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Abstract

This study focuses on the impact of age of onset on pronunciation in Czech children learning
English. Two groups of children were subjected to the testing — children exposed to English
from nursery, and children exposed from primary school — since those two ages of onset are the
most common in the Czech Republic. In each group, twenty participants aged 8 — 12 years were
tested (so, in total, forty children participated). The standardised York Assessment of Reading
for Comprehension methodology (YARC) was used, with a few changes to match Czech-
English bilinguals. Participants were presented with a reading task. This task constituted of a
single word reading test and then seven texts sorted by complexity, from which every
participant read two. The whole session was recorded, and those recordings were later used for
the analysis. From this reading task, accuracy and rate of participants was measured, according
to the standard methodology of the YARC. Then, a thorough analysis of pronunciations was
completed, in order to ascertain the mistakes the two groups made. The results revealed that it
is common for Czech children to try and read an unknown English word as they would read a
Czech one — with a system known as grapheme-phoneme conversion. They also revealed that
there are minimal differences in pronunciation between children with early and late ages of
onset. This result could be caused by two factors — either the age of onset between those two
groups cognitively does not matter, or the quality of the input received in school for Czech

speakers of English in the early stages is not sufficient to have an effect.
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Anotace

Tato studie se zaméfuje na vliv véku, ve kterém se dité zacalo ucit druhy jazyk, na vyslovnost —
konkrétné u ceskych déti, které se uci anglicky. Testovani se ucastnily dvé skupiny déti — déti,
které se zacaly ucit anglicky jiz ve Skolce, a déti, které zacaly az na zakladni Skole — protoze
v Ceské republice je nejb&znéjsi zagit s cizim jazykem v jedné z téchto dvou vékovych skupin.
V kazdé skupin€ bylo testovano dvacet uc€astnikii ve véku 8—12 let (celkem se tedy zucastnilo
Ctyficet déti). Byla pouzita standardizovand metodika York Assessment Reading for
Comprehension (YARC), lehce pozménénd tak, aby odpovidala cesko-anglickému
bilingvismu. Ugastnici dostali kol k pfeéteni. Tento tkol sestaval z testu éteni jednotlivych
slov a poté ze sedmi textl sefazenych podle slozitosti, z nichz kazdy ucastnik precetl dva. Celé
sezeni bylo zaznamenano a tyto zdznamy byly pozdéji pouzity pro analyzu. Na téchto textech
byla métena piesnost a rychlost ¢teni G€astnikli podle metodiky YARC. Poté byla provedena
dikladna analyza vyslovnosti, kterd zkoumala chyby, kterych se obé skupiny ucastniki
dopoustély. Z vysledka vyplynulo, Ze pro ¢eské déti je obvyklé zkousSet Cist neznama anglicka
slova tak, jako by cetly ¢eska — se systémem konverze grafém-foném. Dale se také ukazalo, ze
mezi obéma skupinami ucastnikl nejsou rozdily ve vyslovnosti pfili§ patrné. Tento vysledek
by mohl byt zptisoben dvéma faktory — bud’'to na veéku, ve kterém se dité¢ zacne ucit cizi jazyk
nezalezi, nebo kvalita vyuCovani ve Skole pro Ceské mluvéi anglictiny v ranych stadiich

nedostacuje k dosazeni ucinku.

Kli¢ova slova

bilingvismus, ¢esky jazyk, anglicky jazyk, jazykova akvizice u déti, fonémy, rané¢ sekvencni
bilingvismus, pozdné sekvencni bilingvismus, vyslovnost, doba piisobeni druhého jazyka,

fonologie, studujici angliCtiny, ¢esti mluv¢i anglictiny



List of abbreviations

CEFR - The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages
IPA — international phonetic alphabet

MSMT — Ministerstvo §kolstvi, tlddeZe a Télovychovy (Ministry of education, youth and
sports)

RVP — ramcovy vzdélavaci program (framework educational program)

YARC - York Assessment of Reading for Comprehension



Table of content

ACKNOWIEAZEMENLS ......eiiiiiiiiieiieeie ettt ettt et ete et estaeesbeessaeebeesaseenseessseenseas 2
ProhIASENT QULOTA ....c..eeuiiiiiiiieiece ettt et sttt ettt 3
AUhOT AECIATALION.....cuiiiiiiieteete ettt ettt et s ettt esbeentesanens 3
AADSETACT ..ttt ettt b e h et e bt e h b e e bt e eht e et e e eheeenbeenneeeateas 4
K@Y WOTAS ..ottt ettt e et e et e e et e e st eesteeesssaeesssaeessssaeasseeessseeessseeenssenenns 4
AANIOTACE .ottt ettt et e a e e a bt e e eat e e e bt e e e bt e e e bt e e e bt e e e bt e e eabeeeenbeeeaas 5
KIHEOVA SLOVA. ...ttt ettt e bt e et ae e et e st e eabeesaeeeaneas 5
LiSt Of @DDIEVIAtIONS.....eeutieiiiiieiieiie ettt ettt ettt et e st e sbeennesaeens 6
TabIE Of COMEENL. ....eeiitieiiieiiee ettt ettt et ettt e st enbeentesaeens 7
List of tables and Graphis ........cocueeiiiieiieiieeiieeee et e enees 9
B T2 (T L1 13 T ) RO OSSPSR 12
2. Theoretical back@round ...........cocieiiiiiiiiiieie et 14
2.1 Language aCqUISTEION .....eeevieruieetieiiieeteeette et e st e et estte et e eseeesbeessteeabeesseeenbeesaeeenneenees 14
2.1.1  First Language ACQUISTLION........ceiuieruieriieiieeieeeite ettt ettt ettt 14
2.1.2  Bilingualism and Second Language AcquiSition..........ccceeeeveevierieneeneeneenneenn 17
2.1.3  Age of onset effects in bilingualiSm ..........cccueeeiiiieriiieiiieeeeeeeee e 19
2.1.4  Teaching English in Czech SChOOIS ..........ccooviieiiiieiiiiiiececeeee e 22

2.2 English PRONOIOZY ...ccoviiiiiiieiieeiee ettt e s 25
2.2.1  Differences between Czech and English phonemes ...........cccccoovevviiieniieencinns 25
2.2.2  Learning how to read in Czech and English............cccocoviiiiiiiniiiiniiiiieces 28

3. Material and MEthOdS .........ccuiiiiiiiiiiiei e 30
3.1 Groups Of PArtiCIPANTS .....cccueruiiriiiiieiieriiete ettt ettt ettt s eaees 30
3.2 HYPONESIS ..eiiiiiiieeiieeie ettt et ettt et enb e b e nbeenneas 30
3.3 Materials and methods used for the teSting..........ccceoeeriiirrieniiieiieeiieeee e 31
T N 1 F-1 53 1 USSR 33
4.1  Early sequential bilinguals ..........ccccuveeiiieiiiiiiiiicee e 35
4.2 Late sequential bilinguals.........ccccecuiieiiiiriiiiiiecee e 37
4.3 WIoNng ProNUNCIALIONS ...eeerureeeereeeireeeieeenteeestreesteeessseeessseeassseesssseessssesssseesssseesnsees 38
4.3.1  MISPTONUNCIATIONS ..eouvvieniiieiiieniieeieetieettesiteeteestteesbeesseesteessseenseessneeseessseenseennns 38
4.3.2 SUDSTIEULIONS ....vevieneienieeiierieeie ettt ettt ettt sttt ettt st sbe et st e st et e i e b enne 45
4.3.3 Other MISEAKES ......eoveeiiiieriieieeieee ettt sttt 49

4.4 COMMON MISTAKES ..c..eeuviriiiiieieeiieeitet ettt et sttt et et sbe et s e bt et e saeenbe e 51
4.5 Accuracy, rate, and COMPIENENSION .......cccueierviieiiieeciieerieeerieeerteeere e reeeereeeeveeeeeaeees 54

T B N1 1 | o T SRS 55



0 N oW

5.2, RAE oot ettt e e e ettt reee s et et et ——ae s e e ettt ——————aaaeeraann—_ 58

DIISCUSSION. ...ttt ettt ettt ettt sb ettt b et e e sb e e bt esteea e e bt esbeeatesbeenbeeaeenaeenee 61
07070761 10 1S 103 s F SRS 67
RETEICTICES ...ttt ettt et s 68
RESUIMIC .ttt et sab e e et e e sanee e 72
F N 08157 116 USROS 74
Translation of the MSMT SCHEAUIC.............o..oveeveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeese e 74
Table of QUALTTICALIONS. ......cccviiiieeiieiecieee ettt e e e e be e aaeesseeene 76

FUull tables Of MISTAKES ...coviieiiieeeiee e 76



List of tables and graphs

Table 1- Czech cONSONANt SYSTEM........ciieiiiiiiieeeiieeciee et e et e e et e ee e e raeeeeeeesraeeeaeeeseseeenens 25
Table 2 - English consonant SYStEM ...........ccccuiieiiiieiiieeiiieeceee e eeee e seee e e e sree e 26
Table 3 — Czech VOWEL SYSTEIM .....uiiiiiiiiiie ettt et e e e e e e e 27
Table 4 - English VOWE] SYSTEIM ......ociuiiiiiiiieiiieiiecie ettt e ebeesenesseesaee e 27
Table 5 - SWRT 1€SUltS IEVEIS ....couviiiiiiiiiiiieeee s 31
TADIE 6 = ANOVA ..ottt ettt ettt et b ettt st beenees 33
Table 7 - SUDSHIULIONS t-TEST.....ccueiuririietieieriiesieee ettt sttt st ettt s 33
Table 8 - MISPIONUNCIATIONS ......eeruvieiieiieeitieeieerieeeteesteeeteesseeereesseessseesseessseesseeesseesseesnseesseeans 35
Table 9 - early sequential DilinguUalS ..........c.coocuieiiiiiiiiriieiiee e 36
Table 10 - late sequential biliNGUALS ..........ceeeciiiiiiiiiiiieee e 37
Table 11 - DEZINNETS TEXL ..eecuvieiiiiiieiiieiieetieeteeteeete et e eaeesteeebeesteessseessaessseeseeesseesseesnseessseans 39
Table 12 - text 1, KINAETZarten GIOUD ......cccveeevieriierieeitieereeseeeteesteeeseesteesreessreeseessseeseenseeens 40
Table 13 - text 1, SChOOL GLOUP ...cuvieiieiiieeiieeie ettt et ere e eebeessaesnsaenane e 41
I 1o) (S B o A USSP 42
Table 15 - text 3, KINAeTZarten SIOUD ......cccueeriieriierieeiieeee ettt ettt e s eas 43
B 1o) (S WO 1o A USSP 43
I 1o) (S B A 1o e SRS 44
Table 18 - text 6, KINAETZArten SIOUD ......cccueeriieriieiieeiieeee ettt sttt e s ens 45
Table 19 - DEGINNETS TEXL ...eueieiieiiiieiieiie ettt ettt ettt e et esaee st esbeeeabeesseesateesaeeens 45
Table 20 - text 1, KINdeTgarten SrOUD ........c.eeeuieriieriieiieeie ettt sttt ettt e 46
Table 21 - text 1, SChOOL ZrOUP ...cc.eiiiiiiiiiirii s 47
Table 22 - text 2, KINAergarten SroUp ........cocceeeueriereriienieneeieee ettt 48
Table 23 - text 3, KINAergarten Sroup ........cocecoeerueriireriienieneeteee ettt 49
TADIE 24 = tEXLE 4 ..ottt ettt ettt et et e bt et e et e e be e ate e bt e snbeeteenateens 49
TADIE 25 = tEXLE 5 ittt et ettt ettt et et enaeeeas 49
Table 26 - text 6, KINAETZArten SrOUD .....cceeeriieeiiieeiiieeiieeereeeeeeeereeeeeeeeaee e eeeeesaeeesebeeenans 49
Table 27 - refusals, BEZINNETS tEXL........iiiiiiiiiiieeiiie ettt re et eseree s 50
Table 28 - omissions, text 1, KINdergarten Zroup ........c.cccveeerveeerieeeiieeeieeeiee e eeree e e 50
Table 29 - refusals, text 1, kKindergarten group .........ccceeevvieerieeenieeeiee e 50
Table 30 - OMISSIONS, TEXE 2 .o 50
Table 31 - refusals, teXt 2...cooiiiiiiiiii 51
Table 32 - additions, TEXT 2 ...oooiiiiieiiieiiie ettt eee et e e e e e e e e e e e e s s eenabarereeeeeeeeenanes 51
Table 33 - omissions, text 4, SChOOl ZIOUP ......eeeviiieiiieeiie et e 51
Table 34 - refusals, text 5, kKidergarten Group .........ccccueeerieeeiiieeiiieeieeeee et e 51
Table 35 - omissions, text 6, KINAErgarten SroUD ...........eccveerieeiieenieeiierieeieeneeeree e 51
Table 36 - the most cOMMON MISEAKES ......c..eeruiriiriiiriiiierieeeeee ettt 52
Table 37 - KINdergarten aCCUIACY .........cccuieriieriieiieeieeetie et esiee et esteeebeeseeeeeeesaeeebeesanesseesaeeens 56
Table 38 - SChOOL ACCUTACY .....c.viiiuiiiiieiieeieeee ettt et aee b e eebeesaaeens 56
Table 39 - ACCUTACY TSt ...euiiiiieiiiieiie ittt ettt ettt et e et e e s bt e steeeabe e aeeenbeessaesnseesneeans 57
Table 40 - KINAErZarten TAt.........ccueeruieiiieiiieeiieiie ettt ettt et esteesteesaeeebeessaesnseenneeens 58
Table 41 - SChOOL TALE.......coouiiiiiiiieee ettt e 59
TaABIE 42 - TALE TE@SE ..e.ueetieitiiieeritete ettt ettt et sttt ettt 59
Table 43 - QUALTTICALIONS ....ccueieiiieiiieiie ittt ettt et e et e e beesteesabeesaeeesbeessaesnseennseens 76
Table 44 - DEGINNETS TEXL ...ccuvieiiieiiieiieeieetie et eite et esteeeteesteesteebeeesbeessaessseesseesnseenssesnseensseans 76
TADIE 45 = TEXE 1ottt ettt ettt st naeeaees 77

TADLE 40 = TEXE 2 oo e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ———aaeeeeeraa—————— 82


file:///D:/Bakalářka%20Tina.docx%23_Toc47026196
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file:///D:/Bakalářka%20Tina.docx%23_Toc47026236




Graph 1 — substitutions (group 1 = kindergarten, group 2 = school)........cccccecueriereriienienennne. 34

Graph 2 — mispronunciations (group 1 = kindergarten, group 2 = school) ..........ccccecvvreriennnnns 35
Graph 3 - MISPTONUNCIALIONS. .. ..eeuvieiieiieeitieeieertteeteesteeeteesteeeteesteessseesseessseessreesseesseesseessseans 35
Graph 4 - early sequential bilinguals (kindergarten group).........ccccceevveerveeviienieenieenieeeenieens 36
Graph 5 - late sequential bilinguals (SChOOL Eroup) ........cccveriieiiiiiiieiieieeeeeeeeee e 37
GTAPN 6 = ACCUTACY ...eovviieiiieiiiieieeete ettt ettt et e e te e bt eetbe e teeeabeesseessseenseesnseeseeenseesssesnseensseans 57

GIAPN 7 = TALE ..ottt ettt et e e te e e b e e teeeabeesseeesbeenseeenseessseenseessseenseensseans 60
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1. Introduction

In today’s society it is common for children to learn English as a second language from
a fairly young age. However, in the Czech educational system, the age to first exposure to
the second language is not unified. Some children start to learn their first foreign vocabulary
already in the kindergarten, some start in the first year of primary school, some even start
in the third year of primary school. In recent years, new teaching methods rose in popularity,
so some people start teaching children English as a second language as early as two years
of age.

This thesis deals with the effects of age of onset on second language learning, more
particularly, on phonology. Considering the fact that the age of onset is not standardized in
the Czech Republic educational system, the aim of this thesis is to investigate whether these
differences in age of onset matter in the process of learning the pronunciation of a foreign
language, and, therefore, whether the age when children first start learning English in Czech
schools should be united or not. For this research, a group of children aged 8 — 12 years old
were asked to perform a reading task and the phonological results were evaluated.

Effects of age of onset received a certain attention in bilingualism research. The general
notion emerging from this body of research is that it is easier for younger learners to obtain
native-like proficiency than it is for adults. However, it is unclear whether there really is a
window in which it is ideal for a student to start learning a second language. More
specifically, the strength of the effects of different ages of onset language development is
not clear.

The research presented in this thesis deploys the YARC! methodology. The aim of this
methodology is to assess reading disorders in children who speak English as their first
language. The advantage of using a reading task, rather than an elicitation task, to asses
pronunciation consists mainly in the fact that all children will be pronouncing the same
words, making comparisons between children more reliable.

In the theoretical background, the difference between first and second language
acquisition is examined, along with the study of the phenomena of bilingualism and the

different views on it. In addition to that, the differences between learning how to read in

! Snowling, M. J., Stothard, S. E., Clarke, P., Bowyer-Crane, C., Harrington, A., Truelove, E., ... & Hulme, C.
(2009). YARC York Assessment of Reading for Comprehension Passage Reading.
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Czech and in English are discussed, since there are vast differences, considering that Czech
has essentially a phonemic transparent system, while, in English, spelling and pronunciation
differ.

In the experiment itself, the participants were presented with a reading task consisting
of two parts — a single word reading test and two short texts. The whole session was recorded
and said recordings were then used to determine the proficiency of the participants and
common mistakes that occur in this particular test.

Participants were divided into two groups — early and late sequential bilinguals — and
the aim of this thesis is to determine whether one group will perform better than the other,

or whether the age of onset does not matter when it comes to learning English phonology.
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2. Theoretical backeround

2.1Language acquisition

Language acquisition is a long and complicated process. There are different
circumstances under which language acquisition occurs: First language acquisition is a
natural process that happens to every person and the rate of being successful is very high
(problems only arise in children with developmental disorders, but do not arise with
typically developing children). Over half of the population is brought up in a multilingual
environment. Multilingual environments impact both first and foreign language acquisition.
Foreign (or second) language acquisition usually occurs under various circumstances: those
can be, for example, a child having a foreign caregiver; teaching in school with the help of
the speakers’ first language; a person moving to a different country so they have to learn a
new language; and many more. All of the mentioned concepts and other significant ones

will be discussed in the following chapters.

2.1.1 First Language Acquisition

Acquiring a native language is a subconscious, natural and automatic process for a
learner. Considering that language is a rather complex system, the process of language
acquisition raises many questions about how the linguistic competence of a child actually
develops over time. To answer these questions, two major approaches emerged. The first
one is the nativist or generativist approach, based on the theory of Universal Grammar, first
introduced by Noam Chomsky. The other is the constructivist, emergentist, socio pragmatic

functionalist, usage-based approach (Ambridge & Lieven, 2011, Cilibrasi et al., 2019).

The first, nativist approach bases its theory on the idea that some of the aspects of
language are actually already encoded in the human brain at birth. This default information
is also called innate linguistic knowledge. A generativist approach works with the idea that
at birth children already know some general rules of language. There is a slight difference
between nativist and generativist approach, but they overlap in great measure. The
differences are that in a generativist approach, one can focus on formal rules and operations
and think that they are not innate, or in the nativist approach one can focus on the fact that
children do have some linguistic knowledge, but this knowledge is not grammar.
Nonetheless, there is an important overlap between these two theories: Universal Grammar.
Approaches based on Universal Grammar suggest that there is some general grammar

applicable to all languages and the knowledge of this is innate. In child language acquisition,
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there are proposals that are nativist but at the same time not generativist, but not vice versa.
Those nativist approaches would for example be the idea that children assume that new
words refer to a whole object and not a part of it. However, nativist and generativist
approaches usually work together, and they will be treated as one major approach in this

thesis (Ambridge, Lieven, 2011).

The other approach is the constructivist, emergentist, socio-pragmatic functionalist,
usage-based one. A constructivist approach could be also called a non-nativist approach,
since its proponents believe that humans have no innate knowledge of grammar. In this
approach, it is still proposed that the ability to learn is innate (or biological), but not the
knowledge of language structures. Constructivists believe that the most important factor for
a child to acquire a language is input, and that easiest words to acquire would be the most
encountered words. This approach is also non-generativist, because its advocates believe
that speaking a language is not based on a set of rules, but on generalisations of previously

heard constructions (Ambridge, Lieven, 2011).

“Because, under this view, the categories and procedures for sentence formations are not innate but
emerge from the generalizations that children form, constructivist proposals are also sometimes termed

emergentist proposals.” (Ambridge, Lieven, 2011, 3)

Part of this approach is also functional and usage-based, which means that children are
driven by the need to communicate and therefore they are driven to learn a language. When
syntax starts to emerge, children use mostly sentences starting with “I”, and this is driven
by functional purposes. The socio-pragmatic part of this approach is based around the idea
that a crucial part of learning a language is the ability to distinguish the communicative
intentions of speakers or their focus of attention (Ambridge, Lieven, 2011). Most of these
approaches are similar in nature, so, in this thesis, they will be treated as one major

approach.

Following the theory of innatism and Universal Grammar, there are discussions about a
certain critical period for language learning. According to Maria Teresa Guasti, those are
periods “during which the ability to acquire the competence reaches its peak; thereafter, the
ability to acquire that competence declines” (Guasti, 2017, 20). Evidence supporting this
hypothesis could be the case of Genie, a feral child who was found at thirteen years old and
knew no language (she was isolated by her parents in the basement of their house); later she

was able to learn to communicate, but the language she was using was not as complex as
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the language others use. According to researchers, Genie could not acquire language

because she had not been exposed to it during the critical period.

Similar claims were made following research on deaf individuals.

“Singleton and Newport (1994) tested production and comprehension of ASL verb morphology by
congenitally deaf individuals exposed to sign language from birth, from 4 to 6 years of age, or after age 12.
They found that performance linearly declined with age of first exposure. Individuals exposed to ASL from
birth performed better than those exposed from 4 to 6 years of age, and the latter in turn performed better than

individuals exposed after age 12.” (Guasti, 2017, 20)

Language acquisition generally has a prototypical timeline. At first, children start
recognising phonology, distribution of vowels and consonants and the different contrasts
observed in the language of their environment. Around six up to twelve months, they start
identifying first strings of sounds. Starting at twelve months, children start to add meaning
to the already acquired strings of sounds. At two years, they start using their first sentences.
Those progressively turn into more complex structures and mastery of complex structures

such as passives usually comes around five years of age (Guasti, 2017).

It 1s proven that children start to get interested in language long before they start
producing their first words. Some studies conducted measuring heart rate suggest that
children start being interested in language already in the womb (Moon, 2017); the earliest
age after birth at which children have been subjected to testing was two days old, and those
tests show that, already at this age, children are able to recognise their own language and
also discriminate between languages of different rhythmic classes (Gervain & Mehler,
2010). Similar testing also proved that at birth children are able to discriminate between all
possible phonological contrasts, which means that they are able to learn virtually any
language they would be subjected to (Kuhl, 2004). As a child gets older, the so-called
learning by forgetting takes place. This term refers to the fact that after being exposed to
one language, the child figures out what phonological contrasts are important for
communication and forgets all the other contrasts. This is the reason why it is harder for
adults to discriminate certain phonemes when learning a foreign language than it is for

infants.

As previously mentioned, after the acquisition of phonology comes the acquisition of
the first words. This is accomplished by statistical learning. Children get a lot of input and
they hear many strings of sounds that are yet incomprehensible for them. But in those

strings, children are able to find patterns, sequences that are more likely to appear than
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others. By this system, they start to discriminate where spaces between words are most
likely to be and they start to try using those words (Aslin, Saffran & Newport, 1998).
Around the age of two years, they already have a certain number of words in their lexicon,
and they start to categorise them. They start to organise their lexicon, and they add meanings
to words they do not know by semantic and phonological proximity to already acquired
words, which means words that are either semantically close or they sound similar (Mani,

Durrant & Floccia, 2012).

After that, the syntax starts to appear. At first, children use content words to
communicate. Later, they start to use short sentences starting with “I”. Those are short
sentences following the usual pattern of a language (the most common across all languages
is SOV — subject, object, verb pattern, closely followed by SVO). Those short sentences
contain only content words, which are enough to get a message across and it shows that
children are able to distinguish the basic syntactic order without explicit teaching. Later, the
first function words start to appear. Around three years of age, the sentences start to get
more complex and, by the age of five, children are usually able to efficiently use even

relatives or passives.

2.1.2 Bilingualism and Second Language Acquisition

Defining bilingualism is a complex task, because views on the topic differ. The easy and
widespread definition could be that being bilingual simply means knowing two languages.
This definition however opens more questions than answers. For example, what does it

mean to know a language?

According to the influential Cambridge University assessment tests, there are six levels
of proficiency in a second language. These levels provide a framework, The Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, teaching, assessment, or as it
is usually referred to, the “CEFR”, commonly used as an international marker of the English
language proficiency. According to the booklet published by Cambridge University, “The
CEFR is a framework, published by the Council of Europe in 2001, which describes
language learners’ ability in terms of speaking, reading, listening and writing at six
reference levels.” (Cambridge, E. S. O. L., 2011, 4). These six language levels are divided

into three subcategories and go as follows:

A1l (breakthrough) and A2 (waystage) fall in the subcategory of a basic user. Bl
(threshold) and B2 (vantage) fall in the subcategory of an independent user. And lastly, C1
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(effective operational proficiency) and C2 (mastery) fall in the subcategory of a proficient

user (Cambridge, E. S. O. L., 2011).

The CEFR does not have an official status as international standard, as the authors

themselves clearly state:

“[t]he CEFR is not an international standard or seal of approval. Most test providers, textbook writers and
curriculum designers now claim links to the CEFR. However, the quality of the claims can vary (as can the
quality of the tests, textbooks and curricula themselves). There is no single ‘best” method of carrying out an
alignment study or accounting for claims which are made. What is required is a reasoned explanation backed
up by supporting evidence [.]” (Cambridge, E. S. O. L., 2011, 4)

Nonetheless, this particular method of proficiency assessment is broadly used all around
the world and many people agree that it is a rather transparent way to determine learners’

competences. For the purposes of this thesis, these language levels will be referred to.

With the knowledge of the different language levels, the question is: where is the right

place to draw the line to call a person a bilingual?

For a long period of time, the prevalent opinion was that “true” bilingualism is being
native-like in two or more languages. However, this phenomenon is very rare, possibly non-

existent (Davison, 2009).

Current definitions differ on the level of proficiency required to “be a bilingual”:

According to the Cambridge dictionary, bilingualism is “the fact of being able to use
two languages equally well; this, however, as mentioned above, can be a problematic
definition, since it is obvious that equal mastery of two languages, even from birth, is nearly
impossible. On the other side of the scale is “the opposite” definition. John Macnamara
proposes that the term bilingual should be used for “persons who possess at least one of the
language skills even to a minimal degree in their second language” (Macnamara, 1967, 60).
These are just the ends of a large scale and there are many more definitions in between. For
example, there is one definition proposed by Renzo Titone, somewhat in the middle, which
says that “bilingualism is the individual’s capacity to speak a second language while
following the concepts and structures of that language rather than paraphrasing his or her
mother tongue” (Hamers & Blanc, 2000, 6-7). In the study of bilingualism, the wide range
of definitions can raise many obstacles. The intermediate definition I just provided, for
example, was criticised with these words: “On the one hand, they lack precision and
operationalism: they do not specify what is meant by native-like competence, which varies

considerably within a unilingual population, nor by minimal proficiency in a second
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language, nor by obeying the concepts and structures of that second language.” (Hamers &
Blanc, 2000, 7). In addition, all the definitions provided so far refer to level of proficiency
and ignore non-linguistic dimensions. Some authors have tried to solve this issue. For
example, one other definition by Ajit Kumar Mohanty focuses more on the communicative
aspects of language and not on the so-called proficiency. The author says that “bilingual
persons or communities are those with an ability to meet the communicative demands of
the self and society in their normal functioning in two or more languages in their interaction
with the other speakers of any or all of these languages.” (Mohanty, 1994, 13). Some
scientists even propose that bilingual individuals represent and embody some kind of
exceptional competences. For example, Francois Grosjean “defines a bilingual speaker as
more than the sum of two monolinguals in the sense that the bilingual has also developed
some unique language behaviour.” (Hamers & Blanc, 2000, 7). Clearly, there is no unified
outlook on bilingualism. One conciliating notion of bilingualism is that of the “bilingual
continuum”. This can be summarized, as Parviz Maftoon did in is article Who Is a
Bilingual?, with these words: “Bilingual continuum helps us realize that bilinguals enjoy
varied language skills. Some bilingual individuals are able to speak and write in both
languages, others are able to understand and read. Some are at an early stage of acquiring a
second language; they can understand it but cannot speak it” (Maftoon, 2011, 84).

In short, a bilingual person can range from anyone who is just starting to learn a second
language to a person who has been learning two languages from birth and therefore is native
in both, depending on the definition one chooses. For the purpose of this thesis, the term
bilingualism 1s defined as an at least basic proficiency in speaking two or more languages
— on the Cambridge University scale a person proficient at least on a A2 level or more — no

matter when the speaker started learning either of their languages.

2.1.3 Age of onset effects in bilingualism

When defining bilingualism, the difference between simultaneous and sequential
bilingualism needs to be explained. Simultaneous bilingualism occurs when the speaker
learns all their languages from birth. Sequential bilinguals on the other hand start learning

other languages after they have already acquired a bit of their mother tongue.

When it comes to sequential bilingualism, people learn a second language under
different circumstances, and these can be categorised. According to Alexandra Gottardo

and Amy Grant,
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“elective bilinguals learn another language in a formal setting, typically as an additional course credit at

school, while continuing to use their L1 most of the time. They are also classified as “additive bilinguals”
because the L2 is learned in addition to an L1 that is maintained at a high level. Circumstantial bilinguals,
however, learn their L2 because they are required to do so to attend school or to find work. They are usually
immigrants learning the societal language. These bilinguals are often classified as “subtractive bilinguals”
because L1 skills usually decrease or are lost in favour of the majority language, the L2. Subtractive

bilingualism is particularly common in children of immigrants.“ (Hamers & Blanc, 2000, 2).

Depending on the age of onset, learning a foreign or second language can be a fairly
unconscious process. With younger children, the possible proficiency can even turn out
native-like. “Researchers are discovering that sensitive periods for native-like L2
acquisition occur at younger ages than previously believed. For example, brain organization
is different for L2 acquisition after 5 years of age in contrast to before age 5, when native-
like organization for language is possible” (Davison, 2009, 2).

For the purpose of this study, different types of sequential bilingualism will be
discussed. As mentioned previously, if a speaker starts learning all of their languages at the
same time (right after birth), they are a simultaneous bilingual. A child that started learning
a second language in the kindergarten will be denoted as an early sequential bilingual. A
child that started in school, either in the first grade or in the third (in Czech schools,
somewhere around 7-9 years of age) will be defined as a late sequential bilingual.?

Age of onset is the age in which a learner first comes into contact with their second
language. A number of studies have focused on the native-likeness of the knowledge of the
second language, and, according to some, with enough input, even if the child is not a
simultaneous bilingual, they can turn out proficient enough to be recognized as a native
speaker (Unsworth et al., 2011). This occurs, sometimes, when the parents move to a
different country early on in the child’s life, or when the child has a non-native caretaker
and has to find a way to communicate. However, many argue that “attainment of nativelike
proficiency is, in principle, impossible. (Abrahamsson & Hyltenstam, 2009, 249). There
is no clear answer to whether nativelikeness is possible or not, and there have been many
discussions as to whether there is a critical period before which it is possible to acquire a

second language in a nativelike way.

2

This study does not focus on later ages of onset, but a person who started learning a second language

later than in the fifth grade (so around the 11 year of age) would be defined as a second language learner.
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A great number of studies have been conducted to figure this out. In pioneering work,
Johnson and Newport (Johnson & Newport, 1989) showed that younger speakers are better
in acquiring their second language in a native like way. Participants of those studies were
people who moved to a different country and were forced by circumstances to learn a new
language. It must be noted, though, that participants in these original studies were selected
randomly. However, when the same methodology was replicated later on by various
researchers with more carefully selected participants, nativelikeness could be found in adult

learners as well.

“What these replications have in common is that the selection of participants departs from the original
study in some crucial ways, the two most important adjustments being, first, the extension of the minimum
length of residence in the host country, from J&N’89’s 5 years to at least 10 years, and, second, the choice of

participants with L1s other than Chinese and Korean.* (Abrahamsson & Hyltenstam, 2009, 252)

One of the replications focused on, among other things, pronunciation. While in other
domains the authors found some participants who performed like natives, “in pronunciation
tests, they found no L2 participants with AO above 9 who spoke English without a
detectable foreign accent.” (Abrahamsson & Hyltenstam, 2009, 252)

One could then say that, under certain circumstances, it is possible or even common to
attain a native-like proficiency in a second language, but pronunciation seems to be a
particularly difficult domain to master. Judging by the studies examined in the paper by
Abrahamsson and Hyltenstam, “postpuberty (including adult) learners may well attain the
same linguistic knowledge and exhibit the same linguistic behavior as native speakers in
certain (limited) areas of the target language without thereby being indistinguishable from
mother-tongue speakers in all relevant respects.” (Abrahamsson & Hyltenstam, 2009, 253).
It should be stressed that the only late bilinguals who attained a native-like proficiency were
carefully selected high-proficiency L2 speakers. In other words, it is possible to become
proficient enough as an adult learner to become native-like, but it is clear from the studies
conducted that this is very uncommon, and that it is easier for younger speakers to become

more proficient.

In 1999, Alene Moyer (Moyer, 1999) performed a study focussing specifically on
pronunciation. She used four different techniques to determine the possibility of becoming
native-like in the German language and, for the study, 24 highly proficient American
students of German were recruited. Participants were subjected to word-list reading,

sentence reading, paragraph reading and free speech production. The proficiency was then
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judged by four native speakers of German. Only in one of the four tasks, word-list reading,
some of the participants were able to perform as native speakers. But in the other three,
most participants failed. There was only one participant among the 24, who passed in all
four tasks. With this, Moyer’s study uncovers a problem with the previously mentioned
studies. The previous ones focused mostly on reading rehearsed parts of text, however,
when free speech production is added, the results start to differ (Abrahamsson &

Hyltenstam, 2009).

In the year 2008, a study focused on reading was carried out by Kovelman, Baker and
Petitto. The objective of their study was similar to the one of this thesis: figure out whether
the age of onset matters. The study focused on pupils in bilingual (English-Spanish) schools,
which provided two types of participants: English speakers from monolingual English
speaking homes exposed to Spanish and Spanish speakers from monolingual Spanish
speaking homes exposed to English. Their results were compared to students from English
monolingual schools. The study showed that “An early age of first bilingual language
exposure had a positive effect on reading, phonological awareness, and language
competence in both languages: early bilinguals (age of first exposure 0-3 years)
outperformed other bilingual groups (age of first exposure 3—6 years)” (Kovelman, Baker,
Petitto, 2008, 203). It was then concluded that attending bilingual school (i.e. early exposure
to different phonemic structures from a young ages) helped children even in monolingual
homes to become more proficient in a second language and their reading skills in said

second language were better than those of children from monolingual schools.

It can then be concluded that age of onset does matter when it comes to learning a second
language and, in particular, it does have an effect on the development of phonology and
reading skills. None of the previous studies, however, focused on Czech learners of English,

and that is what this thesis will be dealing with.

2.1.4 Teaching English in Czech schools

When learning of English as a second language occurs inside of a classroom, one may
talk of instructed second language acquisition (ISLA). Alternative terms are “guided,”
“tutored,” or “formal” SLA” (Loewen, 2013, 1). The main and defining feature of ISLA is
that it also relies on the effort of teachers, and at least some instructional material is present.
“The value of L2 instruction has been debated, with some theorists claiming that although

instruction may help people learn explicit rules about the target language, it has little impact
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on learners’ ability to use the L2 for communicative purposes” (Loewen, 2013, 1). Other
scholars disagree and claim that grammar teaching does affect the way learners acquire their
second language. This contrast has sparked a further debate on whether more emphasis
should be placed on communication in L2 teaching in contrast to teaching grammar.

(Loewen, 2013)

There are several methods used in L2 teaching. One of the earlier methods used is the
grammar translation method. The basis of this method is that the students are “taught to
translate from native language to target language” (Natsir, 2014, 59), they “learn grammar
deductively” (Natsir, 2014, 59) and they “memorize native language equivalents for the
target language vocabulary” (Natsir, 2014, 59). The most emphasis is put on grammar and
vocabulary and with that also reading and writing skills, so this method is not very relevant
to this thesis and phonological skills. This method was soon to be proved ineffective. It can
be applied for teaching dead languages or to translate foreign literature, but as a method to

teach English with the aim to be able to communicate, this method seems inefficient.

Another method is the audio-lingual method, emerged sometime in the 1950’s. This
method focused more on imitation, since it was a consequence of the study of behaviourism.
It uses habit-formation drills or pattern practice in order to master certain sentences, phrases
or patterns. Not only can it help with memorising patterns, but it can definitely have positive
effects on pronunciation. After more studies were carried out, this methodology was not
used in its original form after the 1970’s. This is because, according to Loewen, in the early
1980’s the importance of more naturalistic approaches was gradually recognised, so pieces
from different methods were implemented into teaching. Nonetheless, some components of
this method are still used, as explained by Ahluwalia (2019, 162): “However, one of the
main components of audio-lingualis — language drilling — [...] is still used in many lessons
because many teachers and students believe that frequent repetition is a key to successful

learning.”

More interaction was first seen in the so-called natural approach. In this approach, the
main rules are acquired as they would be in a first language acquisition - the learner has to
figure everything out from communication. It is not expected of the students to be
immediately perfect, but the input tends to get varied in order to increase complexity. “If
communicative competence is an immediate goal, we must establish as quickly as possible
a large lexicon with very general syntax rules. Vocabulary acquisition is relatively simple.

It also gives the student the ability to comprehend utterances and at least some ability to
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respond in real communicative situations” (Terrell, 1977, 327). Not only is this method
beneficial for communicative purposes, it can also help with a more implicit acquisition of

phonology.

The last approach that will be discussed is the communicative language teaching
approach. This approach is also mainly focused on helping with interaction and the
emphasis on explicit grammar teaching was tuned down. With this method, “everything is
mostly done with communicative intent” (Natsir, 2014, 59), “students use the language
through communicative activities such as games and role-plays”, (Natsir, 2014, 59)
“activities are often carried out by students in [a] small group” (Natsir, 2014, 59) and
“grammar is taught inductively”(Natsir, 2014, 59). Same as with the natural approach, this

method can be beneficial for an implicit acquisition of phonology and pronunciation.

In the Czech education system, the MSMT (Ministry of education, youth and sports)
provides a rough schedule on what should be ideally acquired in every school year in all
Czech schools. Every school works with it differently and makes its own plans, but the aim
is usually the same: the pupils should achieve a certain proficiency outlined by MSMT in
every subject at the end of every stage of their school life. Since this thesis is focusing on
children aged 8 to 12, we will have a look a the ministry advices on the lower and higher

level of primary education.

The lower level of primary education in Czech schools consists of five years of studies
from the age of 6 to 10-11. In many Czech schools, English is taught from the first grade,
but it is not necessary to start as early. The set standard is that the latest pupils should start
learning a foreign language (which in Czech Republic is mostly English) is in the third
grade. According to the Czech Framework of Education, what is supposed to be acquired
in the lower level is what follows (for the actual translation of the full ministry guidelines

see the appendix):

The framework includes a summary for speaking skills, listening skills, communication
skills, understanding of a written text and writing skills. For speaking skills, the expected
outcome is knowing the basics of the sound of the English language, even if the learner does
not understand everything. The minimal requirement for listening skills is understanding
the teacher’s commands and understanding basic vocabulary and phrases that were taught.
For speaking, the pupil should be able to greet someone and say thanks, state their name

and age and be able to vocalise agreement or disagreement. When reading, the minimal
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expected skills are understanding basic vocabulary (that was taught). Regarding writing
skills, the pupil should only be familiar with how the foreign language looks like in the

written form.

2.2 English Phonology

2.2.1 Differences between Czech and English phonemes

There are some major differences in the Czech and English phonological system. That
is partly why it is hard for Czech beginners to pronounce English with a standard English
pronunciation. Both vowels and consonants differ in the two languages, though the
differences are larger with vowels. In the next section both vowels and consonants will be

discussed.

Here are the two tables of consonants, the first one is for the Czech language (Table 1)
and the second one is for English (Table 2). For creating these tables, information from

Skarnitzl & Sturm & Volin (2016), Roach (2010) and Brinton & Arnovick (2006) was

taken.
Table 1- Czech consonant system
place of articulation
bilabial labio- alveolar post- alatal velar lottal
dental alveolar p g
nasals m (m) n n ()
plosives pb td cJ kg ?)
affricates ts dz ff d}
manner of s
articulation fricatives fv sz I3 x (Y) fi
trills ™©)rr
lateral |
approximants
approximants (w) j
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Table 2 - English consonant system

place of articulation
oo labio-
bilabial dental | alveolar | post-alveolar | palatal | velar | glottal
dental
nasals m (m) n i}
plosives pb 00 td kg ?
affricates ﬁ dﬁS
manner of
articulation
fricatives fv sz I3 h
lateral |
approximants
approximants w r j

The first obvious difference that can be noted is that in Czech there are no phonemes
that would be articulated in dental position. This means that native Czech speakers need to
learn the consonants /6/ and /8/ additionally to the already acquired sounds. Those are two
of the more problematic sounds for Czech speakers since these do not naturally produce any

dental sounds.

In the tables above, right next to the column with dental phonemes is a column with
alveolar phonemes. There it can be seen that alveolar affricates ( /ts/ and /dz/ ) are found
only in the Czech language and not in the English language. The /ts/ and /dz/ sounds can
sometimes occur in English speech when a Czech learner is not sure how to pronounce
certain words. Similarly, the sounds /x/, /c/, /3/, /i/ and /n/ are specific to Czech and not
English and can sometimes appear when Czech speakers do not know how to pronounce

certain words correctly.

The phoneme /fi/ is mentioned as typical for the Czech consonant system. This phoneme
is classified as a glottal fricative, and the phoneme /h/ can be found in the same space in the
table of English consonants. That is because /f/ is voiced and /h/ is devoiced, but both are
glottal fricatives. Learning to devoice this sound is generally not a big issue for Czech

speakers and it does not cause significant problems of pronunciation.

The last difference in the consonant system is the pronunciation of the letter r. After
looking into the two tables, one can spot a significant difference. While in English, the letter
r is pronounced as a post-alveolar approximant, in Czech, there are several sounds, but those

can all be found in the spot of an alveolar trill. Trills are not a part of the English consonant
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system, however Czech speakers are used to this sound and can be inclined to use it instead
of a post-alveolar approximant. In Czech, there are one devoiced and two voiced versions

of this sound.

More significant differences can be found in the system of vowels, and that is

demonstrated in the following tables (Table 3 and 4).

Table 3 — Czech vowel system

N
N |
N

Table 4 - English vowel system

N
D
A

At first glance, it may look like there are more sounds in the English table. The truth is

however that there are only two sounds more in English (there are 12) than there are in
Czech (there are 10). This impression is due to the fact that the English vowels are more
dispersed through the quadrilateral than the Czech ones. As it can be seen, in Czech there
are actually only seven possible places where a vowel can be pronounced and there are three
pairs of a long and a short vowel (those are pronounced in the same place, the only
difference is the length). So, if those are counted as one and the same sound, it can be said
that there are four vowels in Czech that cannot be found in English. Similarly to what
happens with Czech consonants, these vowels are frequently used by Czech speakers when

they are unsure about the correct pronunciation of a word.
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On the other hand, there are nine vowels in the English system that are not acquired
naturally in Czech. These nine are: /v/, /e/, /3:/, /€/, /a:/,/A/, /®/, /v/ and /a:/. It can take quite

some time and effort for Czech speakers to learn how to pronounce those properly.

2.2.2 Learning how to read in Czech and English

This study of phonology is conducted by means of a reading task, thus the main
procedures invoked to read in these two languages will be presented. There are some major
differences in reading these two languages, which is why there are different approaches in
learning how to read across the two countries. Generally, there are two approaches on how
to read languages that use the Latin alphabet. To demonstrate this, the so-called “dual route
model of word recognition”, created by the psycholinguist Max Coltheart, will be

introduced (Coltheart, 1994).

The model consists of a depiction of two different routes that people use to decode

words: the grapheme-phoneme route and the lexical (or lexical-semantic) route.

The grapheme-phoneme route works on the basis of reading a graphic symbol and
transforming it into a specific sound assigned to it. The lexical route takes a word as a unit
and to this unit a specific set of sounds is assigned; this set of sounds usually does not
correspond to the specific graphemes used in the written version of the word (i.e. the word
would not be read correctly if the grapheme-phoneme route was used instead). Take for
example the sequence of symbols “ough” in English, which receives different pronunciation
depending on the word and cannot thus be read by simply transforming each symbol into a

phoneme.

The first route is the one used more heavily by Czech speakers, since Czech has an
orthography that is phonetically transparent, so it is the route that is taught to Czech children
in schools. However, since English uses heavily the other route as well — the lexical

semantic — reading in English may cause problems for Czech speakers of English.

In this specific research, the participants could possibly make mistakes in either of those
routes. The interpretation of their mistakes follows this logic: If they make a mistake in a
certain specific phoneme, they are making a mistake in the grapheme-phoneme route, if
they read a completely different word than the one that is written down, the mistake is

happening in the lexical route.
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Interestingly, because of the two very different routes used normally in the two
languages, the easiest way to learn how to read English for a Czech learner is to transform
the word via the grapheme-phoneme route. For this purpose, there are even special
notebooks sold for writing down English vocabulary. These notebooks have three columns
in them — one for the English word, one for the Czech translation and a third one for the
pronunciation. Teachers either write down an approximate pronunciation using the Czech
grapheme system, or they teach the kids IPA (the phonetic alphabet). In other words, at the
initial stage of learning, the grapheme-phoneme route is used also for opaque English
words. Once the right pronunciation settles, the learner has to use the lexical route to

memorize the appearance of the word as a whole.

Both types of mistakes appeared in the current research and they will be discussed in

detail in the analysis section.
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3. Material and methods

3.1Groups of participants

The general idea for this research was to explore the difference in reading between two
groups of Czech children learning English. Since it is mandatory to start learning a foreign
language in the third grade in Czech republic, but it is also common for kindergartens to
have earlier English courses for children, I became interested in the idea of investigating
whether starting to learn a foreign language earlier than is recommended by the Czech
education system has any benefits for the learner. For this particular research, I decided to
explore the effects of age of onset on phonology, or, more precisely, if starting to learn

English in kindergarten has any positive effect on pronunciation.

The study comprises two groups, the kindergarten group, and the school group. As the
name suggests, the kindergarten group were children who started learning English while
still in kindergarten, while the school group were children who started learning English in
primary school. The kindergarten group could also be called “early sequential bilinguals™
and the school group “late sequential bilinguals”, since the notion of bilingualism adopted
in this thesis is rather ample (see section 2.1.2). Within the school group children either

started learning English in their first year of school or in their third.

In total, forty-three participants took part in the research. Later on, three children had to
be removed for various reasons — one participant had a speech impediment which is not
explored in this research, and two others did not want to finish the reading. After that, forty

participants were left — twenty in the kindergarten group and twenty in the school group.

These participants were recruited from various sources — an English oriented summer
camp, children from third to fifth grade in zékladni Skola T. G. Masaryka in Rokycany, a
group of first year students on Gymndzium Rokycany or home-schooled children. All
participants were between the ages of 8-12 at the time of carrying out the research. The
study is part of the Primus research project on bilingualism (csbe.ff.cuni.cz) and it has

received ethical approval to be conducted by the Charles University Ethics Committee.

3.2 Hypothesis

Considering all the research papers included in the theoretical part of this thesis, it could
be said that, generally speaking, the sooner a speaker is exposed to a second language, the

better they are at learning it. This is particularly true for phonology and pronunciation,
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which appear to be a particularly dependent on age of onset. I carried out this research with
the assumption that this would also be the case for Czech speakers, thus my hypothesis is

that an earlier age of onset will correspond to a more native-like pronunucation.

3.3 Materials and methods used for the testing

For the practical part of this thesis, a reading assessment was used. I used a standardized
test, so that the participants had a text that would be appropriate for their level of English.
Crucially, the use of a standardised test additionally ensured that each participant read the
same texts as other participants, making results comparable (both within my sample, but
also comparable to the large body of data assessed by the creators of the task). The
standardized test I used is the York Assessment of Reading for Comprehension Passage
Reading, created by Margaret J. Snowling, Susan E. Stothard, Paula Clarke, Claudine
Bowyer-Crane, Angela Harrington, Emma Truelove, Katie Nation and Charles Hulme
(Snowling et al., 2009). This methodology consists of a manual, a form with some texts for

the participants, a record form and a single word reading test.

In order to decide the level of English, I used a single-word reading test. This is a test
consisting of sixty words, divided into six groups, depending on the complexity of their
pronunciation: The first group is the easiest and the sixth group is the hardest to read.
Children were asked to read all the words without help, or as many as they think they know.
If they did not know a word, they were asked to move on to the next one. They were given
the opportunity to try and read all the words, but if the task was revealing too challenging
or frustrating, they were allowed to stop. Then the total number of correctly pronounced
words was calculated, and based on the final number, each participant was assigned a text

(Table 5).

Table 5 - SWRT results levels

Single Word Reading Test (SWRT) Starting passage level
Raw Score

Below 19 | Beginner Level
19-24 | Level 1
25-30 | Level 2
31-37 | Level 3
38-41 | Level 4
42-47 | Level 5

Above 48 | Level 6
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After getting an assigned text, each of the participants was asked to read the text as well
as they were able to, without any help. Any mistakes were recorded into a record sheet and after
that, the mistakes were calculated. Depending on the number of mistakes, the participant was
asked to read one more text, either one level higher, or one lever lower. After each text, the
participants were asked to answer eight questions regarding the text to assess reading
comprehension. Comprehension was not included in the data analysis, since assessing
comprehension was not among the purposes of this thesis. However, a relative measure of their
understanding of the text was still useful during testing to decide whether to increase or decrease
text level after the first reading. Finally, the rate at which the participant read the texts was
recorded and then compared to standardised values. The participants were also given a short
questionnaire in which they answered some questions about their age, their age of onset and

their relationship to learning English.

The whole session was recorded. I then used those recordings to write down the wrong
pronunciations using the IPA and to categorise them into six groups — mispronunciations,
substitutions, refusals, additions, omissions, and reversals. With this information I then created
several tables containing the different pronunciations and numbers of the mistakes. For
assessing crucial results, I used different statistical tools. These results will be presented in the

next chapter.

There are seven different texts ranging in complexity in the YARC. The first text was a
“beginners’ text”, the other six were numbered, text 1 being the easiest and text 6 being the
hardest. As an example, I chose to include text 2 here, since many of the participants read this

text in particular:

The robin is a bird with a bright red face neck and breast. You can find it in gardens, parks and

woods all year round.

Robins make their nests in a hole in a tree stump, bank or wall. Sometimes they nest in pots, or

even the pockets of an old coat. Their eggs are pale with reddish spots.
Robins like to feed on insects and worms. They also eat seeds, berries and food scraps.

Cats are the main danger to robins, but robins are also a danger to each other when the fight

over food and land.
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4. Analysis

Both quantitative and qualitative analyses were used in this thesis. For the quantitative
analysis, [ used multiple statistical tools. Because substitutions and mispronunciations were
far more common mistakes than the others, they were the only two kinds of mistakes
explored in the quantitative analysis. First, I used a two-factor Anova with replication,
having type of error (substitutions vs mispronunciations) and group (school vs kindergarten

age of onset) as factors (Table 6).

Table 6 - Anova

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit
Group ‘ 17,113 1 17,113 0,454 0,503 3,967
Type ‘ 7050,013 1 7050,013 186,337 p<.001 3,967

Interaction ‘ 78,013 1 78,013 2,067 0,155 3,967

This analysis first shows that there is a highly significant difference between the
number of substitutions and the number of mispronunciations (p < .001). Second, the
analysis also shows a tendency in the interaction between the two groups ( p =.1). That
means that even though the p-value is not significant, the type effect may show some
subtle differences between the two groups. The group effect was not significant,

meaning that overall both groups committed a similar number of errors ( p =.5).

Following the tendency in the interaction, I tried to determine the differences
between the two groups in the two most common type of mistakes — the substitutions
(Table 7) and the mispronunciations. For that I used two sample t-tests, assuming equal

variances.

Table 7 - substitutions t-test

t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Equal

Variances
(kl.ll/gelf;éi tin ) Variable 2 (school)
Mean 3,2 6,1
Variance 8,063 12,726
Observations 20 20
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
df 38
t Stat -2,844
P(T<=t) two-tail 0,007
t Critical two-tail 2,024
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I then used an illustrative graph to also demonstrate the means with a visual. |
counted numbers for the standard error and used those numbers to calculate the length

of the error bars in the graph (Graph 1).

Graph 1 — substitutions (group 1 = kindergarten, group 2 = school)

substitutions

w

N

=

As it can be seen when comparing the means in the table and also in the attached
graph, when it comes to substitutions on average there were less mistakes in the group
that started to learn English sooner. The p-value is smaller than 0,05, which means that
the null hypothesis can be rejected (null h. = the results for both groups would be the
same). So, it can be concluded that, when focusing on substitutions, the kindergarten

group performed significantly better than the school group.

When it comes to mispronunciations, the difference between the two groups is
not as big as with the substitutions (Table 8). In the case of mispronunciations, the
school group was performing better, as can be seen in the table and in the graph;
however, the p-value is too big for the result to reject the null hypothesis. So, in this

case, the difference between kindergarten and school groups was not significant.
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Table 8 - mispronunciations

t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Equal

Variances
Variable 1 Variable 2

Mean 23,95 22,9

Variance 55,94473684 74,2

Observations 20 20
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
daf 38
t Stat 0,41161481
P(T<=t) two-tail 0,682934285
t Critical two-tail 2,024394164

Graph 2 — mispronunciations (group 1 = kindergarten, group 2 = school)
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4.1 Early sequential bilinguals

I also became interested in how the groups performed in general. I ran a t-test
for the kindergarten group regarding the difference between substitutions and

mispronunciations (Table 9).
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Table 9 - early sequential bilinguals

t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Equal

Variances
Variable 1 Variable 2
(substitutions) (mispronunciations)

Mean 3,2 23,95

Variance 8,063 55,945

Observations 20 20
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
df 38
t Stat -11,599
P(T<=t) two-tail 4,74E-14
t Critical two-tail 2,024

Graph 4 - early sequential bilinguals (kindergarten group)
Kindergarten
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The difference between the means in the table and the graph (Graph 3) show that
there is a big difference between substitutions and mispronunciations, with
mispronunciations being a more common mistake. The very small p-value shows a high
significance, so the null hypothesis can be rejected, and it can be said that there is a
significant difference between substitutions and mispronunciations in the early

sequentials group.
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4.2 Late sequential bilinguals

The same t-test was used to determine difference between substitutions and

mispronunciations in the school group (Table 10; graph 4).

Table 10 - late sequential bilinguals

t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Equal

Variances
Variable 1 Variable 2
(substitutions) (mispronunciations)

Mean 6,1 22,9

Variance 12,726 74,2

Observations 20 20
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
df 38
t Stat -8,058
P(T<=t) two-tail 9,55E-10
t Critical two-tail 2,024

Graph 5 - late sequential bilinguals (school group)
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Even though the difference between the two items is not as big as with early
sequential bilinguals, also with this contrast there is an obvious higher number of
mispronunciations. Because the p-value is below 0,05 again, it can be said that the result
is significant, and the null hypothesis can be rejected. As with early sequential
bilinguals, the late sequential bilinguals produced significantly more mispronunciations

than substitutions.

37



4.3 Wrong pronunciations

In order to analyse in detail wrong pronunciations, I used qualitative analysis. I
listened to all the recordings and wrote down all the wrong pronunciations in the
international phonetic alphabet. I then created several tables with the different ways kids
pronounced each particular word. There were several tables for the mispronunciations
— two for each of the seven texts (there were no participants from the school group who
read text 3 and text 6) split by the two groups; tables for the substitutions - split the same
way; and lastly, tables with the rest of the mistakes — omissions, additions and refusals
(those were not as common as substitutions and mispronunciations, but they did occur

in several instances). I then merged a few of the tables for the ease of read.

4.3.1 Mispronunciations

When it comes to mispronunciations, there are two types of mistakes. Either the
participant made a mistake in only certain phonemes, or they made up a whole new
pronunciation for the whole word. This second choice is probably caused by them not
knowing the word and trying to relate what they read to words they know. In many
instances, the participants just read the words in the way they would in Czech —
phoneme-grapheme translation with Czech pronunciation. All the different ways the
participants mispronounced words can be found in the tables below (Tables 11-18). For
ease of read, I am only reporting errors that occurred more than once in the first three

texts (the full tables can be found in the appendix):
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Table 11 - beginners text

group word pronunciation  no. of occurrences
kindergarten | into mto 4
kindergarten | a a 3
kindergarten | anna ejn 2
kindergarten | dad dad 2
kindergarten | hall ha:l 2
kindergarten | outfit outfit 2
kindergarten | put pAt 2
school into mto 8
school to to 7
school anna ejn 4
school hall hal 4
school a a 3
school had hat 3
school outfit o:tfit 3
school and Ant 2
school outfit outfit 2
school tea te:a 2
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Table 12 - text 1, kindergarten group

group word pronunciation no. of occurences

kindergarten | smaller smalr 12
kindergarten | was vez 12
kindergarten | hug huk 9
kindergarten | was VAZ 8
kindergarten | clicked kliket 7
kindergarten | cloud klout 6
kindergarten | looked loket 6
kindergarten | a a 5
kindergarten | bumped bumpet 5
kindergarten | replied repli:t 5
kindergarten | shut Jot 5
kindergarten | asked aksat 4
kindergarten | bumped bamptt 4
kindergarten | he he: 4
kindergarten | Jack jatsk 4
kindergarten | suddenly sudenlr 4
kindergarten | was ViZ 4
kindergarten | gave gef 3
kindergarten | just jost 3
kindergarten | looked loket 3
kindergarten | out out 3
kindergarten | trembled tremblet 3
kindergarten | trembled trembli:t 3
kindergarten | what VAt 3
kindergarten | asked esket 2
kindergarten | asked Askit 2
kindergarten | away evj 2
kindergarten | became bekam 2
kindergarten | before befor 2
kindergarten | bumped bambat 2
kindergarten | clicked klindzmt 2
kindergarten | flown floon 2
kindergarten | flown flavn 2
kindergarten | going gouik 2
kindergarten | had hat 2
kindergarten | him haim 2
kindergarten | never never 2
kindergarten | people pjupl 2
kindergarten | people people 2
kindergarten | replied replizet 2
kindergarten | replied replet 2
kindergarten | smaller smaler 2
kindergarten | that that 2
kindergarten | the de 2
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Table 13 - text 1, school group

group word pronunciation no. of occurences

school | was VAZ 27
school | was vez 13
school | clicked kliket 12
school | smaller smalor 11
school | asked asket 9
school | bumped bumpet 8
school | cloud klout 8
school | looked loket 7
school | a a 6
school | hug huk 6
school | replied repli:t 6
school | suddenly sudenlr 6
school | trembled trembled 6
school | he he 5
school | just jost 5
school | looked luket 5
school | out out 4
school | what VAt 4
school | before befor 3
school | before befr 3
school | bumped bumbi:d 3
school | flown flovn 3
school | looked lokat 3
school | mum mom 3
school | replied replett 3
school | replied replijet 3
school | shut Jot 3
school | smaller sma:lr 3
school | asked esket 2
school | became bekame 2
school | before bi:fr 2
school | bumped bampet 2
school | gave gef 2
school | people peopl 2
school | replied ripli:t 2
school | smaller sma:ler 2
school | smaller smoler 2
school | smaller smaler 2
school | that that 2
school | trembled trembli:t 2
school | trembled tramplet 2
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Table 14 - text 2

group word pronunciation no. of occurences
kindergarten | also Also 8
kindergarten | find find 6
kindergarten | breast bri:st 5
kindergarten | danger dangr 5
kindergarten | a a 4
kindergarten | other odr 4
kindergarten | also elso 3
kindergarten | pale pa:l 3
kindergarten | all a:l 2
kindergarten | bright brikt 2
kindergarten | danger dand3zr 2
kindergarten | even evn 2
kindergarten | land lant 2
kindergarten | pale pa:l 2
kindergarten | sometimes  samtims 2
kindergarten | to to 2
school | find find 5
school | danger dengr 4
school | also elso 3
school | also Also 3
school | also Also: 3
school | are er 3
school | bank bank 3
school | breast bri:st 3
school | danger dandzr 3
school | all a:l 2
school | all el 2
school | danger dangr 2
school | even evn 2
school | land lant 2
school | to to 2
school | when vin 2

42



Table 15 - text 3, kindergarten group

group word pronunciation no. of occurences
kindergarten | burglar buglar 8
kindergarten | key kej 3
kindergarten | began begen 2
kindergarten | burglar bu:glr 2
kindergarten | bushes bafiz 2
kindergarten | drawer dravr 2
kindergarten | gazed gerzit 2
kindergarten | into mto 2
kindergarten | loudly loudlr 2
kindergarten | once onts 2
kindergarten | put pAt 2
kindergarten | slipped sli:prt 2
kindergarten | startled sta:rlet 2
kindergarten | unfortunately onfortonertls 2
Table 16 - text 4
group word pronunciation no. of occurences
kindergarten | hidden haiden 1
kindergarten | although difrou 1
kindergarten | threatened fri:atnet 1
school | called ka:let 1
school | range rind3 1
school | centimeters  sentimetrz 1
school | distinctive diskmif 1
school | flattened flejtenet 1
school | climbers klimbrs 1
school | birds birds 1
school | being bejnk 1
school | excavate ekstsavert 1
school | although Altrov 1
school | appearance  eperents 1
school | hissing hizin 1
school | threatened  tritenet 1
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Table 17 - text 5

group word pronunciation no. of occurences
kindergarten | allowing elovink 1
kindergarten | caught kodst 1
kindergarten | grabbed grebit 1
kindergarten | hunched hadzd 1
kindergarten | instinctively  1stistvtl 1
kindergarten | lunged lond3zt 1
kindergarten | onto onto 1
kindergarten | premature prematfr 1
kindergarten | slouched slafid 1
kindergarten | startled stritlt 1
kindergarten | wanted vontet 1
kindergarten | with VIV 1
school | allowing elovviyg 1
school | aunts a:onts 1
school | bearers bi:rers 1
school | flicked fliket 1
school | giggling dzargling 1
school | grabbed gremvit 1
school | grandparents grandporents 1
school | grinned gra:jnet 1
school | hunched hantfet 1
school | instinctively — mstivelr 1
school | knife knarf 1
school | lunged landzet 1
school | premature premtor 1
school | proclaimed  protslermet 1
school | pursuit porfit 1
school | realised reli:sit 1
school | realised rjaliset 1
school | sausages sa:sidzs 1
school | sausages so:s1d3s 1
school | sight samnt 1
school | slouched sloutfet 1
school | spilled spailt 1
school | threw trev 1
school | used ouset 1
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Table 18 - text 6, kindergarten group

group word pronunciation no. of occurences
kindergarten | pirates prett 1
kindergarten | characterised  tfercktraizd 1
kindergarten | reality realitt 1
kindergarten | european juiroper 1
kindergarten | pirates prett 1
kindergarten | century Jentrt 1
kindergarten | pirates pirerts 2
kindergarten | corsairs kor/irs 1
kindergarten | mediterranean medrtfri:m 1
kindergarten | pirates pirets 2
kindergarten | considered konsidran 1
kindergarten | disguise disgi:s 1
kindergarten | viciously vikfos 1
kindergarten | crew kjor 1
kindergarten | disgusted disgouist 1
kindergarten | condemned kondement 1
kindergarten | received resverd 1

4.3.2 Substitutions

With substitutions, the problem in the reading can be described as an issue with
the lexical route: Participants substituted a word for another. All the substitutions can be

seen in the tables below (Tables 19-26).

Table 19 - beginners text

group right word  substitution no. of occurences
kindergarten | hall hell 2
kindergarten | her here 9
kindergarten | hot god 1
kindergarten | hot good 1
kindergarten | into eat 1
kindergarten | she see 1
school | on in 1
school | her here 19
school | hot got 1
school | went hint 1
school | she see 1
school | into in 1
school | had hot 1
school | her hers 1
school | here he 1

45



Table 20 - text 1, kindergarten group

group right word  substitution no. of occurences
kindergarten | asked scared 1
kindergarten | became dream- 1
cream
kindergarten | far four/for 2
kindergarten | far fair 2
kindergarten | had hand 3
kindergarten | it's this 1
kindergarten | of for 1
kindergarten | she see 2
kindergarten | shut shit 1
kindergarten | that the 2
kindergarten | the them 1
kindergarten | then the 2
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Table 21 - text 1, school group

group right word  substitution no. of occurences

school | far fair 1
school | became become 3
school | and the 1
school | cars cats 1
school | became bacon 1
school | far war 1
school | far from 2
school | a and 1
school | belt bell 1
school | a the 1
school | belt believe 1
school | flown floor 1
school | flown fall 1
school | flown flow 1
school | for four/for 5
school | gave give 2
school | had has 1
school | he she 1
school | hug jug 1
school | just juice 1
school | never ever 1
school | out your 1
school | people pineapple 1
school | replied repeat 1
school | she he 1
school | shut shit 1
school | shut sound 1
school | smaller smells 1
school | suddenly study 1
school | that the 7
school | then the 2
school | then ten 1
school | was has 1
school | what but 1
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Table 22 - text 2, kindergarten group

group right word  substitution no. of occurences
kindergarten | an and 1
kindergarten | insects incest 1
kindergarten | nests nasals 1
kindergarten | other order 1
kindergarten | pots post 3
kindergarten | spots sports 2
kindergarten | stump stamp 2
kindergarten | with which 3
school | an and 1
school | berries barriers 1
school | breast breads 1
school | breast bright 1
school | bright bridge 2
school | bright brink 1
school | bright Bridget 1
school | bright bird 1
school | bright brick 1
school | cats cramps 1
school | even event 1
school | fight think 1
school | food good 1
school | in and 1
school | insects insides 1
school | nest next 1
school | other otter 1
school | other odour 1
school | pale plate 1
school | pale play 1
school | pockets packets 1
school | pots post 1
school | pots port 1
school | scraps scrubs 1
school | scraps carpets 1
school | seeds sets 1
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Table 23 - text 3, kindergarten group

group right word  substitution no. of occurences
kindergarten ‘ came come 1
kindergarten | could called 1
kindergarten | through throw 1
kindergarten ‘ heard heart 1

Table 24 - text 4

group right word  substitution no. of occurences
kindergarten ‘ claws close 1

school ‘ whole vowel 1

school ‘ ten the 1

Table 25 - text 5

group right word  substitution no. of occurences
kindergarten | when then 1
kindergarten | haired hater 1
kindergarten | flee feel 1

school | slid slide 1

school | caught called 1

Table 26 - text 6, kindergarten group

group right word  substitution no. of occurences
kindergarten | expanded expat 1
kindergarten | continents countries 1
kindergarten | Blackbeard  blackbird 1
kindergarten | women woman 2
kindergarten | that than 1
kindergarten | picking picknicks 1

4.3.3 Other mistakes

Other types of mistakes were not as common as substitutions and
mispronunciations, so I did not include them in the quantitative analysis. They did
however occur in some instances, so I am including them in the qualitative analysis.
Those types of mistakes were omissions, where the participants omitted a part of the
word, refusals, where the participants refused to read the word altogether and additions,
where the participants either added a part of the word, or added a whole word in a place

where there was none. All those mistakes can be seen in the tables below (Tables 27-35).
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Table 27 - refusals, beginners text

group

word

no. ofoccurences

kindergarten ‘ Anna

kindergarten
school

hot
went

school ‘ tea

Table 28 - omissions, text 1, kindergarten group

group

word

no. ofoccurences

—_ N = N

kindergarten ‘ look(ed)

Table 29 - refusals, text 1, kindergarten group

group word no. of occurences
kindergarten | a 1
kindergarten | that 3
kindergarten | far 1
kindergarten | had 1
kindergarten | clicked 1
kindergarten | seat 1
kindergarten | them 1
kindergarten | became 1
kindergarten | suddenly 1
kindergarten | bumped 1
kindergarten | asked 1
school | of 1
school | a 2
school | seat 1
school | then 1
Table 30 - omissions, text 2
group word no. of occurences
kindergarten | park(s) 1
kindergarten | Robin(s) 1
kindergarten | seed(s) 1
kindergarten | cat(s) 1
school | wood(s) 1
school | pocket(s) 2
school | nest(s) 1
school | cat(s) 1
school | Robin(s) 5
school | park(s) 3
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Table 31 - refusals, text 2

group word no. of occurences

kindergarten ‘ it
kindergarten | of
school | a

—_— W = N

school ‘ it

Table 32 - additions, text 2

group word no. of occurences

kindergarten | the
kindergarten | make-s
kindergarten | stump-s
kindergarten | like-s
kindergarten | make-s
school | their-s
school | the
school | stump-s

W = = N = = = =

school | year-s

Table 33 - omissions, text 4, school group

group word no. of occurences
school ‘ know(n) 1

Table 34 - refusals, text 5, kidergarten group

group word no. of occurences

kindergarten ‘ a 1
kindergarten ‘ is 1

Table 35 - omissions, text 6, kindergarten group

group word no. of occurences
kindergarten ‘ trade(d) 1

4.4 Common mistakes

It is obvious in the count of the mistakes in the tables above, that some mistakes
were more common than others. That is why I decided to create a table with the most
common mistakes that could be found in the analysis. It could be said that the mistakes
that only occurred one or two times were just an error of the particular participant, but
it is a question worth exploring why some of the mistakes occurred more than twice. In
this particular table, I looked at the total number of mistakes, regardless of the two

groups. The table of the most common mistakes can be found below (Table 36).
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Table 36 - the most common mistakes

text type of mistake word wrong total number of
pronunciation mistakes
1 | mispronunciation was VAZ 35
beg | substitution her here 28
1 | mispronunciation was vez 25
I | mispronunciation clicked  kliket 19
1 | mispronunciation hug huk 15
1 | mispronunciation cloud klout 14
1 | mispronunciation asked asket 13
I | mispronunciation looked loket 13
beg | mispronunciation into mto 12
I | mispronunciation smaller  smalr 12
1 | mispronunciation a a 11
I | mispronunciation replied  repli:t 11
1 | mispronunciation smaller  smalor 11
2 | mispronunciation also Also 11
2 | mispronunciation find find 11
I | mispronunciation suddenly sudenlt 10
1 | mispronunciation trembled tremblet 9
1 | substitution that the 9
beg | mispronunciation to to 8
I | mispronunciation bumped bumpet 8
1 | mispronunciation shut Jot 8
2 | substitution with which 8
2 | mispronunciation breast bri:st 8
3 | mispronunciation burglar  boglar 8
1 | mispronunciation out out 7
1 | mispronunciation what VAt 7
beg | mispronunciation a [a] 6
beg | mispronunciation anna ejn 6
2 | omission Robins  Robin(s) 6
2 | mispronunciation also elso 6
1 | mispronunciation before befor 5
1 | mispronunciation bumped bumpet 5
1 | mispronunciation gave gef 5
I | mispronunciation he he 5
1 | mispronunciation just jost 5
1 | mispronunciation looked luket 5
1 | mispronunciation trembled trembli:t 5
1 | substitution for four/for 5
2 | mispronunciation a a 5
2 | mispronunciation danger dangr 5
2 | mispronunciation danger dengr 5
2 | mispronunciation danger dand3r 5
beg | mispronunciation hall hal 4
beg | mispronunciation outfit outfit 4
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mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
substitution
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
refusal
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
substitution
substitution
substitution
refusal

omission
omission
addition
substitution
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation
mispronunciation

asked
bumped
bumped
he

Jack
looked
smaller
that
was
pots

all

land
other
to

had
outfit
that
became
before
flown
just
looked
mum
never
replied
replied
smaller
became
far

had

it

cats
parks
year
spots
also
are
bank
bright
even
pale
when
key

esket
bamprt
bumbi:d
he:
jatsk
lokat
smaler
that
VIZ
post
a:l

Iant
odr

to

hat
o:tfit

X
bekam
befr
flovn
jost
loket
mom
never
replert
replijet
sma:lr
become
fair
hand

X
cat(s)
park(s)
year-s
sport
Also:
er
bank
brikt
evn
pa:l
vin
kej
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4.5 Accuracy, rate, and comprehension

The YARC methodology is designed to record accuracy, rate, and comprehension for
each of the participants. These measures can primarily help determine the level of reading of
each participant, but it can also help determine the differences between the two groups. After
counting the number of mistakes in the two texts that the participant read, ability score, standard
score, percentile rank and an age equivalent (related to average native children) can all be
obtained based on information and tables contained in the YARC manual.

In the table on the record form, the examiner is supposed to write the number of mistakes
the child made in the two texts. Based on this number, ability scores can be found in some tables
in the manual. The ability score is based on the two texts the participant read — so the examiner
finds tables attributed to those two texts in the manual and finds a row with the number of
mistakes for the participant. The next column shows the ability score of the participant. Then
an average ability score is calculated, which is then rounded to the nearest whole number. This
average ability score in recorded in the form.

With ability score in mind, standard score can be calculated with a different table in the
manual. The table contains the different ability scores and also different ages of the presumed
participants. A certain ability score may indicate a great result in a young child, but a poor result
in an older child. This table allows to combine the ability score with the age of the child. The
examiner then takes the ability score and the age of the participant and wherever these two
datapoints cross in the table, that is the standard score for the participant.

For ability scores and standard scores, there are separate tables for accuracy, rate and
comprehension. To calculate the percentile rank from the standard score, there is one
conversion table for all three categories. The examiner takes the participants standard score and
in the next column in the table, there is the percentile rank for this score. The table also offers
a description of this percentile — percentiles ranging from 2 to 8 are described as the participant
having severe difficulty with the task; percentiles ranging from 9 to 14 are described as below
average; percentiles ranging from 16 to 84 are described as average; percentiles ranging from
86 to 91 are described as above average and lastly, percentiles ranging from 92 to 98 and more
are described as excellent. Percentiles assess how the child tested compares to the
(monolingual) population: if a child scored in the 20" percentile, for example, it means that
given a random sample of a hundred children in the United Kingdom, 19 will perform more
poorly than the tested child, and 80 will perform better. These tables are calculated assessing a

large number of children across the country, during the standardisation of the task.
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The last thing that can be calculated from those tables in the manual is the age equivalent
of the participant. There are three separate tables — one for accuracy, one for rate and one for
comprehension. The tables have two columns — one with the ability score and one with the age
equivalent. So, the examiner simply takes the age equivalent attributed to the ability score and
records it into the form.

When I had calculated all of the numbers for all of the participants, I created a table
including all of them and then I counted the percentile means and standard deviations and also
the age mean and standard deviations for each of the three categories and both the school group
and the kindergarten group (note: school group refers to late sequentials, being exposed to
English from primary school; kindergarten group refers to early sequentials, being exposed to
English from Kindergarten). I did ask the participants the comprehension questions, but since
reading comprehension is not a vital part of pronunciation of single words, I decided not to

include the results in this thesis.

4.5.1. Accuracy

Accuracy numbers were assessed by computing the number of reading errors. Then,
the ability scores were calculated as was described above. From that I calculated the

percentiles and used them for the analysis (Table 37 and 28).
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Table 37 - kindergarten accuracy

participant  age accuracy percentile

1 9 9

7 10 7

9 8 5
11 10 2
12 11 2
14 11 4
15 12 5
17 11 3
18 11 1
19 9 5
20 9 2
21 9 2
22 11 3
23 11 4
27 11 21
31 8 5
35 8 4
37 9 1
38 12 1
42 11 1

Table 38 - school accuracy

participant  age accuracy percentile

2 9 1

3 10 1

4 9 1

8 9 2
13 11 61
16 9 13
24 11 1
25 11 3
26 11 1
28 10 4
29 8 4
30 10 1
32 8 4
33 8 1
34 8 13
36 8 4
39 12 1
40 11 1
41 11 5
43 11 3
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In order to compare the two tables, I performed a t-test with the percentiles. Results
are reported in the table below (Table 39), and represented visually in the following graph
(Graph 5).

Table 39 - accuracy t-test

t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Equal

Variances
(kiztz;elf;cii tin ) Variable 2 (school)
Mean 4,35 6,25
Variance 19,924 178,829
Observations 20 20
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
df 38
t Stat -0,603
P(T<=t) two-tail 0,551
t Critical two-tail 2,025

Graph 6 - accuracy
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The table and the graph show that the means for the kindergarten group are lower than
those of the school group. As was explained above, the higher the percentile, the better the
participants performed. In this case, then, it might appear that the school group performed
better. However, the p-value is higher than 0,05, so the null hypothesis cannot be rejected,

meaning that the difference between the two groups is not significant.
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4.5.2. Rate

Calculating the rate scores was tougher to some extent. To calculate the ability scores,
the first step that needed to be taken was to measure the time in seconds — I did that when
listening to the recordings, my media player helped me to be precise with the exact timings.
Every text had a total number of words counted and the information was presented on the record

form. Then the manual offered a formula to convert those numbers into a time category.

Formula 1 - converting rate

number of words in passage

X5

time taken in secons

The final number gets rounded to the nearest whole number and gets recorded into the
record form. On the next page of the manual, tables for converting the time category into ability
scores can be found. From this point, similar tables as for reading accuracy are used to get the
standard scores, percentile ranks and age equivalents. Using the percentiles again, I did the

analysis (Table 40).

Table 40 - kindergarten rate

participant  age rate percentile

1 9 40

7 10 13
9 8
11 10 8
12 11 10
14 11 7
15 12 13
17 11 4
18 11 3
19 9 19
20 9 18
21 9 16
22 11 5
23 11 12
27 11 23
31 8 12
35 8 13
37 9 10
38 12 5
42 11 4
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Table 41 - school rate

participant  age rate percentile
2 9 16
3 10 6
4 9 8
8 9 13
13 11 1
16 9 9
24 11 12
25 11 19
26 11 1
28 10 6
29 8 13
30 10 4
32 8 13
33 8 1
34 8 42
36 8
39 12 3
40 11 7
41 11 37
43 11 7

Performance in the two groups was compared using a t-test. Results are reported in the table

below (Table 42), and presented visually in the following graph (Graph 6):

Table 42 - rate t-test

t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Equal

Variances
(kZC;}Zf;éi tén ) Variable 2 (school)
Mean 11,8 10,95
Variance 78,168 123,524
Observations 20 20
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
df 38
t Stat 0,268
P(T<=t) two-tail 0,791
t Critical two-tail 2,025
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Graph 7 - rate
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In this case, looking at the means suggest that the kindergarten group performed
better; however, taking the p-value into account, the results are yet again not significant,

so the hypothesis is not rejected (there is no significant difference between the two groups).
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5. Discussion

The aim of this research was to assess whether there is a significant impact of the age
of onset on pronunciation of English in Czech speakers. The hypothesis was developed
based on similar psycholinguistic research. In previous work, results showed that with
sufficient input, age of onset does in fact matter, and so the sooner a person starts speaking
a language, the better they will be at it in general (and thus also at pronouncing it). Hence,
the hypothesis was simple — out of the two groups, early sequential bilinguals and late
sequential bilinguals, the former would be significantly better at pronouncing English

words than the latter.

On first impression, there were major differences in the pronunciation between children:
Some of the kids did not pronounce almost any word correctly, while others read even the
more advanced texts without hesitation and with minimal mistakes. But the main question

is, how did each group perform as a whole?

The first test I carried out was an Anova (page 31) where I tried to figure out whether
there was a significant difference between the two most common mistakes — substitutions
and pronunciations — and also whether this pattern was different in the two groups. I found
a significant effect of type (mispronunciations are more common than substitutions), and
no significant effect of group (which means that both groups performed similarly overall).
This first result goes against my hypothesis. A tendency in the interaction (p = .1) made
however suspect that there were indeed some subtle differences between the two groups,

so I ran a number of post-hoc tests.

First, I used two t-tests, one for each of the individual type of mistakes. The first one
mentioned in this thesis is the one concerning substitutions. The t-test and the graph
attached showed that the kindergarten group made on average less mistakes than the school
group — the mean of the mistakes for the kindergarten group equals 3,2 mistakes and for
the school group it equals 6,1 mistakes. With a p-value of 0,0071, the null hypothesis can
be rejected and it can be concluded that the results are significant. This finding is consistent

with my research hypothesis: in this particular case, the age of onset did matter.

The second t-test concerned the mispronunciations. On average, the kindergarten group
made more mistakes than the school group — the mean of the mistakes for the kindergarten

group equals 23,95 and for the school group it equals 22,9. In this case, however, with a p-
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value of 0,6829, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected and the results are deemed not

significant.

The next two tests were not directly connected to the main hypothesis, but they were
however important to make sense of the most commonly made mistakes. I did two t-test to
determine the differences between the two most common types of mistakes — substitutions
and mispronunciations. As was mentioned previously, those two were not the only types
of mistakes, the methodology I used was working with four more types: Omissions,
additions, refusals and reversals. Interestingly enough, reversals never appeared all through
this whole research. Omissions, additions, and refusals were sometimes present in the
reading, but they were so rare that it would be redundant to use them in the quantitative
analysis. That is why I focused mainly on substitutions and mispronunciations. I did two t-
tests again, this time to figure out if there as a significant difference in the number of

substitutions and pronunciations in each of the participating groups.

For early sequential bilinguals, the number of substitutions was lower than the number
of mispronunciations — the mean for the substitutions equals 3,2 and for mispronunciations,
it equals 23,95. And considering the p-value of 4,736, the null hypothesis can be safely
rejected and the results could be considered significant: The count of mispronunciations

was significantly higher than the count of substitutions.

The same t-test was carried out with the numbers for the late sequential bilinguals. Even
though the difference between the two numbers was not as large as with the early
sequentials group, there was still a clear difference between the two — the mean for
substitutions equals 6,1 and the mean for mispronunciations equals 22,9. The p-value in

1-10

this case equals 9,551, which is also a highly significant result: In this case too, the null

hypothesis can be rejected and the results are deemed significant.

The last two variables that were measured with the quantitative analysis were overall
accuracy and rate. In both of these, percentiles were used for the analysis. Those percentiles
were calculated according to the YARC methodology. The percentiles show how difficult
the task was for participants in my study. As was mentioned in section 4.5, the values also
have their own “lexical description”. After counting the means for each of the groups in
each of the tasks, according to those descriptions included in the used methodology, the
kindergarten group had a mean accuracy of 4,35, which would equal “severe difficulty” on
the lexical description scale. The school group performed overall better, with a mean

accuracy of 6,25, which would however still equal “severe difficulty” on the lexical
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description scale. One of the most noticeable findings in these results is the major
difference between the individual participants. While in the kindergarten group, the
difference between the best performing and the worst performing participant was only 20
points and the rest of the points were more or less evenly distributed between 1 and 9
points, the school group showed much more huge differences. The difference between the
best and the worst performing participant was a whole of 60 points, with the best
performing participant scoring 61 points, but the next best two scoring 13. The rest was
distributed between 5 and 1 points. The p-value for this test was 0,55, so the null hypothesis
cannot be rejected, and the results are not significant either (groups were not significantly

different in terms of overall accuracy).

Rate results were also compared with a t-test. Again, using the descriptions included in
the manual, it can be said that the kindergarten group, that on average scored 11,8 points,
is “below average” and the school group, that on average scored 10,95 points, is also
“below average”. Here again, the groups showed the same results when it comes to the
lexical descriptions, as in the accuracy part of the test. With rate, the differences between
individual participants were not as severe as with the accuracy. In the kindergarten group,
the point difference between the best and the worst performing participant was 39 with the
majority of points ranging from 10 to 19, in the school group, the difference between the
best and worst was 41 points, with the rest of the points ranging everywhere through 1 to
42. The p-value however was once again too big to reject the null hypothesis, and the results
were not significant: overall there is no significant difference in reading rate between the

two groups.

A big part of the analysis was taken up by the qualitative analysis, where I looked at the
most common mistakes one by one. | wrote down every possible pronunciation in IPA for
the mispronunciations and I compared the substituted words to the correct words. With
omissions and additions, I simply wrote down what was omitted and added; when the
participant refused to pronounce the word altogether, I just noted it down in the refusals
table. Again, since the substitutions and mispronunciations were by far the most common
mistakes, I focused mainly on those, but some of the other three types did appear in the 4.4

Common mistakes chapter.

The first group of mistakes I focused on was the mispronunciations. The tables included
in the chapter 4.3.1 Mispronunciations are divided into the two participant groups, but they

are also divided by the texts, since the same mistakes in the same words occurred in the
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same texts. Table 11 and 12 are concerned with the beginners’ text and it can be seen that
the most common mistake (the word into, pronounced as /into/) was in the first place in
both of the groups. The school group also had more mistakes that appeared more than once
than the kindergarten group. Out of the 7 words that appear in the kindergarten group table,
5 appear also in the school group table. This would suggest that the kindergarten group
performed slightly better than the school group, and also that the most commonly
mispronounced words appeared in both of the groups. Interestingly though, the word “hall”
was commonly mispronounced as /ha:l/ in the kindergarten group, but as /hal/ in the school
group. With the word “outfit”, the kindergarten group mainly mispronounced it as /outfit/,
and so did the school group, but the school group also mispronounced it as /o:tfit/. Tables
13 and 14 were focused on text 1. This text included longer words but also more
grammatical words than the beginners’ text. Those two types of words were exactly the
most commonly mispronounced. The table shows that one of the most difficult words was
the word “was” which was commonly mispronounced as either /vaz/, /vez/, or /viz/. The
table also shows that with the longer words, the problem commonly appeared in the
pronunciation of the ending. For example, the -ed ending was commonly pronounced as /-
et/, /- 1t/ or /-1:t/. Both the / vaz/ and /-et/ pronunciations could be explained by differences
in English and Czech spelling. Czech text is read using the grapheme-phoneme route
(Coltheart et al., 2001), so when participants were not sure of the pronunciation, they read
the word the same way they would in Czech — grapheme to phoneme — assigning the
graphemes their Czech equivalent sounds. A similar problem can be found in the tables 15
and 16, concerning text 2. One of the common appearing words here is the word “danger”.
While in some cases there is a problem in the pronunciation of the mid-vowel, often times
the participants struggled with pronouncing the letter g. In this word, “g” would normally
be pronounced as /d3/, but in 17 cases participants pronounced it as /g/, again, assigning to
the phoneme the Czech sound. Other words in this were also often read using the grapheme-
phoneme route, for example the most common words in every group: “also” (read as /also/)
and “find” (read as /find/). No participant from the school group read text 3, but the most
commonly mispronounced word from the kindergarten group in that text was the word
“burglar”. This could be caused by the fact that in vocabularies of 8-12 years old aged
children this a fairly uncommon word. Similar mistakes as previously mentioned also
occurred: whole words or at least parts of them were pronounced using the grapheme-
phoneme route. Texts 4, 5 and 6 do not give us any data on most common mistakes, since

all of the mistakes in those texts appeared only once or twice throughout the whole test.
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In chapter 4.3.2 Substitutions, the tables were divided the same way as with
mispronunciations. In the case of substitutions, the mistakes often occurred way less
commonly than with mispronunciations — ergo only once or twice — but there were some
mistakes that stood out. Tables 23 and 24 focus on the beginners’ text. The very noticeable
mistake was in the word “her”, that was substituted for the word “here” not only 9 times in
the kindergarten group, but also 19 times in the school group. In text 1, the most common
mistake for the kindergarten group was substituting the word “had” with the word “hand”
3 times, and in the school group, it was the word “that” substituted for the word “the” 7
times. In text 2, the most common mistake was substituting the word “with” for the ford
“which”, occurring 5 times in the school group and 3 times in the kindergarten group. From

text 3 up to text 6, all the substitutions only occurred once or twice in total.

While with mispronunciations the problem can be described as an issue with the
grapheme-phoneme route of reading, with substitutions, since the whole word was
substituted for another, one may argue that there is an issue with the lexical route to of
reading (Coltheart et al., 2001). As was mentioned above, mispronunciations appeared
significantly more in both the kindergarten and the school group, which could lead to the
conclusion that Czech speakers make more mistakes when trying to read the words using

the grapheme-phoneme route than when they try to read the words lexically.

From all the t-tests concerning the differences between the two groups, only one showed
a significant result: The test that was concerned with the total count of substitutions in each
of the groups. The result showed that the kindergarten group was performing significantly
better than the school group, which is consistent with the main hypothesis that the age of
onset does matter and that the earlier a speaker is exposed to a language, the better they
will pronounce it. The other three t-tests however were not consistent with the hypothesis.
The t-test concerning the difference in the two groups in mispronunciations, the one
concerning accuracy percentiles, and the one concerning rate did not show significant

results.

This unexpected finding could be caused by many different factors, and it could be

explained in one of the following ways:

First, there is a possibility that the difference in age of onset between early and late
sequential bilinguals is too small to make a difference in pronunciation and rate. The
window in which a speaker is more prone to learn in a certain way could be as big as to

contain both ages of onset — kindergartners and school aged children.
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Second, there could also be a problem in the quality of the input. In the thematic report
from the Czech School Inspection from the year 2009 it can be found that, from all the
teachers that teach English in primary schools, 12,9% are fully qualified to teach English
in primary schools, 24,7% are fully qualified to teach English in general, 33,9% have other
university qualifications, 2,2% are native speakers, 10,1% did finish studying at a
university but are not qualified and 16,2% are not qualified and did not finish university

(the full table can be found in the appendix).

Since many schools offer English classes from the first year, even though it is legally
mandatory to do so in the third year, it may be the case that there is a lack of qualified
teachers, at least in the earlier grades. One may argue that it would be better to nationally
unify the year in which children start learning English, so that the certified and qualified

teachers would not be as dispersed as they are right now.
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6. Conclusion

This study focused on the influence of age of onset on the pronunciation in Czech children
learning English. Since the age of when to start learning English in the Czech Republic is not
unified (the oldest children legally have to be to start learning English is in the third grade, but
there are many opportunities to start earlier, some schools even start teaching English in the
first year obligatorily, and many children start in kindergarten), this thesis aimed to figure out
whether differences in age of onset to English made any difference in the pronunciation of

words.

The theory behind this research was explored in the second chapter of this thesis and was
based on many scientific studies regarding bilingual children, since L2 learning during
childhood can be seen as a form of bilingualism; researches similar to this one were used to
form the hypothesis (though none of those researches was conducted on Czech-English

bilinguals).

The research deployed the York Assessment of Reading for Comprehension as a
methodology and slightly altered it to fit the research with bilingual children. Forty children
aged 8 to 12 years were subjected to the testing.

The results revealed that it is far more common for Czech children to try and read an
unknown English word as they would read a Czech one, i.e. using the grapheme-phoneme route.
They also revealed that we do not find a significant difference in pronunciation between early
and late sequential bilinguals. This could be caused by two factors: either the age of onset
between those two groups is not large enough to have a weight cognitively, or there is a problem
in the quality of the input for Czech speakers of English due to a lack of qualified English
teachers in the country. Nonetheless, the study showed that one feature was indeed affected by
age of onset: children with an earlier age of onset produced a significantly smaller number of

substitutions than children with a later age of onset.
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8. Resumé

Tato prace se zabyva vyvojem fonologie anglictiny u ¢eskych déti a pfedevsim otazkou,
zda ma vek, ve kterém se dité zacne ucit cizi jazyk, vliv na pozd¢jsi vyslovnost. Toto téma bylo
zvoleno na zéklad¢ skutecnosti, ze Cesky Skolsky systém neni jednotny v otazce veku, kdy zacit
vyucovat cizi jazyk. Nejpozdéjsi termin, kdy se zaci v ¢eskych Skolach zac¢inaji ucit anglictinu,
je tieti ro¢nik zakladni skoly, avSak mnoho S$kol nabizi vyuku ciziho jazyka jiz od ro¢niku
prvniho, a nejen to — vyuku cizich jazykl nabizeji i leckteré Skolky. Proto by se dalo
pfedpokladat, ze vékové rozdilny zacatek vyuky bude mit vliv na pozd&jsi zdatnost deti

v daném jazyce.

Vyzkum je zaméfen na vyvoj fonologie, podle ulohy k pfecteni bylo hodnoceno, jak
zaci na riznych arovnich vyslovuji a zda mé na vyslovnost vliv veék, ve kterém se zaci zacali
ucit anglicky jazyk. V poslednich letech se vyzkum na toto téma v oblasti bilingvismu rozvinul,
avsak jeSté neni rozhodné do detaili prozkouman, a nelze tedy stdle jednoznacné fict, zda je

osvojeni ciziho jazyka snazs8i pro mladsi studenty nez pro dospélé.

V teoretické Casti se prace zabyva jazykovou akvizici a fonologii. V ¢asti jazykové
akvizice je nejprve popsano, jak dochazi k osvojovani prvniho jazyka, tato Cast se opira
predevsim o ucebnice M. T. Guastiové a Bena Ambridge & Eleny V. M Lievenové. Déle se
prace vénuje problematice bilingvismu a akvizice ciziho jazyka. Tato ¢ast se opira o Spolecny
evropsky referencni rdmec vytvoteny univerzitou v Cambridge a fesi, co vlastné bilingvismus
znamend. Definice bilingvismu je sloZity proces, protoZze kazdy akademik definuje
bilingvismus mirné¢ odliSn€. V minulosti pfevladala mysSlenka, ze aby c¢lov€k mohl byt
bilingvni, musi disponovat v obou jazycich stejnou slovni zasobu. To je samoziejmé nemozné,
tudiZ ale ani v dne$ni dob¢ nelze bilingvismus definovat jednozna¢né. Nasledujici kapitola se
zaobird teoretickym zakladem problému, kterému se tato prace vénuje, a zkouma vliv véku, ve
kterém se zak s jinym matef'skym jazykem, nez je ¢estina, zacne ucit anglicky. Posledni kapitola
jazykove akvizice se zabyva zplisobem, jakym je anglicky jazyk vyucovan na ¢eskych Skolach

a opira se o ramcovy vzdélavaci program pro zakladni vzdélavani vydany pod zastitou MSMT.

Posledni c¢ast teoretického uvodu je zaméfena na fonologii, rozebird rozdily mezi
Ceskymi a anglickymi fonémy a zejména rozdily ve zpusobu cteni Ceského a anglického
jazyka — Cesky jazyk se Cte stylem grafém-foném, tedy kazdy grafém odpovida jistému zvuku
a slovo se ¢te jako sled téchto ptitazenych zvukl. OvSem v anglickém jazyce se nevyslovuje
kazdy grafém ve slové, Cte se tedy lexikdlnim zptisobem — konkrétni sled grafémt se vyslovi

jako svij konkrétni sled zvuki, ktery ovSem neni na grafémech zavisly tak jako v ¢esting.
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Vyzkumu v praktické ¢asti se ucastnilo 40 déti ve véku od osmi do dvanacti let
z rokycanskych skol. Téchto 40 ucastnikii bylo rozdéleno na dvé skupiny po dvaceti — rané
sekvencné bilingvni a pozdné sekvencné bilingvni. Test, ktery byl pro tuto praci pouzit, byl
zaloZen na ,,the York Assessment of Reading for Comprehension Passage Reading”, jehoz
autory jsou Margaret J. Snowlingova, Susan E. Stothardové, Paula Clarkova, Claudine Bowyer-
Craneova, Angela Harringtonovd, Emma Truelovova, Katie Nationovad a Charles Hulme.
Soucasti této metodologie je manudl, texty pro ucastniky testovani, formulaf pro testujiciho na
zapis vysledku a ,,single word reading test®, tedy test cteni jednotlivych slov. Kazdy ucastnik
nejprve splnil test ¢teni jednotlivych slov a podle vysledki tohoto testu mu byl pfifazen text.
Textll na ¢teni je sedm a jsou odstupiiované podle urovni. Podle vysledkl ¢teni textu byl poté
ucastnikovi pfifazen text druhy, bud'to o stupeii snazsi, nebo o stupen tézsi. Kazdy ucastnik
tedy ve vysledku cCetl test na jednotliva slova a poté dva texty. Celé testovani bylo nahravéano a

nahravky byly nasledné¢ zpracovany.

Pro ziskéani vysledki byla pouZita kvantitativni 1 kvalitativni analyza. Pro kvantitativni
analyzu byly pouzity statistické nastroje t-test a anova. Typy chyb, které ticastnici dé€lali, byly
rozdéleny na Sest skupin — prefeky, zamény, odmitnuti, vynechani, ptidani a prohozeni. Prefeky
a zdmeény byly nej€astéjSim typem chyb, a proto byly kvantitativné zkoumany rozdily mezi
témito dvéma typy chyb u obou skupin tcastnikdl, ale také rozdily mezi skupinami ucastnika
v kazdém z téchto dvou typl chyb. Dale byla méfena ptesnost a rychlost ¢teni, a i tyto dveé
kategorie byly kvantitativné analyzovany. V kvalitativni analyze byly poté zkoumany konkrétni

chyby, kter¢ se objevovaly nejéastéji, a zda se zplsob tvotreni chyb opakoval u riznych slov.

T-testy ukazaly, Ze Zé&ci délali signifikantni rozdil v poc¢tu chyb mezi piefeky a
zaménami. Signifikantni rozdil mezi dvéma skupinami ucastnikti v§ak ukazal pouze jeden ze
Ctyt testl: skupina rané sekvencné bilingvnich se dopoustéla signifikantné méné zdmén nez
skupina pozdné sekvencné bilingvnich. Kvalitativni analyza prokazala, Ze mezi nejcastéjsi typy
chyb u ceskych 74kl patii ¢teni anglickych slov zpisobem grafém-foném nebo zaménovani

samohlasky za jinou, poptipadé kombinace obojiho.

Skutec¢nost, Ze vysledky neukazuji rozdil mezi obéma testovanymi skupinami, miize byt
zpusobena dvéma faktory — bud’to mezi témito skupinami nema vék ve kterém se zacaly ucit
cizi jazyk na vyslovnost vliv, nebo miize byt chyba na stran¢ aprobovanosti a vzdé&lanosti

vyucujicich.
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9. Appendix
Translation of the MSMT schedule

The expected outputs of the speech skills are that the pupils should understand simple
instructions and questions of the teacher, if the instruction is carefully and understandably
conveyed. The pupils can react to those instructions and questions verbally or non-verbally.
The pupils can also repeat and use words and phrases that were used during classes. They
can understand the meaning of short written text, if they have visual aids to help them. They
understand short and simple spoken text, if the text is delivered clearly, or if the pupils have
visual aids to help them. They can match the spoken and written forms of words or phrases
and they can write words and short sentences based on textual or visual model. The bare
minimum that the pupil must be proficient in is knowing the sound form of English. (own

translation) (RVP 25)

When it comes to listening skills with understanding, the pupils should be able to
understand easy instructions and questions, understand simple words sentences as long as
they relate to the discussed topics. Visual aids can also be used. The pupils should
understand simple listening tasks, visual aids can be used, and the text needs to be uttered
clearly. The bare minimum is understanding the instructions of the teacher and
understanding words, that were repeatedly used during lessons — mainly greetings and

acknowledgements. (own translation) (RVP 25)

Basics of communication skills should also be acquired. The pupils should be able to
participate in simple dialogues, they can say some basic information about themselves, their
family, school, free time and other topics covered in lessons. They can answer simple
questions relating to themselves, and other mentioned topics. They should also be able to
ask simple questions. The bare minimum is knowing how to greet someone and how to say
thank you, telling their own name and age, expressing agreement or disapproval and

reacting to simple questions, with the help of visual aids. (own translation) (RVP 25, 26)

Reading skills are also part of the plan. The pupils should be able to find necessary
information in a simple written text that relates to the acquired topics and they should
understand short easy texts relating to everyday life, with the help of visual aids. The bare
minimum is understanding words that have been repeatedly used in lessons. (own

translation) (RVP 26)
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The last part is writing skills. In this part, the pupils should be able to write a short text
using short simple sentences and phrases about themselves, their family, activities that they
do in their free time or about their everyday life. They can fill out their personal information
in a form. The bare minimum is knowing the graphic form of English. (own translation)

(RVP 26)

In the higher-level classes, this acquired information is further developed. In listening,
the pupils should be able to understand information in listening exercises and also in a
conversation that relates to topics discussed in class. The bare minimum is understanding
questions about themselves. In communication, they should be able to ask about some basic
information and react accordingly in a formal or informal situation. They can talk about the
acquired topics, mainly about themselves, school and their friends. They should also be able
to tell a short story or describe an event, they should also be able to describe people, places
and things from their everyday life. Bare minimum is to be able to talk about themselves.
When it comes to reading, pupils should be able to find useful information in short and
simple authentic materials and understand those materials. The bare minimum of that would
be understanding the vocabulary and sentences in the repeated topics. In writing skills,
pupils should be able to fill in a basic form with information about themselves, write basic
texts about themselves, their family, school and their free time and they should also react to
an easy written task. The bare minimum would be reacting to simple texts about themselves.

(own translation) (RVP 26, 27)

Generally, in the lower level pupils are taught basics of pronunciation, the relationship
between sound and written form of words, basic lexicon useful for communication relating
to the acquired topics and basic grammar structures and sentence types. The topics that are
generally talked about in lessons are home, family, free time, professions, the human body,
food, clothing, shopping, hometown, means of transport, the year (along with holidays, the
four seasons, days of the week and telling time), animals, nature and weather. In the higher
level, pronunciation is getting cleared up and phonological skills are getting overall better
(for example, differentiating word and sentence stress or intonation), the pupils also start
using vocabularies and should be able to work with them. Grammar is getting used for
communicative purposes, some fundamental mistakes are overlooked as long as the
message the pupil is trying to convey is understandable. The topics used in lessons are
home, family, living, school, free time, culture, sport, health, feelings and moods, eating

habits, weather, nature and the city, shopping and fashion, the problems of society, picking
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a future profession, new technologies and media, travelling or foreign countries and their

realia. (own translation) (RVP 26, 27)

Table of qualifications

Table 43 - qualifications

Sledované ukazatele Zakladni Skola | Gymnédzium Ostatni SS
kvalifikovanosti Al NJ Al NI Al NJ
V:S odborna kvalifikace pro vyuku CJ na 1. st. 12,9 1,5 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
VS odborn kvalifikace pro vyuku CJ 24.7 36,8 92,0 88,0 50,0 66,7
Ostatni - kvalifikovan s VS 33,9 55,8 22 3,6 14,4 239
Rodily mluvéi 22 0,0 23 0,0 0,0 0,3
Nekvalifikovan s VS 10,1 0,0 23 472 17.8 3,0
Nekvalifikovan bez VS 16,2 5,9 1,2 472 17.8 6,1

Full tables of mistakes

Here I am reporting the full tables of mispronunciations for the first three texts.

Table 44 - beginners text

group word pronunciation no. of occurences
kindergarten | into mto 4
kindergarten | a a 3
kindergarten | anna ejn 2
kindergarten | dad dad 2
kindergarten | hall ha:l 2
kindergarten | outfit outfit 2
kindergarten | put pAt 2
kindergarten | bedroom bedrom 1
kindergarten | bedroom du:brom 1
kindergarten | outfit artrift 1
kindergarten | outfit otfi:n 1
kindergarten | put pi:it 1
kindergarten | tea tea 1
kindergarten | to to 1
school | into mto 8
school | to to 7
school | anna ejn 4
school | hall hal 4
school | a a 3
school | had hat 3
school | outfit o:tfit 3
school | and Ant 2
school | outfit outfit 2
school | tea te:a 2
school | dad bat 1
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school | for fer 1
school | hall healt 1
school | into d 1
school | outfit u:tfit 1
school | put pout 1
school | tea tej 1
school | tea tija 1
school | tea te;ja 1
school | ut pAt 1
Table 45 - text 1
group word pronunciation no. of occurences
kindergarten | smaller smalr 12
kindergarten | was vez 12
kindergarten | hug huk 9
kindergarten | was VAZ 8
kindergarten | clicked kliket 7
kindergarten | cloud klout 6
kindergarten | looked loket 6
kindergarten | a a 5
kindergarten | bumped bumpet 5
kindergarten | replied repli:t 5
kindergarten | shut Jot 5
kindergarten | asked Aksot 4
kindergarten | bumped bamprt 4
kindergarten | he he: 4
kindergarten | Jack jatsk 4
kindergarten | suddenly soudenlr 4
kindergarten | was \%V4 4
kindergarten | gave gef 3
kindergarten | just jost 3
kindergarten | looked loket 3
kindergarten | out out 3
kindergarten | trembled tremblet 3
kindergarten | trembled trembli:t 3
kindergarten | what VAt 3
kindergarten | asked esket 2
kindergarten | asked askit 2
kindergarten | away evj 2
kindergarten | became bekam 2
kindergarten | before befor 2
kindergarten | bumped bambaot 2
kindergarten | clicked klindzimnt 2
kindergarten | flown floon 2
kindergarten | flown flavn 2
kindergarten | going gumk 2
kindergarten | had hat 2
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kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten

him
never
people
people
replied
replied
smaller
that

the

the
asked
asked
away
away
away
became
became
became
became
became
before
before
before
before
bumped
bumped
bumped
clicked
cloud
far

far away
flown
gave
gave
gave
happy
hug
Jack
Jack
just
just
looked
looked
looked
never
out
people
people
people

haim
never
pju:pl
people
repliet
replet
smaler
that

de

thi:
eskit
askat
ejvej
Lver
Avarl
bakam
bike:m
bekain
betsame
bekom
bi:for
befour
beforr
before
bamdit
bumbi:t
buber
klikent
klrat
fe:r
*mumbling*
frovr
dzi:f
gi:f
gve
hapt
hek
rek
JjAts
tfik
just
Ioktt
lokit
louket
ni:rvr
oft
pjo:pl
peupl
pe.pe
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kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school

plane
replied
replied
replied
seat

seat

she

shut

shut

shut

shut
smaller
smaller
smaller
suddenly
suddenly
suddenly
suddenly
suddenly
suddenly
that

the

then
then

this
trembled
trembled
trembled
trembled
trembled
was

was

was

was
clicked
smaller
asked
bumped
cloud
looked

a

hug
replied
suddenly
trembled
he

just
looked
out

plane
replide
replait
dzmmplint
s

se:At

Je

sont

su:t

shot

Jrt
smajler
smajlr
smali:r
sudenli:
sju:dnl
sudenla:i
su:denlr
sondailx
suden
the

dei:

then
thi:n

thiz
trembelet
tremblen
tramblet
tremple
trombrend
VAS

VAt

VAZ

vez
kliket
smalor
Asket
bumpet
klout
Ioket

a

hok
repli:t
sudenlr
trembled
he

jost
luket
oot
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school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school

what
before
before
bumped
flown
looked
mum
replied
replied
shut
smaller
asked
became
before
bumped
gave
people
replied
smaller
smaller
smaller
that
trembled
trembled
a

and
asked
asked
asked
asked
away
away
away
away
became
became
became
became
became
became
became
became
before
bumped
bumped
bumped
bumped
clicked
clicked

VAt
befor
befr
bumbi:d
flovn
lokrt
mom
replert
replijet
Jot
sma:lr
esket
bekame
bi:fr
bampet
gef
peopl
ripli:t
sma:ler
smoler
smaler
that
trembli:t
tramplet
e

ant
e:sket
eski:d
eskit
skalt
evaj
AJVA]
Aval
AVE]
bejkame
bekom
beknejm
bekam
bi:kmerk
bi:kam
bukim
bikom
before
bembid
bumet
du:pr
pAampi:t
fiket
klikrt
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school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school

clicked
flown
gave
gave
going
going
him

him
holiday
hug

hug

just
looked
looked
never
people
people
people
people
plane
replied
replied
seat

seat
shut

shut
shut
shut

shut
shut
smaller
smaller
suddenly
suddenly
suddenly
suddenly
suddenly
that

that

that

that
then
trembled
trembled
trembled
trembled
was
what
what

tslintsklet
flort
gi:f

gaf
gonink
goI1

gim

hrv
holidar
hu:
hank
jon

lokit
lu:kat
never
popl
pople
pejpl
pu:pl
plane
replik
ri:plt
sert
sizjet
hot

sa:t

shot
Jnot
Jout

sot
smern
smajlr
stodlr
standtlr
sudenlar
sutnelr
sandlr
dheat
dhas
thes

VA

dnen
trembelet
tri:mplet
trrmblend
tromplt
vu:s

vet

vhas
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Table 46 - text 2

group word pronunciation no. of occurences
kindergarten | also Also 8
kindergarten | find find 6
kindergarten | breast bri:st 5
kindergarten | danger dangr 5
kindergarten | a a 4
kindergarten | other odr 4
kindergarten | also elso 3
kindergarten | pale pa:l 3
kindergarten | all a:l 2
kindergarten | bright brikt 2
kindergarten | danger dandzr 2
kindergarten | even evn 2
kindergarten | land lant 2
kindergarten | pale po:l 2
kindergarten | sometimes samtims 2
kindergarten | to to 2
kindergarten | also Alsu 1
kindergarten | an AN 1
kindergarten | berries beriez 1
kindergarten | berries barrez 1
kindergarten | breast brejst 1
kindergarten | breast briest 1
kindergarten | bright birgin 1
kindergarten | coat koat 1
kindergarten | danger dengr 1
kindergarten | each 1] 1
kindergarten | each ik 1
kindergarten | each if 1
kindergarten | each X 1
kindergarten | even even 1
kindergarten | even evn 1
kindergarten | fight fidzt 1
kindergarten | fight fikt 1
kindergarten | insects mtsekt 1
kindergarten | insects litsen 1
kindergarten | land lan 1
kindergarten | main med3in 1
kindergarten | neck neks 1
kindergarten | pale pel 1
kindergarten | pockets pokets 1
kindergarten | pockets poskets 1
kindergarten | pots pouts 1
kindergarten | pots pu:ts 1
kindergarten | reddish reding 1
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kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
kindergarten
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school

reddish
scraps
scraps
sometimes
spots
their
wall
when
worms
danger
also
also
also
are
bank
breast
danger
all

all
danger
even
land
to
when
a

also
are
berries
berries
berries
breast
bright
but
coat
coat
coat
each
each
fight
fight
fight
fight
hole
hole
insects
insects
insects
insects
insects

redn
kramps
skrapz
somti:s
spoust
ejr

val
viin
voumz
dengr
elso
Also
Also:
er
bank
bri:st
dandzr
a:l

el
dangr
evn
Iant

1o

vin

a

Alsu:
ATE
berijez
bi:ries
brajks
brejst
brikt
bout

ot

ko:t
kojt
et

if
fidzt
fikt
fint
flitf
ho:l
hu:l
mkri:ms
mset
mt
mtsent
mtsket
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school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school
school

main
nest
nest
nests
other
other
pale
pots
pots
reddish
reddish
round
scraps
sometimes
sometimes
spots
spots
they
they
wall
with

main
ni:s
ni:sr
nejst
o:dr

u:tr

pajl
pouts
pu:ts
ri:dind3
ri:dif
ronj
skraps
soetvajs
sameti:m
spu:ts
spu:ts
thej

ti:

val

vit
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