that adults vary to an important extent with regard to L2 learning outcomes. One apparent reason is the degree of
exposure to the target language. Furthermore, it has been suggested that adult learning is more affected by social and psychological
variables than in younger learners. This could be expected to be more salient in a context of migration, where individuals are
highly affected by individual driving forces, opportunities, and social circumstances. Some recent studies have indeed shown that
such factors can explain the variation in certain linguistic subcomponents of adult L2 learning, but studies on general measures of
specific L2 competences are still quite scarce. The present study investigated the impact of social and social-psychological variables
on a general measure of L2 writing in the Netherlands. Participants (n = 44) were intermediate, educated learners of Dutch with
mainly a non-European background. They completed a writing task designed for the Dutch national civic integration exam, as
well as a questionnaire targeting social and social-psychological factors. A multiple regression analysis of the writing task showed
that social and social-psychological background is not associated with overall writing proficiency in L2 Dutch. Instead, the results
seem to suggest that these factors are indirectly associated with L2 exposure. The degree of L2 use was found to be affected by
cultural identification and social networks. We highlighted a need for measures related to subcomponents of L2 writing, rather
than using a general proficiency measure, to further investigate the impact of social and social-psychological factors.

ABSTRACT

Het is bekend dat volwassen L2-leerders aanzienlijke onderlinge variatie in taalprestaties laten zien. Een belangrijke reden
hiervoor is te vinden in de verschillende mate van blootstelling aan de doeltaal. Verder wordt L2-verwerving bij volwassen leerders
meer beinvloed door sociale en psychologische factoren dan bij jongere leerders. Deze impact komt duidelijk naar voren in een
migratiecontext waarin leerders sterk beinvloed worden door leerderskenmerken, kansen en sociale omstandigheden. Recente
studies hebben getoond dat zulke factoren inderdaad variatie in prestaties op specifieke taalkundige componenten van volwassen
L2-verwerving in een migratiecontext verklaren. Echter, studies die zich op generieke maten van L2-vaardigheden richten zijn
zeldzaam. Deze studie onderzoekt onder immigranten de impact van sociale en sociaal-psychologische factoren op algemene L2-
schrijfvaardigheid in Nederland. De deelnemers (n = 44) waren gemiddeld-gevorderde, geschoolde leerders van het Nederlands,

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly
cited.

© 2025 The Author(s). International Journal of Applied Linguistics published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 2025; 0:1-11 1
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijal.70006


https://doi.org/10.1111/ijal.70006
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5354-0922
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3623-8956
mailto:m.bril@uu.nl
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijal.70006
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1111%2Fijal.70006&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2025-10-01

met voornamelijk een niet-Europese achtergrond. Zij voltooiden een schrijftaak uit het Staatsexamen Nederlands als Tweede

Taal en vulde een vragenlijst in waarin sociale en sociaal-psychologische factoren in kaart werden gebracht. Een meervoudige
regressie-analyse van de schrijftaak toonde dat de sociaal en sociaal-psychologische achtergrond van leerders niet direct gelinkt
is aan algehele schrijfvaardigheid in het Nederlands als tweede taal. De resultaten lijken echter wel te tonen dat deze factoren

indirect gelinkt zijn aan blootstelling aan de L2. De mate van L2-gebruik wordt beinvloed door culturele identificatie met de L2-

gemeenschap en de grootte van sociale netwerken. We benadrukken het belang van metingen op het niveau van componenten

van L2-schrijfvaardigheid, in plaats van metingen op het niveau van een generieke taalvaardigheidsmaat, om de invloeden van

sociale en sociaal-psychologische factoren te onderzoeken.

1 | Introduction

It is well-known that adults vary to an important extent with
regard to second language (L2) learning outcomes. It has been
suggested that adult language learners are more affected by social,
social-psychological, and psychological variables than younger
learners (e.g., Hyltenstam 2018). One apparent reason is to be
sought in different degrees of exposure to the target language.
Some migrants are highly exposed to the TL language, but many
are not. Accordingly, we may expect that social and social-
psychological factors, such as the learner’s social network with
L1 speakers or the learner’s cultural identification with the host
culture, respectively, affect L2 learning in a migratory context
where individuals are highly affected by individual driving forces,
opportunities, and social circumstances. Nevertheless, studies
on the effects of social and social-psychological factors on L2
proficiency in a migratory context have investigated different
subcomponents of various L2 competences (e.g., Lybeck 2002;
Moyer 2004; Dollmann et al., 2020; Forsberg Lundell et al. 2022,
2023a). Whereas Forsberg Lundell et al. (2023a) found significant
effects of TL engagement on L2 productive collocation knowl-
edge, Moyer (2004) and Lybeck (2002) reported effects of the
size of social networks and acculturation on pronunciation in L2
German and Norwegian, respectively. Focusing on more general
proficiency measures will complement our understanding of the
effects of social and social-psychological factors on L2 proficiency.

In addition, most studies investigating social, social-
psychological, and psychological factors have tested populations
in which the linguistic (and also cultural) distance between the L1
and the L2 has been minor, such as English-Norwegian (Lybeck
2002) or English-German (Moyer 2004). Some studies have
focused on a linguistically more distant L1-L2 pair (e.g., French-
Swedish, Forsberg Lundell et al. 2022, 2023a, and 2023b), still
representing relative closeness compared to, e.g., Dutch-Arabic.
It is, however, well-known today that linguistically distant L1-L2
pairs are common and pose serious constraints on language
learning outcomes in a migration context (see e.g., Schepens
et al. 2016 and Mavrou and Martin Leralta, 2018 for general L2
proficiency, and Mavrou and Chao 2023 for L2 writing in a diverse
migration population). This may overshadow potential effects
of social and social-psychological factors. Except for Dollmann
et al. (2020), immigrant populations with more diverse and
linguistically more distant learners have rarely been investigated
with respect to social and social-psychological factors.

Against this backdrop, we set out to investigate a population of
intermediate literate learners of L2 Dutch in a context of migra-

tion. The learners tested have different linguistic backgrounds,
such as Farsi, Turkish, and Arabic, which are mostly linguistically
distant L1s from Dutch. This separates our test population from
the populations tested in previous studies. More specifically,
we are interested in how social-psychological factors such as
acculturation and migration experience and social factors such
as the size of social networks, target language (TL) engagement,
length of residence (LoR), and their experience of learning
other languages affect L2 writing proficiency. Our study, thus,
contributes to previous studies in examining the effects of social
and social-psychological factors on general L2 writing proficiency
instead of a particular subcomponent of L2 writing with L1’s that
are linguistically distant from L2 Dutch.

2 | The Role of Social and Social-Psychological
Factors in the L2 Proficiency of Immigrants

For a long time, age of onset was considered one of the most,
if not the most, crucial factors for adult L2 learning, with little
emphasis put on actual amount of language use. However, usage-
based approaches putting exposure at the heart of acquisition, are
gaining more and more ground (McManus 2024). A correlation
can often also be observed between exposure and age (Jia and
Aaronson 2003; Cheung et al. 2011) since early learners generally
receive more exposure to the TL than late learners. Exposure
can also be regarded as a compensating effect in relation to age,
as highlighted by Dollmann et al. (2020). The authors of this
study found a strong effect of exposure to the L2 on accent-free
speech in L2 German among immigrants who arrived in Germany
at the age of 10 or later. Dollmann et al. (2020) also stress the
combination of language use with other individual variables such
as general cognitive abilities or language learning experience as
important for L2 outcome. As more language learning experience
facilitates learning new languages (see e.g., Festman 2021), one
may hypothesize that migrants living in different countries before
arriving in the destination country will have an advantage in
acquiring an additional language, as they learned and used differ-
ent languages. As such, migration experience expressed in terms
of the number of countries or regions in which migrants lived may
affect TL proficiency in the destination country. A smaller study
was conducted by Forsberg Lundell et al. (2023a) investigating
a population of long-term residents who were L1 speakers of
French learning Swedish as an L2 (n = 59). They found that the
mastery of productive collocation knowledge was strongly related
to language use but also to language aptitude. Mavrou and Chao
(2023) studied general proficiency and individual factors affecting
proficiency. They tested 292 adult immigrants learning L2 Spanish
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with respect to their writing proficiency. Besides the effects of
linguistic distance between the L1 and L2, they found a significant
impact of age on text production fluency and that this effect was
mediated by LoR. Specifically, younger learners were more fluent
in text-production and stayed shorter in the host country. A direct
effect of LoR on L2 writing was found in Mavrou and Martin
Leralta (2018). They also reported a positive correlation between
L2 writing and age. It thus seems that the social factor of language
use and LoR is paramount, but that it can, on the one hand, be
moderated by age and, on the other, moderated by psychological
and social-psychological factors. In this paper, we will particularly
focus on how a selection of social-psychological and social factors
affect L2 proficiency and on the extent to which such factors are
moderated by age.

Besides different measures of exposure, acculturation is one of the
important social-psychological variables in a context of migration
(see e.g., De Leersnyder et al. 2011). It has been defined in various
ways, starting with Schumann’s acculturation model (1978) and
moving on to the VIA model (Ryder et al. 2000), which measures
cultural identification with both host and heritage cultures. Ham-
mer and Dewaele (2015) operationalized acculturation by asking
participants how much they identified with British culture. Their
study showed that the level of acculturation was a strong predictor
for self-perceived proficiency in English as an L2. Granena (2015),
on the other hand, did not find any significant relationship in
a group of early and late L2 learners when relating accultura-
tion variables with morphosyntactic attainment. This suggests
a differential impact of acculturation on the L2 acquisition of
different linguistic features. In Forsberg Lundell et al. (2022),
Swedish L1 long-term migrants in France were investigated with
respect to their degree of perceived nativelikeness and the effects
of different social and psychological variables. The results showed
that acculturation and the size of social networks had a small
effect on perceived nativelikeness but that aptitude, personality,
and LoR had stronger effects. Overall, research seems to suggest
that acculturation can have an effect on L2 performance, but that
exposure and engagement with TL speakers will likely have a
stronger effect.

Interestingly, there are only a few studies on social and social-
psychological factors when it comes to immigrants learning L2
Dutch. In the year of data collection for the present study (2022),
89,200 immigrants arrived in the Netherlands, coming from
Ukraine, Poland, Germany, Turkey, and Syria. Overall, the largest
migrant population in the Netherlands comes from Turkey,
followed by Suriname and Morocco (CBS Statistics Netherlands,
2025). We only find Yilmaz and Schmid (2015); Van Tubergen
(2010); Van der Slik (2010); and Kurvers (2015) which have
investigated the role of social and social-psychological factors in
learning Dutch. Yilmaz and Schmid (2015),, tested L1 speakers
of Turkish and investigated free speaking in Dutch as an L2,
with a focus on foreign accent, lexical frequency, overall speaking
proficiency, and lexical knowledge. They related a selection of
social variables to L2 speaking and found significant positive
effects of L1 use, use of the L2 at work, level of education, LoR, and
cultural preference. Van Tubergen (2010) focused on speaking
and reading in L2 Dutch and found that migrants who received
more formal instruction, came from major cities, and arrived at a
younger age were better in speaking and reading. This study also

showed that male refugees were better in these language skills
in Dutch than female refugees, suggesting that gender might
affect the effect of social and social-psychological variables on
general L2 proficiency. Kurvers (2015) investigated low-literacy
migrant learners of L2 Dutch with respect to their metalinguistic
skills, word recognition skills, and reading success. Regarding
general proficiency development in reading, the scholar found
that age, prior education, TL engagement, and attendance of
classes were individual factors predicting reading in L2 Dutch.
Regarding L2 writing, Van der Slik (2010) found that writing in
L2 Dutch was predicted by gender, i.e., women obtained higher
writing proficiency, educational level, age at immigration, LoR,
and schooling quality in a population of literate immigrants.

As mentioned in the introduction, research on the effects of
social and social-psychological factors on L2 performance has
been conducted in a migratory context, but it has mainly been
conducted with L1-L2 language pairs exhibiting less linguistic
distance and in subcomponents of specific L2 competences
instead of an overall measure of a specific L2 competence. When
it comes to L2 Dutch, the few studies have mainly focused on low-
literacy learners and not on literate L2 learners and did not focus
on writing competence, except for Van der Slik (2010).

3 | Research Questions and Hypotheses

Based on the previous literature and the aims formulated, we
addressed the following research questions:

RQ1: To what extent can acculturation (in terms of cultural
identification), migration experience, the size of social
networks, TL engagement, LoR and experience of learning
other languages predict overall writing competence in an
immigrant population learning Dutch?

RQ2: To what extent do the L2 learner’s age and gender affect
potential effects of acculturation (in terms of cultural identi-
fication), migration experience, the size of social networks,
TL engagement, LoR, and experience of learning other
languages on overall writing competence in an immigrant
population learning Dutch?

We hypothesized that

i. LoR affects overall writing competence in an L2 (Van der Slik
2010; Mavrou and Martin Leralta 2018).

ii. age and gender affect the effects of social and social-
psychological factors on overall writing competence in an L2
(Van der Slik 2010; Mavrou and Martin Leralta 2018; Mavrou
and Chao 2023).

To the best of our knowledge, no research has been conducted
on the effects of acculturation, migration experience, the size of
social networks, TL engagement, and language learning expe-
rience on overall L2 writing in a migratory context. Therefore,
we did not formulate hypotheses for these social and social-
psychological factors.
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TABLE 1 | Communicative activities for intermediate L2 writing.

L2 competence CEFR level Communicative activity
Writing B1 Can write straightforward connected texts on a range of familiar subjects within his
field of interest by linking a series of shorter discrete elements into a linear sequence.
B2 Can write clear, detailed texts on a variety of subjects related to his/her field of interest,

synthesizing and evaluating information and arguments from a number of sources.

4 | Method
4.1 | Participants

Forty-four intermediate adult learners of Dutch completed a
writing test. They had a mean age of 32.7 years (SD = 9.0 years and
age range = 19.0-55.0 years), different L1s (Polish: n = 1; Arabic:
n = 23; Dari: n = 1; Turkish: n = 12; English: n = 1; Farsi: n =
2; German: n = 1, and different countries of origin (Poland: n
= 1; Syria: n = 17; Afghanistan: n = 4; Turkey: n = 12; Iran: n
= 4; Australia: n = 1; Germany: n = 1; Lebanon: n = 1). Three
participants did not provide their L1 and country of origin. All fin-
ished secondary education in their home country as a minimum
educational level. Furthermore, their level of English was at an
A2 level of proficiency or higher to ensure effective instruction
and basic knowledge of foreign language learning. They did not
have any previous knowledge of Dutch before immigrating to the
Netherlands but had knowledge of the Latin alphabet. The mean
length of residence in the Netherlands was 36.5 months (SD =
15.7 months and range = 6.0-72.0 months), and all participants
had minimally spent 6 months in the Netherlands. There were 27
women and 17 men who were enrolled in an intermediate-level
language course for immigrants that prepared them for a Bl or
B2 language exam in L2 Dutch, giving them access to courses
in Dutch higher education. Participant recruitment took place at
six language schools in the Netherlands by contacting L2 Dutch
teachers. All participants gave written informed consent. There
was no financial compensation. This study has been assessed and
approved by the Ethics Assessment Committee of Linguistics at
Utrecht University (approval number: 22-034-02).

4.2 | Materials and Procedures

The materials consisted of a writing competence task and a
questionnaire targeting social and social-psychological factors in
the L2. Before administration, it was ascertained with the teachers
that the tasks were not used in class prior to this study. As we
focus on an intermediate level of writing proficiency in this study,
Table 1 provides an example of communicative activities for the
B1 and B2 levels (Council of Europe, 2001, 61).

To assess overall writing proficiency, linguistic measures such
as (grammatical) accuracy, text coherence, and punctuation are
commonly used in addition to the communicative measure of
functional adequacy (e.g., Kuiken and Vedder 2017; el Majidi
et al. 2023). Both linguistic quality and functional adequacy of
the writing tests were assessed by providing a score for each of
the aspects. Based on these scores, a score for overall writing
proficiency was calculated in this study. We only used the overall
score on the writing tasks and did not analyze the underlying
aspects of this competence in any further detail.

Writing a competence test. This test was part of the 2017 Dutch
standardized national civic integration exam for intermediate L2
learners of Dutch. The test comprised 10 writing exercises in
which participants needed to complete missing lines in email
messages. These messages were based on a Bl level of writing
proficiency and, as such, related to realistic situations such
as complaining, convincing somebody, or asking for further
information (as shown in Table 1). Figure 1 shows an example of
a writing exercise. Furthermore, there were two writing exercises
in which a short letter needed to be written. An example of this
writing exercise is presented in Example 1. The translation has
been added for this paper. Participants were in a classroom at their
language school and individually completed the writing exercises
within 120 min under the supervision of their teachers.

43 | Examplel
Sloop Appartementencomplex

U woont in een appartement aan de Boschweg van woningbouwv-
ereniging Corpus.

Het appartementencomplex is verouderd, en de gemeente heeft
besloten dat het complex gesloopt wordt. Corpus wil op die locatie
luxe stadsvilla’s laten bouwen. De 63 huurappartementen worden
vervangen door 12 luxe koopwoningen. Ter compensatie komen de
bewoners van het appartementencomplex als eerste in aanmerking
om zo’n stadsvilla te kopen. U bent het niet eens met deze plannen,
net als de meeste bewoners van het appartementencomplex.

Opdracht U schrijft een brief van 100 tot 150 woorden aan won-
ingbouwvereniging Corpus. namens de bewoners van het apparte-
mentencomplex. Het doel van de brief is de woningbouwvereniging
te overtuigen om de stadsvilla’s niet te laten bouwen. Geef minimaal
twee redenen waarom de bewoners het niet eens zijn met deze
plannen, minimaal twee argumenten welke oplossing beter is dan
het bouwen van de stadsvilla’s en u noemt minimaal één actie die
Corpus zou kunnen ondernemen.

(Translation: You live in an apartment on Boschweg owned
by the housing association Corpus. The apartment complex is
outdated, and the municipality has decided it will be demolished.
Corpus plans to build luxury city villas on the site. The 63 rental
apartments will be replaced by 12 luxury owner-occupied homes.
As compensation, the current residents of the apartment complex
will be given the first opportunity to purchase one of the city
villas. You, along with most other residents, disagree with these
plans. Assignment:

You are to write a letter of 100 to 150 words to the housing
association Corpus on behalf of the residents of the apartment

International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 2025

51017 SUOWIWIOD BAIEBIO 3o idde ) Aq PauBAOB 3.8 DI YO ‘35N J0 S9INJ 10} AIRIGITBUIUO /B|IA UO (SUONIPUO-PUE-SWLS) W00 A3 1w ATRIq1puIU0//SdIY) SUONIPUOD PUE SWLB 1 841 39S *[G202/2T/60] Uo AkeiqiT8uliuo AB|im ‘Bulupe.g sierls Ad 90002 RIITTTT'OT/I0P/w00 5| AZeid1pu|uo//Sdiy Wolj papeojumod ‘0 ‘Z6THELyT



g% Afspraak maken

kandidaat@mail.com

CcC...

L 1
[ Aan,. | | frederik@mail.com
[ J

I

Onderwerp: Afspraak maken

Beste Frederik,

met ons te maken, zodat

Bedankt voor je inschrijving bij ons uitzendbureau. Wij adviseren je om een afspraak

Wij hopen snel iets van je te horen.

Hartelijke groet,

FIGURE 1 | Example of writing exercise (missing lines)

(Translation: Dear Frederik, thank you for your registration at our working agency. We would like to advise you to make an appointment so that...

[complement].... We hope to hear from you soon. Best wishes, ...).

complex. The goal of the letter is to convince the housing
association not to build the city villas. Provide at least two
reasons why the residents disagree with these plans, at least two
arguments for a better solution than building the city villas, and
mention at least one action Corpus could take.

The writing test was assessed by the participants’ teacher. To
increase the objectivity of assessments, we provided the raters
with a standard evaluation form for Bl level and strict evaluation
guidelines based on the criteria formulated by the Dutch civic
integration exam organization. Both the evaluation form and
strict guidelines were specifically created for the test used. After
the assessment by the teachers, all evaluations were checked
with respect to these guidelines by the second author of this
paper. The second author did not rate the writing tests but
checked whether the assessment was made in accordance with
the strict guidelines. As such, we were able to check whether
the interpretation of the guidelines was similar across raters. We
found that all evaluations were made in accordance with the
strict guidelines. As in el Majidi et al. (2023), the evaluation form
was based on assessment criteria measuring comprehensibility
of the text (i.e., functional adequacy) and linguistic quality (i.e.,
grammatical accuracy, text coherence, and punctuation). The
total score of writing proficiency was the sum of scores for each
of the assessment criteria. This score ranged from 0 to 64.

Questionnaire. The questionnaire aimed at measuring social
and social-psychological factors and activities in L2 Dutch. The

subtopics targeted the LoR in the Netherlands (in months),
the L2 learner’s migration experience expressed in terms of
months spent in countries other than the home country, the
social network with Dutch L1 speakers, prior language learning
experience expressed in terms of the number of languages and
dialects learned, the L2 learner’s cultural identification with
Dutch culture, and TL engagement.

The social network was measured by means of the Social
Networks Questionnaire (McManus et al. 2014), which captures
the size of the social network in different social contexts (i.e.,
work/university, organized free time, general free time, and
virtual social activities). = The number of persons (i.e., L1 and
L2 speakers of Dutch) the participant spoke with in Dutch during
the past month was filled in for each social context. The sum of
the number of persons was considered as the size of the social
network. This questionnaire has been shown to be appropriate
to measure social networks in a study abroad context but also in
a migration context (e.g., McManus et al. 2014; Forsberg Lundell
et al. 2022, 2023a, and 2023b).

As in Panicacci and Dewaele (2017), and Forsberg Lundell et al.
2022, 2023a, and 2023b), the cultural identification with Dutch L1
speakers was measured using the VIA Acculturation Question-
naire (Ryder et al. 2000) and, more specifically, the dimension
Cultural Orientation to the L2 Community. This dimension com-
prises ten topics that assess the L2 learner’s preferences for typical
traditions and values of both the L2 community and the host
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culture on a 9-point Likert scale (1 = fully disagree and 9 = fully
agree). The total of the Likert-scale scores per topic was taken as
a measure for the cultural identification with Dutch L1 speakers.

TL engagement was measured by means of the Language Engage-
ment Questionnaire (McManus et al. 2014), which assesses the
frequency of the L2 learner’s active use of the L2 during 23 social
activities (i.e., never, rarely, occasionally, a couple of times per
week, and every day). We transformed the frequency labels into
dummy values for each activity (i.e., 1 to 5 for “never” to “every
day,” respectively). The total score of the dummy values was taken
as an outcome measure for TL engagement.

The Cronbach’s alpha for reliability for the VIA Acculturation
Questionnaire and the Language Engagement Questionnaire was
a = 0.81 and o = 0.80, respectively. This indicates that the total
scores were reliable for further analysis. To collect information
for the potential moderating variables, participants also needed
to fill in their age and gender. The final questionnaire comprising
all subtopics was created online using Qualtrics, which is a com-
monly used data collection program for online questionnaires.
Each participant was seated in front of a laptop in a classroom and
completed the questionnaire under the supervision of the teacher
within 25 min.

4.4 | Data Analysis

Regarding the writing competence test, we ran a multiple regres-
sion analysis in IBM SPSS Statistics 29.0. The dependent variable
was the writing proficiency score. The independent variables
were the LoR in the Netherlands, the L2 learner’s migration
experience, the size of the social network, language learning
experience, cultural identification with Dutch L1 speakers, TL
engagement, gender, and age. An a priori Gpower power analysis
was conducted to calculate the minimum sample size for a
multiple regression. The results showed that the required sample
size for a linear multiple regression analysis (R? increase since we
compared three regression models to detect potential moderating
effects of Gender and Age) to reach 80% power for a medium-sized
effect (cf. Forsberg Lundell et al. 2023b), based on a significance
level of & = 0.05 and a total of 8 predictors, is n = 39. A multiple
regression analysis is therefore adequate for our sample size.

Five outlier scores were found in the migration experience
predictor. These scores were removed by winsorizing the data
(i.e., replacing outliers with the lowest or highest value that
is not an outlier (see Field 2013)). Before analyzing the data,
we checked whether all assumptions for a multiple regression
analysis were met. The assumption of multicollinearity was met
since all VIF values were below 10 (Bowerman and O’Connell,
1990). This means that all variables were not interrelated. As
described in Field (2013), we used the Durbin-Watson test to test
the assumption of independent errors. Since the Durbin-Watson
statistic revealed a value of 1.25, the assumption of independent
errors was met (i.e., values between 1 and 3 can be considered
as unproblematic). As the variable migration experience also
included the time spent in the Netherlands, there is some
theoretical overlap between LoR and Migration Experience.
However, this overlap is consistent across participants, which
means that the overlap an sich did not create between-participant

variability in the data. To verify whether these variables overlap,
we checked the assumptions of multicollinearity and indepen-
dent errors. Since these assumptions are met, the LoR and
Migration Experience variables are not interrelated. This is also
confirmed by the correlational matrix in Table 5 in the Results
section. Based on these statistical results, we may conclude that
LoR and migration experience are two independent variables,
although there is some (theoretical) overlap between LoR and
migration experience. A multiple regression analysis requires that
all variables be independent, which is the case in our model.
The assumption of normality was met for only the writing scores
and the TL engagement scores (p > 0.05). The scores of the
other independent variables have not been found to be normally
distributed (p < 0.05). To overcome the problem of non-normality,
we conducted a bootstrapped multiple regression analysis (see
Field 2013). Although a multiple regression analysis is linear and
uses parametric Pearson correlations, a bootstrapped multiple
regression is appropriate to analyze our non-parametric data.
Using separate non-parametric Spearman correlation tests would
violate the principles of multiple testing, and as such, would
increase chances of false positives.

As gender and age have been included as potential moderating
factors, we entered these variables in a stepwise way in the
regression model. We first created a model without Gender and
Age. Then, we added Gender to the second model and both
Gender and Age to the third model to investigate in which model
the variance in the L2 writing scores was explained best. A
significant change in R? in the second and third reveals significant
moderating effects of Gender and, Gender and Age, respectively.
Although Gender is a categorical variable and, as such, a non-
parametric variable in linear Pearson correlation tests, it can be
included in a linear multiple regression model to detect potential
correlations between categorical and continuous data, as in our
regression model (see e.g., Alkharusi 2012).

5 | Results

In this section, we present the results of a multiple regression
analysis we conducted to detect correlations between overall
L2 writing competence and the selection of social and social-
psychological factors as mentioned in the first research question
(e.g., LoR, migration experience). To answer the second research
question, we report on the results of analysis that helped us to
observe the potential impact of gender and/or age on how the
selection of social and social psychological factors predicts L2
writing competence.

Since only the writing scores and TL engagement scores
have been found to be normally distributed, non-parametric
descriptive results (i.e., maximum score, upper quartile, median,
lower quartile, and minimum score of the data dispersion) are
presented in Table 2 to account for the non-normality of data
dispersion in the other variables. Although the mean and SD do
not account for non-normal data dispersion, we added these for
future replication or meta-analysis studies in which parametric
analyses may be used.

As described in the data analysis section, the writing competence
scores were analyzed using a stepwise multiple regression to
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TABLE 2 | Descriptive data of L2 writing proficiency, and social(-psychological) variables.

Upper Lower
Maximum quartile Median quartile Minimum Mean (SD)
Writing competence 58.00 49.50 40.00 26.80 7.00 38.30 (13.15)
Age 55.00 39.00 31.00 27.00 19.00 32.70 (9.00)
LoR in NL 72.00 48.00 34.00 27.30 6.00 36.55 (15.72)
Migration experience 181.00 95.00 52.00 34.50 3.00 68.66 (45.47)
Social network 39.00 20.80 11.50 7.00 4.00 14.80 (8.96)
Language learning experience 6.00 4.00 3.00 2.30 1.00 3.32(1.22)
Cultural identification 115.00 95.80 85.50 66.50 42.00 81.07 (18.69)
TL engagement 65.00 56.00 50.00 45.30 35.00 50.93 (7.75)
TABLE 3 | Results of the stepwise multiple regression. means of the Ezekiel formula, which is an estimate of effect in the
~ - . population tested in the study and is less conservative for future
Model R R Adjusted R SE samples (Leach and Henson 2007). Therefore, we conducted
12 0.24 0.06 ~0.10 13.77 further regression analyses on our data.
b
2 0.24 0.06 —0.13 13.95 Table 4 presents the impact of each variable on writing compe-
3¢ 0.32 0.10 -0.11 13.83 tence per model. For each model the estimate of the coefficient,

Note: dependent variable: writing competence; independent variables: LoR
in NL, Migration experience, Social network, Language learning experience,
Cultural identification and TL engagement; a = without Gender and Age; b =
with Gender; ¢ = with Gender and Age.

select the model that fits best to the data. Table 3 presents
the results of the stepwise multiple regression per model. The
first model includes all variables except Gender and Age. The
second model includes all variables and Gender. The third model
includes all variables and, Gender and Age. In this table the value
of the correlation coefficient between the writing scores and the
independent variables (R), the squared value of R representing
the amount of variability explained by the set of predictors in the
model (R?), the adjusted R? correcting for an overestimation of R?
(i.e., the closer the value of the adjusted R? is close to the value of
R?, the more the model can predict the dependent variable), and
the standard error of the estimate are presented per regression
model.

No significant change of the multiple regression model was
observed when entering Gender (F (1, 36) = 0.07; p = 0.79) and
Gender and Age (F (1, 35) = 1.62; p = 0.21) in models 2 and 3,
respectively. This indicates that Gender and Age did not improve
the fit to the data with respect to the regression model without
these variables (i.e., model 1). As model 3 explained the largest
part of the variance observed in the writing scores (i.e., R = 10%)
as compared to models 1 and 2 (i.e., R? = 6% for both models), we
based further analyses on model 3. Moreover, Ozili (2023) argued
that R? needs to be .10 as a minimum value to conduct a multiple
regression analysis.

The adjusted R? revealed to be negative and considerably deviates
from R?. This indicates that the selection of variables in all models
may not be able to predict writing competence (see, e.g., Ozili
2023 for the interpretation of a negative adjusted R?). However,
the adjusted R? in the SPSS software package is calculated by

its standard error, the relative contribution of each variable to
the model (B), the t-statistics showing the extent to which the
variable contributes to the model (), and the significance of the
contribution to the model (p) are presented.

The results of Table 4 show that none of the variables in model
3 significantly affect writing scores (p > 0.05). However, Table 4
does not allow us to detect correlations between the individual
variables in model 3. To this end, a correlational matrix for all
variables in model 3 is presented in Table 5. This shows the
correlation coefficients between variables and the significance of
each correlation.

The correlational matrix in Table 5 showed that

i. Women had stayed longer in the Netherlands than men.

ii. L2 learners who have a large social network have more
language learning experience and are more engaged in L2
use.

iii. Younger L2 learners have a larger social network with
Dutch-speaking persons, experience less cultural identifica-
tion with the host country, and have stayed shorter in the
Netherlands than older L2 learners.

iv. L2learners who experience more cultural identification with
the host country are more engaged in L2 use.

v. Men have more migration experience than women.

Although the intercorrelations between all variables are shown in
Table 5, these correlations do not reveal the direction of causality.
To investigate whether the independent variables predict L2
writing competence, these variables have been regressed against
the writing scores. The values of the Pearson correlations (r) and
the relative contribution of each variable to writing competence
(B) are presented in Table 6.
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TABLE 4 | Impact of variables on writing competence scores per regression model.

Variable Estimate Standard error B-value t-value p-value
Model 1

Intercept 23.87 24.76 0.96 0.34
LoR in NL -0.14 0.14 —0.16 -1.00 0.33
Migration experience —0.03 0.05 —-0.10 —-0.58 0.57
Social network -0.11 0.30 —-0.07 —-0.36 0.72
Language learning experience 0.00 1.88 0.00 0.00 1.00
Cultural identification 0.08 0.13 0.11 0.60 0.55
TL engagement 0.24 0.36 0.19 0.91 0.37
Model 2

Intercept 21.75 26.31 0.83 0.41
LoR in NL -0.15 0.14 —0.18 -1.02 0.32
Migration experience —0.02 0.05 —0.08 —0.46 0.65
Social network -0.12 0.31 —0.08 —0.39 0.70
Language learning experience —0.02 1.91 0.00 —0.01 0.99
Cultural identification 0.08 0.13 0.12 0.64 0.53
TL engagement 0.35 0.37 0.21 0.94 0.36
Gender 1.08 4.05 0.05 0.27 0.79
Model 3

Intercept 5.90 28.90 0.20 0.84
LoR in NL —-0.23 0.16 —-0.28 —1.48 0.15
Migration experience —0.02 0.05 —.08 —0.42 0.68
Social network 0.07 0.34 0.05 0.21 0.84
Language learning experience —-0.28 1.91 —-0.03 —-0.15 0.88
Cultural identification 0.16 0.14 0.23 113 0.27
TL engagement 0.28 0.37 0.16 0.75 0.46
Gender 2.58 4.18 0.12 0.62 0.54
Age 0.40 0.31 0.27 1.27 0.21

TABLE 5 | Pearson correlations for L2 writing competence and all social(-psychological) variables (a < 0.05; two-tailed).

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Writing competence

2. LoRinNL -0.17

3. Migration experience —-0.07 0.05

4. Social network 0.02 0.00 —-0.16

5. Language learning experience —-0.03 —-0.09 0.13 0.25*

6. Cultural identification 0.02 0.07 0.12 -0.19 -0.14

7. TL engagement 0.11 -0.04 0.04 0.53** 0.02

—0.40**

8. Gender —-0.02 0.26* —0.35** 0.14 0.05 —-0.18 —-0.09

9. Age 0.09 0.27* 0.13 —0.33* —0.02 —0.32* 0.07 -0.15
*=p<0.05
*=p<0.01
8 International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 2025

51017 SUOWIWIOD BAIEBIO 3o idde ) Aq PauBAOB 3.8 DI YO ‘35N J0 S9INJ 10} AIRIGITBUIUO /B|IA UO (SUONIPUO-PUE-SWLS) W00 A3 1w ATRIq1puIU0//SdIY) SUONIPUOD PUE SWLB 1 841 39S *[G202/2T/60] Uo AkeiqiT8uliuo AB|im ‘Bulupe.g sierls Ad 90002 RIITTTT'OT/I0P/w00 5| AZeid1pu|uo//Sdiy Wolj papeojumod ‘0 ‘Z6THELyT



TABLE 6 | Pearson correlations (r) and standardized regression weights (8) for L2 writing competence and social (-psychological) variables (o <

0.05; two-tailed); * p < 0.05; model significance: p = 0.86.

Language
Dependent  Explained LoRin Migration  Social learning Cultural TL
variable variance NL experience network experience identification engagement Gender Age
Writing 10%
competence
r -0.17 -0.07 .02 —0.03 0.02 0.11 —0.02 0.09
B —0.28 —0.08 .05 -0.03 0.23 0.16 0.12 0.27

In line of the negative adjusted R’ and the results in Table 4,
Table 6 confirms that no significant correlation between writing
competence and the social and social-psychological variables was
found. Furthermore, the regression model was not significant.
This means that the set of social and social-psychological vari-
ables included in the model was not able to predict L2 writing
competence in an immigrant context.

6 | Discussion and Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of social
and social-psychological factors on L2 writing competence in
a migrant population in the Netherlands. The results seem to
suggest that there are no direct effects of social and social-
psychological factors (language engagement, social networks,
cultural identification, migration experience, language learn-
ing experience, and LoR) on overall L2 writing proficiency
in the migrant population under investigation. This does not
confirm our first hypothesis predicting that LoR affects overall
L2 writing competence in a migrant population. Furthermore,
no moderating influence of the learner’s gender and age was
observed, which does not confirm our second hypothesis. This
contrasts to previous studies (e.g., Van Tubergen 2010; Hammer
and Dewaele 2015; Yilmaz and Schmid 2015; Dollman et al.,
2020) investigating these variables in relation to (subcomponents
of) specific L2 competences and showing significant effects
on L2 proficiency. The lack of an effect of such variables on
overall writing proficiency in an L2 may be explained by the
overall writing proficiency measure used in this study. Verspoor
et al. (2012) pointed out that a general proficiency measure
for writing in an L2 reflects well the performances of early
L2 writers, as this population shows limited linguistic variation
(e.g., lexical or syntactic) in their production. In more advanced
writers such as in our study, linguistic variation increases
but also exhibits developmental patterns that differ between
linguistic domains such as vocabulary use and grammatical
complexity.

The contrast between the finding of significant effects of such
factors reported in previous studies and the lack of effects in our
study may also be related to the fact that the learners’ Lls are
linguistically more distant from the L2 Dutch than those included
in previous studies. Studies by Mavrou and Martin Leralta (2018),
and Mavrou and Chao (2023) showed that linguistic distance is
one of the strongest predictors for L2 writing performance. This
may have overshadowed potential effects of social and social-
psychological factors. As we did not include linguistic distance

as an experimental variable in our study, we call for inclusion of
this factor in future studies investigating the role of social and
social-psychological factors in L2 proficiency.

Use of and exposure to the L2 can increase the immigrant’s social
network, which may, vice versa, stimulate use and exposure and
thus create a positive loop. A similar observation can be made for
cultural identification with the host country. Although cultural
identification is not directly related to L2 writing in our sample, L2
learners who experience more cultural identification were found
to use the L2 to a larger extent. This may again stimulate the
exposure to the L2, and as such, indirectly stimulate subcom-
ponents of L2 learning. Although these correlations were found
in our study between social and social-psychological variables,
no effect was surprisingly found on L2 writing proficiency. The
fact that acculturation had no effect on L2 writing can be related
to the observation in previous L2 literature that acculturation
seems to mainly affect pronunciation (Lybeck 2002; Moyer 2004;
Forsberg Lundell et al. 2023b) rather than overall proficiency
in L2 writing. This again suggests that future studies especially,
those investigating more advanced learners, need to focus on
subcomponents of specific L2 competences (e.g., pronunciation
as a subcomponent of L2 speaking) and not on overall proficiency
in a particular competence to detect the potential impact of social
and social-psychological factors. A conclusive answer to the first
research question is that language engagement, social networks,
cultural identification, migration experience, language learning
experience, and LoR as social and social-psychological factors do
not directly affect overall L2 writing competence in a migrant
population but may have an indirect impact on L2 writing (e.g.,
cultural identification is positively associated with L2 use, which
stimulates L2 learning) or a direct impact on subcomponents of L2
writing competence.

In line with earlier research, age seems to be related to exposure to
the L2. As found in previous studies, age is related to LoR and size
of social network, for example, which suggests that LoR and size
of social network are underlying factors affecting exposure to the
L2. The second research question can be answered by concluding
that neither age nor gender affects the potential impact of social
and social-psychological factors on L2 writing competence in a
migrant population, but that age may be an underlying factor
that influences exposure to the L2. Overall, we conclude by
emphasizing the need for mediation analyses including a wide
range of social, social-psychological, biographical, and cognitive
variables to investigate how these variables jointly affect L2
learning by immigrants. We also conclude that measures of
subcomponents of specific L2 competences, rather than the
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use of general proficiency measures of these competences, are
more appropriate to detect the impact of social(-psychological)
factors.

A limitation of the present study concerns the lack of detailed
educational background information, besides our inclusion cri-
terion by which participants must have completed secondary
education as a minimum level of education. The impact of literacy
on L2 acquisition has been stressed over the years by researchers
investigating LESSLA (low-literacy) learners, but these insights
have seldom been picked up by mainstream L2 acquisition
research (see e.g., Tarone et al. 2013). In a recent study conducted
in Sweden, Agebjorn and Walldén (2025) found that educational
background and, accordingly, literacy are important factors that
affect L2 writing development in an immigrant context. It is thus
crucial, in future studies, to investigate the interaction between
educational level and social (psychological) factors. Another
limitation deals with the inclusion of a few participants having an
L1 that was closely related to L2 Dutch (i.e., English and German).
Although the majority of the participants had an L1 that was
linguistically more distant from Dutch, a completely homogenous
sample with respect to linguistic distance would yield more
reliable results. Overall, this study indicates that for a general
proficiency measure of L2 writing in a population of migrants
with linguistically distant Lls, social and social-psychological
factors seem not to be decisive.

Ethics Statement

This study has been assessed and approved by the Ethics Assessment
Committee of Linguistics at Utrecht University (approval number: 22-034-
02).

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

Data Availability Statement

The data that support the findings of this study are available from the
corresponding author upon reasonable request.

Peer Review

The peer review history for this article is available at https://publons.com/
publon/10.1111/ijal.70006

References

Agebjorn, A., and R. Walldén. 2025. “Second-language Writing Develop-
ment of Adult Immigrants Following Three Study Paths Reflecting Their
Varying Levels of Prior Education.” Journal of Second Language Writing
67: 101175. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsIw.2024.101175.

Alkharusi, H. 2012. “Categorical Variables in Regression Analysis: a
Comparison of Dummy and Effect Coding.” International Journal of
Education 4, no. 2: 202-210. https://doi.org/10.5296/ije.v4i2.1962.

Bowerman, B. L., and R. T. O’Connell. 1990. Linear Statistical Models: An
Applied Approach. Duxbury.

CBS Statistics Netherlands. (2025). “How Many Residents of the Nether-
lands Have a Non-Dutch Background?” Accessed May 28, 2025. https://
www.cbs.nl/en-gb/dossier/asylum-migration-and-integration/how-
many-residents-of-the-netherlands-have-a-non-dutch-background.

Cheung, B., M. Chudek, and S. Heine. 2011. “Evidence for a Sensitive
Period for Acculturation: Younger Immigrants Report Acculturating at
Faster Rate.” Psychological Science 22, no. 2: 147-152. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0956797610394661.

Council of Europe. Council for Cultural Co-operation. Education
Committee. Modern Languages Division. 2001. Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching, Assessment.
Cambridge University Press. https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-
european-framework-reference-languages.

De Leersnyder, J., B. Mesquita, and H. S. Kim. 2011. “Where Do My
Emotions Belong? A Study of Immigrants’ Emotional Acculturation.”
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 37, no. 4: 451-463. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167211399103.

Dollmann, J., I. Kogan, and M. Weifimann. 2020. “Speaking Accent-free
in L2 Beyond the Critical Period: The Compensatory Role of Individual
Abilities and Opportunity Structures.” Applied Linguistics 41, no. 5: 787-
809. https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amz029.

el Majidi, A. E., R. D. Graaff, and D. Janssen. 2023. “Debate Pedagogy as a
Conducive Environment for L2 Argumentative Essay Writing.” Language
Teaching Research 1-25. https://doi.org/10.1177/13621688231156998.

Festman, J. 2021. “Learning and Processing Multiple Languages: The
More the Easier?.” Language Learning 71, no. S1: 121-162. https://doi.org/
10.1111/lang.12437.

Field, A. 2013. Discovering Statistics Using IBM SPSS Statistics. Sage.

Forsberg Lundell, F., K. Arvidsson, and M. E. Bouchard. 2022. “Language
Ideologies and Second Language Acquisition: The Case of French Long-
Term Residents in Sweden.” Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural
Development 45, no. 8: 3434-3449. https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.2022.
2099408.

Forsberg Lundell, F., K. Arvidsson, and A. Jemstedt. 2023a. “The Impor-
tance of Psychological and Social Factors in Adult SLA: The Case of
Productive Collocation Knowledge in L2 Swedish of L1 French Long-Term
Residents.” Studies in Second Language Acquisition 45, no. 2: 558-570.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263122000419.

Forsberg Lundell, F., K. Arvidsson, and A. Jemstedt. 2023b. “What
Factors Predict Perceived Nativelikeness in Long-Term L2 Users?”
Second Language Research 39, no. 3: 597-622. https://doi.org/10.1177/
02676583221091396.

Granena, G. 2015. “The Role of Sociopsychological Factors in Long-Term
L2 Achievement of L1 Chinese Learners of L2 Spanish.” In Cultural
Migrants and Optimal Language Acquisition, edited by F. Forsberg Lundell
and I. Bartning, 203-220. Multilingual Matter. https://doi.org/10.21832/
9781783094042-009.

Hammer, K., and J. M. Dewaele. 2015. “Acculturation as the Key to the
Ultimate Attainment? The Case of Polish-English Bilinguals in the UK.”
In Cultural Migrants and Optimal Language Acquisition, edited by F.
Forsberg Lundell and I. Bartning, 179-202. Multilingual Matter. https://
doi.org/10.21832/9781783094042-008.

Hyltenstam, K. 2018. “Second Language Ultimate Attainment: Effects
of Maturation, Exercise, and Social/Psychological Factors.” Bilingual-
ism: Language and Cognition 21, no. 5: 921-923. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S1366728918000172.

Jia, G., and D. Aaronson. 2003. “A Longitudinal Study of Chinese
Children and Adolescents Learning English in the United States.”
Applied Psycholinguistics 24, no. 1: 131-161. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0142716403000079.

Kuiken, F., and I. Vedder. 2017. “Functional Adequacy in L2 Writing:
Towards a New Rating Scale.” Language Testing 34, no. 3: 321-336. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0265532216663991.

Kurvers, J. 2015. “Emerging Literacy in Adult Second-language Learners:
A Synthesis of Research Findings in the Netherlands.” Writing Systems
Research 7, no. 1: 58-78. https://doi.org/10.1080/17586801.2014.943149.

Leach, L. F.,, and R. K. Henson. 2007. “The Use and Impact of
Adjusted R" 2 Effects in Published Regression Research.” General Linear

10

International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 2025

51017 SUOWIWIOD BAIEBIO 3o idde ) Aq PauBAOB 3.8 DI YO ‘35N J0 S9INJ 10} AIRIGITBUIUO /B|IA UO (SUONIPUO-PUE-SWLS) W00 A3 1w ATRIq1puIU0//SdIY) SUONIPUOD PUE SWLB 1 841 39S *[G202/2T/60] Uo AkeiqiT8uliuo AB|im ‘Bulupe.g sierls Ad 90002 RIITTTT'OT/I0P/w00 5| AZeid1pu|uo//Sdiy Wolj papeojumod ‘0 ‘Z6THELyT


https://publons.com/publon/10.1111/ijal.70006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2024.101175
https://doi.org/10.5296/ije.v4i2.1962
https://www.cbs.nl/en-gb/dossier/asylum-migration-and-integration/how-many-residents-of-the-netherlands-have-a-non-dutch-background
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610394661
https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-reference-languages
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211399103
https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amz029
https://doi.org/10.1177/13621688231156998
https://doi.org/10.1111/lang.12437
https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.2022.2099408
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263122000419
https://doi.org/10.1177/02676583221091396
https://doi.org/10.21832/9781783094042-009
https://doi.org/10.21832/9781783094042-008
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728918000172
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716403000079
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265532216663991
https://doi.org/10.1080/17586801.2014.943149

Model Journal 33, no. 1: 1-11. https://ojs.lib.ua.edu/glmj/article/view/
217.

Lybeck, K. 2002. “Cultural Identification and Second Language Pronun-
ciation of Americans in Norway.” The Modern Language Journal 86, no. 2:
174-191. https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4781.00143.

Mavrou, L., and J. Chao. 2023. “What Does Linguistic Distance Predict
When It Comes to L2 Writing of Adult Immigrant Learners of Span-
ish?” Written Communication 40, no. 3: 943-975. https://doi.org/10.1177/
07410883231169511.

Mavrou, I., and S. Martin Leralta. 2018. “Factores Determinantes de la
Competencia Comunicativa en Espafiol de Trabajadores Inmigrantes Res-
identes en Madrid.” Circulo De Lingiiistica Aplicada a La Comunicacion
74: 221-246. https://doi.org/10.5209/CLAC.60521.

McManus, K., ed. 2024. Usage in Second Language Acquisition: Critical
Reflections and Future Directions. Taylor & Francis.

McManus, K., R. Mitchell, and N. Tracy-Ventura. 2014. “Understanding
Insertion and Integration in a Study Abroad Context: The Case of
English-speaking Sojourners in France.” Revue Frangaise De Linguistique
Appliquée 19, no. 2: 97-116. https://doi.org/10.3917/rfla.192.0097.

Moyer, A. 2004. Age, Accent and Experience in Second Language Acquisi-
tion. Multilingual Matters.

Ozili, P. K. 2023. “The Acceptable R-square in Empirical Modelling for
Social Science Research.” In Social Research Methodology and Publishing
Results: A Guide to Non-Native English Speakers, edited by C.A. Saliya,
134-143. IGI global. https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-6684-6859-3.ch009.

Panicacci, A., and J. M. Dewaele. 2017. “‘A Voice From Elsewhere’: Accul-
turation, Personality and Migrants’ Self-Perceptions Across Languages
and Cultures.” International Journal of Multilingualism 14, no. 4: 419-436.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14790718.2016.1273937.

Ryder, A. G., L. E. Alden, and D. L. Paulhus. 2000. “Is Acculturation
Unidimensional or Bidimensional? A Head-to-Head Comparison in the
Prediction of Personality, Self-identity, and Adjustment.” Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 79, no. 1: 49-65. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0022-3514.79.1.49.

Schepens, J. J., F. Van der Slik, and R. Van Hout. 2016. “L1 and L2 Distance
Effects in Learning L3 Dutch.” Language Learning 66, no. 1: 224-256.
https://doi.org/10.1111/lang.12150.

Schumann, J. 1978. “The Acculturation Model for Second-Language
Acquisition.” In Second-Language Acquisition and Foreign Language
Teaching, edited by R.C. Gingras, 27-50. Center for Applied Linguistics.

Tarone, E., K. Hansen, and M. H. Bigelow. 2013. “Second Language
Acquisition by Adults and Alphabetic Literacy.” In Handbook of Second
Language Acquisition, edited by H. Hershensohn and M. Young-Scholten.
Cambridge University Press.

Van der Slik, F. W. 2010. “Acquisition of Dutch as a Second Language: The
Explanative Power of Cognate and Genetic Linguistic Distance Measures
for 11 West European First Languages.” Studies in Second Language
Acquisition 32, no. 3: 401-432. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263110000021.

Van Tubergen, F. 2010. “Determinants of Second Language Proficiency
Among Refugees in the Netherlands.” Social Forces 89, no. 2: 515-534.
https://doi.org/10.1353/50f.2010.0092.

Verspoor, M., M. S. Schmid, and X. Xu. 2012. “A Dynamic Usage-based
Perspective on L2 Writing.” Journal of Second Language Writing 21, no. 3:
239-263. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsIw.2012.03.007.

Yilmaz, G., and M. S. Schmid. 2015. “Second Language Development in a
Migrant Context: Turkish Community in the Netherlands.” International
Journal of the Sociology of Language 2015, no. 236: 101-132. https://doi.org/
10.1515/ijs1-2015-0023.

11

51017 SUOWIWIOD BAIEBIO 3o idde ) Aq PauBAOB 3.8 DI YO ‘35N J0 S9INJ 10} AIRIGITBUIUO /B|IA UO (SUONIPUO-PUE-SWLS) W00 A3 1w ATRIq1puIU0//SdIY) SUONIPUOD PUE SWLB 1 841 39S *[G202/2T/60] Uo AkeiqiT8uliuo AB|im ‘Bulupe.g sierls Ad 90002 RIITTTT'OT/I0P/w00 5| AZeid1pu|uo//Sdiy Wolj papeojumod ‘0 ‘Z6THELyT


https://ojs.lib.ua.edu/glmj/article/view/217
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4781.00143
https://doi.org/10.1177/07410883231169511
https://doi.org/10.5209/CLAC.60521
https://doi.org/10.3917/rfla.192.0097
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-6684-6859-3.ch009
https://doi.org/10.1080/14790718.2016.1273937
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.79.1.49
https://doi.org/10.1111/lang.12150
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263110000021
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2010.0092
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2012.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1515/ijsl-2015-0023

	Social and Social-Psychological Factors Do Not Predict L2 Writing: The Case of Immigrants in the Netherlands
	1 | Introduction
	2 | The Role of Social and Social-Psychological Factors in the L2 Proficiency of Immigrants
	3 | Research Questions and Hypotheses
	4 | Method
	4.1 | Participants
	4.2 | Materials and Procedures
	4.3 | Example 1
	Sloop Appartementencomplex

	4.4 | Data Analysis

	5 | Results
	6 | Discussion and Conclusion
	Ethics Statement
	Conflicts of Interest
	Data Availability Statement
	Peer Review
	References


