Charles University in Prague
Faculty of Education

Department of English Language and Literature

BACHELOR THESIS

Cups, Mugs and Glasses vs. ¢8I ky,
CrossLinguistic Influence on CzeecknglishBi | i ngual sdé Drinkwar

Cups,Mug and Gl asses vs. g8l ky, hrnk

VIiv prvn2zho a druh®ho jazyka na konce

Veroni ka Hyl enov§

Supervisor: Mgr. Jakub Jehl i ] ka
Study programme: SpecializationEuaucation

Branch of study: B AL J

2021



| hereby declare that the bachdloesisCu ps, Mugs and Gl asses vs.
CrossLinguistic Influenceon Czeden gl i sh Bi | i ngualssniirelydnyi nk war

own work and the only sources used in the prefaratre listed on the works cited page.

Prague 17" April 2021

Veroni ka Hyl enovs§



Acknowledgenents

At the very beginningf woul d | i ke to thank doc. PhDr .
with formal matters concerning this thesis has been invaluabi@, RhDr. Tereza
Topol ovsk§, Ph. D. , whose support convinced

corners of the bilinguanind even when obstacles emerged.

Furthermore, | would like to show my appreciation of Aneta Pavlenko, Ph.D., who kindly

sharedtie photographs used in her original study, to help me with my research.

Last but foremost | would like to express my utngrsttitude to the supervisor of this thesis,

Mgr. Jakub Jehli |l ka, for his tremenddppus hel
and statistics. | will be forever grateful to him for his patience and kind guidance through

the whole process of writn



ABSTRACT

This thesis investigates crekisguistic influence inCzechEnglish bilingualé drinkware

namirg, adopting the research question put forth by Pavlesrkd Malt (2011), who

examined the effect adecond languagexposure on Russidenglish b | i ngual sd us

drinkware naming, reflecting different natures of categorization in the respective languages.

The assurad conceptualizatiordifferences between English and Czechfirst explored

via corpusbased analyses cbmmontranslation equivants and their semantic similarity.

A picturenaming experiment ishen conductedto corroborate theesults of the corpus
analy®s and tgorovetheexistence ofCzechEnglish crossinguistic influenceThe results

of the experimenas well as the resultsf subsequent cluster analyses suggest that €zech

English bilingual® conceptual i zat i on-lingussticinfluencd. act , af f

KEYWORDS
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I ntroduction

Inspired by the belief tt learning of a foreign language a means of attaining a new
perspective for perceiving the workhared with Wilhelm von Humboldt who articulated it
alreadyin the 19" century this thesis will explore the corners of a bilirag mind.

After establiting a few key termpertinent to bilingualismnan overview of approaches to
bilingual mental lexiconfollowed by a theory of crodmguistic influence within the
bilingual mindwill be presentedThen, extrdinguistic reality wll be added into the scep
of the thesis and the process of wtweeferent mapping will be described.

As the aim of this thesis is to investigate the possible influence of second language
experience on CzedBn gl i sh bi |l i ngual srothefsecond part bfdhea g u a g ¢
thesisthefocus will be placed on the comparison of English and C&aath. languages will

be compared in terms of morphology and diglossia will be touched upon as one of the

phenomena exceptionally prominent within the Czecgdage community.

From hen on, the scope of the thesis will be narrowed exclusively to drinkware names. The
complexity of the issue of drinkware translation equivalency will be proven via a eorpus
based analysis and to explore the issue further, commaasldtion equivalents Wibe
subjected to a subsequent analysis of semantic similarity. Finally, a picture naming

experiment will be conducted to corroborate the results of the corpusesnalys

The procedure of the experiment will be based on Pavlemkd a Mal t 6s exper
conducted in 2011. The subjects will be divided into 3 gro@wsexperimental group of
CzechEnglish bilinguals, and 2 native control groups. The objective of the experiment will

be todetermine whether Czech and Englisinkware namingliffer (and to what xtent).
Furthermore, itwill be expected to uncover hints of possible cHisguistic influence

in CzechEnglish bilinguals.Finally, the results of the experiment will be presented in

comparison with the original siy.
To allow clear truthvalue judgerant, the following hypothesesill be put forward

1. Czech speakers will use a wider variety of names for the objects than English speakers.

2. The respondentsd6 agreement will be highel



3. The wordocupo6 will be us ésdhart itt commandranstatione 0 b ]
equi valent 6g8l ekbo.

4. In comparisorwith the group of Czech native speakers, CZeoplish bilinguals will
tend to use a smaller set of object names, which will result in higher recuofdahee
same names.

Additionally, a Parson chisquared test and cluster analyses will be perfotiméatilitate
deeper understanding of the discrepancies between the experimental and the Czech control
group and to allow careful examination of the possible C#Zenglish crosdinguistic

influence effects.

In conclusion,h e s t u d ycorgributian willjdonsisbf shedding the light on the cress
linguistic differences in the domain of drinkware categobetween Czech and Engleshd

of experimental exploration of the possikieechEnglish crosdinguistic influence.



1 Bilingual mind

At the very beginning | would like to establish a few basic terms used throughout this
thesis. Thdollowing termswereadoptedmainlyfrom Fi el d 6 s Keyg Qdndeptscmat i o n
Bilingualism(2011)and wil be used accordingly.

1.1 Bilingualism

Bilingualism is generally understal as an abstract noun denoting the capacity to use two
languages fluentlyBilingual speakergbilinguals) can therefore use not only their native
language (L1) but also a seconddaage (L2) in the process of communicatibme process

of language acgsition however subsumes many aspdetg. the time of acquisition and
achieved proficiencyand therefore providing a precisealefinition of this termis highly
problematic(Field 16)

With regard tothe time of acquisitionwe can differentiate betweesimultaneous
bilingualism (Field 160-161) and sequential bilingualism (Field 158), the former being
characteristic by parallel acquisition bbth languages the first three yearsf life, the
latterpresupposindpter acqusition (or learning)of L2. The case of sequential bilingualism
is represented primarily klgpeakersvho acquire L2 after changing their place of residence.
The nost prominent factors that influence their L2 dsdion are theage of arrival and the

length of residencean the target language commun(ield 7).

Another aspect, which should be taken into accouptpoiiciengy, defined byaccuracy and
fluency. There arevarious opinions about the level of prdéncy which one must achieve
to be considered bilingual. In terms of proficienase can differentiate betwedralanced
bilinguals, whose proficiency is equah both languageg¢Field 14-15), andfunctional
bilinguals, whose knowledge of L2 may be limitéo the level necessary for functioning
within the L2 community(Field 74-75). As there are very few completely balanced
bilinguals, theterm dominant languageis often used to refer to the language in chhi
aspeaker is more proficient. The dominant laage is usually the more frequently used one,
however, it is not always LI he dominant language switch hypothesigggests that L2

tends to become dominant especially when it is acquired at a very youngialgkb§)



Another termassociated witlproficiency issemilingualism. This term was coined in the
20" century when biligualism wasiewedasretarding the thought processdalenoteghe
capacity to use two languages, but neither one of them fluently. This term is, therefore, rather

controversial a it carries strong negative connotatigseld 157)

The term bilinguasm is often used interchangeably with the tenudtilingualism which
denotes the same concept but includes also speakers proficient in more than two languages
(Field 121)

In this thesis, the focus will be placedainly on bilingual speakers who acquirdgte L2

competence later in their lives and their proficiency in both, L1 and l8@lasvelyequal.

1.2 Mental lexicon

Mental lexiconcan be understood as a dictionary in every speald s mi nd. It C
i nformation about wamsdasdopotentabgnammaiical funaics i b | e
(Field 109-110). The study of the mental lexicon is concerned mainly with its structure and

with the process of accessing the lexical items stortdn it (Field 1).

1.2.1 Bilingual mental lexicon

The main concern dinguistic research ofilingual mental lexicons establishing whether

there are two separate mental lexicons in the mind of a bilingual or on)ywdneh
compriesthetwo languages inta united language systefih e bi | i ngouuael s6 ab
achoserlanguage independently witio regard to the other one seems to indicate that the

two lexicons are separate, on the other htrar ability toswitch language codes in a split

second suggs the opposite.

However, the question is not pol&dready n 1953, Weinreich posited that there are three
types ofmental lexicons, which differ in their formeaning organizatiorin accordance

with his theory, three types of bilinguals can beidigtished. Type A’ a coordinate
bilingual (Figure 1)1 has twoseparate mental lexicons, which appear to be completely
independentAccording to Weinrich, this type is common when each language is acquired
in a different environment (Field 43Conversely when both languages are acquired in
the same environment, gnbne mental lexicon is developedype BT a compound

bilingual (Figure 9 i hasonly one set of concepts (meanings) in his mental lexiEaid
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35). Each concept is then connected to twidedent word formswhich are perceived as
translation equivalents$-inally, ype Ci asubordinate bilingual (Figure 3)i hasone set
of conceptgepresented primarily by L1 word forms. L2 words can be accessed only via

theirL1 equivalents. This type tgpical for L2 learners of lower proficiesy.

) {‘book’}
book’  ‘kniga’ ‘book’="‘kniga’

(A) | | (B) () Vhbak/
/buk/ /'kn’iga/ /buk/ /'kn’iga/ Meniga

Figure 1: Type AWeinreich 9) Figure 2: Type B (Weinreich 9) Figure 3: Type C (Weinreich 10)

At his time, Weinreichodés theory was strikin
to engagen similar researcliField 35) In 1974 five basic models ahe bilingual lexicon

(shown inFigure4) were proposed by Meyer and Ruddy.

SEGREGATED MEMORIES INTEGRATED MEMORIES
A B C D E
ENGLISH GERMAN ENGLISH GERMAN ENGLISH GERMAN ENGLISH GERMAN ENGLISH GERMAN
HORSE @ b FEERD HOREE PFERD HORSE @ PEERD HORSE PFERD  HORSE @——0——@ PFERD
COwe b KUH COow EUH COW & EUH COW EUH COWe—o——aEUH

4 vl J L7 7

SEVEN & & SIEBEN SEVEN SIEBEMN SEVEN @ SIEBEN  SEVEN SIEBEN  SEVEN @——Q———a&5IEBEN

EIGHT 4 & ACHT EIGHT ACHT EIGHT @ ACHT EIGHT: ACHT EICHT @—0—@ ACHT

Figure4: Five models of the bilingual lexicon (KraihdTokowicz533)

Mey er a nfite nbdet$ gsavellasWe n r e i ¢ h 6 sdiffer essemtally tn yheire s
separating or merging of lexical, seman@md conceptual representations of the two

languages.
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In Model A, there are separate representations for words in each language and lexical
connections only witim but not across langug e s . (é) Model B mair
lexical nodes for words in each language but includes translation links across
languages. Model D, like Models A and B, assumes separate lexical representations.
However, now there are not onlyetiranslation links oModel B, but also cross

language connections to associated words. Model C is an extreme version of the
integrated model, with shared lexical nodes and therefore shared semantic relations
within and across languages. The final altéwea Model E, assumeshared

conceptual representations but separate lexical representations for each language.
(Kroll andTokowicz532)

Model A, thereforec or r esponds to Weinreichds Type A
mental lexicons is further devgded in Model B and ModeD. Model E coincides with
Weinreichdés Type B. Weinreichoés idea of I n

words is, however, no longer included.

The early research favoured mostly fhedel E as iappearedo support bothyfidependence

and interdependencéo a certain extent, and thitsseemed tasolve thecontroversial
questionquite elegantly However, the early research disregarded all orthographic and
phonological aspects of words as wellths posdile structural diftrences in compared
languages. Moreover, the impact of potential differences in proficiency was ignored along
with speaker sd r el.é&roll anégTokowica5325583) e domi nance

Further research emphasized the differences of thqughesses employemhile dealing
with different tasks, e.g. readinlistening,or remembering, and resulted in contemporary

models which take all of these aspects into account.

Regarding word formghe Bilingual Interactive Activation Model (BIA) was poposed
in the 199G as an extension diie Interactive Activation Model which emphassdée role
of thevisual input in language processing. BtAereforeposit that it is the similarity
in orthography of different languagésognates, interlingual homograples orthogrghic
neighbours)what epitomizes the crodsguistic similarities.Later research from the turn
of the century however proved that phonology plays a crucial part duringracgnition
as well. The importance of the phonological factor has been inctegarathereviewed

12



BIA+ model or in the SOPHIA model (The Semantic, Orthographic and Phonological
Interactive ActivatiorModel), both described by Dijkst@ndVan Heuven at thedginning
of the 2% century.(Kroll andTokowicz534-535)

Besides phonolyy and orthography, attention was paid also to the lexical meaning
of translation equivalents. In 1992, thmstributed Feature Model was proposed by

De Groot and hisassociatespositing that the adequateness of translation equivalents
depends onthe wodds | ex i c al categories. The Distridct
semantic overlap is higher when comparing the translation equivalents of concrete words,
whereas he understanding of abstract wordeemsto depend on provided context.
Moreover, the adguateness of translation tends to be evaluated as lotieraase of words

with more common translation equivalents than dhese assumptions suggest {natarly)
identical concepts may exist for certamostly concretewords of different languages,
whereas other, mostly abstract, words may be connected to distinct concepts in a bilingual
mental lexicon(Kroll andTokowicz 536538)

Furthermore, contemporary ezsch suggests, that language processing differs in early and
late bilinguals. Other proment aspects which influence language processing include not
only the age of acquisition, but also proficiency. For further information regarding this

research see KH and Tokowicz 54548.

1.2.2 Multicompetence framework

The development essential for thedstwf bilingualism which emerged from recent transfer
researchis the widespread acceptance of a concept originally proposed by Cook (1991)
known asthe multicompetence framework. Accordingto the theory of multicompetence,
abilingual person does not efate with two separate mental lexicons; conversely, bilinguals
are supposed to have fa distinct compound
monol i ngual asdPavtereksld) andXhair Imguistic competencies develop

according to theineeds (JarviandPavlenko 17).

This theory offers a rationale for confounding a common assumption that the L1 competence
is fixed once the speaker matures and therefore that it is orlp t@mpetence which may
be subjected to crosslinguistic influen@arvisandPavlenko 17)This assumption will be

challenged in the experiment presented in the second part of this thesis.
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1.3 Transfer, crosslinguistic influence, interference

The termtransfer is usually understood to denote the phenomenon of L1 irftuen L2

(Field 181), however, the experiments described in further chapters challenge this premise
and posit that under certain circumstances transfer can occur in the other direction as well
Moreover, transfer can alsxist between L2 and L3etc. Thetermsforward transfer,

reverse transfer,andlateral transfer are usually used to distinguish between these types.

As well as bilingualism itself used to be regarded with disdain, sincesithaight to be
retarding the thought process (PavlerBiingual Mind 4), having been associated mostly
with grammatical errors, transfer was originally considered to have mostly negative
consequences. Quite an extreme approach to transfer has beduocedrdy Newmark
(1966) who posited that transfer is a mere uksof theinability to express oneself in
asecond language due to the lack of pertinent knowledtfeedfrget language. However,
this presumption, sometimes labelled asitimorance hypothesiswas later disproved by

other researchers.

When it was disovered that the most frequent consequence of transfeuiseannocuous
preference oparticularstructures or general underproduction or overproductiareéin
sentence types, rather than making errors per se, the attitude towards stamsddrto

chang. Moreover, it was proven that transfer can, in fact, have also positive consequences,
as itcan serve as a learning strategy and thus accelerates the process of acquiring the target
language(JarvisandPavlenko 11)

When the perspective changatighe effects of this phenomenstopped beingerceived
asentirelyundesirable, Kellerman and Sh@od (1986) proposed the terrorosslinguistic
influence to avoid the negative connotationstioé former one. Nowadays, many linguists
use both these termsterchangeably with neutral meanjngonversely to the term
interference, which carries the negae connotatior{JarvisandPavlenko 14). This thesis

will likewise follow this precedent

For further information about the development of transfer reBessae JarviandPavlenko
101 9, for even mor e ddanguagdeBansgiee Crossimguiid | i nd s

Influence in Language Learning.
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1.3.1 Transfer types
The elaborate research of transfer introduneseroustransfer typesTo arrange those
various ypes in an orderly mannefarvisand Pavienko(20) developed the following ten

dimersions oftransfer categorization

a) area of language knowledge/use
b) directionality

c) cognitive level

d) type of knowledge

e) intentionality

f) mode

g) channel

h) form

1) manifestaon

j) outcome

Within the firstdimensionJarvisandPavlenko distinguish the majority tradtional transfer

types, namelyphonological, orthographic, lexical, semantic, morphological, syntactic,
discursive,pragmatic,and sociolinguistic transfegf20). As the am of this thesis is the
examination of the <cross|!| i n-tpuefesert imappingnf | ue
thefocus will be from this point onwardglaced exclusively othe lexical and semantic

transfer For further information abouhe othe types,seeJarvisand Pavlenko61-110

for adescription of the other dimensions see Jarvis and PavlerR6.22

Lexical transfer

Lexical (or morphophonologicalf r ansf er , or thée mflueace rofeword wor d s
knowledge in one languagm ap e r s oawl@dge dkuse of words in another language
(JarvisandPavlenko 72)prevailsin transfer researds one othetraditional areadt refers

to the unintended use of an L1 word withinthetargegtn guage 6 s contta@xt anc
account forcertan morphogonological and semantic errossich asthe use of false

cognates, unintentional lexical borrowiresulting in incorrect collocationand unintended

blending of words from different languag@®). However, as Czech and English are phono

logically and othographically very different languages, lexical transfer is less likely to occur

15



between theni76-77). One of the fewnistakes resulting from Czedinglish lexical transfer
is the use of the Czech wasthokingnstead of the English wotdxedo For exampesfrom

other languagesee JarviandPavlenko 75

Semantic transfer

Semantic (or lexicosemantic) transfer is observableinaages A ( a) t he use of
targetlanguage word with a meaning that reflects influence from the smmange of
acorresponding word in another | anguage (é)
language that reflectsthewayammtor d unit i s mapped to a mea
(JarvisandPavlenko 75)This type of transfer is more commordiservable withearners

of a language which differsypologically from their native languagé/6-77). Examples

of semantic transfer are therefore very often seen in Czech ESL classrooms. Some of the
most commorerrors resulting from Czeclienglish transfer arthe use ofctual control, or
gymnasiuminstead ofcurrent, checkand grammar schoolcaused bythe influence of
aktus8l n2 , andgoynmmr §)zZrespeativelyOutside of classrooms we observe for
example the use dfome officewith the meaning ofvorking from hone.As the English

collocation is used within the Czech context as it is (with English spelling and
pronunciation), Czech speakers of English usually presume it denotes the same concept in
English and use it accordingly (and therefore incorrecilghthermanifestatiorof Czech

English semantic transfer is observable in the case of large nuraiersthough thevord

for 1,000,000 is almost identical in Czeahi( | i o n) Anohin Englishmgillion), the names

for larger numbers differ. For exampéebillion (or bilion/ b i in Czeal) is equivalent to
1,000,000,000 imAmerican English, but at the same time raes 1,000,000,000,000 in
Czech.The incorrect use of the wotdillion (or trillion, quadrillion, etc.) is therefore

understood as another result of semandinsfer.

! The British English equivalent of 1,000,000,000 is simgtousand million.
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2 Word-to-referent mapping

The term woreto-referent mapping refers to the process of assigning nantles thstinct
parts of extrdinguistic realityi to reatlife referents. The process is also commonly referred
to as the process t#xical choiceor naming (Pavlenko(Re )namirg the World,199).

The research of wortb-referent mapping has its roots in the research of linguistic
categorization, which has been in the centre of attention of many linguists for decades.
Therefore, there are margygnificant observationsf the process to get acquanhtevith

before stating any hypotheses

2.1 The internal structure of cognitive categories

In 1973, Roschdescribedthe internal structure of cognitive categorigsccording to her,
each categorycomprisesa core and aperiphery, the former being represented by
prototypical, the latter by borderline membdrs.a further study (1976)Rosch and her
associatesalsms t a b | i bmdicdedel of dvstraciiorthatrepreserdthe most inclusive
level of categodation (e.g. dog, chair) and is situated between theretginate (e.g.
animal, furniture) and s ub ®avidnkalRe)namingte g .
World 200).

2.2 Conceptualizationand construal

Conceptualizationis generally understoodasi pr ocess of me awhichhg ¢
is facilitated by the knowledge of a language which enalbdassers to access the mass of

nontlinguistic information known as encyclopaedic knowledge (Evans 38).

However, human conceptualization is highly sdhive since it invariably reflectthe
perspective of the language user. The tiwal adjustmentis used taefer to thesubjective

way of focusing attention on various aspects of the séawmeexample, if the speaker focuses

on the doer of an actiothgé agent), active construction isaed, conversely, when the focus

is placed on what is influenced by the act{time patient) passive is used. The choice of
linguistic meanswhich reflects the subjective perspective is what epitomizes the process

of construal. (Evans 4042).
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Neverthelessit is not only the syntactic construction of atterance what is pervaded by
construal.Many individual concepts (especially those of an evaluative character) may be
framed in multiple ways, each emphasizing contnagh different ones.From the

perspetive of cognitive linguistics, the most influential aspect in alternative construal of
experience is a personal choice (even though limited by convention) to profile certain aspects

of concepts against various framé&svfak 6). For example,th&wor ds 61 andd and
both denote the same concept (the dry surface of the earth), but each of them vaws it f

a different perspective. O6Landd is profiled
0 a iFitindore (21).

Depending on the pgpective, we can observe various construal operations. According to
Croft and Cruse,the most comprehensive analyses were offered by TdR090) and
Langacke(1987) Nevertheless, for exampwel-knéwinl | mor €

Lakoff andJohne n6s t heory of conceptual met aphors
despite being based on construal as vi&ibft and Crusd3-44).

221 Fil Il moreds model of frame semantics
According to Croftand Cr us e 6 s pCodnitive tirgtistics (2004) the nost

influential model of conceptualization has been developed by an American linguist Charles
J. Fill more. Hi s model of frame semantics
understandingAs CroftandCruse further claimts exceptional merit liesiits capacityto
explainsubtle nuances in meanings of words that cannetuiedated by applying theory

driven truthvalue judgement$ n  a c ¢ o uthenomaly offframes tliate appropriate

at one time ofitterance bunot at anothebecause the world hakanged in the meantitde

(Croft andCrusel?2), and in describing differences in mearsmd words with regard to the

social situation in which they are us@d18).

The profileframe distinction can also account fornséation issuesince the apparent
translation equivalents scarcely profile the concepts against identical fileimedsanslation
is extremelyproblematic in cases of concepts profiled against cufipeeific frames (Croft
and Cruse 1:21). Thephenomenn of differently profiled translation equivalenis outlined
for example in the novéle s ne s i t el n[Bhe UnbdarkabbesLightnbsg of Being]

written by Milan Kundera, aovelistwho, realizing the issue of framing differences, has

18



always regardethe translationsof his books with utmostaution Pondering lhe nuances
betweerEnglishcompassionCzechsoucit and Frenclp i {Kun@era 28)he acknowledges

the complexity of the translation equivalency isand provides his readers whis outlook

on labelling human feelings. A less abstract exampledifferently profiled translation
equivalentss epitomised by the expressiofd a x & md e & & a.Ruhile the wollj 6
Ohavendé refers to a umdwganscid ad eshalst &emp,ar ard
the desirdility of no tax liability. In other words, while English people hide from paying

taxes, Czechs rejoice in not lay to pay thenf.Furthermore t he r esembl ance
and 6heawemd,t eshiach i mi |l ar concept as-d6par ac
standard expression Otax heaveno, whi ch cal
description of the transfer phenomena see Chapter
p ar a,dvhich eas most likely created by batrknslationjs occasionally useth English

to express the aforementioned notiespecially in media.

2.2.2 Profile-frame organization

Later, Langackessolves the problem of subjectivity in using only intuition to identify frames

by using a more empirical approadHe distinguishesoncepts, concept profilesind

concept bases or domains conceptis what each of these wordkenotes (assuntn

concepts and linguistic meanings correlaldje difference between the termofile and

based s il l ustrated with mea nThekgosvedyd oftheomord s o6 r a
6circleb is presupposaedi 0206 igurstheacsdmaabdei g f i
in terms of the structure @ circle. He n c e, t h e istlabelledns thedbase(orl e 6
domain) for understanding the concgmifile, which refers tothe concept denoted by the

word in questior{Croft andCruse 1415; Langacke 183186).

Since the knowledge of the base is presupptseatkfining the word concept denoted by

aprofile and the base as a complex structure may include many differeneqribfitay be

conclude, t hat fAthe meaning obotah|ltimguprsoficl @ng
(CroftandCruse 15).

2 Naturdly, it is not only the Czech language which conveys the tax haven concept in this rather positive way.
Similar terms exist for example in German (Steuerparadies), Stwéskatteparadis), or Italian (paradiso
fiscale).
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Since one base usually includes numerous concept profiles, we see it as a cohgmisive
serving for the characterizatiori meanings. We can also obserte ttorrespondence of
Langack dor dosainkt as &1 | | mCroftandCrubel5aléhe

2.2.3 Further extensions of the profileframe theory

Since the basic profiletrame theory is insufficient to account fall important semantic
phenomena by itself, it has been developed in several directionsngtance linguists
distinguish locational and configurational profiles within the space dombasic and
abstract domainonedimensional and mukiimensional domas; and a domain matrix

(the combination of different domains presupposed by oneeptnd-urthermore, the term
scope of predication has been established to indicate the part of a domain relevant for
understandingparticular concept. Last but foremestrious relationships between domains
(such as successiv)thiave been studied to giterdetail. Further description ofigresearch

may be found in CrofandCruse g2-27), however it is beyond the scope of this thesis.

23 Bi | i ngual ord-j-ectete mapdng w

The fundamental quest i on -toreferentmappimgessvieetherc h o f

(and how)the processliffers depending on which language the speakeurientlyusing.

2.3.1 Extra-linguistic reality in the research oflinguistic relativity

For a long period of timethe research of linguistic relativity idbeen foased on the
grammatical structure of languages and its influence on the perception of space and time as
suggested by the r es ul tpisandoother Wkotw rlahguages.r e s e ¢
Furthermore, the study of external reality described by language waspresented in

traditional research sufficientlyrhe reallife referents were usually reduced to mere images

or not considered at all (PavlenK&e )naming the World 98).

However, the scope of the research broadened to includetaroeterent mappingvhen

Labov in 1973 published the results of lpEture namingexperiment with container
drawings, proving that many features, including size, smagterial,and function, influence

our conceptualization of the most common itefgthermore, this studyroved that since
conceptualization is an extremely complex process, even two speakers of one native

language may use different words to name eutiguistic reality referents. This
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phenomenon became known eferential indeterminacy (Pavlenko,Bilingual Mind
4344).Labovdés study | ater inspired many ot her

research of crodinguistic influence.

2.3.2 Differing naming patterns in different languages

I nspired rbsgarcihKaohemfeld and his associates985) conducted aross
linguistic studywith speakers of English, Japanesed Hebrewo observe the differences
in their conceptualization. By determined that the overriding principle of categorization
differs asthes p e a kezcepsian of prototypal members o€ognitive categories varies.
Material and function were proven to be the predominant factors for Ergpisdking

participants, wheeas Japanese and Hebrew speékersl i f f e r ebasedioaghape.n wa s

Studi es si mil ar tdocteKkbhy mangathereesedrohers. Whe mare recenh
ones include for instance Madtnd S| o ma&tody (2003), which examined the cross
linguistic differences in categorization of bottles and jamsongspeakers of English,

Chinese, and Spanish.

2.3.3 Crosslinguistic influence in object naming by L2 learners and bilinguals
When it became clear th#te process of conceptualization is slightly differenewery
language, the focusf the researclvasbroadened to includde wordto-referent mapping

of learnes of foreign languages amilingual speakers.

Already n 1986,GrahamandBelnapconfirmedthat crosdinguistic influence was present

in the conceptualizatioaf Spanish native speakérsearners of Englisih whowere asked

to name variou®bjects intheir target languagd-urther researghfocused on bilingual
speakers,was conductedfor ingance by Ameel et al. (2005), who examined the
categorization of common vessels by Belgian Di#odnchbilinguals or Aneta Pavlenko
and Barbara C. Malt (2011),hese experiment will be adopted in this thesis and described
in the followingchapter.

2.3.4 PavlenkoandMal t 6s Kitchen Engl i sh
Pavlenko and Malt conductdtieir picture naming experiment with native speakers of
English and Russian ariRussiarEnglish bilingués. During the experiment, described in

AKitchen Rdubguistia Differer@es casdsFirdtanguage Object Naming by
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RussiaiEn g | i s h RO1l)ithe gatticplargsavere asked to provide a name for sixty
common drinking containers made of vagouaterials and also to evaluate the typicality of
three chosen names (mugpcand glass for English speakers and kruzhka, chasimica

stakan for Russian speakers and bilinguals) for each object.

The results of Pavl enk oistanhwdth thédindings ef previoygse r i me
crosslinguistic research and confirmetiet existence of the cre$nguistic differences

between English and Russian. Besigesitingt h a t Al w]ords commonl
translation equivalents, such as cup/chashkakastglass and mug/kruzhka, may differ
substantially in the structure and bduar i es of respective | ingui
also described the prevailing principles of naming the drinking containers in both examined
languagesand evaluated the na® given to chosen objects by bilinguals with regard to

answers of both moneigual groups.
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3 Cups,mugsandglassess. g8l ky, hrnky a skl eni

Recent linguisticesearch shows that words commonly considered to be equivalent in their
meaning (transladtn equivalents) may differ substantially in their uS@me of these
discrepancie may be explained ldifferent leves$ of abstraction (see Chapter 2.1), some by

the model of frame semantics (see Chapd), andothersby variouscultural differences

Pavlenkoand Malt proved he poor validity oftranslation equivalentsomparingEnglish

and Russiamamesof common kitchen items. They establishibd key differencesn the

use ofwords &cupd dnug and @las® and their Russian counterparts atescribe the
crosslinguistic influence observed in Russigmglish bilingual® dr i n k waThe n a mi
following chapters will provide a similar comparison of English and Czech names for

commonvessels

3.1 Englishin contrast with Czech

Due to typological differeres between Czech and English, a number of aspects nked to

considered prior to the attempted research of GEawllish transfer.

3.1.1 Morphology

English and Czech morphology differ substantially in their extenglish morphology is

usually definedsimplysa t he part of grammar wHstrecturei s c o
of wordsodo and ide alesali).ltmay be dividédéento two lomranchés, ( Qu i
derivational and inflectional, however, the latter is rather limited (Cardtiarthy 31)

since English is an analytic language. Conversely, gkient of Czech inflectional
morphology is so broad thdtis commonly considered completely separate wBitech
derivational morphologys{ovotvorba is regardedto be a part of lexicology (Adan®).
Nevertheless, isce our analyses will be concerned twgachlexemeas a wholge the
differences in word paradigms may be disregaraled the focus placed on derivat@bn
morphology.

Themorphological aspect which will play the most prominent roldéafollowing analyses
is the Czech tendency to creatdiminutives. Nearly every drinkware name which will be

mentionectan be usedlso in its diminutive formFurthermore, it is not exceptional for one
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word (e.g. 060skl enice6) diomihmwtei vneo rfeo rtrmh a(ne .
0s kl 2 nk a6 ,Theddstkbutemarf thelseavaripntanbe influenced for example by
context (see Chapter 3.1.2)tbes pea ker s 6 r(seerigwebpl di al ect
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Figure 5: Thaegionaldistribution of selected vamiat s o f sklénied(woersdk 16 j a 559¥%)ov i atl as

3.1.2 Collocations

One of the mosimportant aspesibof lexical choicds context. To illustrate its influence, the
examples mentioned above were analysed within the Czepbhsc8yn2020 (accessible at
https://www.korpus.cz/kontexty The word Oskleniced proved
collocating with the widest range dfinks (water, mineral water, lemonade, juice, milk,

wine, champagne, whiskey, ruretc.), whereashe othe variants appeared to colloeat
mostly with alcoholic bever ages.chiéliyn.weth wor d
wine whil e O6sklenil|l kadé coll ocates also with

commoncomplement

3.1.3 Diglossia

The term diglossia was coined and defined in 1959 by Charles A. Ferguson as follows:

Diglossia isa relatively stabléanguage situain in which, in addition to the primary

dialects of thdanguage (which may include a standard or regional standards), there is
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avery divergent, highly codified (often grammatically more complex) superposed
variety, the vehicle of a large and respectedybof written literatureeither of an earlier
period or in another speech community, which is lealaegely by formal education and

is used for most written and formal spokmirposes but is not used by any sector of the
community for ordinaryconversgon. (Ferguson 327)

This concept inot perceptible in English, however, due to certain historical developments

it is extremely prominent in Czech. At the time of the Czech national revivarchaic
version of the languageas codified. Neverthelesss the common people continued to
speak as used to, the codified version of the language did not spread. The result of this
development is clearly observable time contemporary Czech language, wheéiterary

Czech § pi s o0 v n)Scoexigtggwith theadomant informal Common Czechd b e c n §

| e g ) (Barmel). Moreover, aside from Common Czedabther highly informal sub

varidies (slang, argot) can be distinguished within the Czech language.

Diglossia, or rather therominence of informal varieties of Czeae# oftenreflected inthe

use of informal word equivalents. Especially within slang, these equivalents are frequently
created by univerbation a spontaneousvord-formation process transforming meitiord

lexemesinto oneword expressionfH| a d k 8 p ®orillsstratelthe précess, the word

0skl eniced can be used again. AsbOtwhiaslkdya@ab
However, the phr agglasé ferkvhiskeyl unrecessarily imhvhishk y 6

does not corresponeith the tendency towards linguistic economy. The process of

uni verbation wil!/ be therefor ewhamkloowyked .t o
results of the pictureaming experimengseeChapter 3.4..5andAppendix B illustrate the

relatively highfrequency of univerbated expressions.

3.1.4 CzechEnglish transfer

CzechEnglish transfer may be considered a more complex problem bexfahedifferent
nature of the two languagdsowever,despite its potentiathe mass of resrch dedicated
to this phenomenon is rather limitéicb my knowledge, tathe time of our researctransfer

3 Common Czech is, however, not useall theparts of the Czech Republic.
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phenomena in Czedhnglish bilinguals have not yet &e explored systematically

therefore this thesis will attempt to open the discussion abimeit possible effects.

To understand and describe such a complex phenomenon, the focus must be placed on
concrete examples. Henca,the following chapters, an attempt will be made to shed some
light on the particular differences in Czech and Englishkdrare naming.Common
translation equivalents will be examined in terms of their semantic similarity and
interchangeability. Finallya picture naming experiment will be conducted to corroborate

the results of the corpus analysisie uncoveredliscrepancis will later serve as a measure

of possible cros$inguistic influence in Czecknglish bilinguals.

3.2 Translation equivalents

In orde to prove the complexity of the issue of translation equivalency, some common
names of drinkware were analysed within theedr application (accessible at
https://www.treq.korpus.cz), which provides information about translation equivalents
based on databtained from one of the parts of the Czech National Corpagarallel

synchronic corpus InterCorp.

For each language, sevedrinkware names were chosen for the analysis. The aim was to
choose equivalent names, however, this task proved to be more @aiatptitan expected.

As the boundaries of the drinkware categories differ in each lange@ge, words seemed

to have more #in one translation equivalent while others did not form a separate category

in the other languaga all Furthermore, in some casewas clear that certain names might

suggest unintended connotatioBsentually, theapproximatdranslation counterpartgere
establisheds follows.c up/ g 81 e k, mug/ hrnek, gl ass/ skl eni
gobl et/ poh8r , Hhelasgthedesultsal thekindividlia searci{igseTablel

and Table2) immediatelyproved the imperfectness this conclusion

Since homonymy and pagmy are in English extremely frequent (owing to its analytical
nature), plentyf translation equivants not pertinent to our area of interest appeared during
the analysis. This data is presented in grey colour in case of high frequency (>10%) or
disregaded when the frequency is low (<10%). Some other drinkware names are included

even when the percen&ags very low to allow further comparison.
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Tablel: Most common Czech translation equivalents of English drinkware names

cup g 8 1 (4018%), hrnek (9.9%p oh &8r (7%), poh8rek (4%),
kalich (1.4%), kal2gek (1%, |2ge (0.9
plech8lek (0.1%), korbel (0. 1%)

mug hrnek (24 . 4%) , g8 ek ( 5r.n72%)e k h(rdn31 %k, ,(kda gLis
23%)dgbs8&&n (1.3%), pTIlIlitr (1.1%), skl en
kel 2mek (0. 1%)

glass sklenice(19.8%), sklkemkan(8.5¢Y
(7.9%), pohgr ge0o.(BMW5 %W) , s k b Ag&rke k( 0(. @.%
(0.1%), ¢g&lek (0.1%), | 8hev (0.1%)

jar sklenice( 33. 8%) , n8doba (11.7%), dgbsg&n (10.
(2.5%), n8dobka (2.5%), laeh(Li%), krack (1%), 5 %
hrnelek (0. 4%), hrn2] ek (0. 1%), skl enk

beaker p o h %.5%), kel2mek) (6. 3%), poh8rek
(2.1%), kal2zgek (2.1%), |2ge (2.1%)

goblet poh@®44%),) 20®r4. 3%), poh8&8r ek ( 4a(@5%), sklesice (0.6%
ng§doba (0.5 %)

jug dgb®),dgb8he&. 2%), n8&doba (2%), demi gor
(0. 5%), hrnelek (0. 3%), | 2ge (0. 3%)

Table2: Most commorEnglishtranslation equivalents @zechdrinkware names

g 81 e Kk cup(87.3%), teacup (4.9%), mug (2.4%), pot (0.4%), glass (0.3%)

hrnek cup (53.4%),mug (25.6%), pot (10.6%), glass (1.4%), jar (1.2%), teacup (1.1%), jug (O.

s k | e n| drink® (47.1%),glass(41.9%), nightcap (1.5%), wineglass (1.1%), jar (1.1%), cup (0.5%
bottle (0.4%), tumbler (0.4%), flute (0.1%)

sklenice | glass(78.6%), jar (11.1%), drink (3.4%), cup (0.8%), bottle (0.7%), tumbler (0.6%),
wineglass (0.5%), pint (0.3%), pot (0.3%), mug (0.1%), teapot (0.1%), teacup (0.1%)

kel 2 mcup(61.2%), jar (10.7%)pot (4.5%), container (2.8%), tumbler (1.7%), beakerg), glass
(0.6%), mug (0.6%)

p o h §r| cup(29.2%), ) goblet (9.8%), glass (4.4%), beaker (2.1%), chalice (1.9%),
tumbler (0.9%), mug (0.2%), jar (0.1%)

d g b 8 n jug (50%), pitcher (13.6%), jar (10.4%), mug (10.4%), pot (6.5%)

Even though Tabld does not differ too gravely from the estimate, Tablencoversan

interestinf act. The word O6cupd was revealed as t|

“Skl o6 is in Czech primarily used to refer to a typ:¢
to refer b vessels made of this material as well.

5Thehi gh frequency cettsthemetonynicel dse 6f e ir sk 16 e niniplfrdses Gimilar

to an English phrase 6l etds have a drink?o.

6 Cupd with capital C waofatrappyed when referring to a t
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seven chosen Czech names, which may suggest that this word will be matdevénan
any other.This assumption, among others, will be later tested via the picture naming

experiment.

3.3 Semantic similarity analysis

In the light of the findings presentedtime preceding chaptgit is obvious that translation
equivalency is notsastraightforward as bilingual dictionaries sugg€attherdifferences
between common translation equivalesit€zech and English drinkware nanas hinted

atby the following aalysis of semantic similarityhe chartsbelowillustrate the semantic
similarity of English and Czech names for various drinking ves§die numbers reflect

how close their meanings are, therefore, the lower they are, the higher the semantic similarity
is.

The data included in the comparison were obtained in February 202@heihelp of an

online tool developed bthe Slovak Academy of Sciences (accessible at https://www.juls.
savba.sk/ sem?/ ), whi c h i-sourde avebecarpor@ranednat a a m
Anglicum Il Minus for the English language and Araneum BohemicdriMiinus for the

Czech language).

Table3: Semantic similarity of English drinkware names

cup mug glass jar beaker goblef jug
cup - 0.624 0.710 0.658 >0.725 0.722 0.556
mug 0.624 - 0.655 > 0.683 > 0.683 0.686 0.548
glass 0.710 0.655 - 0.609 0.614 0.644 0.528
jar 0.658 > 0.683 0.609 - 0.547 0.690 0.381
beaker >0.725 > 0.683 0.614 0.547 - > 0.691 0.459
goblef 0.722 0.686 0.644 0.690 > 0.691 - 0.566
jug 0.556 0.548 0.528 0.381 0.459 0.566 -
"The word o6égobletdé is commonly t eraususlly assoeidted avish

championship since it also denotes a specific type of a trophy. To avoid the interference of the alternative
h a subskouentnalysihh dhe esame f o r

meaning, another translation equa | e nt
interference has leen

pri mary

recogni zed
may serve aafurther illustration of the issue of imperfect equivalence.

as

regarded

as

6]l 2ged

negligible
me a n i n g Neweftheless, én they contelxt obaccanppéti o n |,
transl at i&ong oebgl uei tvoad demndt Bd@ gi Snliset kedadle mtf a 161py

i n

Engl i sh,
& auhp&®r wou l d




Table4: Semantic similarity of Czectirinkware names

g8l el hrnek skl en| sklenice | kel 214 | 27gel dgbsgn

g8 ek - 0.376 0.438 0.436 > 0.596 >0.725 > 0.596
hrnek 0.376 - 0.429 0.351 0.523 >0.725 0.520
skl en 0.438 0.429 - 0.235 0.472 0.602 0.375
sklenice 0.436 0.351 0.235 - 0.447 0.626 0.430
kel 2 m >0596 0.523 0.472 0.447 - >0.725 > 0561
| 27g e >0.725 >0.725 0.602 0.626 >0.725 - 0.501
dgbgn| >0596 0.520 0.375 0.430 > 0561 0.501 -

As the tablesabove show, the smantic similarity is generally higher amongst Czech
drinkwarenames. Théighest similaritynaybeo b s er ved bet ween t he wol
0 s k| pwhichcisufdoubtedlyc aused by their morphol ogical
adiminutivef o r oeskAhotharicase of exceptionally high similarity neticeable

bet ween the words O6éhrnekd and usiat&@nslatiord , wh e

equi valents 6mugdbé and bécupbd6 i s below averag

In English, the highest similarity is observable betweet he wor ds ¢6j ar é and
fact, the only pair of English wordgth a result lower than.®, which maybe caused bthe

facttat bot h, &éjardé6 and O ug6, Converselp thelowert vy pi c
similarity between Czechr ansl ati on equi valents of these
may be caused by the fact that different materialsiswallyassociated ith prototypes of

thesse essel s (6sklenicebd is invari ablesamiecnade o
or porcelain) However, as 6dgb8nekd can be made o

these words is still higher than the average similarfitignglish drinkware names.

Further research of semantic similarityuld explorethe collocations that diffent names
form. Providing eetailed information about the collocations of all aforementioned drinkware
names is, however, beyond the scopehid thesis. Nevertheless, references to frequent
collocations will be made in the following chapters to facitidite discussion of the picture

naming experiment results.
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3.4 Picture naming experiment

To examine the issue of imperfect translation equivalerscevell as the possiblaoss
linguistic influence a picture naming experiment has been conducted. The proceadsire
based oPavlenkoandMalts exper i ment conducted2B4 2011

The objective of the experiment was to determine whether Czech and English names for
common drinkwardtems differ (and to what extent)Furthermore,it was expeted to

uncover hints of possible creBsguistic influencen CzechEnglish bilinguas.

Basal on the knowledge of both languagasquestion,the following hypotheseswere

proposed:

1. Czech speakers will usewider variety ohames for the objects thandlish speakers.

2. The respondentsd agreement will be highel

3. The wordocup6 will be used to name more o0b]
equi valent 6g8l ekbo.

4. In comparison with the group of Czech native speak&rechEnglish biinguals will
tend to use smaller set of objectameswhich will result inhigher recurrencef the

same names.

3.4.1 Methodology

To prove (or disprove) the hypotheses above, three questionnaires were created in an online
survey administration software (GoeglForms) and distributed with the help of personal
contacts and social media platforms (espbciacebook) among three groups of respon
dents. Detailed characteristics of all three groups will be presented in further chapters along
with obtained data arttheir interpretation.

The participants of the experiment were asked to namealrBking vessels shown

individually in 60 different photographésee Appendix A), which included common objects
made of different materials (glass, plastic, paper, etcipfypees of cups, mugs, and glasses,
as well adess common objects, e.gimulus 51.In addition to naming the objects, the

respondentsvere regiested to use a sevenint Likert scale tandicate their degree of

8 Thephotographs used in the experiment are identical with the photographs used in the original Pavlenko and
Ma | t 6 smerd. X @adlawifurther research, Dr. Pavlenko kindly provided them herself.
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certainy that other speakers of the sataaguage would use the same name for each

stimulus.

The instructions were to use en®rd names which would probably be uttered in an
everydayconversation. The respondents were also instructed to avoid overthinking and
follow their instincts. The photegphs were shown individually and later revision of
provided answers was discouraged, however, the survey administration software used did

not alow disabling this option.

Some respondents disregarded the instruction to use omlwandenames and included
various attributes (e.g. materi al or perso
answers. These attributes were not taken into ataouhe analysis of the answers (e.g. the
answer Opaper cupb6 was count ekdd awsa s6 ccuopudn taes
Okel 2 meko) . -wdrd lm»xewes (e,g. smougdlassior measuring cup) were-distin

guished from their lexical bases.

Orthographical and typographical errors were disregarded, however, phonetical differences
(06pan8kdo veiprbpaRg&kd, 0guyamprdl ed) are recor

as grammaticalariants e. g. genus (o6gtamprled (n.) vs.

3.4.2 Czech native speakergcontrol group)

The control group of Czech native speakers consistdd dfespondents There were27

men, 129 women, and one person identifying as genderfldide average age of the
respondents was 3ars howeverthewholegroup includegarticipantdbetween the ages

of 15 and 61When asked about their highest level of educatidtaihenent, 18 respondents

filled in elementary school, 5 secondary school without the Maturita exam, 90 secondary
school with the Maturita exariprofessionalcollege 27 Bachel or 6s degr ee
degreeAll respondents were born in the CzechpRiglic (excepfor two respondents born

in Slovakia) and lived there at the time of the research. Some respondents stated that they

% The questionnaire was filled in by 190 respondents. Howether,answers of 25 respondents indicated
considerable exposure to English (especially owing to-teng residence ian Englishspeaking country or

the use of English as a primary language of everyday communication). To avoid the interference of other
languages, which could compromise the overall results, these respondents have been excluded. Four other
respondents haveeen excluded due to their incomplete answers, four others due to their failure to comply
with given instructions.
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lived in a breign country in the past (UK, USA, France, Germany, Switzerland, etc.), but
none of thesstays exceeded2Imonths. The majority of respondents had some knowledge
of English (L7 respondents rated it as elementaBy, as intermediatef62 as upper
intermedate, 34 as advanced} as proficient), onl\6 participantsstated that they know no
English whatsoeverSome repondents also declared knowledge of other languages

(German, French, Spanish, Russian, Japanese, etc.) at lower levels of proficiency.

The respndents used aide variety of namef@22 in total, including prototypical names as
well as various nonce worgshe phenomenon of referential indeterminacy (see Chapter
2.3.1) was, therefore, clearly observable within this grddpminant names (the most
common for at least one object) included 15 wtdsother18 words'! were employed by

more than 5%f therespndents in at least one case.

The most frequeit usednamesweréor nek 6, O0skl eni | kadé, and 06Kk:e
coveredd2% of al | a nsaw thea nsost fregjént naenk for 14 objEctall of

these objects with the exception siimulus 25 were made oteramicmaterials and the

majority of them (except stioli 4 and 46) had a handle. Surprisingly, also an object made

of plastic (stinulus28) was assigned tea me 0 Inrd3%eock dases, supposedly owing

to the presence ofahandeSk | @® i Wks t he most fr é&madent na
nearly invarialy of glass.6 Kel 2 mek 6 was chosen fMoadeoff requce
paper, plasticor st yr of oam. I nterestingly, the resftg
(over 90%) in most of thescasesA high percentage of other answers was covered by

morphdogical variantof aforementioned namésd hr n ¢5%)ad d O s @%)eni ced

Theimageswi t h t he hi ghest degctegtioeprdtetypitasmemtzEegr e e me
of aforementioned cageries.St i mul us 1 was assignedtsthe n
mor phol ogical wvariants) in 100% of cases, s

variants) was useloly 98% of respondents for stimuli 9 and 44, and by 96% of respondents

0|n alphabeticabrder hr nel ek, hrnek, kal2gek, kel 2mek, korbel
pTllitr, skbBéheke,tekmehihkb,

1n alphabetical order d gb&n, dgbs&nek, frSan, hrn2|l ek, kalich,

s?ot,k skl enka, stoj8nek, gampuska, gtamprle, termoska
12Stlmull 1,2,4,5, 22,25, 28, 31, 34, 42, 46, 38,56

13 stimuli 6, 11, 14, 21, 30, 36, 38, 40, 41, 44, 5Q, 58

¥ stimuli 7, 17, 23, 27, 32, 35, 43, 49
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for stimulus 6 . As menti oned above, t he hnhigme O&6ke
respondent sé agreement as wel |l . I't was wuse

stimulus 32, in 97% of cases for stimulus 23, and in 96% of cases for stimulus 17.

The exceptionallh i gh r e s p o n dsents £ @orralagerweéainyehigh degree

of certainy. Ona scalefom 1 to 7, the average degree of certainty &a5 for stimulus 1
(6hrnekodo) , 5.61 for stimulus 9 (0si8lfoeni ced)]
sti mul us 3 BREowévérforekampheeskmiulu8 was assigneidur differentnames
Gbsklenil kab, 06 hr n,allkvbhutmdspcertaity, whichoreavastdh atn ea neezds
subjective feeling of certainty hardly guarantees conse@suthe opposite end of the scale,

some of the items with thibwest averages were stimulus 3 (3.64), stimulus 4 (3.66),
stimulus 14 (3.65), stimuluk9 (3.60), stimulus 26 (3.57@ndstimulus 57 (3.63), alelated
byexceptionally | ow anlg $885uofdtee nesporidents ggreedeome n t

adominant name Overall, the average degree of certainty was 4.71.

The most ambiguougsem was for Czech speakerstimulus 57 (an egg cupyvhich was

assigned 41 different names. The low consensus was presumably caused by the fact that
there is no onavord name in th Czech language which would refer to this object. Most
common expressions usedtodesbre it are Okal2gek na vaj?2]|k
0stoj8nek na vaj2| koé, alitespbmedtbinentipni t s e
the function vasin some casesatisfied by univerbatedonce words uc h as O6vaj el 1
6vaj 2| kow ab a@Qtherlstimalivdesériked bywider variety of names included
especially vessels designated for alcoholic beverages. Thecaenected witlithe most

variants proved to be a shot glasgy(stimuli 8, 18, 24, 60), which is commonly refed to

as Opang8kao, 6gtamprl ed, 6 f (forShamefous phiopefichlk a 6 ,
variants see Appendix B.2Reer glasses are commonly associated witmes such as
OpTIIitré, 6korbel & or 6krT gl 6, oncduechmp agn e
0sektovkad, 6 g a mas welllasavdth thercoudteyparnngs theRBnglish word

Of |iudtfel6®t na o .

As hinted in Chapter 3.1.Jespecially onemorphologcal phenomenori the Cz e c h s 6
tendency to create diminutivésvas well refleted in the obtained datA.large amount of

the employed namesasused along with their diminutive variarasd in some cases the
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frequency ofa diminutive was even bher tha the frequency ofts lexical baseFor
exampl e, the di miandu tainvde uvmejriedsnoeékafiénl thatmeir | k

lexicalbase® s k| eni ce6 and 6dgbg8nbod.

Besides diminutiization, univerbation was repeatedly observable ircthiected data. As

stated in Chapter 3.1.3, univerbated expressions are particularly common sl@hg.
Neverthel ess, it is possible that the respoc¢
caused by the instruction to usaly oneword names.Univerbated expressions were
employed especially tonclude the drink that is associated with particular vessel
(6gampuskad for a champagne g, asGlsi, k @mwkha & kfoor
for |l iqueur, 01 i ml|l o v)koatd mehtionthe mategal thesvessefior | e
made lods toldrploa a ,g@plagpsbtrifchrglaaspsaper cup). How
of univerbated expressions was considerablyelothian the frequency of their baserds,

presumably owing to the fact thtiteir use is limited by their specific meaning. Further

more, their low frequency might have been supported by their informal quality.

For complete data obtained from the Czechtwl group see Appendix B.2, for only the

most common names used for eablect see Appendix B.1.

3.4.3 English native speakergcontrol group)

The control group of English native speakers consist@® céspondents (12 men and 13
women) between the ages1# and 59 (avg. 30). The participants were born in different
parts of theenglish-speaking world anthe majority of them wreliving in the UK or in the
USA at the time of the research. They received different educatiorepoaded knowledge

of variouslanguages at different levels of proficiency. No one, however, indieatethced
knowledge of Czech.

The total amount of names used by this group of respondent49yaswever, dominant

names included only 8 worfsAnother18 words'’ were used for onebject by at least two

15 The questionnaire was fitl in by 29 respondents. However, 4 respondents declared residence in the Czech
Republic. Insufficient information abotlie lengh and nature of this residence precluded thoroughsassas

of their exposure tthe Czech language and necessitated theioral from the experiment.

181n alphabetical order: cone, cup, glass, measuring cup, mug, shot glass, teacup, wineglass.

171n alphabetical order: bowl, cocktail glass, champagne glass, eggcup, goblet, flask, flute, jug, martini glass,
measuring jug, measag spoon, paper cup, pot, stein, tankard, teapot, thermos, tumbler.
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respondents at the same tinfech e mo st frequentclpy,glas® ed and me
anugd whi ch al tunmatched72% of allbansverg-drthermore,a high
percentage of other aanpwwe ( 5 Upastsnaliddo ané2®e d by
and O6shot glassdé (4 %; d o niCupdaroved td kethe mest | mu | i
universal namebeingdominant for21 objects® varying in material, size, and shafde

namedlas® weloserfor 14 objects® of different sizs and shapes, but invariably without

handles. Not surprisingly, all of these objects were made of gMegd wa s astheo s e n
most frequenmamefor 15 object$® made of different material@ncluding glass) but

characterisetdy the presence of a handle

An interesting observation was made when stimuli 4 andw8#e compared. Both
photographs showed the same object (a green ceramic vessel), ofttbachdisplayed it

from a different angleWhen the handle was shown (stiomi34), the object was idtified

as a mug in 58% of casésndas a cup in 42%f cases)however, when the object was
turned and the handle hidden (stimulus6 of respondents identified it as a cup and only
21% as a mugTherefore, a change of sleaproved to be a decisivectar in the naming
process of English speakers. Conversely, this particular change had no effect on Czech native

speakers, nor on Czegnglish bilinguals.

Supposedly owing to the low number of commonly used variants, thendsps
agreement was fayrlhigh in this groupMore than half othe participants chose the same
name in the majority of <cases, mor eover, i

exceeded 80%.

As wel | as the r espon demintg waxaitg righ @uy.e5r2§ , t he
among this group of respondents. The highest average within this group (6.36) was reached
in the case of stimulus 1 and even the lowest avefdgE; stimulus 26) exceeded the

median of the sevepoint scale.

The nost ambiguous iteswere stinuli 51 (a specifically shaped beer vessel with a handle

and a lid) and5 (a travel mug with heat retention).

BStimuli 2, 3, 4, 7, 13, 14, 15, 17, 23, 26, 27, 28, 35, 37, 40, 43, 46, 49, 55, 57.
19 Stimuli 6, 8, 9, 11, 21, 30, 33, 36, 38, 44, 47, 50, 53, 58.
2stimuli 1, 5, 12, 16, 19, 22, 281, 34, 42, 45, 48, 51, 54, 56.
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The answers dhe participantsverg in most casegonsistent with the answers of Pavlenko
and Maltds corr es polhafewnigms wieese ghe nlaméant narmges o u p .

differed are recorded in the table below.

Table5: The discrepancidsetweerPavlenkcandMa | t 6 s and teepredent study

PavlenkcandMa |l t 6 s r ¢ Results of the present study
Stimulus 5 | cup (70%), mug (25%) mug (48%), cup (48%)
Stimulus 48 | mug(65%), cup (35%) cup (60%), mug (40%)
Stimulus 52 | cup (85%) cone (48%), cup (44%)
Stimulus 55 | mug (45%), cup (20%) cup (24%), thermos (24%) mug (209

For complete data obtained from the English control group see Appendix C.2, for only the

most commomames used for each object see Appendix C.1.

3.4.4 CzechEnglish bilinguals (experimental group)

The experimental group consisted 3§ Czech native speakéts(6 men and 27 women
between the ages of 25 and 67 (avg. 36) with different educational backgjeumalspent

at least5 yearsliving in an Englishspeaking countryThe majority of the respalents
wereliving in the UK or in the USA at the time of the research, nobody returribd ©zech
Republic The average age of arrival to an Englsgieaking counyr was 25 years, the
average length of residence was 10.5 years. Because of the low rafmdgsgrondents, no
groups of early or late bilinguals were created alhdnswersvere analysed together. The
respondentsodé | evel of E nftedled 6 hespdndentsvétated g e u
that they kew no English whatsoeveb respondents ratéteir knowledgeas elementary,

7 as intermediate as uppeifintermediate8 as advancegdhowever 32 participants stated

that their stay in an Engliskpeaking counyrhada positive impact on their English skills,

only one declared negative influenceeTlimpact ortheCzech language level was perceived

as positive by 1 participant, as negative by 19 participants. 13 respondents stated that their

Czechwasnotinfuened at all . The respondentsd expos

2! The questionnaire was filled in by 60 respondents. However, the answers of 7 rewpoindécated

insufficient exposure to English and 19 respondents did not provide enough information to allow a valid
assessment of theexposure. These respondents have been excluded from the experiment as well as the one
participant who failed to comphlyith given instructions and provided his answers in English.

221 responderfilled in elementary school, 1 secondary scheitthout the Maturita exam, 16 secondary school

with the Maturita exam, 2 professidegreel coll ege, 6 B:
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via questions focuesl on their dominant language in various environm&@garticipants
declared living in Englistspeaking households (only 7 respondents did not have this
experience)1l respondents stated that they studied at an English 4@2odid noj, and
everyonehad at least 2 years of experieé¢evorking with Englishspeaking colleagues.

The respondents us@4 namesn total. Dominant names includet words, another24
words* were employed by more than 58btherespondents in at least one cadewever,
it is important to note that 5% stands for only two participants and that all names included
in this list were used by the respondents of the Czech control group as wethaygness

frequently.

The most frequently used names corresponded with the names used by the Czech control
group. 0 Hr n eaknbd, 0OOksekll2emmei kil 6k aadl t oget her <covere
being the most frequent name fbt object2®, 6 s k | eI objekt, 6 o nbd® ndekked

for 10 object$’. What differed wasthe e s pondentts 0 é6aHg me«kmen( or it
variants) was used by 100% of respondents for stimuli 1 and 42, &@&dgf respondents

for stimulus 12. 0 Wds usedcby P6RoafOpaipaats foristimali Ov ar i ar
and 44, but no other item reached higher agreement than 95%. Conversely, even though the
Czech <control groupos agreement was excep
0 k e | 2onheskinfulus 32 was assign#éds name by 91% ofspondentdn other cases

this name competed with o6kal 2gek, 6hrnek©6,
the Czech control group. Nevertheless, flascentagdata might have beatistorted by the

lower number of the expienental group respondents, whersinglepersonalone accounts

for 3.3%.

23 In alphabetical order hr ne k, hrn2] ek, kel 2 mek, kornout, krTagl
skl enidg&laek, gtamprl e, termohrnek.

2 In alphabeticalorder d gb8&8n, dgb8nek, hrnel ek, kal ioch,miksali?2| ¢keak
pl asS§k, pl echg] ek, poh§&r, poh8r ek, pTI ka, sl 8§nka,
v § zwhiskovka.

25Stimuli 1, 2,4, 5, 22, 25, 31, 34, 435, 46, 48, 54, 56 (stimuli assigned different names by the Czech control
group are shown in bold). Stimulus 28, which was reg:

the named.0kel 2 mek

26 Stimuli 6, 8, 14,19, 21, 30, 36, 38, 40, 41, 50, 58 (stimuli assigned different names by the Czech control
group are showh n bol d) . Sti mul.i 11 and 44, which were rega
assigned t he n aemeisc etdp arne§skpde catnidv edl syk. |

27 stimuli 3, 7, 17, 23, 2728, 32, 35, 43, 49stimuli assigned different names by the Czech control groeip a

shown in bold).
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The overall degree of certainty was fairly high (avg. 5&#jin the case of stimulus 1 it
reached the unmatched average of 6.48. Even the lawarsige 4.09 (stimulus 19) exceeded
the median of the seveoint scaleAll in all, the degree of certainty of the CzeEhglish

bilingual group was higher than the certaintytefmonolingual counterpart.

As wel | as the Czech c onEnglishlbilinguale fieguerdgly r e s p «
used diminutives. Even though thegualyu sed t he same phon&ketic v
Ohrnel ek &,0skd &In&kiloa aikdstdbution stightlg differed, supposedly

owing tot h e p a r differerit ppgiamdl badkground. Unfortunately, enough data to
validate this assumptiowas not obtainedBesides the phonetic variants, the distribution

of the diminutiveshemselvesvascompared tahe use otheirbasewords however, major
discre@ncies were not uncovered. In most cases, both groups favoured the same names,

thefew cases wherthe frequency was reversed are shown in the table below.

Table6: The differences in the distution of diminutives

Czech control group CzechEnglish bilinguals

preferred name less frequent nam( preferred name less frequent nam

Stimulus4 | hr n e35%)k | hrnek (29%) hrnek (31%) hrn2] ek
Stimulus 14| hrnek (13%) hrnel ek hr ne22%)k hrnek (13%)
Stimulus34 | hr ne| e k | hrnek (45%) hrnek (48%) hrnel ek

Stimulus44| skl eni | k{skl eni |l k{skl eni | k{skl eni%)k

Stimulus 48| hr ne| e k | hrnek (39%) hrnek (58%) hrnel ek

Univerbated expressions were includedinCzZéang | i sh bi l i ngual s6 ans
corresponding with the data obtained from the Czech control grmypever, anotevorthy

occurence, exclusive for the experimental group,tvdse wo r d , whiclovasgused k a 6

by two different respondents for two different stimuli (33 and #4§ word was presumably

created by univerbation a wordformation process prevalent especially in Gzedrom

anEngl i sh expr essi o herefora it hay b gercalved asgitomgihga s s 6 ,

the effect of Czech and English confluence.

For complete data obtained from the experimental group see Appendix D.2, for only the

most common names used &ach object see Appendix D.1.
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3.4.5 Crossexamination and discussion ofhe results
Comparingthe answers of both control groupskest is clear that different naming patterns
are emerging within both examined languages.géone other studies concerned wiitle

research of this phenomenon see Chapter 2.3.2.

All in all, the main difference in Czech and English drinkware naming seems to be the
inclusiveness othe respective names. The best example of this phenomenon is the word
6cupd. As r ec A vaydiferentobjesdPweernediaxssi gned t he n
the majority of English speakers, while Czech speakers employed a wide variety of different
names (O6hrneko6, O6kal 2gekd, Ookel 2foneh&esame 6 mi s k
set of stinuli. Moreover, variant® f t he rna@ameadcopPd andiweneeasur i
used to describe plenbfot her 1 tems, usually correspondi

6 o d mDrespextively.

Neverthelessit was not onlythe inclusivenes®of Englishnames what caused the striking
discrepancy between the number of names used by English and Czech spesadteyan
in previous chapters, plentf phonetical or morphological variards well as univerbated
expressions equivalent to simply adjectivelg-prodified nouns frequentlgccurredwithin

both Czech speaking groups.

The wider set of different names, however, resulted iower consensus of Czech and
CzechEnglish bilingual participants. Naturally, when the speakers had more choices of
frequentlyused namegor their variants)they favouredlifferent ones and their agreement
decreased. Unfortunately, it was not possible to determine the réasosigain preferences

due to the insufficient amount of collected data. Further research would preibablver
which options are more popular with speakers of different social and regional baclsground

as well as with speakers of different age

On the other hand, a few items with except
within each groupThese itens epitomized the prototgs of basicdrinkware concepts
(6hrnekod, 6skl eni ced, and Okebtempkod ODmugde

6glass6é in the English control g af pertiment , or ,

28 For example stimuli 2, 3, 7, 13, 14, 15, 17, 23, 26, 27, 57.
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cognitive categores, the structure of which was described in ChapterChaiversely, the
items occupying the periphery of the cognitive categories were usually referred to by

anumber of different names

Finally, in the light of all these findingsthe hypotheseproposedn Chapter 3.4will be
discussed.

1. Czech speakers will use a wider variety of names for the objects than English

speakers.

The tablebelow compares the number of names used bl geoup of respondentk.is
clear that Czech speakers wasll as Czectenglish bilinguals used a wider variety of
different names than English speakers.

Table7: The number of names used by all respondent groups

Czech natives | English natives Bilinguals
TotaP® 222 49 84
Dominant 15 8 14
> 5% 18 18 24

A prominent factor behd these numbers is the difference in Czech and English morphology
described in Chapter 3.1.1. Owing to a large numbeZzsichderivational suffixes, one
Czechword can ceoccur with many variants differing from their lexical base in the degree
of diminutivizationor gender. Furthermore, the weli@mation process of univerbati¢see
Chapter 3.1.3pnables Czech speakers to transform fixed phrases intwvadenames.

Last but not leastmany phonetic variants exist and are considered sep&oatksin our
analyses since the differences in pronunciation are reflected in the splelistgndard
English, anthe contrarycreating morphological variants leghly unusualand phonetic
variants are not distinguishable in writing. Mukord lexemes, equivaht to Czech
univerbated expressions, were recorded, however, tlwatber was considerably lower

togadmmaRdas k a o,

A

(e.g.6 ¢ h a nepgalgans s 6 corresponds

Conclusively, these results prove the first hypothesis

2 Since the number of respondents within @eech native group (157) was disproportionate to both other
groups (25, 33), it is important to note that the total number oésamay grow with the increasing number of
participants, as it also includes various nonce words.
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2. The respondentsdé agreement will be highe

Along withtheextent of thevariety of employed namgther e s p o ragreemendfféred
among the groupd§.alde 8 andFigure 6(below) show the number of objects which reached

acertain percentage of agreement.

TableB:The respondentsod agreement

Czech natives | English natives Bilinguals

<20% 1 0 3

20-39% 13 2 15

40-59% 22 12 22

60-79% 13 16 11

> 80% 11 30 9
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

Czech natives English natives Bilinguals

<20% m20-39% m40-59% m60-79% m>80%

Figure6: The respondentsd6 agreement

It is evident that the highest degro f respondent sd agreement o
English native speakeend therefore the second hypothesis was proved to be correct as
well. Furthermore, seeing thttis group was also characterised as the one with the most
restricted name variety, we may assume that the less common choices there are, the higher

the agreema will be.
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3. The word 6écupbd wild be used to name mor e

equivalent6 g 81 e k 6 .

After comparing thesummative and average datas time to narrow the scope of the
analysis.As mentioned above, the English native group usseer different names to
describe all presented objects. It seems to be a logical consequencedéataimes must

have been used more frequently than Czech ones.

As the mosfrequentname,&cu pvéas usedvithin the English native group as a dominant

namefor 21 objectsMoreover, it was used to describe another 20 objects by more than 5%

of therespondents @&t he s ame ti me. Therefore, we can
refer to 41 out of 60 presenteessed (68%). As thebjectsvaried insize(tiny, small, large)
material(paper, plastic, styrofoam, ceramic, porcelain, ggbapdcylindrical or con¢, with

or without a handlg)and function(drinking hot or cold beverages, eating soup, or even

measurig ingredients) we can obser veversafieaameid Englighd i s a |

Conversely, 6g8l ekd, the c omhighlyspecifianarsel at i or
It is usually used for a small ceramic cup of conic shape with a handle whidtens
accompanied by a saucer and designated for drinking hot beverages, especially tea or coffee.
Supposedly owing to its rather restrictive use, @swarely employed by the majority of
respondents. It was used to name only 13 objects (only 2 of wieiehagsigned this name

by the majority of the respondents).

All in all, these results prove the third hypothesis as well as the complexity of theofssu

translation equivalency describedGhapter 3.2 an€hapter3.3.

Notably, the nednea9ta awarpida otccaifr rt he name 0
Czech (0zCzeckEngl i sh) speakers used the name 069g8
presune t hat Oteacupd and 09g8lekd6é are semantic
equivalency is st | guestionable as O0teacupd6 was uUs
Neverthelessno particular tendencies in their distribution were uncoverechgwo the

limited number of respondents and their insufficient demographic variety.
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4. In comparison with the group of Czech native speakers, Czedhnglish
bilinguals will tend to use a smaller set of object names, which will result in

higher recurrence ofthe same names.

Finally, the attention needs to be turned to the differences bethe@&xperimental group

of CzechEnglish bilinguals and the Czech control group. Since it was presumed, at the time
of forming the hypotheses, that Czech speakers willauseder variety of names than
English speakers, the tendency to use a smaller sahbjeft names was thought to be

a possible consequence of the assumed-tiragsstic influence

As recorded in Table 7 above, Czdehglish bilingual group did, in facuse a smaller set
of names than the Czech control group. However, the absoluteeraimight be misleading
in this casedue to the incomparable sizes of both groupsthermore, when only the

number of dominant names is considered, the differencéhisrnaarginal.

When analysing the expressions themselves, it becomes clear that jtngynod the
expressions unique for only one of the growaps represented by various phonetic or
morphological variants of more frequent names. The only distinct natm@entioned by

the experiment al group was Oci lcardted8 kvibh, a n
distinctive ornaments known as the blue onion pattern. Moreovénegacontrol group was

larger,a highernumberof various nonce words occurred within it.

To avoid the interference of the size discrepancy, a simple random sample of 3d8eatpon
belonging to the Czech control group was generated. Upon analysing the answers of this
sample, 102 different names were discovered (84 different names were utes 38/
CzechEnglish bilinguals, who comprised the experimental groéphough the dference

between the two equally sized groups still appears to be relatively robust and, therefore,
suggests that the wider variety of used names was not caused ligahspectrum of Czech
control groupdbds respondent ®dtolemsyppoded byiani t i v
analysis of a larger datasés this was not the casewasimpossible taconclusively prove

the fourth hypothesis due tioe possibly misleadg results.
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346 Pear s o-sqoased gt |

To compare the data obtained from the differently s@eech control and Czedbnglish
bilingual group P e a r s o-sguWared tesiais usedo evaluate the distribution of the 10
most frequently used nam@herest t o f 1=HT79¥9 (tf e 9).t50.@0%) confirmed
a significant difference between the answerthefrespondents of both groups.

contral exp
Pearson
residuals:
hrnek 93
hrnek_dim
kalisek [ |
—
kelimek 40
odmérka | | |
! — 20
panak | |,—|
pullitr [ | — 00
sklenice | ‘
— -2.0
sklenice_dim -40
i,
salek | | D =6

Figure7.P e a r s osgudaed testrésults

Figure 7 (above) shows that the test uncovered significant differentee use of the names
Ohrnel ek/ hrn2]eké6é, 6épan8kd, oOopTllitrdé, and
groupbés |l exical richness, Codchhmatnmiames 6lhs @&

frequently than Czecknglish bilinguals.hn st ead of O0hrnel ek/ hrnz]| e

of other names such as O6ébucl 8l ekd, O6cibul §]
experi ment al gr oup 6 sn be seen ag d restitroftheinpaeferencé g a n 8§ k
Ogtamprl edtand Hotwe veari adue to insufficient

background and other demographic details, it is impossible to determine what motivated this
inclination. Finally, apossible result of crodsguistic influence is perceivable witheh
names Oskleniced and oO6pTlIlitré. Presumably

i's used more frequently t har¥fEngishbbiloguagraup eci f i

Thetdh r ne k _di moémpdsasak dimtinutive variants of the nadher n e k 6 . &Sk Imé  iaacd ydi mod
comprises diminutive variants of the nadsek | le @ @ |
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seemed to prefer the word O&zecktoetroligrouptendedo o6 p T

to use OpTIlIlitrormeeyYte frequently and rathe

3.4.7 Cluster analysis

To facilitatea clearer grasp of the differences between the Czech control and the Czec
English bilingual group, alaster analysi®f the 15 most frequeniexemeswvasconducted

in R (R Core Teamlsing the kmeans clustering metho@uring this analysis, seven
clusters were created for each graomllow for a visualisation of the disciepcies.Their
optimal number was estimated via the average silhooetteod, described by Kaufman &

Rousseeuw.

As demonstrated by Figure 8 (for fglized visualizations see Appendix E), the fact that
differences exist between these groups is clearedirdt glance. However, as the answers

compared are all provided ihd same language, naturally, there is a number of similarities

Gluster plot Gluster plot
0o B s cluster
1 07 h
= 3| 2 2 &l 2
5 4
E ’_?_1 - Lt{ a
o X+ o EIES
=1 = o |95

b )
Dim1 {17.6%) Dim {17.3%)

Figure8: Cluster visualisation (Czech control group on the left, Cglish bilingual group on theght)
Two cases of perfect correspondence can be observed within the ahadysis. Stimuli 10,

39, and 59 form a disti nct 2 aénticalinbothgmips. me as u
Therefore, we can assume that the inclusion of these object®i t he 6cupd6 cat eg

S PTIlitro is a typical Czech name for a vessel with
beer It is, prototypically, made of glass and it usually has a handle. However, during the picture naming
experiment, this name wased by the Czech native group to describe not only beer glasses without handles,

but also vessels made of different mateiplastic, ceramics). In some cases, even the volume was disregarded

in the process of naming, despite being the lexical motivétiothe name itself.

32 Comprising measuring cups, cluster 6 the Czechc ont r ol g r oianpdrrespownds soutteel i z a't
experimental group6s cluster 4. For their compari sol

45



for English speakers, did not have any influeoneCzechEnglish bilingual participants of
the present study. Similarly, a cluster of glass veSstsmed identically within both
groups differing only slightly in the distbution of the diminutive variants (66.6% of
diminutives within the Czech cowirgroup, 60% of diminutives within the experimental

group).

Another distinct cluster which formed within both groups, was the clusterpaper,
styrofoam, and plastic cupsferred toby the Czech namé k e | 2 iHewlev@r, as more

objects were assignento this cluster by the experimental group, hints of clivgguistic

influence may be observed when comparing the stimuli inclidf@tin the control group,

this cluster was occupied exclusively by handleless objects, however, within the
experimental grup, a plasticupwith a handle (stimulus 28) was also includ&slthe name
6cupb6, assigned by t he detnag Well ashto tioecothdr itesmé g r o
included in this clustelis commonly used for vessels of various shapes (with or withou
handles), it may be concluded that disregarding the presence of the handle when naming this
item was, in fact, an effect of transf@&urthermore, éow styrofoam cup (stimulus 35) was

included in this cluster only within the experimental group analgsispite being named

Okel 2mekd by both groups ( wi tihterferedtwithehec ont r

unambiguous cluster attation).

A cluster of oPyas aldo ormadawithendottvghoups, édwéver, the one

formed within the expémnental group appeared to be more restrictive. It included only the
items which were assigned t heytheaimiautivéshr ne k ¢
Ohrnel ek/ hrn2| ek6 wer e exc plastit andl glass; included e r mo r
in this clusteby the control group, were assigned to different clusters as well. Conversely,

a metal mudstimulus 45)was included within this akter only by the experimental group,

whil e t he contr ol group i nsisted on i ts
e X per i me nrelatancegto approadi aforementioned objects as parts of one group

33 Encompassing the majority of glass vessdister5intheCz ech cont r ol iomcoresppndss Vi s U@

to the expegcliustee Foatheir gompansa&ee Appendix E.

34Includingpaper, styrofoam, and plastic cugsister 7intheCz ech cont r ol gecorespgndss Vv i s u e

to the experimenta g r duster 8 Bor their comparison see Appendix E.

35Consisting of bjectsnamed hr nek 6 or 0 Hustergrtte®Z dve m2d ®@rktdbr, olciogr oupo6s
7.

corresponds to the experimental grolkpds cluster |
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may be explained by the crelasguisticinfluence as well. As opposed to the highly versatile

name O6cupbdb, the name Oémugd, wdrobdts, isratimer be u:
restrictive. It is usually used to refer to large drinking vessels made of ceramic materials and
definedbyther cyl i ndrical shape with a handle. TI
(common CzeclEnglish translation equivales)tcould have, therefore, influenced the

bilingual speakerstavoi d using the name Ohrnekdé for o

of 6mugé.

Conversely, smaller handled vessels made of ceramic materials formed a larger cluster

within the experimentalgtop. These objects were named 6¢g
partly corresponded to obj ect suphadiseudsedot e a c |
above, the name 060g8lekbé is used by Czech s

modest size athese clustefé.

A distinct cluster comprisindive very small glasses designated for drinking spirits was
formed within the contiagroup®’. Interestingly, however, no corresponding group emerged
from the exper i muastdad thesgohjes wepednsludadnna lagesniixed
cluster® of various objects not assigned to any of the aforementioned clusters. Besides shot
glasses, these objects includattier tiny vessels made of different materials than glass,
aglass mug, a porcelain bowl, sonaede beer vessels (some were includedénth6 g1 as s 6
cluster), a travel mug, a cone, and other atypical vessels. A corresponding mixed cluster
within the control groufy encompassed similar set of objects (with the exception of shot
glasses included in ¢hdistinct cluster mentioned abovéi). adlition, it included the
aforementioned low styrofoam cup (stimulus 35) and metal mug (stimuluSeib)ersely

the glass mugdstimulus 25)i ncl uded i n the experimental g
located withinit as it was a part of the cluster of mufmally, a cluster containing only one

item’*® was formed within the Czedanglish bilingual group. Stimulus 2 was evaluated as

36 Including the few objects named g 81 ek 6 or O Husterd inegheCheah | ebdtr ol gr
visualizat on corresponds to the experimental group6s cl uc
87 Cluster 3inthe Czeoh o n t r o lanatyss (far its disualisation see Appendix E).

38 Cluster 6in the experimentalrgup Gasalysis (for its visualisation see Appendix E).

39 Cluster 1in theCzech controgroup 6asalysis (for its visualisation see Appendix E).

40 Cluster5 in the experimental grop 6 s a(fioratd visumlisation see Appendix E).
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unigue enough to represent a whole distinct cluster. Nevertheless, the reasoniehind t

assessment was found too obscurectofravelled.

All'in all, the cluster analysis did shed some more light on the effects of the-Emglibh
crosslinguistic influenceOnce again, the disparity betwee
andfairlyestrictive 6émugd provedntse dbdapl éme&dt h
and Ohrnekdé rather complicat€&€adlgyi sRomhs équme
perception of pertinent i tems towards the
agreater variety of objects, reflected in their overuse di e n a me péokided 2 me k 6
evidence forthe CzeckEnglish transfer as well as their reluctance to regaihdrical

handled vessels of different materials as members of one category.

48



Conclusion

Throughout its pages, this thesisestigated the corners of the bilingual mind. It provided

an overview of approaches to the bilingual mental lexicon and it concerned itself especially

with the processes takingplawa t hi n t he bi | i ihewmar focsspfehek er s 6
thesis wado describe the process of wetidreferent mapping with the emphasis on the

inevitable crosdinguistic influence which is observabdenongst bilingual speakers.

However, as the crodmquistic influence is an incrediblgomplex phenomenon, the scope
of the thesis had to be narrowed. The focus was therefore @acksivelyon commonly
useddrinkwareitems and the differences their naming inCzech and in Engliskvere

examined.

The complexity of the issue of CzeEmdish translation equivalency obmmon drinkware

names wakintedatby a corpusbased analysis of the most frequent translation chdites.
results of the very first analysis already
most versatile drinkwar name within both considered tarages. The translation
equivalency issue was further examined by a semantic similarity analysis which revealed

that the similarity is generally much higher amongst Czech drinkware names.

To corroborate the results of therpus analyses and determine difeerences in Czech and
English wordto-referent mapping of drinkware names, a picture naming experiment was
conductedDuring this experimenthtee groups of respondents (an experimental group of
33 CzechkEnglish bilinguals, a control group of 157 Czeoltive speakers, and a control
group of 25 English native speakers) were asked to name 60 different aljetténcluded

prototypical members of various drinkware categories as well as a few uncommon objects.

The resuk of this experiment uncoverdtat the main difference between Czech and
English drinkware conceptualization is the inclusiveness (or restrictiveness pefrtiment
cognitive categories. The name Ocupd prove

awide variety of objects of dérentsizes,shaps, and materia
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Based on the results of the picture naming experiment, the following hypotheses were

confirmed:

1. Czech speakers will use a wider variety of names for the objects than English speakers.
2. The respondentsd agreement will be highel
3. The word o6cupd wild.l be used to name mor

equi valent 6g8l ekbo.

Neverthelessowing to the incomparable numbers of Czech native group and-Enggish

experi mental groupb6s part i ¢armeachthesasthypathesisa s i m

4. In comparison with the group of Czech native speakers, Gzeghsh biinguals will
tend to use a smaller set of object names, which will result in highereecarof the

same names.

Despite the fact that a simple random sample analysis suggested that the broader spectrum
of used names was, in fact, not caused merelydoytg r eat er number of Cze
respondentshis hypothesis was not considemdvendue tothe risk of compromising the

integrity of the researcbwing to the possibly misleading summative results.

However, B a r s o psQuared dadstj whickllows for comparing the distribution of
categorical variables across samples of diffeser@s proved the existence of a significant
difference between the Czech control and C#eeblish experimental group. Furthermore,

it uncovereda possible effect o€rosslinguistic influence in the distribution of the names

0skl eni ced rtherdiscrépantidsland passible trafgder effects were revealed by

the subsequent cluster analyses, which, again, touched upon the universality of the name
Ocupé@poassedopt o the more restrictive 6mugdbdé ca

Echoesof linguistic theories, introduced in the first part of this thesis, appeared frequently

while analysing the results dhe present research: o r i nstance, Labovo:
referential indeterminacyas well reflected in the data obtained from all respondent groups,

as very few items were named with an absolute agreement. Another theoretical concept
underl ying the r e ofubeinrnavsirsctur® af sogriitive categdrieso r y
While the core members of pertinent categories were usually nhamed identically by the

majority of respondents, the peripheral items were often regarded with lower degrees of
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certainty and called by differemames. Moreover, it canelroncluded that the most
frequerly used names were representatives of the basic level of abstraction, whereas more

specific (subordinate) names were employed less frequently, as their specificity prevented
them from being ovesed

I n conclusi on, t he st u ded ofsexamiming ghe diffetenceso nt r |
between Czech and English drinkware names and of exploring the possibility of Czech
English crosdinguistic influence a topic which had not been discussed irviptes Czech

or English linguistic researchdowever,this field of study would undoubtedly benefit

from more detailed research encompassangider demographic variety of respondents.
Hopefully, this thesis will open the discussion about C#eeglish trasfer and facilitate

further research of this phenomenon.
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Appendix A

Stimulusl Stimulus2 Stimulus3
mug, hrnek cup, hrnek cup, klke2ygm&k

Stimulus4 Stimulus5 Stimulus6
cup, hrnek mug, hrnek glass, sklen | k a

Stimulus? Stimulus8 Stimulus9
cup, kel 2me gl ass, pang glass, sklenice

Stimulus10 Stimulus11 Stimulus12
measuring cup gl ass, / plainegrki mu g, hrhorenl2€ ke
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Stimulus13 Stimulus14 Stimulus15
cup, miska cup, skl eni cup, sklenice

Stimulus16 Stimulus17 Stimulus18
mug, pTIHIit cup, kel 2me shot gl ass,

Stimulus19 Stimulus20 Stimulus21
mug, pTII1it teacup, ¢8I gl ass, skler

Stimulus22 Stimulus23 Stimulus24
mug, hrnek cupk el 2 me k shot glassp a n § k
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